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ABSTRACT 

Good reading and comprehension skills play a significant role in educational 

achievement at various steps and level in the process of education. Comprehension is a 

basic pre-requisite for reading to be meaningful and effective. Academic achievement in 

most subjects often depends on good reading comprehension. Various strategies have 

been devised by academics and language teachers for developing and strengthening the 

process of reading comprehension among students. Research indicates that formal 

teaching of reading strategies is often beneficial for better reading comprehension and 

academic achievement of students in general and students of English as second language 

in specific. The current study explored the effect of teaching reading strategies on reading 

comprehension and academic achievement of female higher secondary school students 

studying at a private college in Mansehra, learning English as second language (L2). The 

objectives of this study were to explore the effect of teaching of reading strategies on 

reading comprehension of the students at the higher secondary school level and to identify 

the effect of teaching of reading strategies on the application of reading strategies by the 

students at higher secondary school level and to find out the effect of teaching of reading 

strategies on the academic achievement of students at higher secondary school level. For 

the achievement of the objectives of the study, the following hypotheses were formulated: 

Ho1: There is no significant difference in the reading comprehension of the experimental 

group (which received explicit reading strategy instruction) and the control group (which 

did not receive any explicit strategy instruction). Ho2: There is no significant difference 

in application of reading strategies use between the experimental group (which had 

instruction through explicit strategy) and the control group (which did not have any 

explicit instruction). Ho3: There is no significant difference in the academic achievement 
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between the experimental group (which had instruction through explicit strategy and the 

control group (which did not have explicit strategy instruction). 

 The study was experimental in nature. A reading comprehension test and a reading 

strategy questionnaire were used as research instruments. Research tools were duly 

validated, and pilot tested. Experimental pre-test-post-test equivalent design was adopted 

to conduct the study. The population of this study consisted of all 108 students studying 

at higher secondary level in private girls’ college in Mansehra. Sample for this study 

comprised of 60, 1st year students of a private Girls College in Mansehra, Pakistan. The 

students were divided into experimental and control groups on the basis of matched 

random sampling technique and the scores they achieved in the pre-test. Treatment was 

given to the experimental group while the control group was taught the same learning 

material through traditional (Grammar Translation Method) method for a period of eight 

(8) weeks. Data was collected through reading comprehension test, reading strategy 

questionnaire and 1st Term Exams results of 1st year. Chi square Mean and t-tests were 

used as statistical tools for data analysis. Findings revealed that using reading instructional 

strategies significantly improved students’ reading comprehension, their application of 

reading strategies during reading and their overall academic achievement in the subject of 

English. Overall, it could be argued that the teaching of reading strategies significantly 

improves the process of language learning and teaching at the higher secondary school 

level. The study has important implications for language teaching in general and English 

language teaching at the school level in particular. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Reading is prerequisite to learn a language. It is an essential perquisite for 

educational success as it provides learners the means to directly seek knowledge. 

For academic achievement, reading should be comprehensive. Reading 

comprehension is a meaning making task that strengthens the ability to interpret the 

intentions of the writer with understanding of vocabulary, sentence structure and 

syntax (Flower, 2010). Effective reading comprehension can take place only if 

readers actively interact with the text. To teach reading comprehension skills, 

teachers often use different reading skills. Reading strategies is an intellectual 

activity that helps the readers in building and maintaining the meanings (Yang, 

2006).  

However, reading books is not always popular among all the people, even in 

the countries as advanced as the United Kingdom and the United States (Connolly, 

Lupinnaci & Bush, 2001). In developing countries such as Pakistan, reading habits 

are lacking even more. Study habits can be improved by using active instructional 

activities like explicit strategy instruction. Such strategies refer to teaching methods 

that help students in becoming proficient readers (Petitbon, 2005). Archer and 

Hughes (2011) explained explicit instruction as the process of teaching through 

systematic, direct and engaging activities to enhance students’ learning. It is a 

teaching technique that builds a very positive interaction among the teachers and the 

students. In this technique, a teacher explicitly presents an objective and then adopts 

a certain teaching strategy to achieve that. Good reading is necessary for 
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comprehending a text properly. It helps in understanding a new concept and leads 

the reader for further learning.  

Commander and Stanwyck (1997) found that good readers recall ideas, more 

perfectly, with good knowledge of structural element of text. In 1980’s when the 

earliest research work was conducted about teaching strategies, the usefulness of 

reading strategies for improving reading comprehension was indicated. Studies also 

suggest teaching of various reading comprehension strategies.  

Reading strategies (RSI) instruction is the brainchild of Rubin (1975). The 

idea of RSI reflects that clear instruction in specific cognitive and meta-cognitive 

strategies improves the reading comprehension level (Williams, Stafford, Lauer, 

Hall & Pollini, 2009). This idea is the foundation for the present study. By the 1980, 

research studies revealed that students who took an active role in their learning 

process, performed more successfully as compared to their counterparts (Frank, 

Grossi & Stanfield, 2006). In the 1990s and early 2000, more teachers started to 

apply different reading strategies like questioning about the text and prediction 

(Frank, Grossi, & Stanfield, 2006). Different instructional strategies and approaches 

have been devised for teaching reading comprehension instruction (RCI). An 

important one is called The Students Achieving Independent Learning – (SAIL). 

This is an approach in which the teacher teaches reading process using direct 

explanation. The teacher mainly uses his/her ability to explain the reasoning and 

mental process involved in the process (Williams et al., 2009). Another approach is 

called transactional strategy instruction (TSI) in which the teacher helps and 

coordinates discussion while directly explaining. A strategy called collaborative 

strategy reading (CSR), two approaches i.e. teaching strategies and Co-Operative 
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learning have been amalgamated (Klingner & Vaughn, 1999). The strategic 

approach emphasises open and clear teaching of reading strategies like making 

summary, asking questions, making inferences for understanding the text better. The 

content approach focuses on directing student’s attention towards the text. Students 

read and work through the text to construct different ideas about the text through 

discussion (McKeown, Beck & Blake, 2009). A number of studies have identified 

the use of such strategic approaches for reading instruction that results in 

enhancement of better understanding on the part of the students (Vanez, 1987; 

CelceMurica, 1991; Collins, 1991; Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002; McNamara, 2007). 

Overall, it could be suggested that overt strategy instruction is often useful for better 

reading comprehension on the part of students. 

Previous research indicates that the teaching and application of reading 

comprehension strategies often has led to better performance on the part of students 

in terms of their reading comprehension and academic achievement. On 

international level, a number of studies have been conducted in this context, in 

countries such as the USA, European countries, Canada and Australia (Baker, 2002; 

Droop & Verhoeven, 2003; Duke & Pearson, 2002; Dinary, 2002). There seems, 

however, a dearth of research of substantial research studies in this area in the 

Pakistani context. This means there is a serious need to explore this very important 

area of education in Pakistan. As reading is essential for academic achievement, 

there is a need of exploring the effectiveness of teaching the instructional and 

reading strategies in Pakistan. Through the current study, an effort has been made to 

explore the effect of teaching of reading strategies on the reading comprehension 

and academic achievement of students, studying English at Higher Secondary level 

in the province of Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, Pakistan.  
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1.1  Problem Statement 

 Comprehension is an important element of the reading process in educational 

institutions at different levels. Most language teaching programmes emphasize 

comprehension as an essential part of the teaching and learning process. One 

important way to enhance the reading comprehension of students at the school level 

is to give them knowledge and skills regarding reading comprehension strategies. 

Reading comprehension strategies comprise of a set of techniques that could be used 

to increase understanding of the reading texts. Such strategies help the reader 

improve his/her focus, involvement and interest while reading the text which often 

leads to better understanding of the reading material. Teaching reading 

comprehension strategies is, therefore, considered useful for better language 

learning and academic achievement.   

1.2 Research Objectives 

The objectives of the study are given below.  

1. To explore the effect of teaching of reading strategies on reading 

comprehension of the students at the higher secondary school level. 

2. To identify the effect of teaching of reading strategies on the application of 

reading strategies by the students at higher secondary school level.  

3. To find out the effect of teaching of reading strategies on the academic 

achievement of students at higher secondary school level.  

1.3  Research Hypotheses 

 For the achievement of the objectives of the study, the following hypotheses 

were formulated: 
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1. Ho1: There is no significant difference in the reading comprehension of the 

experimental group (which received explicit reading strategy instruction) 

and the control group (which did not receive any explicit strategy 

instruction). 

2. Ho2: There is no significant difference in application of reading strategies 

use between the experimental group (which had instruction through explicit 

strategy) and the control group (which did not have any explicit instruction). 

3. Ho3: There is no significant difference in the academic achievement between 

the experimental group (which had instruction through explicit strategy and 

the control group (which did not have explicit strategy instruction). 

1.4  Delimitations of the Study 

 Due to the availability of limited resources and time with the researcher, and 

the nature of study (experimental design), this study was delimited to:  

1. A private girls’ college in Mansehra, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa 

2. Higher secondary level 

3. Session 2014 

4. Seven lessons of the 1st year English Textbook prescribed by Khyber 

Pakhtunkhwa Textbook Board. 

1.5      Study Limitations 

 The current study was a small-scale experimental research and the sample 

comprised of female higher secondary school students from a private college for 

girls in Mansehra, Pakistan. This has the weakness to restrict the study in terms of 

generalization on a broader level. However, further studies can include samples from 
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both genders and different places to broaden the generalization aspect of the current 

study.  

  Due to the experimental nature of the study, the control group had to 

be kept out of the treatment. This might have put them at a disadvantage in 

comparison with the experimental group in terms of exposure to a better learning 

method. Despite the researcher's intention to expose the control group to similar 

teaching at a later stage as the experimental group experienced during treatment, this 

was not possible in routine school year. The researcher, however, conducted a 

workshop of limited duration with the control group to give them some form of 

exposure to the concept and use of reading strategies. 

 As an experimental study, the data was entirely quantitative in nature. There 

could thus be a lack of triangulation in terms of data collection tools. This could have 

potential implications in terms of lack of rigour in the study. However, this study 

may become precedent for further qualitative studies which may use interviews and 

focal groups to triangulate the results.   

1.6  Significance of the Study 

This study is significant as it may be helpful for teachers, teaching English 

at higher secondary level, to develop good reading habits among their students that 

could lead to better comprehension and ultimately to better academic achievement. 

Learning reading strategies may improve the comprehension ability of students at 

secondary level as comprehension is highly important for overall learning and better 

academic achievement. The present study may also be beneficial both for teachers 

as well as students. The present study may help those who have a say in the 

formulation and implementation of educational policies, the educational 

administrators, principals and English teachers in understanding the role of teaching 
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of reading strategies both at the time of planning and execution of the curriculum, at 

secondary and higher secondary level. The study may also help teacher trainers who 

teach strategies to trainee and junior teachers at the school level. Moreover, the study 

may serve as a precedent for more research work in the field of language teaching at 

secondary and higher secondary level education in particular and on the other levels 

and in teaching of other subjects in general.  

1.7  Rationale of the Study  

Literature reviewed for this study reveals that the teaching and application of 

reading comprehension strategies has a positive effect on students’ reading 

comprehension and academic achievement.  A good deal of research has been 

conducted on issues around this topic in the international context in countries such 

as the USA, European countries, Canada and Australia. However, there is not much 

evidence of substantial empirical research in this area in the Pakistani context.  It 

was, therefore, deemed appropriate to investigate the effect of teaching reading 

strategies on the use of these strategies, the level of reading comprehension and the 

academic achievement of school students in the Pakistani context. 

1.8  Operational Definitions 

1.8.1    Reading Comprehension 

Sargent, Smith, Hill, Morrison and Burgess (2010) define reading 

comprehension as the understanding of text that utilizes for explanation, 

interpretation, application, emphasizing, and feelings/emotions. 
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1.8.2   Reading Comprehension Strategy Instruction  

Teaching instruction strategies involves provision of explicit instructions to 

the students in the field of language learning and applying reading strategies while 

reading. The studies prove that such instruction helps students in constructing 

meanings (The National Reading Panel, 2000). Teaching comprehension strategies 

actively improves students’ involvement and learning in various ways (Mier, 1984). 

1.8.3  The SAIL (Students Achieving Independent Learning) Approach 

The SAIL approach (Student Achieving Independent Learning) was adopted 

for the current study as these strategies are taught explicitly in this approach. This 

approach suggests that using these strategies is the best means to achieve true 

reading comprehension. In this approach a teacher teaches the strategies explicitly 

by discussing and modelling these strategies before the students (Pearson & Duke, 

2002). The students are made to practice these strategies frequently to make them 

use these strategies independently afterwards. 

1.8.4  Explicit Instruction 

Explicit instruction is a plain, clearly stated instruction. McEwan (2004) 

stated that teachers should explicitly describe a teaching objective and that they 

should adopt a certain method to achieve that objective in explicit instruction. For 

comprehension, a teacher may use a reading strategy to indicate a suitable technique 

and by using this technique readers themselves learn to control for gaining better 

understanding of a text in this approach. Teaching of individual strategies may help 

students in understanding and applying these for proper comprehension of a given 

text (Duffy, 2002). 
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1.8.5  Modelling  

The second step in SAIL approach is modelling. Through modelling the 

students are taught how to apply different individual strategies while reading for the 

comprehension of a text. During modelling a teacher thinks aloud to show the inner 

working of the brain of a skilful reader (Mc Ewan, 2004). In this way the students 

see practical application of these strategies by a skilled practitioner which may help 

them in learning and application of these strategies when they are reading on their 

own (Duffy, 2002). 

1.8.6  Guided Practice by Students 

During this phase, the students practice different individual strategies by the 

help of a teacher. The teacher prepares the ground for students to use a particular 

strategy, helps them by floating different ideas and providing continuous feedback 

(Pressley & Bock, 2002). So the students get ample practice of using a strategy in 

the guidance of a teacher. 

1.8.7   Individual Application 

The final phase of SAIL approach is making students able to practice these 

reading strategies as independent readers. The students are encouraged to share their 

ideas among them and use different strategies independently and they are provided 

with a continuous feedback by the teacher (Havey & Goudvis, 2000). At this stage, 

the teacher gradually reduces his support and encourages students to complete their 

reading tasks. This particular stage is also called the gradual release of responsibility. 

1.8.8  Abbreviations Used in This Study  

 i.  RSI (Reading Strategy Instruction) 
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 ii.  RCT (Reading Comprehension Test, Appendix 1) 

 iii.  RSQ (Reading Strategy Questionnaire, Appendix III) 

 iv.  SAIL (Students Achieving Independent Learning) Approach 

 v.  Abbreviations used in Strategy Questionnaire: 

  a.  G stands for groups 

  b.  N stands for never 

  c.  O stand for occasionally  

  d.  S stands for groups 

  e.  U stands for usually  

  f.  A stands for always 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Literature review for this study has been presented in this chapter. This 

chapter consists of three major parts i.e. definition and theories of reading, reading 

comprehension strategies, and reading comprehension strategy instruction. The first 

part deals with the background, nature and theories of reading and reading 

comprehension. In the second part various reading strategies have been discussed. 

The third part covers the nature, scope and importance of reading strategies 

instruction.  

2.1      Reading 

 Reading is the most important component of language. The following section 

details the definition, meanings and nature of reading. 

2.1.1  Definition. 

 Reading is the most essential academic skill needed to learn a language. It is 

a conscious and demanding thinking process in which a reader reaches to meaning 

after interacting with a given text. Yu-hui (2010) presents reading to be a cognitive 

act which is utilized to build meanings. Reading is the skill to bring out surface as 

well as deeper meanings of a given text. Fanani (2012) stated that reading is a 

physical and mental activity aimed at getting to the meaning of the written texts. 

According to Olson and Diller (1982), reading is a process of giving meanings to 

visual symbols. Cline, Johnston and King (2006) defines reading as a process of 

decoding, understanding and deriving meaning from the written text. Some authors 

identify reading as a complex skill and process of constructing meaning from the 

written texts. Anderson (1985) declare that a reader reaches to meaning through a 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2210831911000373#b0270
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vibrant interaction of the reader’s background knowledge, the information inferred 

from the text, and the context.  

 To sum it up, it can be said that reading is a cognitive process that deals with 

identifying, decoding, understanding and deriving meanings and developing a sense 

of the written text. Reading is an essential part of the process of learning and 

understanding in both formal and informal settings. 

2.1.2 Factors contributing towards better reading comprehension. 

 Most of the work done on the children reading comprehension and 

vocabulary development summarized that there is a positive correlation between 

learning process and social, academic and financial status of the family of the 

students. A number of variables including instructors, educational Institutes, home 

and social context of readers are most influential factors in language development 

and overall learning (Chall, 1990). Brislin, Lonner and Thorndike (1973) identified 

similarities and differences of different levels of reading comprehension among 

students of 15 different countries. Chall (1990) further found that a positive relation 

exists, between each country’s high standard of living and its students’ overall 

reading comprehension. 

2.1.3 Reading: A complex phenomenon. 

 Reading is a complex phenomenon. Caudwell and Botha (2005) explained 

that reading is a complex skill comprising of different decoding and comprehension 

processes. Decoding skill of reading is a continuous and dynamic system of 

pronunciation. Pronouncing different combinations of syllables/vowels/consonants 

helps in right kind of utterances which are otherwise difficult. Koda (2004) argues 

that the decoding process may be automatic. Readers require a little effort to know 
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the meanings. Guzzetto (2007) analyzed that students require a lot of practice to 

become automatic at the decoding task. Kintsch (2005) states that comprehension of 

a given piece of text is an active process and involves reading of vocabulary items, 

grammatical structures, sentence structures, background knowledge and other 

interpretational strategies to reach to the meaning of a text. Comprehension is 

different from decoding because it involves mental process in understanding it with 

full thought. Guzzetto (2007) argues that during reading both decoding, and 

comprehension work are parallel to each other despite the fact that they are different 

in scope. Adams (1990) analysed from different studies that correct word decoding 

is a basic need of good reading skill. Inability to decode a word properly affects 

comprehension skill while good decoding skill maximizes the comprehension skills. 

In the nutshell it can be said that for good comprehension, decoding is must and 

therefore, we conclude that decoding skill enhances the comprehension skill. 

2.2 Approaches and Theories of Reading 

  This section aims to describe theories of reading and investigates 

guidelines for implementing important components which help the researchers to 

develop learners’ reading comprehension abilities. Here are the main approaches 

which explain the nature of reading comprehension. 

1. Text processing (bottom up) older approach 

2. Pervious knowledge processing based (Top down) approach as stated in 

cognitive view 

3. Thinking about thinking approach which is based on awareness of awareness 

(Metacognitive Approach) 
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4. Skilful control approaches in comprehension 

5. Schema theory of reading 

2.2.1 ` The text processing older approaches to reading. 

 The text processing approach was propounded by late 20th century 

behaviourist school of thought. It is argued that language learning is a matter of daily 

habits which occurs through repetition of structures, learnt through automatic 

conditioning (Omaggio, 1993). This paved the way for Audio Lingualism in 

language learning, which is aimed to learn L2 by practice, repetition, and error 

analysis as well as correction (Gough, 1972).  Laberge and Samuels (1974) 

suggested that decoding words by the readers themselves enhances their reading 

ability. According to Nunan (1991), reading in the bottom-up view is basically a 

matter of decoding a series of written symbols for making sense of the text.  

 The text processing older approach is a systematic process through which 

students decode written material word by word and relate it to phrases and sentences 

(Kucer, 1987). It focuses on the written text. Learners start reading by understanding 

the letters or their combinations and proceed next to simple or compound sentences 

(Gough, 1972). According to Samuels and Kamil (1984), behaviourism supports 

reading as a process of word-recognition to make sense of the text. Textual 

comprehension involves getting meaning of clauses from the meanings of words 

(Anderson, 1994). Bottom-up processing is a stimulus-driven processing, where 

visual stimulus relates to recognizing and recalling of lexical and grammatical 

forms. The process of reading starts from smallest morphemes to phonemes i.e. 

alphabets to their corresponding sounds using mental resources. The focus of the 
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reader remains on reading/recognizing alphabetical forms and converting them into 

correct pronunciation of those words or sentences. Stanovich (1980) says that this 

text processing model consists of a series of different stages that change the input 

into output. The process continues to next stage and no feedback is taken through 

the earlier stages. The earlier stages are influenced by the later stages.  

 According to Stanovich (1980), the whole reading process revolves around 

the words and understanding meanings and the context. Van Duzer (1999) and 

Frenley (2000) argue that readers who achieve the stage of recognizing the words 

successfully become competent readers with the ability to decode. Decoding ability 

makes them comprehension proficient. Grabe and Stoller (2002) are strong critics of 

this bottom up approach. They say that reading word by word, piece by piece and 

translating the text is highly time-consuming. This exercise overloads the readers 

and there is a chance that information gained will be forgotten easily at the end of 

the lesson. Limitation of bottom up approach and its subsequent criticism has led to 

a new approach called Top Down Model (Eskey, 2005).  

2.2.2 The cognitive approach to reading comprehension (top-down 

 processing). 

 Behaviourism to an extent lost its reputation as the new cognitive (top-down 

processing) theory emerged in 1960s. The theory focuses on the mind’s innate 

capacity for language learning and how humans acquire their first language and 

“how such internal representations of the foreign language develop within the 

learner’s mind” (Omaggio, 1993). 

 According to Eskey (2005), “the top-down model is based on the full reading 

process”. Cohen (1990) called top-down model as text sampling process. Readers 



16 

 

  

 

decode vocabulary to establish and improve previous expectations (Aebersold & 

Field, 1997). Readers construct and predict the meaning of the texts by fitting their 

prior knowledge instead of context. Smith (2004) argues that the reader may play an 

active role in the process of translating written text into meaning by using relevant 

knowledge of that language and its subfields. 

 The top-down cognitive model affects positively both first language and 

second language. It emphasizes reading skills like prediction of meanings, and 

summarizing the text (Ahmadi, Hairul, & Pourhossein, 2012). However, this model 

of reading has been criticized for its over reliance on a reader’s background, 

linguistic and conceptual information and for ignoring the textual material. 

2.2.3.  Schema theory of reading. 

 The schema theory of reading is closely related to top-down processing 

theory. This theory states that we all develop an outline or scheme of the knowledge 

structures. These knowledge structures are interconnected and exist in the mind in 

the form of cognitive blocks. It is necessary that these cognitive blocks are intact 

and complete; only then the message will be sensible and understandable. The style 

by which people arrange and activate the knowledge is very important in this 

approach. New set of information or new experience is added up in the older 

schemas. According to the experts of schema theory it is the process of assimilation 

through which the reader fits in the new set of knowledge in the prior knowledge 

like building blocks. The already existing schema activates other schemas, which 

directly affect how readers understand and react to a text (Pichert & Anderson, 

1977).  
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Anderson and Pearson (1988) have opined that the reading comprehension 

is a set of old and new information i.e. new plan of information is added up to older 

one. As a result of it the schema or plan will restructure itself with new set of 

information by restructuring and reallocating that information in the memory system 

(Omaggio, 1993). 

 According to Wang, Spencer, and Xing (2009), schemas are of three types’ 

i.e. linguistic schema, formal schema, and content schema.  A Linguistic schema is 

about high level of skill in using grammatical structures, vocabulary items and 

idiomatic words. Formal schema deals with knowledge about the structure of a text. 

Content schema refers to previous knowledge about the subject matter of a text. 

Proficiency in all of these enables readers to predict and make inference. Activating 

and building schema refers to the notion that when a reader cannot find or adjust 

schema, he finds it difficult to understand/comprehend. (Anderson, 1994). In such 

cases of reader’s inability to comprehend a text, it is the teacher who should activate 

pre-existing schema, to help students to integrate isolated “parcels” of knowledge 

into a schema or to build a new schema (Branford, 1994). 

 According to Anderson (1994), there are six ways in which schema function 

in thinking and in remembering text information, which are as under: 

 Schema helps readers in gaining new knowledge by assimilating and putting 

into existing structure (schema of prior knowledge) whenever possible. 

 The existing schema of the students helps to keep their attention on what is 

relevant and important in newly presented materials. 

 Schema allows and directs the inferential elaboration of new 

information/knowledge, or experience. 

http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2210831911000373#b0030
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 Schema directs and redirects cognitive process to search and recall the 

required information. 

 It facilitates the thinking skills of editing and summarizing. 

 Schema helps the learners generate hypotheses about missing information. 

(Guessing) 

 Therefore, these previous six schemas provide solid foundation and the prior 

knowledge plays a significant role in establishing connections between thinking 

critically and processing text information for meaningful comprehension. 

2.2.4 Meta cognitive theories. 

 The interaction of three factors: cultural learning, individual construction, 

and peer interaction are believed to bring changes in cognitive skills and construct 

meta-cognitive theories. Meta-cognition is a process of thinking about what one is 

doing during thinking .In reading, meta-cognition refers to the readers’ knowledge 

of their own understanding of a text during reading and their level of control of the 

processes that lead to comprehension. Meta-cognition is defined as “one’s 

knowledge concerning one’s own cognitive processes and outcomes or anything 

related to them” (Flavell, 1976, p-231-235). Flavell (1981) also defines meta-

cognition as cognition about cognition, which makes people to know and control 

over their own thinking process and ability. 

 Generally, meta-cognition provides base to so many language skills like 

paying attention, memorization and social interaction (Flavell, 1977; Flavell, Miller 

& Miller, 2002). Flavell (1979) developed a model having four categories i.e. meta-

cognitive knowledge, meta-cognitive experiences, goals/tasks, and 

actions/strategies, which are used by people to monitor their cognitive processes. 
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 While meta-cognitive knowledge deals with a person’s knowledge or beliefs 

about the factors that impact cognitive activities. Basically meta-cognitive 

knowledge is to know how we think and what are the objectives, processes and acts 

we go through while thinking in our daily life. It has three interdependent variables: 

person, task, and strategy. The person variable deals with any kind of knowledge 

and awareness about how one learns through cognitions. It also refers to the ability 

of a learner to assess his strengths and weaknesses in reading (Flavell, Friedrichs, & 

Hoyt, 1970). The task variable refers to the knowledge about the nature and the 

demands of the task and the various strategies to be used to achieve the goals or 

targets. 

 The second category, meta-cognitive experience, is the internal response that 

a learner will show in identifying his understanding of meta-cognitive abilities. 

Flavell defines that meta-cognitive is about use of senses and mental process to focus 

and solve any assignment / project where higher order thinking skills are required. 

Awareness of one’s failure / success / certainty / uncertainty / satisfaction / 

dissatisfaction is considered here. Third part of Flavell’s model of cognitive 

monitoring, is “the objectives of a cognitive enterprises”. Here both actions and 

strategies are utilized to achieve meta-cognitive objectives as well as to supervise 

the thought development and controlling this. At the last stage, summarization, 

conclusions and deductions are made from the passage / text under consideration. 

 Two dimensions: (1) knowledge of cognition, and (2) controlling and 

directing of cognition, are revealed by the following researches in meta-cognition 

(Brown, Branford, Ferrara, & Campione, 1983; Brown, 1985; Baker & Brown, 

1984; Flavell, 1976; Carrell, Gajdusek, & Wise, 1998). The first dimension 
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“knowledge of cognition” consists of three factors i.e. procedural knowledge, 

declarative knowledge, and conditional knowledge (Jacobs & Paris, 1987; Paris, 

Lipson, & Wixson, 1983; Schraw & Moshman, 1995). Declarative knowledge 

means “knowledge that a person has…. about the salient characteristics and how it 

affects cognitive processing” (McCormick, 2003). The declarative knowledge 

reveals the learner’s comprehension about what reading strategies are i.e.; knowing 

content material, summarizing the text, skimming it for more information, deducing 

and taking notes. Procedural knowledge is defined by Veenman (2005) as to know 

how to do. It is regarded as knowledge of “how” to execute procedure such as 

learning strategies (McCormick, 2003). Therefore, it is needed that the students not 

only have knowledge regarding reading strategies, but also know how to use these 

strategies to their benefit. The conditional knowledge makes the reader learn when 

and where to apply particular cognitive strategy in order to achieve their reading 

goals (Garner, 1990; Lorch & Klusewitz, 1993). The experts claim that the learners 

must possesses declarative, procedural, and conditional knowledge for sharp 

cognition. 

 The second dimension in meta-cognition is controlling of cognition. This 

phase includes different strategies like planning, monitoring, testing, revising, and 

evaluating strategies in the process of reading process (Baker & Brown, 1984). 

Hacker (1998) identifies two concepts i.e. monitoring and controlling. Monitoring 

contains determining tasks, reflecting on the steps of task accomplishment, and 

predicting the results. Recent studies have found relationship between meta-

cognitive knowledge and monitoring accuracy. Schraw, Slife and Weaver (1992) 

found that learner’s ability to estimate understanding level of a passage before 

reading was related to tracking / checking the accuracy on a post-reading reading 
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comprehension test. Other studies recommend that training and practice improve 

monitoring ability. 

 Cognitive controlling includes selecting suitable approaches and right 

processes to conduct these strategies effectively (McCormick, 2003). Van 

Kraayenoord and Goos (2003) recommended that regulatory mechanism included 

planning, choosing appropriate strategies, monitoring progress, finding value and 

quality objectives, and reviewing employed plans and strategies. Several studies 

found significant improvement in learning process when a reasonable level of 

understanding of regulatory skills with the combination of different strategies can 

be helpful in class room instruction (Cross & Paris, 1988; Brown & Palincsar, 1989). 

 With the aim of improving reading comprehension, researchers have 

designed different teaching learning programs and strategies based on meta-

cognitive theories. Cross and Paris (1988) encourage discussions, which are 

designed to increase meta-cognitive awareness of strategies. Brown and Palincsar 

(1989) suggested an explicit strategy instruction design for learners to develop their 

reading comprehension based on prediction and summarization. A number of other 

instructional programs have encouraged students to be more active. Due to lack of 

cognitive awareness about theory/practice, many students are unable to explain their 

cognitive performance. 

 Kuhn (1989), identified difficulties that children and teenagers face while 

engaging in scientific reasoning because they do not understand how theories work, 

and how hypothesis are tested. Even a large number of college students find it hard 

to construct and reconstruct their own cognition / understanding. Equipping such 

students with meta-cognitive knowledge and controlling skills is very essential. The 
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instructional package may have three additional instructional components: Proper 

justification for the importance of meta-cognitive theories, awareness of informal 

and formal meta-cognitive theories, and ways how to construct and apply meta-

cognitive theories among students. 

 So, it is the basic responsibilities of schools to actively promote meta-

cognitive theories among all students. Research shows that meta-cognitive theories 

and the applications improve both the performance and understanding of students. 

Research proves that students’ meta-cognitive theories may be facilitated by self-

talk and peer interactions that focus on operations rather than the end product of 

learning. 

2.3 Reading Comprehension  

 It is important for a reader to grasp a given text; Lai, Li and Amster (2013) 

argued that one of the major aims of reading is to understand material. Sargent, 

Smith, Hill, Morrison and Burgess (2010) define comprehension as the 

understanding of text that utilizes for explanation, interpretation, application, 

emphasizing, and feeling/emotions. 

 Comprehension is a complex cognitive process (National Reading Panel, 

2000) which refers to understanding of knowledge and information (Bloom et al., 

1956). While reading and understanding, students put information into their long 

term memory, can change symbolic form of the text to another, interpret and 

extrapolate ideas, concepts and information (Sadker & Sadker, 2003).  

 As per schema theory, comprehension is the process of “designing/ 

constructing a schema that gives a rational description of objects and figures 

mentioned in a discourse” (Anderson, 1994). Anderson and Pearson (1988), argue 
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that this is a process of interaction between old and new information. It is to form a 

mental image or replica for the information in the text. 

 Reading comprehension is essential for success in life. It can be broadly 

defined as process of “understanding, reflecting on and engaging with written texts 

in order to achieve one’s goals, to develop one’s knowledge and potential, and to 

participate in society. The old concept of reading comprehension was limited to the 

mastery and application of a set of skills including identifying the words, finding 

main ideas, identifying cause and effect relationships, comparing, contrasting and 

sequencing of the text material. But in the present times this concept is totally 

changed. According to the new concept, reading comprehension is multifaceted 

interaction between automatic and strategic cognitive process that enables the 

readers to create mental images of the text (Van Den & Espin, 2012). 

 Anderson et al. (1985) said that reading frustrates if it is without reading 

comprehension and becomes useless exercise. So, comprehension is the very heart 

and soul of reading. Definition of reading comprehension remains a topic of intense 

debate. Leslie and Caldwell (2009) defines comprehension as meaning construction 

process with word knowledge and speed. Comprehension is highly interactive and 

requires intricate procedures when dealing with text. These processes are 

multifaceted and consist of multiple mechanisms. A number of cognitive models 

have been established which consist of multiple components, but all of the following 

support that inference and knowledge representation are two key components of 

comprehension.       

 Researchers have identified various tiers of comprehension of a given text 

i.e. literal, referential, and critical understanding. However, Anderson (2000) notes 
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such distinctions into levels of understanding like literal, inferential and critical but 

it is difficult to fine line between them because language is always not clear and 

frank. He further elaborates that language processing demands that reader/learner 

must make inferences. That is why all above three levels are not definite as well as 

clear. 

 During the very early years of twenty-first century, research studies on 

reading comprehension were done by  the National Reading Panel (2000) and the 

Rend Reading Study Group. The National reading Panel also claimed that reading 

comprehension is complicated phenomenon of constructing meanings through 

interaction between text material and reader via knowledge and experience. Snow 

and The RAND Reading Study Group (2002) concluded the reading comprehension 

has the following four parts: 

 (1) The learner 

 (2) The reading text 

 (3) The activity 

(4) The situational context. 

 First three parts (the learner, the reading text, the activity) are located within 

the domain of fourth part i.e. situational context. The reader here is doing reading 

individually which comprises of comprehension task, reading and strategies to 

comprehend the text. This situational stage of comprehension is the actual 

operational stage and takes place at home, school/library or in social settings. 

 There are various factors, impacting the reading comprehension, mainly 

reader based factors and text based factors. The readers based factors comprehension 
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includes phonemic awareness, recognition of phonological symbols, knowhow of 

basic alphabets, readings, fluency with coding/decoding and vocabulary, previous 

knowledge and the interest. The text based factors include account writing vs. 

detailed explanation, consideration of form or style, breadth and depth of text and 

difficulty of concepts. The subject areas, the learners’ age, their needs and purposes 

at the time of reading a language also contributes to the process of language learning. 

2.3.1 Reading comprehension and prior knowledge. 

 Prior knowledge is an important component of reading comprehension. It has 

strong impact on reading comprehension (Reynolds, Taylor, Steffensen, Shirey, & 

Anderson, 1981). That’s why it is taken as an integral part of the comprehending 

process (Johnston, 1981; Branford & Johnson, 1972). Anderson et al. (1978) stated 

that background knowledge decides how much a reader can learn from text 

effectively. The prior knowledge influences learning from text (e.g. Bartlett, 1932; 

Reynolds, Taylor, Steffensen, Shirey, & Anderson, 1981). Many studies have 

proposed that prior knowledge is an essential part of the comprehension process 

(Branford & Johnson, 1972; Johnston, 1981).  

 According to Rochelle (1995), prior knowledge determines what we learn 

from experience. It is a threshold of knowledge. Gagne (1968) and White (1972) 

argue that some of the sequences are so important in learning that without mastery 

of a prior step there could be no further progress in the succeeding steps. Learning 

does not take place as a whole, but in a hierarchical manner as one step is followed 

by another one. To see just where learning is breaking down and how new 

information can be fit meaningfully in new material have positive effect on reading 

comprehension (Fensham, 1972). 
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 Taber (2001) in her research indicated that without prior knowledge intended 

learning cannot take place. So, prior knowledge leads the learners towards making 

inferences about the concept (Wisniewski & Medin, 1994). Studies of the text of 

conceptual interpretation indicate that good readers use their previous knowledge to 

learn/know concepts and combine them together to form a logical and complete unit 

(Hampton, 1988; Medin & Shoben, 1988; Murphy, 1988). 

 Harvey and Goudvis (2000) argue that readers usually bring their 

background awareness and understanding to read, resulting into a better 

understanding level and hence reading is maximized when new knowledge is added 

up on the older one (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). 

 It is forcefully suggested by Anderson Pearson (1984) that background 

knowledge has a strong influence on comprehension and affects it in three ways i.e. 

inferencing, directly focussing on information and creating mental images. This 

facilitates reading, remembering and understanding the text. Previous knowledge 

means subject base knowledge, knowledge of language, words and the style of text. 

The conclusion drawn is that without background knowledge reading is meaningless 

activity. If students’ background knowledge is intact and strong, it will enhance their 

vocabulary and concepts. Consequently their reading comprehension will be better 

and effective (Bradley & Smith, 2012).  

 There is a consensus among educationists that previous knowledge promotes 

reading comprehension. The studies including the ones conducted by Alexander, 

Kulikowich, Schulz (1994), and Hirsch and Shapiro (2004) clarify that previous 

knowledge has significant effect on reading comprehension. Others emphasise that 
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a reader’s previous knowledge has great importance to determine comprehension 

(Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977; Brown, 1977; Anderson, Pichert & Shirey, 1979). 

 Other studies like Cain, Oakhill, Barnes and Bryant (2001) put forward many 

factors, involved with the prior knowledge, inference, and knowledge of the text 

domain, meta-cognition processing and active memory. To understand a story or 

text, prior knowledge about the topic is very important which is also known as 

domain specific knowledge. It enables the readers to choose multiple meanings of 

words according to the current context. The construction of inference making also 

relies on prior knowledge in reading comprehension.  

 Without sufficient prior knowledge, it will be very hard for second language 

learners to obtain literal meanings, metaphors and idioms in reading comprehension 

(Ortony, Schallert, Reynolds & Antos, 1978). 

2.3.2 Reading strategies instruction. 

 Reading strategies instruction RSI is most essential (Rubin, 1975). The idea 

of RSI reflects that clear instruction in specific cognitive and meta-cognitive 

strategies improves the reading comprehension level (Williams et al., 2009). This 

idea is the foundation for the present study. By the 1980, research studies revealed 

that students who took an active role in their learning process, performed more 

successfully as compared to their counterparts (Frank et al., 2006). In the 1990s and 

early 2000s, more teachers started to apply different reading strategies like 

questioning about the text and prediction (Frank et al., 2006). 

 There are different instructional strategies while teaching reading 

comprehension instruction (RCI). These approaches include (Students achieving 



28 

 

  

 

independent learning – SAIL). In the SAIL approach teacher teaches reading process 

via direct explanation and heavily depends on his ability to explain the reasoning 

and mental process involved (Williams et al., 2009). In transactional strategy 

instruction (TSI) approach the teacher helps and coordinates discussion while 

directly explaining. In collaborative strategy reading (CSR), two approaches i.e. 

teaching strategies and Co-Operative learning have been mixed up (Klingner & 

Vaughn, 1999). The strategic approach focuses on the open and clear teaching of 

reading strategies like making summary, asking questions, making inferences for 

better understanding to text. The content approach focuses on directing students’ 

attention towards the text.  They are reading, and working through the text to 

construct different ideas about the text through discussion (McKeown, Beck & 

Blake, 2009). Many studies use this strategic approach for reading instruction that 

result in enhancement of better understanding on student part (Collins, 1991; 

Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002; McNamara, 2007). All these various reading strategy 

instruction approaches discussed here suggest that strategy instruction is effective in 

improving the reading comprehension of the students.  

2.3.3  Factors that can affect the efficiency of reading strategies 

 instruction (RSI). 

 Several factors can affect the efficiency of (RSI) approach like classroom 

size, teaching material, genre affect and student’s attitude/motivation level etc. Here 

we discuss these factors in detail. 

2.3.4 Class size. 

 Size of class is an important phenomenon that can influence the effectiveness 

of (RSI) while imparting reading strategies to our students. Exhaustive research has 
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been conducted to study impact of class size on reading with contrasting views. To 

some, small class size has positive effect on reading while others concluded that 

class size has nothing to do with reading comprehensions (Thompson, 2005). An 

analytical study on RSI in 1995 indicated that small size of the class having fifteen 

to twenty students results in improving learning and reading comprehension. In the 

year 2014, the council of Teachers of English in USA (NTCE) concluded that small 

size class has many advantages for both students and teachers. The small size of the 

class resulted in individual attention, active participation of learners and instructors, 

high level of (willingness, confidence) and reinforces positive behaviour in students 

and teachers. 

 The class size has a marked effect on RSI.  Many researchers including 

Kokkelenberg, Dillon and Christy (2002) concluded that class size adversely effects 

the students of under graduation level (11th, 12th grades) i.e. increase in class size 

has lowered the grade point average (GPA). On the basis of these studies we 

generalize that large English class size also negatively affects RSI as overcrowded 

classes will always de-motivate both the students and teachers. Therefore small size 

is highly recommended for English language class. 

2.4  Genre Effects 

 Genre means kind or sort. Genre Effects means the effects created on readers 

by the kinds of text they study. Genre effect is the second most important factor that 

may affect the efficacy of RSI. It has been observed by the experts that the structure 

of expository genres is too much difficult viz a viz narrative genre. It has been 

discovered by researchers that primary and secondary school students find it difficult 

to recall or summarize expository genre (Mcgee, 1982; Taylor, 1986; Winograd, 
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1984).  Narrative text structure is comparatively easy because it contains easy and 

simple concepts, words and language structures for students. That is why students 

feel comfort and ease with narrative texts (Gersten, Fuchs, Williams & Baker, 2001). 

While in case of expository (Explanatory) writings, the text is always difficult with 

unfamiliar structures, difficult words/phrases, and varied constructions (Saenz, 

2002). It includes complex and different other structures and thus makes it more 

challenging for text learners (Kucan & Beck, 1997). Therefore, expository text is 

considered as more difficult to understand and hence text organization affects 

comprehension level of students. 

 Using same strategies for teaching reading comprehension of narrative 

writing and expository writing are not advisable. Then what strategies are suitable 

for which type text genre? This question was studied through research on students 

in the course of Physics and the following three conditions were applied to reach the 

results. 

i. Performing task in Physics in absence of any tutor. 

ii. Performing tasks in Physics in presence of tutor/auto tutor. 

iii. Not performing any tasks (Grasser et al., 2003). 

 It was found that in presence of tutor/auto tutor the students learnt 

substantially. Their learning in absence of tutor was as un-substantial as no 

learning in case of performing no tasks (Birch, 2002). The same findings 

were repeated in another study conducted by Graesser et al. (2004). All those 

studies present the fact that understanding any text of expository nature is 

difficult for learners including even those who are otherwise considered 

skilful. 
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2.4.1 Vocabulary effects. 

 A reader needs to have sufficient vocabulary to use reading strategies for the 

comprehension of any text. His vocabulary includes the number as well as the quality 

of the words he knows. The number of words he knows is called the breadth of his 

knowledge (Nation, 2001), whereas the quality of those words is called the depth of 

his knowledge (Read, 2000). This vocabulary includes meanings, the relationship of 

meanings of one word with another, their organization as well as the way they are 

pronounced (Gass & Selinker, 2008).  Nassaji (2006) concluded that readers’ 

vocabulary has a positive effect on his application of strategies while reading. A 

student with a greater depth of vocabulary may use reading strategies more 

effectively than a student with a weaker depth of vocabulary. The student with 

greater depth of vocabulary will also be better in applying reading strategies to infer 

meanings. Therefore it is said that the key to infer meanings successfully is to have 

greater depth of vocabulary. The teachers may prove helpful in developing students’ 

vocabulary by exploiting different textbooks and understanding variety of structures 

used there in. Such students might be able to better memorize and understand the 

text. (Richgels, McGee, Lomax & Sheard, 2004).  

 The students getting admission in a college are supposed to have sufficient 

vocabulary and skills in using reading strategies. Unfortunately the reality is quite 

opposite to it especially in backward countries. The strategies that might help in 

understanding a text based on narration might not help when it comes to understand 

an expository text.  
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2.4.2 Effective strategies. 

 There are different types of strategies for teaching reading comprehension 

such as predict, find relationship, visualize the meanings given in a passage, ask 

question, infer, determine the worth, synthesize and analyse the structures used in 

this text. The basic purpose of RSI is to determine which of the strategies are the 

most useful. To summarize, predict, draw inference and monitor for similarities and 

differences have been declared the most useful strategies by NRC (National Reading 

Conference, Chaffin, 2003), NRP (National Reading Panel) and NICHD (National 

institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2002). Sometimes these 

strategies seem intermixed with each other and it might result in confusing the 

instructors as to which strategy is to be emphasized. These strategies might include 

identification of the key ideas, finding their structural connections, questioning, 

rereading, recalling, revising and understanding. The experts have different opinions 

about which strategy is effective for teaching reading comprehension. The teachers 

may decide which strategy will be the best in a given situation. To sum it up, the 

choice of the best strategy is subject to the individual differences like the ability of 

the students and the given text material.  

 Motivation is an important factor for teaching reading comprehension 

because it results in a student taking pains to understand a text. Wigfield and Guthrie 

(1997) declared that an unmotivated reader will not use reading strategies like 

linking, self-questioning etc. while reading. Sani, Wan, Awg and Raslee’s (2011) 

are of the same opinion as well. They have conducted a research to find the mutual 

relationship between the use of reading strategy and the motivation of some 

undergraduates while reading. They found a positive co-relation between these. It 
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proves that motivation for reading has a positive effect on using reading strategies. 

They suggested that teachers should work on increasing motivation amongst the 

students for improving their reading comprehension. This positive co-relation 

between the motivation, using reading strategies and reading comprehension has 

also been found in the research made by (Lav & Chan, 2003).  

 Therefore it can be concluded that intrinsic motivation of teachers towards 

application of reading strategies while reading may help them in providing 

instructions to their students in using of the same strategies.  

 McKeown et al. (2009) conducted a study in which nine of the teachers 

participated who showed great motivation towards use of those reading strategies 

while reading all through their study. Their motivation might be based on some other 

reasons than their intrinsic motivation including a handsome stipend of three 

hundred dollars, the requirement of their job, the chances of their promotion or the 

best of environment and resources they were provided with during their study but 

on the other hand the role of their intrinsic motivation cannot be nullified. In 

backward countries, teachers might be hesitant in launching strategy instruction 

programme due to the problems and complexity in introducing a new idea, lack of 

appropriate skills, resources and funds. Anyhow, hope must be there as resources 

and funds may be supplied and skills and motivation of the teachers can be enhanced 

through training. 

2.4.3. Training of teachers. 

 Training has been declared essential for teachers of English to improve their 

understanding of using comprehension strategies (National Reading Panel, 2000). 

Through training the teachers get to know which strategy would prove the most 
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fruitful in teaching and modelling of such strategies. We can say that training may 

help teachers to be successful, especially training in the field of instructional 

strategies. The problem is that the most of the teachers, especially the Pakistani 

(McKeown et al., 2009) teachers have no reading habits. Such teachers have got no 

sound knowledge of vocabulary, previous knowledge and different vocabulary types 

of texts. Keeping in view the above mentioned facts, the teachers should be 

motivated towards training by telling them the fruits which their students will enjoy 

(Ames & Archer, 1988). The training may only be useful when the teachers are 

highly motivated. RSI trainees and experts may train the teachers from the very 

beginning. The training should not be restricted only to language teachers. The 

subject knowledge of different teachers will be increased by the knowledge of these 

trainings of RSI. Different subjects, like subjects related to science and humanities 

have different reading strategies. So every teacher, in a way, is also teaching reading 

and he should be aware of RSI. The teacher of different subjects should be experts 

in applying RSI in their class rooms to obtain maximum understanding of the context 

(Rich & Pressley, 1990).  The teacher should provide subject related book, which 

help students to increase their vocabulary which would satiate their thirst of 

knowledge. In addition to this, teachers will be helped by the RSI to comprehend 

difference among different types of text, to apply adequate RSI to a variety of texts 

and to shift their understanding of RSI to their students. In order to familiarize the 

teachers, such type of trainings should be arranged regularly two or three times every 

year. The evaluation of trainer should be carried out regularly. It means that the RSI 

should be a blend of pre-service and in-service training of the teachers. If it happens, 

when they will finish their teaching training, they will be habitual of using reading 

strategies in the subject matter and consequently will be able to apply this to help 
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their students in different types of texts. For the integration of RSI to everyday 

lectures of classroom, teachers should be given a formal training for its effective 

implementation. In this way teachers will be prepared for teaching the same 

technique to their students. 

 Readers are helped by the reading strategies in finding out the meanings of 

the printed words (Yang, 2006). Many researches have been carried out pertaining 

language learning strategies and their fruitfulness (Green & Oxford, 1995; Cohen, 

1998; Hsiao & Oxford, 2002). Strategies of language learning are categorized in 

different ways by the linguists. 

  Using reading strategies is the ability of thinking consciously and 

semiconsciously and behaviour exhibited by the students with the clear targets of 

enhancing their comprehension of the language is to be learnt in a proper way. It 

means the previous knowledge of the language is a kind of recalling language 

contents from memory, repeated drills, practice of the syntax, expertise in 

communicating the language to be learnt and to develop the previously unknown 

capability of language. Thirdly, the students should be self-motivated and they 

should be mobilized to enhance and save their motivation. 

 One of the most important categorizations is that of O’Malley and Chamot 

(1987) who have classified language learning strategies into three kinds, cognitive, 

meta-cognitive and social-affective. The same three categories were acknowledged 

by O’Malley, Russo, Chamot and Stewner-Manzanares in US on intermediate levels 

(pages 14 to 17). 

 The students may use these cognitive strategies to improve their learning 

effectively. Such strategies prepare learner to organize structure, summarize 
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meanings, understand contextual meanings and get help by the images present in the 

text for improving their memorization (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990).  

Meta-cognitive strategies involve readers to plan for getting knowledge, 

observing their understanding, production and self-monitoring and to evaluate the 

extent of achievements of their reading goals (O’Malley, Russo, Chamot & Stewner-

Manzanares, 1998). 

 Social strategies include asking questions for meanings, confirmation, 

clarifications and help. Similarly, talking with native speaker of that language to 

learn pronunciation and flow and sitting and talking with a group of professionals 

help in language learning (O’Malley & Chamot, 1987). Some other strategies which 

can be effective in learning may include being aware of one’s mood and level of 

anxiety, likes and dislikes and rewarding one when one performs well (Oxford & 

Ehrman, 1995). To sum up effective strategies involve students controlling their 

understanding and emotional balance for the purpose of learning. 

2.4.4 Cognitive reading strategies. 

Cognitive reading strategies bring the readers directly with the text and its 

manipulation to improve reading comprehension. These can be recognizing, using 

linguistic clues, guessing meaning from the context, using a dictionary or thesaurus, 

writing down, decoding words, and using mental images, utilizing prior information, 

collecting key thoughts, using text markers, leaving all that which is 

incomprehensible and use of repeated words & phrases (Pressley & Afflerbach, 

1995). Cognitive strategies mostly have a direct link to the tasks and learners’ active 

control of content areas (Wernke, Wagener, Anschuetz & Moschner, 2011). 

Acquisition and automaticity are two important processes of cognitive reading 
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learning. In acquisition children move into reading after obtaining basic skills like 

familiarization to alphabets, and their phonological equivalent or phonemes and their 

transcriptions to be able to utter correctly (Chall, 1990). 

 The stage of automaticity encourages readers to relate initial skills that are 

learned in acquisition stage, with contextual cues to familiarize one’s self with the 

printed text. Word identification and word processing push readers into the 

comprehension level of reading (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974). Due to increasing 

proficiency of learners in reading, they develop cognitive schemas. They shift their 

understanding to higher language tasks. They improve in their construction and 

thinking process inclusive of using higher and more sophisticated reading strategies. 

Learning is required to associate new concept and ideas with past experiences for a 

certain interpretation and generalization (Kintsch, 2000). 

 Word recognition and vocabulary enhancement are two basic means of 

reading. Language teachers may enable students to quick and automatic reading. 

While decoding the words they reach to immediate retrieving of meaning. Stanovich 

(1991) suggests that the students can immediately extract meanings from a given 

passage, if their decoding skill has reached to the level of automaticity. To reach this 

level, there is only one way and that is steadfast practice by students in writing, 

trying to find relationships between the pronunciation, spellings and meanings of 

individual words. Use of flashcards to teach these individual words can be highly 

advantageous. For the improvement of vocabulary it is very much beneficial to teach 

the meanings of difficult words through such lessons which have clear vocabulary 

and to help the students in activating existing knowledge. Other strategies like using 

semantic mapping, inferring contextual meaning of words, using analogies, word-
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building activities with prefixes, suffixes, stems, roots and graphic representation 

can expand vocabulary (Stanovich, 2000). 

2.4.5 Metacognitive reading strategies. 

 Metacognitive strategies differ from cognitive reading strategies in terms of 

their width and breath. Cognitive strategies refer to subject specific strategies and 

metacognitive strategies have broader domain. According to Kuhn (2000), 

metacognition means having the knowledge and control of one’s own thinking 

process to gather new knowledge more successfully. Other researchers have also 

defined metacognitive reading strategies as pre-planned and deliberate strategies 

about the cognitive process to support this cognitive process in accomplishing its 

targeted cognitive tasks (Salataki & Akyel, 2002; Phakiti, 2003). These strategies 

involve complex cognitive processes as to design, check and evaluate the learning 

process (Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995). Metacognitive reading strategies have been 

classified into the following three groups of meta-cognition for planning, monitoring 

and evaluation (Israel, 2007; Presley & Afflerbach, 1995) while other researchers 

have worked on some additional aspects of metacognitive strategies. 

2.5  Planning Strategies 

 Research indicates that in learning of a language especially a second 

language, reading comprehension is helped by meaningful communication between 

the written text, previous knowledge of the learner and various kinds of 

metacognitive comprehension strategies (Eskey, 2005). To extract meanings from 

the texts, reader needs to utilize appropriate reading strategies particularly in reading 

comprehension (Paris, Wasik, & Turner, 1991). The application of meta-cognitive 

strategies assists a reader in reaching to apparent as well as deeper meanings of text. 
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This application enables a reader to read according to his/her   pre-determined 

objectives which really enhances his/her understanding of the text (Afflerbach, 

Pearson & Paris, 2008).  

 The effective selection of these strategies would include selecting the most 

appropriate theory in a given context (Zare-ee, 2008). The most common use of these 

theories is to use these for linking and activating readers’ background knowledge to 

prepare them for current reading (Almasi, 2003; Israel, 2007). These strategies 

include title preview, preview of headings, subheadings and overall text preview 

(Almasi, 2003). Determining the objectives of reading are also the part of planning 

strategies (Paris, 1991; Pressley, 2002).  

 The planning to pick the best strategies for better reading comprehension will 

not be enough. The use of these strategies will need a continuous check during 

reading process as well.  

2.5.1 Monitoring strategies. 

 Monitoring strategies are useful during reading process. Monitoring deals 

with analysis of information. This keeps the work on track and helps students to 

become aware of the resources, abilities and skills utilized during reading 

comprehension. In other words it is the knowledge about one’s own understanding 

of the text. Metacognitive skills are called individualized awareness for observing 

the learning process (Veenman, Van, Hout-wolters, & Aflerbach, 2006). According 

to Bransford and Stein (1993), monitoring meta-cognitive strategy is used in 

comprehension monitoring, decision-making including reading engagement with 

multi-text and the breadth of reading. The comprehension of vocabulary, self-

questioning, summarizing, and inferring the main ideas are examples of reading 
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monitoring strategies (Israel, 2007; Pressley, 2002). Identifying and focusing on key 

information or key words to determine which part of the text is important and which 

part is less important, is another monitoring strategy (Hudson, 2007). 

2.5.2 Evaluating strategies. 

 Evaluation is a regulatory process of an individual’s learning to re-evaluate 

his personal aims and conclusions. Different metacognitive knowledge and 

regulatory skills for example monitoring and planning related to evaluation are the 

most essential features that improve the understanding of reading. Evaluating 

strategies are post reading strategies, used at the end of reading. Learners may 

ponder on all the processes from planning till the end of the text reading. They may 

understand the view point of the author, events presented in a story or any important 

character and setting them before reading. They will be in a position to use the same 

in other contexts (Kose, 2008). There are three categories of meta-cognitive reading 

which include to plan before reading, to understand what is said in between the lines 

and to evaluate after-reading. Each category has many strategies which involve 

metacognitive processing by the readers. 

2.5.3 Metacognitive reading comprehension strategy awareness 

 Researchers argue that strategies of awareness, self-regulation, self-

awareness, self-evaluation, and implementation are considered important 

metacognitive reading strategies (Flavell, 1981). These help students to remove 

difficulties while learning, and organize cognitive strategies. Recognizing and 

monitoring are important cognitive processes that can assist students of EFL 

(English as foreign language) or L2 (English as second language). Researchers have 

proven the fact that expertise in using meta-cognitive strategies may result in better 



41 

 

  

 

understanding of a text particularly for EFL or L2 learners and generally for those 

for whom, English is a medium of instruction for other subjects. Expertise in using 

meta-cognitive strategies is defined by the experts as a conduct, idea, proposition, 

choice or skill utilized by learners for improvement of their learning procedure 

(Oxford, 1990; Cook, 2001). It can be labelled as learning to learn (Flavell, 1981). 

One of the problems of weaker reading comprehension is lack of skills in using 

metacognitive strategies. According to Oxford (1994), metacognitive reading 

strategy awareness is essential for language learning. It facilitates the language 

learners in their reading comprehension especially those who learn English as 

second or foreign language. 

According to Oxford (1994), metacognitive reading strategy awareness is necessary 

for all language learning students. It facilitates students reading comprehension in 

the field of second/foreign language studies.  

2.5.4 Identifying main ideas as a reading strategy. 

 A main idea is a key concept expressed in the text. It is the primary focus of 

the writing. The main idea is defined as the most important thought expressed in a 

paragraph or passage (Cunningham, 1982). Thus the key idea of a paragraph is the 

author’s note and major concern about the topic. To find and interpret a main idea is 

a cognitive reading strategy. The foremost purpose of a reading comprehension 

strategy is to find and interpret the main idea of a text (Jolly, 1974; Aulls, 1978). In 

support of this explanation Johnston and Afflerbach (1985) said that knowing / 

finding the main idea is the core objective of reading comprehension process. It is a 

reading strategy that can be achieved by exploring the importance and meanings of 

every word, sentence, paragraph, section, chapter, and entire text. Urquhart and Wa 
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Irvin (2007) suggest that quick readers through skimming can identify main ideas. 

According to Paris et al. (1991), in order to know the main idea, one has to 

understand the text by reading word to word and drawing conclusions about the main 

thoughts and then combining them in a short way. Johnston and Afflerbach (1985); 

Harvey and Goudvis (2000) stated that intelligent readers capture the main idea and 

important information when they read. They leave out unimportant ideas, gather 

important ideas and therefore make a better understanding of text.  

 The main idea of text is not positioned at one place or in one paragraph. It 

may be scattered in the whole text. It is always tricky to arrive on it (Baumann, 

1984). For a reader it is easy to find main idea if it is in the first few lines of a 

paragraph. Normally main idea is scattered and extended in other paragraphs and it 

is difficult for a reader to elicit the main idea. Very fine and sensitive cognitive skills 

are used to infer main idea in such situation. The diction and style of text affects the 

identification of main ideas. When main idea is implied, it can also be drawn by 

analysing and synthesizing facts, reasons, or examples that give hints, leading to 

discover the main idea. When it is not clearly stated, readers require inferring on the 

basis of given information and supporting evidences.  

 Many studies (e.g. Baumann 1984; Schunk & Rice, 1987; Williams, Taylor, 

Jaarin, & Milligan, 1983) have shown student can learn/ acquire skills to grasp main 

ideas. Teaching students, how to enable them to pick out what is important in the 

text they read, is very important (Fisk & Hurst, 2003). Teachers may ask students 

questions to identify main idea. Their behaviour and instructional resources can 

affect learning outcomes (Durkin, 1978). A study by Elashhab (2013) was designed 

to find out if there is a relationship between awareness of comprehension strategies 
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and their effective use in foreign language reading. The study investigated effects of 

reading comprehension strategy awareness and use on main idea comprehension and 

recall of foreign language texts. The results indicated a positive relationship between 

reading strategy awareness, use of these strategies and main idea comprehension of 

the text. In a study “how to find the main idea of expository paragraphs”, Stevens 

(1988) says that if we train students in a given strategy, students can apply this 

practice to find the topic and the main idea of a text and can recheck their tentative 

explanation of the summary. It proves that strategy training facilitates students to 

grasp main details of a text and reach to main idea.  

 In a research study conducted by Baumann (1984) direct explanation method 

was used where 66 students of grade 6th incorporated the following five steps to 

come to the main idea of the text. The steps were introduction, examples, direct 

instructing, teacher directed application, and independent practice by students. It was 

concluded at the end that students who used above five steps were found well-versed 

in reaching to main idea comprehension than those who used common place old 

method. While teaching students about main idea comprehension, teachers may 

frame their instructional plan. At first they may help students identify the lexical, 

literal and inherent meanings/ explanations to reach main idea. They may start from 

short passages and gradually increase the length of the passage from one paragraph 

to multiple paragraphs in a regular fashion.  

 An important task of the reading comprehension is identifying main idea. 

Therefore, it is needed to understand why the reading strategy is compulsory. The 

reading strategy is important in two ways i.e. to assist the learner to recognize and 
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capture central or main ideas in paragraphs and secondly it boosts the confidence of 

the student to complete the task within the time frame.  

2.6 Rereading/Backtracking 

 Rereading or backtracking are almost synonymous and means that reading 

the text or some part of it again and again to reach better understanding. Re-reading 

is the most effective type of reading strategy. It offers the opportunities to foreign 

language learner, to revisit and re-think the messages they have not noticed in initial 

reading. Paris et al. (1991) say rereading is not easy for those learners who have no 

exposure or who are not used to the text structure. According to him some learners 

who have no realization that they have missed the track will also find rereading / 

backtracking difficult.  

 A perception about re-reading is that it slows down the flow of reading. In 

contrast it is also suggested that a difficult and confusing section of the text is often 

better read quickly twice than once slowly. It is research tested that repeated reading 

can improve fluency and reading comprehension. According to Therrien (2004), 

repeating a text again and again is a kind of background knowledge because the 

reader is exposed to the written text directly. Researches like (Walraven, Reitsmal 

and Kappers, 1993) support that if we combine prior knowledge and rereading as 

part of our strategy of reading comprehension, it could enhance the students’ ability 

for better comprehension. 

 In the year 1998, Cote and colleagues made a revealing discovery in this 

connection. They said that the students who reread to confirm their comprehension 

were far better at finding the major theme given in the text. Without it students 

sometimes miss the major themes. Re-reading helps the students to enhance their 
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ability to control their own thinking and to improve their comprehension by repairing 

there failings by reading again and again (Paris, Wasik & Turner, 1991).  

 Repeated reading with the help of a group leader/ model reader/ reading in a 

chore/ reading in a theatre and peer reading improve the reading fluency (Vaughn & 

Linan-Thompson, 2004). Glazer (2007) recommends that in order to gain effective 

fluency for the reader, teachers must promote reading and rereading instruction.  

Kuhn and Stahl’s (2003) suggest that re-reading can be the most effective strategy 

in making students fluent. According to Moyer (1982), the best way to improve 

reading fluency is to use rereading / backtracking. Students must be guided by 

instructor to evaluate their own comprehension while reading and rereading and 

must combine and recombine their meanings to give a proper order. If the reader is 

not arriving to understanding level while reading, he should stop further reading and 

must re-read the text until the confusion is over.  

2.6.1 Inferencing 

 Inference is a metacognitive phenomenon and it includes various faculties to 

be used to arrive at inference making. Metacognitive strategy uses written and 

unwritten material of text/ previous knowledge of a reader and his experiences 

(McEwan, 2004). It is a combination of context with existing knowledge to draw a 

personal conclusion about something that is hidden in the text. Van den Brock (1994) 

defines inference as a process to reach to information while reading, before it is 

openly stated. Inferencing in text reading is a process through which a reader uses 

his pre-existing knowledge, activates with implied text information incorporated in 

the text. Inference in text reading is also defined as process through which the 

readers’ relevant previous knowledge is being activated with the object of reaching 
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to information not explicitly stated in the text (Graesser & Kreuz, 1993; Graesser, 

Singer, & Trabasso, 1994). The ability to make inferences by using background 

information and from the stated information in a text is at the heart of reading 

comprehension (Anderson & Pearson, 1984).   

 Arriving to a conclusion, after going through the available data and 

comparing pros and cons of a given work, have impact on the reading 

comprehension. Past research identified different interdependent types of inference 

i.e. deductive inference, and value judgment inference. According to Albrecht 

(1980), deductive inference in a top down thinking approach uses available facts/ 

information in order to reach to a conclusion. It includes various logics and 

interpretation and statements to prove it. According to Clarke (1990), induction is 

“bottom up thinking” because conclusions are made from the small bits, individual 

ideas or facts to reach the generalization to produce explanations or conclusion. 

Value judgment inference requires background information, allowing for 

alternatives, weighing and balancing and finally deciding. According to Bizar and 

Hyde (1989), inferential thinking includes two kinds: drawing inferences and 

drawing conclusions. They support that both these depend on readers’ schema. And, 

if the students do not have the necessary knowledge and accurate schemata, they will 

be unable to form meaningful representation of text being read, in terms of 

inferencing. This kind of value judgment inference is used in high level decision 

making.  

 Research shows that the ability to infer from the given information is 

necessary for reading comprehension because it helps readers to construct meanings 

(Anderson & Pearson, 1984). In the early childhood the children do not read 
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formally but make inferences from their previous knowledge schemas (Kendeou, 

Bohn-Gettler, White & Van Den Broek, 2008). As they grow up and become mature, 

changes occur in both the quantity and quality of inferences as they generate and 

with development they make inferences of larger texts and gradually understand 

unknown connections between themes, characters’ feelings and concepts and also 

gain insights to relate connections (Van Den Broek, 1997; Van Den Broek et al., 

2005). 

 The inability to generate inferences is one of the key problems of reading 

comprehension. Readers who are unable to make inferences usually fail to 

comprehend simple texts. Their weakness to recognize important inferential 

connections lead them facing difficulties in maintaining coherence to their text 

representations (Long, Oppy & Seely, 1994; Oakhill & Yuill, 1996). Inferential 

difficulties cause problems like creating conceptual gaps in meanings and thoughts 

and linkages become weaker (Magliano et al., 2002; Oakhill, Yuill & Donaldson, 

1990). Text coherence is badly compromised and desired goal of text comprehension 

is lacking as said by the writers (Van Den Broek, Bohn-Gettler, Kendeou, Carlson, 

& White, 2011). Lack of background knowledge for making inferences is a major 

weakness in inferential ability of the readers (Cook, Limber, & O’Brien, 2001). 

Readers must use their prior knowledge to discover deeper meanings of the text and 

make the inferences (Hirsch, 2003). It is worthy to mention as several researchers 

observed that incorrect knowledge, out dated facts or false concepts result in faulty 

inferences and multiply confusions (Blanc, Kendeou, Van den Broek, & Brouillet, 

2008; Kendeou, Muis, & Fulton, 2011). Making inferences with fiction or 

nonfiction, readers must be able to defend their inferences in the light of their prior 

knowledge and text information (Keene & Zimmerman, 1997). Inferences, when not 
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stated explicitly; requires readers to draw conclusions from the factual knowledge 

or evidence presented in the text.  

2.6.2 Types of inferences. 

 A number of inferences are made by readers during reading comprehension 

Beers (2003) identifies thirteen types of inferences that are generated by the skilled 

language readers while they read English texts. Her recommended inferences are: 

1. Recognition of parts of speech 

2. Use of text signs to find the meaning of unknown 

3. Understand the role of unknown words in grammar 

4. Recognition of tone of characters while reading English dramas, novels 

or stories 

5. Identification of beliefs, personalities and motivations of different 

characters 

6. Understand how characters are related to each other 

7. Provision of the details of setting 

8. Provision of different explanation of different ideas/vents in the text 

9. Understanding details of events in the text 

10. Understanding the author’s point of view 

11. Recognizing author’s unfair treatment/judgments 

12. Relating text to their own life 

13. Constructing conclusion from the text 

Chi Kalanga (1992) suggests that teachers must be aware of proposed 

taxonomies of inferences for teaching, types of inferences, which can be produced 

while assessing reading. Other studies investigating predictive inferences divide 
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those into two subcategories i.e. motivational inferences and consequence 

inferences. Making predictions is considered as effective reading comprehension 

strategy (Carrell, 1988; Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Different studies have explored 

that advantage based processing helps in arriving at predicting inferences during 

reading process (Magliano, Trabasso & Graesser, 1999). This processing refers to 

readers’ actions to accomplish goal oriented specific reading tasks. Researchers 

investigated that predictive inferences are usually developed while the context 

strongly constrains other possible inferences (Cook et al., 2001; Klin & Guzman et 

al., 1999). According to Klin Guzman et al. (1999); Klin, Murray et al. (1999) 

predictive inferences are possibly generated when they are co-related with narrative 

characters’ goals. The motivational inferences are necessary to maintain the unity 

and balance of text. Consequence inferences only serve to beautify the passage and 

to provide coherence to the text, and are produced when context do not allow other 

inferences. Klin and Murray (1999), and Horiba (2000) suggested that teaching 

instructional strategies had limited effects on 12th graders because they are not 

already proficient in language.  

2.6.3 Teaching inferential reading strategy to students for better reading 

comprehension. 

 Hansen (1981) recommended two reading comprehension approaches for 

teaching inferential comprehension. One reading comprehension approach refers to 

the training of students in using inferential reading strategy while next one involves 

the helping of students in answering question based on inferences. Both approaches 

are equally good for students, those who learnt using two approaches have 

performed better in making inference. Raphael and Pearson (1985) re-explored the 

effect of training on the literal and inferential comprehension and it was put forward 
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by them that 6th grades showed a much better response and improved after such 

training. This finding also confirms that if questions and answers are clearly given 

in in the text, students find those easy. Otherwise if questions answers are given in 

a hidden fashion, it is very difficult for students, to understand and answer. 

Therefore it is concluded that new learners must be trained in inference drawing 

and comprehension.  

 According to Fielding and Pearson (1994), explicit instruction includes four 

steps i.e. teacher explanation and modelling of a strategy, guided practice by 

teachers, shifting responsibility to students to complete task and independent 

practice of students along with feedback and application of this strategy in real 

situation. In support of this, Pearson and Duke (2002) recommended that 

comprehension may be improved when teachers provide clear instruction in the use 

of reading comprehension strategies. Comprehension also improves while teachers 

practice such activities that support the understanding of the text.  

 To summarize, inference making is an important metacognitive strategy. It 

involves a number of mental processes. Students with poor comprehension level 

usually are poor in making inferences and integrating the text information. Training 

students to understand and use inferential teaching strategy helps them to improve 

inferential reading comprehension. Studies have shown that explicit strategy 

instruction to students regarding how to use background knowledge, draw 

conclusions and making inferences significantly improves their ability to get 

meaning from reading a text (Hansen & Pearson, 1983). In support, Oakhill, Cain, 

and Bryant (2003) also state that inference generation is essential for 

comprehension and it allows the readers to build meaningful relations between 
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different parts of the text and relevant prior knowledge. So, the teaching and proper 

training of inferential reading strategy is essential.  

2.6.4 Self-questioning during and after reading. 

 Self-questioning is an important strategy that is used by skilled readers. It is 

a metacognitive reading strategy. It refers to reading and post reading activities. 

When students learn to develop different questions from the text, their overall 

comprehension will improve (Yopp, 1988). Good readers monitor and regulate their 

comprehension as they read (Paris, Lipson & Wixson, 1983). Self-generated 

questions of students about a text, topic or domain are defined and characterized as 

a self-regulatory strategy used to foster reading comprehension (Collins, Brown & 

Newman, 1990; Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Self-questioning strategy usually 

engages the students in asking questions about text to clarify their understanding 

and move forward to make meanings (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). The scholars 

further stated that self-questioning is at the heart of reading for reflections  

 Two important questions have been frequently investigated from 

instructional point of view, whether students can learn to generate their questions 

about the text and what will be the effect of generation of these questions on their 

reading comprehension? 

 According to Flavell (1987) and Brown (1987), metacognitive thinking is the 

potential to recognize and create the theory about one’s own personal questions. It 

has been reflected through their studies that when teachers support and guide their 

students to make their own observation, findings and construct their own meanings 

to anything, they build and construct their own reflections in the shape of 

explanations, arguments and theories. This shows that they can visualize and make 

their own personal questions.  
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 Several other studies suggested those self-questioning strategies, such as 

differentiating between main ideas versus detailed questions, good questions and 

poor questions, or asking questions about different detailed text structures (Feldt & 

Kilburgg, 2002; Cohen, 1983). Self-Questioning improves reading comprehension 

level of the students ranging from third grade to college level (Cohen, 1983; King 

& Rozen Shine, 1993; Nolte & Singer, 1985; Scardamalia & Bereiter, 1992; Singer 

& Donlan, 1982; Taylor & Frye, 1992). As, Rosen shine, Meister and Chapman 

(1996) after extensive review of instructional studies concluded that engaging 

students in the process of developing different self-questions about text at hand will 

help in active processing of text comprehension and monitoring their 

comprehension level.  

 In the mid- 1980s, Raphael and her colleagues (Raphael & Mckinney, 1983; 

Raphael & Pearson, 1985; Rapheael & Wonnacott, 1985) conducted detailed 

studies on question generation. They used a technique called (QAR’s question-

answer relationships). These are of 3 types (a.) right there QAR’s, (b.) think and 

search QAR’s (c.) on my own QAR’s. The right there QAR’s were related to the 

question and the answer clearly stated in the text material. Think and search QAR’s 

had questions and answers in the text, but required inference making. On my own 

QAR’s were those in which the question was stimulated by some text element or 

information, but the answer had to be generated from the students’ prior knowledge. 

There (QARs) remained useful to help students responding to and asking their 

personal questions.  

 Slightly different but linked to the logic of QAR’s in a study Vopp (1988) 

studies three different groups for generating questions. To first group, the teacher 

asked the questions while in the second group the students developed their own 
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questions and in the third group the students generated their own questions with a 

metacognitive practice (as suggested by QAR for answering their own questions). 

On the post-test while treatment was over, the second and third groups performed 

better than first group.  

 Questioning the author (QTA) is another approach initiated by Beck, 

Mckeown, Sandora and Worthy (1996). According to this approach, adult readers 

try to investigate what an author has in mind while writing a text. It is a type of text 

query with reference to authors’ goal. In spite of getting some criticism like 

comprehension failure may be the author’s failure if the text did not contain 

thoughtful messages, but the findings of the studies Beck et al. (1996) are 

encouraging for teachers and students. The QTA suggests more student-centered 

traditional discussions, then frequent text interactions questioning authors’ goal, 

and the third and the most important is students’ higher order thinking and 

monitoring their comprehension. In a study by Beck, Mckeown, Hamilton and 

Kucan (1997) questioning the author QTA approach is updated for teacher’s 

facilitation that how it can be implemented at classroom level.  

 When the readers do not understand and become aware of what they are 

reading, they use other suitable methods to repair or fix their lack of understanding. 

They may ask themselves the questions about meaning of text. They try to find 

meanings of difficult words, reproduce the text in their own words or they may 

write shortest possible sketch of text (Palincsar & Brown, 1984). Research findings 

suggest that students benefit when they are taught how to ask self-questions while 

reading. Teaching students to ask “I wonder” questions is very efficacious here. 

Why a certain thing is happening and what the characters are doing is so very 
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wonderful to come to reach the main ideas (Rosen Shine, Meister & Chapman, 

1996).  

 The ability of generating good self-questions helps the reader in integrating 

information, identifying main ideas, and summarization of information. This leads 

to focus on problems with understating and to take remedial actions to solve these 

problems (Pressley, Symons, McGoldrick & Snyder, 1995). Furthermore, relatively 

fresh studies show that summarization instruction, and question generations are 

most effective techniques for improving reading comprehension (Kamil, 2000; 

Rosen Shine, Meister, & Chapman, 1996). Therefore, self-questioning, their 

purposes, type, and forming student’s behaviour to generate them are equally 

important for comprehension. From the above mentioned research based discussion 

the most important component is teaching and training of students which can 

improve the self-questioning ability of the learners.  

2.7 Summarizing 

 A summary is the main points of a passage and tells what the author says. 

Researchers have reflected that summarizing is a cognitive text processing activity 

(Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1983). It deals with short form of a text or passage that 

includes only the most important details (Denton et al., 2007). It is a post reading 

strategy but it involves both during reading and post reading processes. It involves 

the readers to join together or synthesize from available information and explain in 

their own words. Summarizing is important for learning and remembering the 

information. It helps the reader in knowing what the structure of text is and how 

ideas are linked with each other (Honig & Gutlohn). It helps in recognizing and 

emphasizing central ideas, generalizing it and memorizing important details 

(Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002).  
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 Summarizing is a complex reading comprehension strategy. It engages 

understanding relational aspects between important ideas and concepts. It enhances 

analysing and synthesizing abilities of the learners (Diehl, 2005). The National 

Reading Panel (2000) found that summarizing increases meaningful engagement of 

the students with structure of the text. While summarizing a narrative text, students 

focus on the story elements, their developmental stages, actions and behaviour of 

characters. While reading explanatory text, they mostly sum up the key thoughts of 

the text by using headings, subheadings, and necessary details in the proper order. 

Effective readers while summarizing informal text, like fiction identify the gist, the 

main proposal, the key ideas or main points.   

 During summarizing students select and memorize relevant main ideas along 

with details. Due to weaknesses in executive functions like working memory and 

self-consciousness, many readers do not freely summarize their reading material. It 

results weak understanding and poor recall of what they read (Brown, Day, & Jones, 

1983). According to National Reading Panel (2000), students have often been 

facing difficulty deciding what is important in the text and putting it in their own 

words. For generating an effective summary metacognitive skills like to select, 

evaluate, and arrange the most relevant particulars of a passage are required, which 

can be taught with explicit instruction and practice both in top down text processing 

(Cunningham, 1982) and bottom-up text processing (Brown & Day, 1983).  

2.7.1 Summarization instruction. 

 Summarization instruction improves both the quality of the written 

summaries and the overall comprehension of the students in content areas (Taylor, 

1982; Taylor & Beach, 1984). It is a higher level comprehension strategy that 
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impacts positively on students’ learning in content areas and improves their 

retention power (Rinehard, Stahl, & Erickson, 1986). The effectiveness of 

summarization instruction is supported by number of studies (Friend, 2001; Gajria 

& Salvia, 1992; Malone & Mastropieri, 1992). Though, teaching students how to 

summarize text is challenging, but previous research also supports that, it 

significantly impacts students’ achievement (Armbruster, Anderson & Ostertag, 

1987; National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000).  

 Instructing summarization improves memory of the readers through recalling 

and answering questions. Brown and Day (1983) assert that experienced and more 

expert readers summarize better than younger and less skilled readers. Findings by 

Paris et al. (1991) confirm Brown and Day’s (1983) assertion; from these 

researchers’ assessment of grades 5, 7, 10 and college students’ summary. They 

observe that the grades 5 and 7 students did not exclude irrelevant information. By 

contrast, high school and college students did planning for writing summary, 

merged ideas across paragraphs and presented their summaries in their own words, 

and they could extrapolate information at a more abstract level.  

 Paris et al.‘s findings (1991) were similar to Taylor’s (1986) whose findings 

suggest that capable summarizers use text structure as a guide to help them select 

and generalize ideas, record information in their own words and monitor the text to 

assess their own perfection, in contrast, students who have difficulty in selecting and 

generalizing important Information are not familiar with cues in expository text 

structure and are therefore unable to use them as they write. 

 Nevertheless, Brown, Day and Jones (1983), found that students could be 

taught to follow the rules that older and more skilled summarizers use. These 
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scholars constrained grade 5 students to a 20-word summary. There was no 

difference in the students’ performance compared to older students’ performance. 

Rinehart, Stahl and Erickson (1986) also found that training in summary improves 

students’ ability to summarize main ideas, especially key points vividly presented in 

a text. This shows that both text structure and explicitness of the main idea affect 

summarizing skills and identification of main idea as mentioned earlier. 

 To sum it up, the importance of the strategies in language learning cannot be 

over emphasized, as they may prove to be devices for enthusiastic, self-directed 

participation, resulting in improving students’ skills in reading. The use of suitable 

language learning strategies, especially reading strategies, promotes proficiency and 

greater self-confidence. Thus, Yang (2006) asserts that in order to be proficient in 

reading, the readers must have knowledge about the use and application of reading 

strategies as well as when, why and how to use these strategies properly and 

efficiently. Several studies (e.g. Stevenson, Schoonen, & De Glopper, 2007) 

suggested that competence in using reading strategies significantly improved 

students’ reading comprehension. Having discussed various aspects of reading 

strategies, the next section reflects research based guidelines and teaching-learning 

summarizing activities in the classroom. 

2.7.2 Relationship among various theories. 

 Various theories and studies agree that there exists a positive relation among 

cognitive theories, metacognitive theories, schema theory, and reading 

comprehension. The above discussed all six reading strategies i.e. prior knowledge, 

identifying main idea, rereading/backtracking, inferencing, self-questioning and 

summarizing are mostly interdependent components of reading comprehension. 
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Sufficient previous knowledge is important for making inferences (Pearson, 1984; 

Mcnamara & Kendeou, 2011). Inferential ability can be improved through practice 

of self-questioning activities (McMaster et al., 2012). Self-questioning is a 

metacognitive strategy. It monitors background knowledge, inferencing, rereading 

backtracking and summarizing, both at processing and product levels. In summary 

writing, inferential ability is one of the essential aspects of successful 

comprehension (Cain & Oakhill, 2006; Nation Clarke, & Snowling, 2002). 

Rereading often deals with recalling prior knowledge, summarizing and identifying 

main idea. Inference making and background knowledge are highly interdependent, 

but inferencing works for drawing conclusions that is important for identifying main 

ideas and summary writing. Identifying and generating main ideas develop inference 

making abilities of the learners (Durkin, 1981). The literature also indicates that 

teaching/training based on these strategies not only fosters the progress of proficient 

readers but it is also useful for improving the reading skills of struggling readers. 

2.7.3 Reading comprehension strategy instruction. 

 The idea of comprehension strategy instruction incepted with the birth of the 

notion that reading comprehension is based on cognition. Teaching instruction 

strategies involve provision of explicit instructions to the students in the field of 

learning and applying reading strategies while reading. The studies prove that such 

instruction helps students in constructing meanings (The National Reading Panel, 

2000). Teaching comprehension strategies actively improves students’ involvement 

and learning in various ways (Mier, 1984). 

 A teacher may help in development of students’ strategy use by directly 

explaining and introducing them with those strategies. He may model these 
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strategies before them and help them in practicing those. This explicit teaching, 

modelling and practicing may increase reading comprehension abilities of the 

learners. Thus, readers having sufficient knowledge of reading strategies with 

appropriate training in reading strategies are more likely to understand a text better 

(McNamara, O’Reilly & Best, 2006). 

 In second language learning, due importance has been given to the students’ 

experience and previous knowledge since 1960s and 1970s. According to 

proponents of cognitive theory, reading is not a passive activity, not only limited to 

the extracting meaning from the text. 

 To become an effective reading strategies teacher is a tough job. It requires 

teachers to be efficient, innovative, and strategic in teaching reading strategies to 

stay as an effective instructor of comprehension strategies. It is essential for an 

effective teacher to demonstrate, model and guide his trainees to enthusiastically 

engage in the usage of these comprehension strategies. A successful strategy 

instructor would know the suitability of a specific strategy for understanding a 

specific text. He would also know the suitability of various strategies for various 

students. 

 According to Nokes and Dole (2004), one should teach one strategy at a time. 

Teachers should select specific strategy to teach based on the text being read and the 

needs of their students. A teacher needs to teach them consistent use and mastery of 

one strategy first and then he may teach the next strategy. Teachers may develop and 

activate background knowledge of the strategy, define each step level, explain the 

objective of each step, and monitor students understanding of each strategy and its 

steps. 
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 For getting the students memorize a strategy, teachers can train students by 

applying, use cue cards, mnemonics, etc. Guided practice is very fruitful, because 

the teachers and students work together and practice these strategies until the student 

is able to perform these strategies independently and effectively. Learners require 

adequate time and supports so they can master the strategy. Independent practice 

refers to the use of strategy independently. Teachers monitor students’ performance 

whether they can complete the task correctly well in time (Tierney, 1985).  

 Training of learners, self-instruction, self-monitoring, self-assessing, self-

records and self-refinement affect positively on reading comprehension with 

multiple texts (Readence, 2000). Also, practice of learning strategies supports 

readers to generalize in the other subject areas. Many researchers reflect that the 

students who actively participate in reading comprehension process are far better 

than passive ones in their reading comprehension skills (Gersten, Fuchs, William, & 

Baker, 2001). 

 Research has made known that explicit comprehension strategy instruction 

improves significantly on reading comprehension (Rosen, Shine & Meister, 1994). 

Biancarosa and Snow (2006) also recommend direct, explicit teaching for 

adolescents. Teaching instructional strategies requires teachers to explain the 

usefulness of specific strategies and the suitable time to utilize those. It includes 

determining the problem areas for certain readers, selecting appropriate strategies 

and teaching of the most effective ones of those in terms of learning outcomes of the 

students. Palinscar and Brown (1984) suggested four strategies: questioning, 

clarifying, predicting and summarizing for reading strategy instruction. The National 

Reading Panel (2000) found some comprehension strategies to be considered more 
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effective for teaching reading strategies. Such as using story maps, asking questions, 

summarization etc.  

 Skilled teachers regularly develop webs for connection between the 

knowledge gained by students from their families, communities, peers, and culture, 

and the lesson being taught (Langer, 2002). To connect reading to student’s life is 

also an important aspect of reading instruction. Encouraging and bringing students 

together cognitively is very useful for improving reading comprehension (Langer , 

Nystrand, Gamoran & Applebee, 2003; Cziko, Schoenbach, Mueller & Greenleaf, 

2001). Teachers improve students understanding of comprehension strategies by 

allowing them to think aloud, make a dialogue aloud with others and apply reading 

strategies to particular text or across genres. 

 Teaching of instructional activities may be helpful in various ways especially 

for those for whom English is a second or foreign language. Teachers can support 

their students by teaching them metacognitive strategies explicitly in three steps. 

Studies indicate direct explanation of reading strategies, telling their importance and 

teaching of reading strategies step by step positively influence students learning 

outcomes (Dole, Duffy, Pearson & Roehler, 1991; Baker, 1996). Second, it is 

recommended for EFL/ESL teachers to train the students by teaching and practicing 

diverse metacognitive reading techniques during classroom instruction. Semantic 

mapping, graphic organizers, prompt questioning, selecting appropriate strategies, 

providing students help in their usage are equally important to achieve the intended 

learning outcomes in terms of achieving reading proficiency (Hodge & Harris, 

1995). The gradual release of responsibility as suggested by Gallagher and Pearson 

(1983) pushes forward students from the state of dependence to interdependence and 
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then independence. Finally, teachers may encompass metacognitive reading 

strategies. These must include the introduction and methodology to utilize those 

strategies as well as knowing the suitable time, place and reason to use the same. 

 Teaching of metacognitive reading strategy awareness skill enabled students 

to make conscious decisions, how to read and learn a foreign and second language, 

in a research in China (Wang et al., 2009). Reichard and Mokharti (2002) reflect that 

awareness of interest, systematic ways of interaction with the context, and 

implementation of strategies are beneficial to reading comprehension.  

 Effective instructional strategies activate and enhance student’s knowledge 

from its existing level (Kinstch & van Dijk, 1983). Teaching process may activate 

prior knowledge by using easy books, topics already known to them, visual aids and 

title matching to contents before unfamiliar topics and contents. In later stage the 

instructional strategies may include new topics, concepts, and ideas, in this stage 

books walks, group discussions, preview of new topics, and the use of photographs, 

videos, demonstrations, field trips not only activate prior knowledge, but build a 

reasonable amount of new prior knowledge about something before reading.  

 In reading comprehension, questioning answering and self- questioning is 

highly valued. Students respond to the questions asked by their teachers or fellows 

and get there and then. The instructional activities, designed for teaching self-

questioning, teach students to post questions about different problems presented in 

the text. While teaching self-questioning techniques, books, booklets, brochures, 

magazines, and journals, having vibrant pictures, rich concepts, and quality text with 

headings, sub headings, and captions highly matching with the text, should be used. 

Teachers must tell their students that they need to explain fully rather than elaborate 
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the facts when they are asked questions belonging to higher order. The personality, 

the differences in psychology and family background of the readers affect the level 

of their self-questioning (Berkeley & Riccomini, 2011).  

 Teaching self-questioning may help students in looking for their targeted 

information in a given text. For teaching them, how to search and match headings, 

sub headings, with the information given in the text, the students must be introduced 

with the features presented in a text etc. (Reynold & Symons, 2001).  This 

introduction may help them in reaching to the answers of their self-questions. A 

teacher should teach them identification of the main terms, skimming a given text 

continuously and observing whether the newly acquired information meets the 

objectives (Symons et al., 2011). 

 Integration of main ideas and making over all summaries must be taught to 

students (Brown & Day, 1983). While, summarization focuses to separate relevant 

information from irrelevant details. It includes concept formation, underlining 

important ideas and excluding all irrelevant or less relevant detail (Brown & Day, 

1983). Students may be taught that how to understand key ideas and then making 

the summaries by combining their key ideas. Rephrasing is one of the key 

components of summary writing. So, teaching students how to understand the 

purpose of summarizing texts and the ways to achieve intended learning outcomes 

is essential. 

 The review so far indicates that both cognitive and metacognitive reading 

comprehension strategies are helpful for reading. It depends upon the quality of 

teachers and ways of strategies instruction that how readers get help in controlling 

their proficiency in reading. Efficient readers do not become innately smart in 
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reading. It is due to their proper nurturing and how they apply appropriate strategies 

which enable them in possessing high reading proficiency level. Learning reading 

comprehension strategies means learning their proper usage, proper place and time 

for their usage. The suitably of the reading strategies with the given context may 

provide a great help to the learners for whom English is a second or foreign language. 

Academicians, teachers and researchers give importance and consider that multiple-

strategy training results in better comprehension as compared to the single-strategy 

training ( Borman, Dole, Kamil, Kral, Torgesen & Salinger, 2008). 

2.7.4 Reading comprehension tools 

 This section of the literature review discusses methods of assessment of 

reading comprehension strategies and the tools used for such assessment. The 

students might be assessed in different areas like what strategies are used by them 

while reading, what is the quality and what is the frequency of that usage.  The 

research has opened useful avenues in this regard. There are different online and 

offline programmes to assess use of these reading comprehension theories. Online 

assessment of reading comprehension assesses readers while reading in different 

strategies like asking questions, identifying main ideas, summarizing etc. The tools 

for online assessment include online reading assessment (OCRA) and formation 

assessment. The students become the part of this online assessment through their 

blog posts and email messages (Anderson & Spiro, 1978). 

 Offline comprehension assessment mostly occurs after the reading event in 

the form of print-based and probing the strategies use for identifying key ideas, 

inferring meanings, summarization etc. The tools used in this assessment include 

questionnaires, verbal protocols and written tests. 
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2.7.5 Verbal protocols 

  Verbal protocols (also referred to as think aloud protocols analysis) 

are described as data sources which contain spoken thought of individual or specific 

task. For example, when subjects work on a certain task, they express their thought 

loudly by explaining what they are trying to do and the type of problems they 

experience or do so at times specified by the researcher (Education Encyclopaedia, 

2007). McDonough and McDonough (1997) maintain that individuals are not only 

aware of some of the thinking processes that they experience in learning and using 

a language (e.g. how they speak/construct a message) but they actually pay attention 

to them. On this ground, they suggest that verbal protocols and the awareness of 

these is a real phenomenon. Thinking aloud strategy may be utilized for collecting 

data in the researches like the current research to explore the hidden thinking process 

of a reader and make use of the data collected. This strategy helps students in 

becoming effective readers by showing them practically through modelling how a 

proficient reader thinks while reading. A trainer not only introduces explicitly the 

strategies used by proficient readers but also models these strategies himself and 

then helps his students in practicing the same strategies. To be master of any strategy 

requires students to practice hard and continuously. Think aloud strategy may be 

used as an instructional procedure with students at any level. Training in thinking 

aloud strategy may help students in improving their reading comprehension and 

enhancing their skills in use of these strategies (Macceca, 2007). This strategy also 

assists students in improving their knowledge about whether or not they understand 

what is being read by them. According to Education Encyclopaedia (2008), the main 

advantage of verbal protocol data is its great explanation of working memory during 

a task. Baddely (2002) stated working memory to be a system of brain providing 
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temporary space for storing and managing of information required for complex 

thinking process just as language comprehension, acquiring and analysing 

knowledge. The same also deals with the storage and processing of information at 

the same time as the practical analysis is responsible for provision of progressive 

observation over a long period of time to notice any change occurring in working 

memory during performance of a certain task. 

 Verbal protocols analysis is more useful in indicating certain strategies 

employed by proficient readers to encounter the complexities faced by them during 

reading (Callins, Brown & Larkin, 1980). Some problems may be faced in using 

verbal protocol analysis. One of those may be the lack of proficiency of a 12th grader 

to reveal his thinking style during the process of reading. There may be another 

problem may be that a reader analyses his thoughts habitually and mechanically 

without any deliberate knowledge of doing so in verbal protocols (Education 

Encyclopaedia, 2007). So it can be concluded that the overall knowledge of a student 

cannot be determined by using verbal protocols. The amount and the quality of the 

advantage, these verbal protocols provide to students, is unpredictable especially 

when different texts and different students are involved. Similarly aloud thinking of 

a student may not reflect the true utility of using this strategy (Tierney & Readence, 

2000). Similarly a lot many students are not willing to freely share their thoughts 

due to shyness. In this strategy, collection, analysis and coding of data requires a lot 

of time and energy (Education Encyclopaedia, 2007). Therefore a researcher needs 

to transcribe and analyse a tap or a video properly. It may take many hours to come 

up with transcription and analysis of data presented in a single hour on a tap. Despite 

of all these problems a lot many researchers are using this strategy which proves the 

utility of verbal protocols analysis. In some of these studies, this strategy has been 
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presented to have a very high validity (Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995). Ericson (2002) 

declared validity of verbal protocols to be high when data is collected during the 

performance of a task. 

2.8 Summary 

 To sum up, this chapter covered almost every aspect of theoretical 

framework in which this study was conducted. It discussed different issues like 

perception and methodology involved in language learning. It also presented a 

review of some of the studies already conducted in the field of teaching reading 

strategies. The variables that may have an impact on the result of any strategy 

instruction were also taken under consideration. The specific reading strategies 

focused in this current study were also pointed out. One of the main outcomes of the 

discussion in this chapter was that reading is basically a process of making meanings 

in social context. Teaching of reading strategies can only be successful if a reader is 

able to select the most suitable strategy to understand a certain text, particularly 

when there is some breakage in meanings. Moreover getting the students fully 

involved and participating is essential for solving the students’ reading 

comprehension problems. The students can be taught those strategies at any stage of 

their academic life. 

2.9 Defining and Measuring Academic Achievement  

Kuh et al. (2006) defined academic achievement as engagement in 

educationally purposeful activities, satisfaction, acquisition of desired knowledge, 

skills and competencies, persistence, attainment of educational outcomes and post-

college performance. In this definition, he has provided seven above stated factors 

as yardstick to measure academic achievement. If we consider them one by one, we 
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come to know that each one of them is very important to determine whether some 

student can actually be declared to have been successful in his academic 

achievement or not.  

Choi (2005) declares that completing course activities successfully results in 

improved students’ academic achievement. Choi declares marks, grades and GPA 

as the measures of academic achievement.  Parker, Summer feldt, Hogan and 

Majeski (2004) opine that the terms academic achievement and academic success 

can be used interchangeably. Parker et al. (2004) also defines academic achievement 

as success. He also declares marks, grades and GPA as measure of such success. 

Similarly, a lot many researchers have also declared academic achievement to be 

overall academic success. (Bunece, & Hutchinson, 1993; Chil, 2005; DcFreitas, 

2012; Dennis et al., 2005; Finn & Rock, 1997; Gore, 2006; Harackiewicz et al. 2002; 

Pace, 1984; Tracey, Allen & Robbins, 2012; Tracey & Sedlacek, 1985; Trueman & 

Hartley, 1996; Zajacova et al., 2005).  

In the current study the same approach to consider the marks, grades and 

GPA as the basic measures of academic achievement was opted. The marks achieved 

by the students in their English paper of S.S.C were considered as pre-test and the 

marks scored by them in their English paper in the 1st term of F.Sc Part 1 were 

considered as post-test. 
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CHAPTER 3 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

 This chapter deals with the research design, methodology and steps involved 

in the conduction of this study. The chapter presents the guiding principles and 

techniques used for sampling, the size of the sample, the tools used for data 

collection and details about the methods used to analyse data.  

3.1  Research Design 

 Pre-test – post-test control group design which is one of the true experimental 

designs was used for study. Gay and Airasian (2003) argue that experimental 

research is a useful research for exploring and analysing possible relationship 

between variables. In most experimental researches some variables are manipulated 

while other variables are controlled to see the effect of manipulated or independent 

variable on the dependent variables. Treatment or independent variables are applied 

and possible effect of treatment on dependent variables is observed. The amount of 

this difference could be measured through a test or some other measuring tool 

(Zikmund, 2003).  

 In the current study pre-test - post-test control group experimental design 

was adopted to find out the effect of teaching reading strategies on students’ reading 

comprehension and their academic achievement at higher secondary level in the 

subject of English. In experimental design there are attempts to have maximum 

control over dependent variables (Broota, 2006). Because of the use of random 

sampling in comparison to the use of intact groups in quasi-experimental studies, 

conclusions are drawn with more confidence (Broota, 2006).  
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 In order to follow the principles of experimental design, variables like course 

content, size, ability of the sample and the length of time were kept similar for both 

control and experimental groups to have more control. Pre-tests were conducted 

before the intervention and post-tests were conducted after intervention.  

 In-depth pre-screening and selection of students/subjects was done through 

matched-random technique to minimize disturbance in routine timetables and 

organizational setup of the institution. These were the initial days of classes and the 

same grouping made by the researcher continued as sections of the classes by the 

college management. This pre-screening and randomization make an experimental 

study like the current one, more reliable than quasi-experimental studies in finding 

out the causal relationships between dependent and independent variables (Broota, 

2006). 

3.2 Population 

 The population of this study consisted of all 108 students, studying at higher 

secondary level, in that private girls college of Mansehra, where the experiment was 

conducted.  

3.3 Sample of the Study 

 Sixty higher secondary school students from Grade 11 of a private college 

for girls in Mansehra, Khyber Pakhtunkhwa, were selected as a sample for this study. 

The sample’s age ranged between 16 and 17 years. Based on their results of English 

in secondary school examination, two equivalent groups were formed i.e. control 

and experimental groups by using matched random sampling technique and pre-test. 

The number of students in both these groups was 30 each. The first group was called 

experimental group whereas the second group was named as control group. The 
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sample was limited only to 60 students due to experimental nature of the study where 

only two groups are required. Different private colleges of Mansehra were visited 

for selecting the sample and venue for this experiment. After finding an adequate 

number of female students in a private college of Mansehra and seeking permission 

of its administration to conduct this experiment, a private college for girls, located 

in Mansehra, was selected for this experiment.  

3.4 Research Setting 

 The study was conducted in a private girls’ college in Mansehra, Pakistan. 

This was an educational institution of good repute aimed at imparting quality 

education at low cost where most students came from middle and lower middle class 

families.  

3.5 Research Instruments 

 Two research instruments were made use of in this study: Reading 

Comprehension Test (RCT, Appendix I) and Reading Strategy Questionnaire, (RSQ, 

Appendix III). The RSQ explored the utility of teaching reading strategies on the 

frequency of application of these reading strategies on the part of students while 

RCT explored the effect of teaching reading strategies on students’ reading 

comprehension. 

3.5.1 The reading strategy questionnaire. 

 A questionnaire is a tool of research used to collect data about a social unit 

such as a school. It can be used to obtain information indirectly from readers via 

self-reports. It is said to be standard when individual participants respond to identical 

questions or items and the response are coded the same way. It is important to make 

sure that the difference to be found in response to the items of these questionnaires 
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is due to the difference of opinions of the participant and not due to the inconsistency 

of the procedures or items involved in these questionnaires (Siniscalo & Auriat, 

2005). A questionnaire can be used to collect information such as facts, opinions, 

level of knowledge, attitudes and perceptions. In the school context, the data 

collected by means of a questionnaire can be categorized into different 

“characteristics of schools, teachers or students learning or teaching processes, and 

the outcome of education” (Siniscalo & Auriat, 2005). 

 Malhotra (2011) opines that a questionnaire is important because it is one of 

the main means used to collect quantitative primary data. He believes that it makes 

possible the collection of quantitative data which may help in quantitative data 

analysis. For example, there is the possibility that items or questions in a 

questionnaire are framed in manners that ensures that the internal consistency and 

coherence of data to be collected is not compromised. In addition, Malhotra (2011) 

asserts that a questionnaire enhances speed and accuracy of capturing and analysing 

data. In designing a questionnaire, one of the essential, is to understand the 

participants, for example their educational background and experience should be 

considered; the language and context of the questions or items should also be 

familiar to the participants in order to obtain relevant and accurate information. This 

study examined the effects of strategy intervention on using reading strategies and 

reading comprehension of the students. The questionnaire used in this study was an 

existing strategy questionnaire constructed by Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) and 

believed to be appropriate for the participants in the current study. The questionnaire 

was adapted for the currents study by introducing some changes in it. The participant 

in this study responded to the same questionnaire and their responses were coded in 

the same way.  
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 A questionnaire is a research instrument usually used for collecting 

quantitative data. A well designed questionnaire should reflect the participants’ 

attitude, personality traits and other internalized characteristics. Questionnaires on 

application of strategies are very effective in making students aware of these reading 

strategies (Bookar, 2002). These may also help in assessing the level of proper use 

of these strategies by students (Bukhtari & Richard, 2002). The questionnaire was 

used in this study to determine the extent to which students make use of 

comprehension strategies while reading an English text. It not only determines 

students’ knowledge about these reading strategies but also identifies their practical 

use of these strategies when they read something. Participants’ response gets 

stronger due to their better comprehension and response towards the items included 

in the questionnaire. The questionnaire also highlights factors like students mental 

state at a given time and the time chosen for that test. Simply setting a good 

impression on a researcher may also strengthen their response (Punch, 2003).  

 A questionnaire adapted from Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) was used in line 

with current research objectives and needs. The questionnaire went through 

substantial changes to fulfil the needs of the current study. The original questionnaire 

contained thirty positive items. Some of the items in this study were thus rephrased 

and expressed in negative statements (e.g. I consider it a waste of time writing a 

summary of what I read), in order to track inconsistency in participants’ responses 

and to minimize the problem of participant acquiescence. Further, some items were 

deleted and new ones were added so as to cover all the strategies (see the following):  

i. Identification of main ideas 

ii. Inferencing  
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iii. Use of background knowledge 

iv. Rereading  

v. Drawing conclusion  

vi. Self-questioning 

vii. Summarizing  

The revised questionnaire contained 37 items, including seven more items 

included by the researcher. This questionnaire had five points scale determining the 

positive or negative use of a reading strategy by a reader while studying. These five 

points show the frequency of using or ignoring a reading strategy while reading.  

Specific values were assigned to specific responses. The participants were 

asked to respond by circling the number of the scale in accordance with their use of 

these strategies (Appendix III). To minimize reader acquiescence which means 

agreeing with a given statement without much thinking both positive and negative 

statements were included in this questionnaire. The number of the negative 

statements is as follows: 4, 12, 18, 21, 22, 25, 34, 35, and 36. The 37 items in the 

questionnaire were assigned to seven macro strategy categories each representing a 

different macro strategy, as shown in Appendix IV. A students’ strategy score was 

thus added up and computed out of a possible total raw score of 185. 

3.5.2 The comprehension test. 

 Reading comprehension test is most common test to assess reading 

comprehension level of the students. In reading comprehension test, teachers ask the 

students to answer the given questions after reading a given passage, which may be 

an exposition or a narration. These questions may be based on 

factual/comprehension or application level. A good comprehension test may be 



75 

 

  

 

comprised on all the question types mentioned above. Teachers may ask to infer 

implicit information from a test along with answering factual questions. A reading 

comprehension test may include various types of questions like MCQs, close ended 

or open ended questions. 

 A comprehension test is usually of two types, norm reference and criterion 

reference. Norm reference tests are used to select high achievers and low achievers 

from a group of students (Linn & Grounlund, 2000). TOFEL, GRE and SAT are all 

examples of the same tests whereas; the students are compared against the specific 

standards in Criterion reference tests. These tests may assess the level of students’ 

achievement against the learning objectives. These tests aim to measure the 

knowledge, understanding and ability of the students. Such test guide teachers to 

adjust their teaching in accordance with the level and requirements of their students 

(Green, 2002). These tests may also assess which sort of instruction is the most 

suitable in clarifying the students conceptually and improving their skilfulness. 

PIRLS (Progress in reading literacy study) may be presented as an example of such 

tools. The comprehension check used in the present study was also a criterion 

reference test. Its objective was to assess the effect of strategy intervention on the 

reading comprehension of the students. This test was based on a narrative text and it 

included MCQs, fill in the blanks, close ended questions as well as some open ended 

short questions and one long question i.e. summary. 

For the purpose of testing reading comprehension of the students, the 

researcher selected a text lesson from the prescribed textbook of 1st year English, 

Khyber Pakhtunkhwa containing approximately 1000 words. The lesson had seven 

paragraphs of about a hundred words each. The participants were assumed to be 
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easily able to read this passage and answer in half an hour (McNair, 2011), as the 

lesson was taken from their prescribed textbook and was in accordance with their 

mental level. The title of their lesson was, “His First Flight” written by Liamo, 

Flaherty. All the items included in this test were related to one or another strategy 

considered in this study. All the strategies were covered in this comprehension test. 

The comprehension test comprised of 36 items, comprising MCQ’s contextual 

meanings from the given passage, one or two lines short answers, three line 

summaries and a ten to fifteen lines summary. Each of the 35 questions carried 1 

mark except Question No. 36 which was a 10 to 15 lines summary which was given 

5 marks, 1 mark for each of the following five criteria:  

i. Inclusion of essential ideas  

ii. Exclusion of inessential ideas  

iii. Logical development of thought  

iv. Accuracy in grammatical structures  

v. Accuracy in spellings and punctuations 

The total marks for the test were 40 as shown in Appendix II. A marking 

scheme or policy was prepared beforehand and the responses were marked in 

accordance with that. 

3.6 Validity and Reliability  

 The validity of the research instrument is measured through the internal and 

external validity. Internal validity of research instruments deals with threats of effect 

of any other variable than independent variable on the outcomes of a study. If the 

results of one study can be replicated in other studies by other researchers in changed 

settings, these results and research instruments are considered highly valid (Lodico, 
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Spaulding & Voegtle, 2006). For a useful study, the research instruments must be 

reliable and valid. The problems related to the reliability and validity of the 

instruments, i.e. questionnaire and comprehension test have been discussed in the 

coming section.  

3.6.1  Pilot study. 

 Pilot study was conducted to test the research instruments used in the current 

study. Instruments used in this study and the procedures adopted for the collection 

of data and its analysis were assessed during this pilot study. This piloting was 

essential to improve the tools used and to remove confusion on the part of 

participants. Piloting also enhances the reliability and validity of a research (Punch, 

2003).The main focus of this pilot study was to test and refine the research tools. 

The following questions were central to the pilot testing for this study:  

1. What is the profile of reading strategies of the students? 

2. How do students perform in the reading comprehension test? 

3. What is the mutual relationship of application of strategies and reading 

comprehension of the students? 

 10 students of 1st year class from a private group of colleges in Mansehra, 

other than the sample of this study selected for the actual experiment, were selected 

for the pilot study. This is because the same categories of students from the actual 

research were taken for the main study. Pilot testing was conducted in August, 2016. 

Students were requested to fill the questionnaire on day one and they were given the 

reading comprehension test on the next day. The problems about the vocabulary, 

organization and any other confusion of the participants were identified and the 

required changes were made in the instruments. 
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 The comprehension test was based on the prescribed textbook for the 

participants so it was supposed to be in accordance with their mental level. It was 

noticed that the participants spent more time than expected to complete their 

comprehension test. This was reflective of the problems of students’ reading 

comprehension. 

 The data so obtained was analyzed through appropriate statistical tools using 

SPSS Version 19.1. 

3.6.2 Validity. 

 Validity is the extent to which items of a research tools are in conformity 

with the objectives of that research. Lodico, Spaulding and Voegtle (2006) describe 

the validity of a test is its quality to assess what it is supposed to assess. As far as 

the validity of the comprehension test used in the current study is concerned, all its 

items were taken from the 1st year English textbook. A committee of experts 

approved the content validity of the said test (Appendix VII). 

 Similarly, strategy questionnaire and comprehension test used in the current 

study were analyzed to make sure that these were all inclusive in terms of all the 

reading comprehension strategies under observation in the current study. Moreover, 

in order to strengthen the validity of the instruments, the strategy questionnaire items 

as well as the comprehension questions were arranged into clusters, with each cluster 

representing a strategy type, thereby increasing the possibility of correctly 

measuring the concepts under study. The content validity of items of strategy 

questionnaire was also approved by a committee of experts (Appendix VII). It has 

already been described that this strategy questionnaire was used originally by 
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Mukhtari and Reichard (2002) and has been adapted in accordance with the 

objectives of the current study.  

3.6.3 Reliability. 

 It is the extent to which the results of a test are consistent (Lankshear & 

Knobel, 2004). It means that an instrument will only be considered reliable when it 

yields almost identical results while being applied to similar participants at different 

times. Punch (2003) claims reliability of a test is mostly based on finding steady 

response by different students towards the set of the questions presented in that test. 

So the reliability of both the instruments i.e. reading strategy questionnaire and 

reading comprehension test was found out. The reliability of the pilot test scores was 

confirmed using split-half (even-odd) method. The participants were of the same 

grade and academic ability, other than the sample of the study. In split half 

reliability, the items in a test scale questionnaire are distributed in two sections and 

then there is determined the connection between the scores of the participants in 

these two halves, Spear Brown prophecy formula was used to determine reliability 

co-efficient. The reliability of the reading comprehension test was 0.85 and the 

questionnaire was 0.78 in the pilot study. 

3.7 Procedure of the Experiment 

 The following sections describe the procedure of experiment conducted for 

this study. 
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3.7.1 Selection of the control and experimental groups. 

 After the validation of research instruments, the next step is experimentation. 

For conducting experiment in the current pre-test post-test control group design 

study, we needed two groups 

i) Experimental  

ii) Control 

 To select students for experimental and control group, two groups A and B 

were formed firstly and tentatively by using match random sampling based on their 

scores of English in their SSC Exams (Appendix VI) and then by conducting pre-

test on reading comprehension test (Appendix 1) and reading strategies 

questionnaire (Appendix  III). Group A was termed as experimental while group B 

as Control group. Both the groups were given strategy questionnaire and reading 

comprehension test before treatment as pre-test. It was found that there was no 

significant difference between reading comprehension and supposed application of 

strategies in these two groups before treatment. 

To maximize control factor, the following measures were taken: 

1. Time for experiment and treatment was same for both experimental and 

control group. 

2. The same teacher taught both the groups. 

3. The content taught to both these groups was the same. 

3.7.2    Introduction to teaching reading strategies programme. 

 Teacher reading strategies is aimed at helping students in reading and 

applying these strategies while reading to comprehend the text in a better way. As 

already discussed in the literature review of this study, teaching reading strategies 



81 

 

  

 

explicitly contributes positively in developing the reading comprehension of the 

students (Pearson & Duke, 2002). The SAIL approach (Student Achieving 

Independent Learning) was adopted for the current study as these strategies are 

taught explicitly in this approach. This approach suggests that using these strategies 

is the best means to achieve true reading comprehension. In this approach a teacher 

teaches the strategies explicitly by discussing and modelling these strategies before 

the students (Pearson & Duke, 2002). The students are made to practice these 

strategies frequently to make them use these strategies independently afterwards. 

 This approach teaches the students to use these strategies in accordance with 

their own context and the text under study. The following four phases are involved 

in SAIL. 

1.  Explicit instruction 

Explicit instruction is a plain, clearly stated instruction. McEwan (2004) 

stated that teachers should explicitly describe a teaching objective and that they 

should adopt a certain method to achieve that objective in explicit instruction. For 

comprehension, a teacher may use a reading strategy to indicate a suitable technique 

and by using this technique readers themselves learn to control for gaining better 

understanding of a text in this approach. Teaching of individual strategies may help 

students in understanding and applying these for proper comprehension of a given 

text (Duffy, 2002). 

2. Modelling 

The second step in SAIL approach is modelling. Through modelling the 

students are taught how to apply different individual strategies while reading for the 
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comprehension of a text. During modelling a teacher thinks aloud to show the inner 

working of the brain of a skilful reader (Mc Ewan, 2004). In this way the students 

see practical application of these strategies by a skilled practitioner which may help 

them in learning and application of these strategies when they are reading on their 

own (Duffy, 2002). 

3.  Guided practice by students 

During this phase, the students practice different individual strategies by the 

help of a teacher. The teacher prepares the ground for students to use a particular 

strategy, helps them by floating different ideas and providing continuous feedback 

(Pressley & Bock, 2002). So the students get ample practice of using a strategy in 

the guidance of a teacher. 

4.   Individual application 

The final phase of SAIL approach is making students able to practice these 

reading strategies as independent readers. The students are encouraged to share their 

ideas among them and use different strategies independently and they are provided 

with a continuous feedback by the teacher (Havey & Goudvis, 2000). At this stage, 

the teacher gradually reduces his support and encourages students to complete their 

reading tasks. This particular stage is also called the gradual release of responsibility. 

3.7.3 Treatment procedure. 

After placing students in control and experimental groups the experiment 

was started on 23rd September, 2016 and ended on 15thNovember 2016. The female 

students of 1st year class of a private college Mansehra served as sample of the study. 

Both experimental and control group had thirty number (n=30) of students. 
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Traditional methods were used to teach control group whereas experimental group 

was taught by teaching of explicit reading strategies. The experiment lasted for 54 

days. Seven lessons of 1st year class English textbook were divided into 42 lesson 

plans. Two days in the beginning and two days at the end were scheduled for 

administration of two research tools and six working days of each of the seven weeks 

were scheduled for teaching of one reading strategy a week. The details of treatment 

programme including weekly plan showing how the tasks related to teaching of these 

strategies were distributed day wise has been attached at the end as Appendix V.  At 

the end of the experiment, both groups were post tested and the effect of teaching 

reading strategies was measured. Spearman Browns’ prophecy formulae was used 

to find out the reliability of the tests and scale. The calculated reliability of the 

reading comprehension test was 0.85 and reading comprehension questionnaire was 

= 0.78. 

The texts used for treatment included narrative and descriptive texts from the 

1st year English textbook prescribed by Khyber Pakhtunkhwa Textbook Board. 

These strategies were taught in the following sequence: 

1. Using previous knowledge 

2. Self-Questioning 

3. Drawing Inferences  

4. Drawing Conclusions 

5. Determining the key Ideas 

6. Summarizing 

One of the reading strategies i-e. re-reading was also taught as part of all 

other strategies. These strategies were taught in a sequence and in accordance with 
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a given text to make students know when they would need to use a particular strategy 

in a given text. First of all, reading comprehension required previous knowledge so 

the strategy to use previous knowledge was taught first. Then the reader needs to 

question himself what the writer is saying, so, self-questioning was taught at the 

second stage. After that a reader has to infer some meaning before drawing the final 

conclusion about the meanings presented in a text. So drawing inference and then 

drawing conclusions were taught at third and fourth place. The students were then 

taught to determine the most important ideas presented by a writer as the same 

provided base to the next step of summarization. The summarization required the 

combination of all other reading strategies to be really effective. 

Four steps were followed in teaching of all these strategies. The first step 

involved the introduction of the given passage to be read and the specific strategy to 

be used and learnt for better reading comprehension of such passages.  

In the second stage, the researcher modelled a specific strategy by thinking 

aloud. This stage teaches students how expert readers think while reading. The third 

stage involved group discussion on the part of the students. These groups contained 

four students and the researcher provided them the necessary guidance during their 

discussion. The fourth stage involved the students to discuss and practice these 

strategies independently. For example, the use of previous knowledge was presented 

in the following order: the researcher first described what is meant by previous 

knowledge and how it is connected with reading. The students were told that the 

previous knowledge consists of their experiences, thoughts and feelings. The 

researcher described the positive role of previous knowledge in understanding what 

we are currently reading. Then the researcher read to them a text from the prescribed 
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book of 1st Year English. The title of their text was “His First Flight” written by 

Liam O'Flaherty. The researcher read aloud the first paragraph to his students. While 

reading that paragraph the researcher modelled how to link previous knowledge to 

the passage being read currently by thinking aloud. In the next stage the students 

were asked to share their previous knowledge about the given passage in the group 

of four and then to further share the ideas related to their previous ideas in this 

current passage. During this process, the researcher provided them with continuous 

feedback. After that they were asked to write down some of their own memories 

about the event presented in this current passage. In this passage it was about the 

fear of doing something for the first time. The students were then directed to lead 

this discussion one by one by sharing their own memories about fear of doing 

something for the first time and relating those to the given story at hand. 

In the next lesson the self-questioning strategy was introduced, and the same 

procedure used. A passage (First year at Harrow by Sir Winston Churchill) was used 

to model this strategy. The students also practiced with a poem “September: The 

First Day of School by Edward Nemerov, 1970”. The students were instructed to 

note down any questions about the writer, the text, any of the idea or event presented 

in that text. These texts were selected from the prescribed English textbook of the 

students so there was supposed to be in accordance with their mental level. A 

descriptive essay “Its country for me” by Patrician Demith was used for model 

inferencing and provides students practice with inferring ideas from a given text. 

Through this practice they were supposed to reach to the implicit meanings, not 

directly stated in the text. The students were also asked to explain how they inferred 

the overall meanings in such cases where they did not know the literal meanings of 

some individual words. For drawing conclusions, another descriptive essay from the 
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same book “Our Environment” by Frank S. Skarpitti was selected. The students were 

asked to underline the main ideas. They were also asked to write the marginalia in 

their own words. They were to note down in the margins anything important which 

the writer wanted to convey. After each paragraph, they were asked to write the main 

ideas presented in that paragraph in their own words. 

Another story “The Blanket” by Flyd Dell was selected for modelling 

summarization. The students were instructed to understand and utilize the topic 

sentence to make a summary. Then they were asked to produce the sum total of all 

the key ideas included in a passage. In the beginning they were asked to write these 

summarizes in a group of these students. The summaries produced by different 

groups were discussed with the whole class by the researcher for their reflection and 

further guidance. Then they were asked to individually write the summary of the text 

lesson “The Way It was and Is” by Bill Cosby. Their individual summaries were 

later discussed in the whole class by the researcher. Though those students were 

made to practice these strategies one by one but previous research shows that the 

readers do not use those strategies one by one at a given time. In fact different 

strategies are used simultaneously by readers in their reading comprehension process 

(Harvey & Goudvis, 2001). Efforts were made to produce a linkage between those 

strategies taught on different days and to let the students know that there is certain 

coherence in the use of different strategies. The students were also instructed by this 

coherence between those strategies and their simultaneous working. At first the 

students were instructed to practice those strategies first in groups and then 

individually.  
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The control group was taught through traditional methods especially through 

Grammar Translation Method for the same time equal to with the time of 

intervention by the researcher himself. So, the factors like textbook used, time 

consumed and the teacher were same for both the groups. The control group was not 

taught use of reading strategies explicitly. After treatment, there was conducted a 

post-test to compare the effect of teaching reading strategies on the comprehension 

and use of reading strategies of both control and experimental group. 

3.8 Collection of Data 

Two tools, a reading comprehension test and a reading strategy questionnaire 

were used to collect the data. These tools were administered personally by the 

researcher to both the groups. The score of both these groups on these tools provided 

the researcher with the data essential for this study. For determining their academic 

achievement before treatment, the marks scored by them in the subject of English in 

their SSC Exams were considered and they were placed in different groups 

according to the same marks using match random sampling technique. For 

determining their academic achievement after treatment, their marks scored in the 

subject of English in the 1st term were made the base. 

3.9 Analysis  

For analysis the obtained data was arranged in the form of tables on excel 

sheets. This data was analyzed statistical procedure including standard deviation, 

mean, t-test, and Chi Square.  Data analysis software (SPSS) was used to assist in 

data analysis process. Findings were made on the basis of this data analysis. 

Recommendations and the conclusions made by the researcher were also based on 

the same findings. 
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3.10 Ethical Considerations   

 Ethical considerations such as informed consent, formal permission 

from relevant quarters and issues of anonymity and confidentiality were taken care 

of. Before the treatment, formal permission was obtained from the principal of the 

college where the study was conducted. The participants were kept anonymous by 

allotting them roll numbers instead of using their names.   

 Reading strategies were taught explicitly to the experimental group 

during the experiment whereas the control group was taught with traditional method. 

Due to the experimental nature of the study, the control group had to be kept out of 

the treatment. This might have put them at a potential disadvantage in comparison 

with the experimental group in terms of exposure to a better learning method. 

Despite the researcher's intention to expose the control group to similar teaching at 

a later stage as the experimental group experienced during treatment, this was not 

possible in routine school year. However, a workshop of limited duration was 

conducted with the control group to give them some form of exposure to the concept 

and use of reading strategies. This might have compensated the control group’s lack 

of exposure to the reading strategies to an extent possible in such experimental 

studies. 
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3.11  Conceptual Framework  

This study was aimed at determining the effect of teaching reading strategies on 

the reading comprehension and academic achievement of the students at H.S.S.C level. To 

determine this may be helpful for the students, teachers and policy makers. The literature 

review in this study covers the nature and importance of reading, reading comprehension, 

reading strategies and reading strategy instruction. The pre-test, post-test experimental 

research design was opted for this study.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

What is meant by reading strategies? 
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CHAPTER 4 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents findings of this study. The first part (4.1) consists of a 

comparison of reading comprehension test with seven factors of reading 

comprehension. The second part (4.2) presents comparison of reading 

comprehension strategy questionnaire scores. The third part of the chapter (4.3) 

presents a discussion related to the main findings of this study in the light of previous 

research studies.  Reading comprehension test and reading strategy questionnaire 

were divided into seven factors i.e. identification of main ideas, making inference, 

use of background knowledge, drawing conclusions, self-questioning, rereading and 

summarization. The data obtained through reading comprehension test and reading 

strategy questionnaire is presented in Tables and then interpreted. 

4.1 Comparison of Reading Comprehension Scores 

 The tables, below, present comparison of the mean reading comprehension 

scores of students of the experimental group with the mean reading comprehension 

scores of the control group. 

4.1.1 Identification of main ideas. 

              Identification of main idea of a text is an important skill indicating level of 

comprehension of a text. That is why in this research a comparison between scores 

of students from the control and the experimental groups has been given to explore 

how the treatment affects students’ identification of main idea factor of reading 

comprehension. The detail is as given below:   
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Table 4.1:  

Comparison between mean score regarding Identification of Main Ideas 

of control and experimental groups at pre-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S.No Comparison groups N Mean scores S.D t p 

 

1 Experimental group 30 2.86 0.77   

     0.34 0.88 

2 Control-group 30 2.93 0.73   

 

Table 4.1 shows that the students of experimental and control groups had no 

significant difference (t = 0.34, p = 0.88 > 0.05) regarding Identification of Main 

Ideas on pre-test. Hence both the groups were at same level in Identification of Main 

Ideas before intervention.  

Table 4.2:  

Comparison between mean score regarding Identification of Main Ideas of 

control and experimental groups at post-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S.No Comparison groups N Mean scores S.D t p  

 

1 Experimental group 30 5.03 0.98   

     4.55 0.00 

2 Control-group 30 3.40 1.67   

 

Above given values in table No. 4.2 (t = 4.55, p = 0.00 < 0.05) show a  

difference in mean scores of  experimental and control groups that are significant in 

connection with identification of main ideas on post-test. Therefore, students of 

experimental group were found to perform much better than the students of control 

group after treatment.  
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4.1.2 Inference. 

The tables below present the effect of teacher’s reading comprehension 

strategies on the student’s reading comprehension skill and its effect on academic 

achievement. How to infer a text is a core factor to understand a text. In the following 

tables the comparison between experimental and control groups has been given; 

Table 4.3:  

Comparison between mean scores of the two groups at pre-test regarding 

Inference (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 2.40 0.67   

     0.00 0.86 

2 Control group 30 2.40 0.67   

 

Table 4.3 reflects that students of experimental and control had no significant 

difference in (t = 0.00, p = 00.86>0.05) regarding Inference on pre-test. Therefore, 

students of both groups had the same Inference level in at the time of experiment. 

Table 4.4: 

Comparison between mean scores of both groups at post-test regarding 

Inference (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 3.68 0.89   

     3.41 0.001 

2 Control group 30 2.76 1.16   
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Above given values in table No. 4.4 (t = 3.41, p = 0.001 < 0.05) show a 

significant  difference in mean scores of  experimental and control groups in 

connection with inference on post-test. Therefore, students of experimental group 

were found to perform much better than the students of control group after treatment.  

4.1.3 Use of background knowledge. 

Using background knowledge for effective learning is a useful instructional 

strategy. It helps students in further learning and guides the teachers in knowing the 

present level of students learning. In the coming tables a comparison of using 

students’ background for reading comprehension has been given. 

Table 4.5:  

Comparison in the mean scores of both groups at pre-test regarding use 

of Background Knowledge (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 2.36 0.66   

     -2.01 0.86 

2 Control group 30 2.73 0.73   

 

Table 4.5 reflects that students belonging to the experimental and control 

groups had no significant difference in (t = -2.01, p =0.86 > 0.05) regarding use of 

Background Knowledge factor of reading comprehension on pre-test. This indicates 

that the experimental group and control group students had the same level in terms 

of their use of Background Knowledge factor of reading comprehension at the time 

of experimentation. 
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Table 4.6:  

Comparison between mean scores of the groups on post-test in term of 

using Background Knowledge (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 3.41 0.90   

     2.88 0.005 

2 Control group 30 2.70 0.98   

 

Above given values in table No. 4.6 (t = 2.88, p = 0.005 < 0.05) show a 

significant  difference in mean scores of  experimental and control groups in 

connection with background knowledge on post-test. Therefore students of 

experimental group were found to perform much better than the students of control 

group after treatment.  

4.1.4 Drawing conclusion. 

Conclusion refers to the overall message of a text. It is necessary for the 

student to know how to draw a conclusion for a text while reading. In the coming 

tables a comparison regarding drawing has been given. 

Table 4.7:  

Comparison between mean scores of the groups at post-test in term of 

using drawing conclusion of on pre-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison-groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 2.46 1.00   

     0.13 0.90 
2 Control group 30 2.43 0.93   
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Table 4.7 indicates that students of the control and experimental groups had 

no significant difference in (t = 0.13, p = 00.90 > 0.05) regarding Drawing 

Conclusion factor of reading comprehension on pre-test. Therefore, students of both 

the control and experimental groups were at same level of Drawing Conclusion 

factor of reading comprehension before treatment. 

Table 4.8:  

Comparison between mean scores of the groups at post-test in term of 

using drawing conclusion (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 3.91 1.18   

     2.47 0.016 

2 Control group 30 3.11 1.28   

 

Above given values in table No. 4.8 (t = 2.47, p = 0.016 < 0.05) show a 

significant  difference in mean scores of  experimental and control groups in 

connection with drawing conclusion on post-test. Therefore, students of 

experimental group were found to perform much better than the students of control 

group after treatment.  

4.1.5 Self-questioning. 

Self-questioning is a reading comprehension strategy adopted by expert 

readers who keep posing questions to themselves, while reading, about the extent to 

which the reading material is being understood to them. In the following tables the 

comparison of self-questioning capability of students is being compared. 
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Table 4.9:  

Comparison between mean scores of the groups in term of using Self-

questioning on pre-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 2.56 0.89   

     -0.43 0.90 

2 Control group 30 2.66 0.87   

 

In Table 4.9 the statistical values (t = -0.43, p = 0.90 > 0.05) reveal that there 

is no significant difference in the mean scores in terms of Self-questioning of 

students from the two groups at pre-test. It implies that both groups had the same 

level in posing Self-Questioning before experimentation. 

Table 4.10:  

 Comparison between mean scores of the groups at post-test in terms of 

using Self-questioning on post-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 3.96 0.94   

     5.12 0.000 
2 Control group 30 2.60 1.09   

 

Above given values in table No. 4.10 (t = 5.12, p = 0.00 < 0.05) show a 

significant difference in mean scores of experimental and control groups in 

connection with self-questioning on post-test. Therefore, students of experimental 

group were found to perform much better than the students of control group after 

treatment.  



97 

 

  

 

4.1.6 Summarization. 

To summarize a text is an important reading comprehension skill to fully 

understand a text material. In the coming tables a comparison between control and 

experimental group is being given.  

Table 4.11:  

Comparison between mean scores of the groups at pre-test regarding 

Summarization   (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 2.08 0.88   

     0.55 0.86 

2 Control group 30 1.85 0.86   

 

In Table 4.11 the statistical values (t = 0.55, p = 0.86 > 0.05) reveals that 

there was no significant difference in the mean Summarization scores of students 

belonging from the two groups at pre-test. It implies that of both the groups were at 

the same level of Summarization before experimentation. 

Table 4.12:  

Comparison between mean scores of the groups at post-test regarding 

Summarization (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 3.96 1.34   

     4.43 0.000 

2 Control group 30 2.50 1.19   
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Above given values in table No. 4.12 (t = 4.43, p = 0.000 < 0.05) show a 

significant  difference in mean scores of  experimental and control groups in 

connection with summarization on post-test. So, the performance of experimental 

group was better than that of control group after treatment.  

4.1.7 Summary of whole lesson. 

Writing the summary of lesson helps in strengthening the reading 

comprehension skill of students. In the coming tables, the comparison between 

control and experimental groups, in writing summaries, has been given.   

Table 4.13:  

Comparison between mean scores of students from the groups on pre-

test regarding Summary of Whole Lesson (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 1.95 0.72   

     0.55 1.86 

2 Control group 30 1.85 0.68   

 

In Table 4.13 the statistical values (t = 0.55, p = 1.86 > 0.05) reveals no 

significant difference between the mean Summary of the Whole Lesson scores of 

students belonging to the two groups on pre-test. It implies that both groups were at 

the same level of writing summaries of the whole lesson before treatment. 

  



99 

 

  

 

Table 4.14:  

Comparison between mean scores of the two groups on post-test 

regarding Summary of the Whole Lesson (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison-groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 3.15 0.66   

     5.41 0.000 

2 Control group  2.03 0.89   

 

Above given values in table No. 4.14 (t = 5.41, p = 0.000 < 0.05) show a 

significant difference in mean scores of the two groups in connection with summary 

of lesson on post-test. Hence the experimental group performance was much better 

than that of control group after treatment.  

4.1.8 Overall reading comprehension test. 

The tables below present a comparison of mean scores in overall reading 

comprehension test scores of the two groups. 

Table 4.15: 

Comparison of mean scores of the two groups on pre-test regarding 

Overall Reading Comprehension Test  (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 16.76 4.33   

     -0.15 0.61 

2 Control group 30 16.93 4.10   

 

In Table 4.15 the statistical values (t = -0.15, p = 0.61 > 0.05) indicates no 

significant difference in the mean in terms of  Total Reading Comprehension Test 
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scores of the two groups on pre-test. It implies that both groups had the same in 

Overall Reading Comprehension level before intervention. 

Table 4.16:  

Comparison of the mean scores of the groups on post-test regarding 

Overall Reading Comprehension Test  (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group  27.13 5.31   

     5.43 0.000 

2 Control group  19.11 5.99   

 

Above given values in Table No. 4.16 (t = 5.43, p = 0.000 < 0.05) show a 

significant  difference in mean scores of  the two groups in connection with Total 

Reading Comprehension Test on post-test. Therefore, students of experimental 

group performed much better in overall reading comprehension than those of the 

control group post treatment.  

4.2  Comparison of Reading Comprehension Strategy Questionnaire Scores 

        In the coming section, responses of students belonging to the control and 

experimental groups were compared via reading comprehension strategy 

questionnaire. This comparison was regarding application of reading comprehension 

strategies while reading a text.  

4.2.1 Identification of main ideas. 

Identification of main idea from a text is an important skill to comprehend a 

text properly. That’s why in this research students were asked to what extent they 

applied the strategy to identify the main ideas of the text. In the following tables, 



101 

 

  

 

comparison is being made about the students’ responses about application of the 

strategy to identify the main ideas of text. 

Table No. 4.17:  

                       Students’ responses about use of Identifying Main Ideas on pre-test  (df=1 

; N=60) 

S. 

No

. 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency 𝜒2 p 

 N O S U A   

1 I skim the text first to note 

the characteristics of text 

like its length and 

organization.  

E 4 

 13.3% 

4 

13.3%                     

3 

10% 

14  

46.6% 

5  

16.6% 

 

8.681 

 

0.070 

C 2  

6.6% 

0 

0.00% 

10  

33.3% 

12 

 40% 

6 

20% 

2 I prefer to read for overall 

meaning rather than pay 

attention to individual 

words. 

E 3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

8 

26.6% 

5 

16.6% 

12 

40% 

 

7.819 

 

0.098 

C 2 

6.6% 

1 

3.3% 

6 

20% 

15 

50% 

6 

20% 

3 What to read closely and 

what to ignore I decide 

first. 

E 3 

10% 

1 

3.3% 

10  

33.3% 

10 

33.3% 

6 

20% 

 

1.273 

 

0.866 

C 3 

10% 

0 

00% 

12 

40% 

10 

33.3% 

5  

16.6% 

4 I do not like to ‘spoil’ my 

textbooks so I do not write 

notes in them or underline 

sentences. 

E 5 

16.6% 

2 

6.6% 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

11 

36.3% 

 

9.923 

 

0.042 

C 4 

13.3% 

0 

0.0% 

16  

53.3% 

6 

20% 

4  

13.3% 

5 I use the major points of 

the text to increase my 

understanding of the topic 

E 6 

20% 

1 

3.3% 

6 

20% 

9 

30% 

8  

26.6%  

 

3.809 

 

0.432 

C 3 

10% 

0 

0.0% 

11  

36.6% 

10 

33.3% 

6 

20% 

6 To identify key 

information I use 

typographical aids like 

boldface type and italic. 

E 5 

16.6% 

6 

20% 

9 

30% 

0 

0.0% 

10 

33.3% 

 

0.882 

 

0.877 

C 3 

10% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

20% 

9 

50% 

12 

40% 

7 When I read to prepare for 

an assignment. I read only 

those parts of the text that I 

think are relevant to the 

assignment question. 

E 4 

13.3% 

2 

6.6% 

5  

16.6% 

5 

16.6% 

14 

46.6% 

 

1.487 

 

 

 

 

0.829 

 

 

 

C 2  

6.6% 

2 

6.6% 

7 

23.3% 

7 

23.3% 

12 

40% 

 

The statistical value (𝜒2 = 8.681, p > 0.05) in Table 4.17 regarding statement 

No.1indicates that majority of students of both groups was found to  usually skim 

the text first to note the characteristics like length and organization of the text hence, 
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both groups were at the same level. The statistical values  (𝜒2 = 7.819, p > 0.05) 

regarding statement No.2 indicate that majority of students of both group was 

usually found to prefer to read for overall meaning rather than pay attention to 

individual words, and it implies that there was no significant difference between 

both groups. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 1.273, p > 0.05) regarding 

statement No.3 highlights that majority of students belonging to both groups was 

usually found to decide what to read closely and what to ignore, and there was no 

significant difference between the students of both groups. While the statistical 

values  (𝜒2 = 9.923, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.4 reflect that majority of 

students belonging to both groups was sometimes found to ‘spoil’ their textbooks so 

they did not write notes or underline sentences and there was no significant 

difference between the students of both groups. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 

= 3.809, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.5 indicate that the majority of students 

belonging to both groups was usually found to use the major points of the text to 

increase their understanding of the topic and did not reveal any significant difference 

between the two groups. 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 0.882, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.6 

indicates that the majority of students of both groups were always found to identify 

key information by using the typographical aids like boldface type and italics, and 

there came no significant difference between the students of control and 

experimental groups. Furthermore, the statistical values  (𝜒2 = 1.487, p > 0.05) 

regarding statement No.7 highlight that the majority of students belonging to both 

groups was always found to read only those parts of the text that they thought to be 

relevant to the assignment question, preparing an assignment, and there was no 

significant difference between the two groups. 
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Table 4.18:  

Comparison in the mean scores of the two groups on pre-test regarding 

Identification of Main Ideas (df=1 ; N=60) 

 

S. No. Comparison groups   N Mean-scores    S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 35.6000 4.16554   

     0.868 0.389 

2 Control group 30 36.5667 4.45424   

  

There was no significant difference between control and experimental groups 

in the use of Strategy No 1 i.e. identification of main ideas (t = 0.868, p = 0.389 > 

0.05). Hence both groups were at the same level in identification of main idea 

before the treatment.  
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Table No. 4.19:  

Students’ responses about use of Identifying Main Ideas on post-test 

(df=1 ; N=60) 

S. 

N

o. 

Statement 

G 

  Response Frequency  𝜒2 p 

N O S U A   

1 I skim the text first to note 

the characteristics of text 

like its length and 

organization.  

  E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

3 

10% 

18  

60% 

9  

30% 

 
18.635 

 

0.001 

  C 4  

13.3% 

2 

6.66% 

11 

36.6% 

10  

33.3% 

3 

10% 

2 I prefer to read for overall 

meaning rather than pay 

attention to individual 

words. 

  E 0 

0.0% 

0 

 0.0% 

8 

26.6% 

7 

23.3% 

15 

50% 

 

23.195 
 

0.000 

  C 5 

16.6% 

5 

16.6% 

7 

23.3% 

10 

33.3% 

3 

10% 

3 What to read closely and 

what to ignore I decide 

first. 

  E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

10 

33.3% 

11 

36.6% 

9 

30% 

 

17.197 
 

0.002 

  C 3 

10% 

5 

16.6% 

13 

43.3% 

7 

23.3% 

2 

(6.6% 

4 I do not like to ‘spoil’ my 

textbooks so I do not write 

notes in them or underline 

sentences. 

  E 16 

53.3% 

8  

26.6% 

6 

20% 

0 

0.00% 

0 

0.0% 

 

18.216 
 

0.001 

  C 3 

10%) 

1  

3.3% 

16 

53.3% 

6 

20% 

4 

13.3% 

5 I use the major points of 

the text to increase my 

understanding of the 

topic. 

  E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

5 

16.6% 

10 

33.3% 

15 

50% 

 

23.305 
 

0.000 

  C 3 

10% 

3 

10% 

13 

43.3% 

9 

30% 

2 

6.6% 

6 To identify key 

information I use 

typographical aids like 

boldface type and italic. 

  E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

6 

20% 

9 

30% 

15 

50% 

 

16.452 
 

0.002 

  C 4 

13.3% 

4 

13.3% 

7 

23.3% 

10 

33.3% 

5 

16.6% 

7 When I read to prepare 

for an assignment, I read 

only those parts of the text 

that I think are relevant to 

the assignment question. 

  E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

4 

13.3% 

7 

23.3% 

19 

63.3% 

 

19.273 
 

0.001 

  C 2 

6.6% 

6 

20% 

7 

23.3

% 

9 

30% 

6 

20% 

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 18.635, p < 0.05) in Table 4.19 regarding 

statement No.1 indicated that students of experimental were usually found to note 

characteristics of text like length and organization by skimming as compared to the 

students of control group. This difference between two groups was significant. 

Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 23.195, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 
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indicated that students of experimental were always found to prefer to read for 

overall meanings rather than pay attention to individual words as compared to their 

counterpart. There was a significant difference between both the groups. Likewise, 

the statistical values (𝜒2 = 17.197, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.3 indicated that 

students of experimental group were usually found to decide what to read closely 

and what to ignore as compared to the students of control group. This difference 

between two groups was significant. 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 18.216, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.4 

indicated that students of experimental were more likely to write notes on their 

textbooks and underlined important sentences. And the statistical values (𝜒2 = 

23.305, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.5 indicated that students of experimental 

were always using the major points of the text to increase their understanding of the 

topic as compared to the students of control group. Similarly, the statistical values 

(𝜒2 = 16.452, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.6 indicated that students of 

experimental were always found to identify key information by using the 

typographical aids like boldface type and italics as compared to the students of 

control group . Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 19.273, p < 0.05) regarding 

statement No.7 indicate that students of experimental were always found to read 

only those parts of the text that are relevant to the assignment question while reading 

for preparing an assignment as compared to their counterpart. These differences 

between two groups were significant. 
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Table 4.20:  

Comparison in the mean scores of students from two groups on post-test 

regarding Identification of Main Ideas (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 42.9333 3.86793   

     2.200 .032 

2 Control group 30 41.0000 2.86477   

 

 In the application of Strategy No 1 i.e. identification of main ideas, the 

treatment produced a significant difference between the two groups (t = 2.200, p = 

0.032 < 0.05) in favour of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 

0.05 (Table 4.20). 

4.2.2 Inference. 

Inferencing is an important technique for reading comprehension. It helps 

the reader in understanding the reading material. In the coming tables a comparison 

between control and experimental groups about students’ responses for inference is 

being given. 
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Table No. 4.21:  

                         Students’ responses about use of Inference on pre-test  

 (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. 

N

o. 

Statement  

G 
 Response Frequency 𝜒2 p 

N O S U A   

1  I use information in the 

text to understand what is 

not directly stated 

E 5 

16.6% 

0 

0.0% 

11 

36.3% 

9 

30% 

5 

16.6% 

 

3.982 

 

0.408 

C 6 

20% 

3 

10% 

9 

30% 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

2  I always read the title, 

subheadings, references, 

and so on. 

E 4  

13.3% 

4 

13.3% 

9 

30% 

7 

23.3% 

6 

20% 

 

5.844 

 

0.211 

C 5 

16.6% 

2 

6.6% 

3 

10% 

8 

26.6% 

12 

40% 

3 When I do not 

understand what a 

sentence means I think 

about the other sentences 

in the paragraph to help 

me understand it. 

 

E 

 

6 

20% 

 

0 

0.0% 

 

6 

20% 

 

7 

23.3% 

 

11 

36.3% 

 

 

2.166 

 

 

5.39 

 

C 

7 

23.3% 

0 

0.0% 

3 

10% 

11 

36.3% 

9 

30% 

4 I use context clues to help 

me better understand 

what I’m reading. 

E 4  

13.3% 

3 

10% 

8 

26.6% 

11 

36.3% 

4  

13.3% 

4.672 0.323 

C 8 

26.6% 

2 

6.6% 

3 

10% 

10 

33.3% 

7 

23.3% 

5 I skip reading Tables, 

diagrams, flowcharts, 

etc. because they slow 

down my reading and 

distract me. 

 

E 

 

5 

16.6% 

 

2 

6.6% 

 

7 

23.3% 

 

4 

13.3% 

 

12 

40% 

 

 

0.473 

 

 

0.976 

C 6 

20% 

3 

10% 

7 

23.3% 

4 

13.3% 

10 

33.3% 

6 Based on the evidence 

presented in the text, I use 

previous knowledge to 

help me understand 

what is not explicitly 

stated in the text. 

E 6 

20% 

2 

6.6% 

10 

33.3% 

5  

16.6% 

7 

23.3% 

 

5.884 

 

0.208 

C 3 

10% 

1 

3.33% 

7 

23.3% 

3 

10% 

16 

53.3% 

7 I read Table, figures and 

pictures in the text to 

increase my 

understanding. 

E 

 

C 

0 

0.0% 

2 

6.6% 

3 

10% 

3 

10% 

18 

60% 

15 

50% 

9 

20% 

8 

26.6% 

0 

0.0% 

2 

6.6% 

 

4.332 

 

0.363 

          

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.982, p > 0.05) in Table 4.21 regarding 

statement No.1indicated that majority of students belonging to both the groups was 
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sometimes found to use the information in the text to understand what is not directly 

stated, and there was no significant difference between the students of experimental 

and control groups. While the statistical values  (𝜒2 = 5.844, p > 0.05) regarding 

statement No.2 showed that majority of students belonging to both the groups was 

always found to read the title, subheadings, references, and so on, and there was no 

significant difference between the students of experimental and control groups. 

Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 2.166, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.3 

reflected that the majority of students belonging to both the groups was always found 

to think about the other sentences in the paragraph to help them to understand what 

a sentence means, and there was no significant difference between the students of 

experimental and control groups. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 4.672, p > 

0.05) regarding statement No.4 highlighted that the majority of students belonging 

to both the groups was sometimes found to use context clues to help them in better 

understanding what they were reading, and there was no significant difference 

between the students of experimental and control groups. Furthermore, the statistical 

values  (𝜒2 = 0.473, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.5 showed that the majority of 

students belonging to both the groups was always found to skip reading Tables, 

diagrams, flowcharts, etc as they slowed down their reading and distracted them, 

and there was no significant difference between the students of experimental and 

control groups. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 5.884, p > 0.05) regarding 

statement No.6 reflected that the majority of students belonging to both the groups 

was sometimes found to use previous knowledge to help them understand what was 

not explicitly stated in the text and there was no significant difference between both 

the groups. While the statistical values (𝜒2 = 4.332, p > 0.05) regarding statement 

No.7 indicated that the majority of students belonging to both the groups was 
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sometimes found to read tables, figures and pictures in the text to increase their 

understanding and there was no significant difference between both the groups 

before treatment. 

Table 4.22:  

Comparison in the mean scores of the two groups at pre-test regarding 

inference (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 20.0667 3.88572   

     0.629 0.532 

2 Control group 30 20.7000 3.91417   

 

There was no significant difference between control and experimental groups 

in the use of Strategy No 2 i.e. making inference (t = 0.629, p = 0.532 > 0.05). 

Hence both groups were at the same level in making inference before the treatment.  
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Table No. 4.23:   

                        Students’ responses about use of Inference on post-test  

 (df=1 ; N=60) 

 

S. 

N

o. 

Statement   

 

                                 G 

 

 

N 

 Response Frequency   

 

O 

 

S 

 

U 

 

A 
𝜒2  p  

1  I use information in the 

text to understand what 

is not directly stated 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

9 

30% 

9 

30% 

12 

40% 

 

23.426 
 

0.000 

C 4 

13.3% 

9 

30% 

8 

26.6% 

5 

16.6%) 

 

4 

13.3% 

2  I always read the title, 

subheadings, 

references, and so on. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

7 

23.3% 

11 

36.6% 

12 

40% 

 

19.914 
 

0.001 

C 4 

13.3% 

7 

23.3% 

7 

23.3% 

8 

26.6% 

4 

13.3% 

3 When I do not 

understand what a 

sentence means I think 

about the other 

sentences in the 

paragraph 

to help me understand 

it. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0 

 0.0% 

5 

16.6% 

7 

23.3% 

18 

60% 

 

20.222 
 

0.000 

C 6 

20% 

2 

6.6% 

5 

16.6% 

12 

40% 

5 

16.6% 

4 I use context clues to 

help me better 

understand what I’m 

reading. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

5 

16.6% 

14 

46.6% 

11 

36.6% 

 

17.668 
 

0.001 

C 5 

16.6% 

4 

13.3% 

8 

26.6% 

9 

30% 

4 

13.3% 

5 I skip reading Tables, 

diagrams, flowcharts, 

etc.       because they 

slow down my reading 

and distract me. 

E 0 

0.00% 

0 

0.00% 

 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

18  

60% 

 

 

18.380 

 

 

0.001 

C 7 

23.33

% 

1  

3.33% 

10 

33.33

% 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

6 Based on the evidence 

presented in the text, I 

use     previous 

knowledge to help me 

understand what is not 

explicitly stated in the 

text. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

6 

20% 

5 

16.6% 

19 

63.6% 

 

 

24.335 

 

 

0.000 C 9 

30% 

2 

6.66% 

6 

20% 

8 

26.6% 

5 

16.6% 

7 I read Table, figures 

and pictures in the text 

to increase my 

understanding. 

E 

 

C 

0 

0.0% 

6 

20% 

0 

 0.0% 

4 

13.3% 

6 

20% 

5 

16.6% 

10 

33.33% 

10 

33.3% 

14 

46.6% 

5 

16.6% 

 

 

19.993 

 

 

0.001 
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The statistical values (𝜒2 = 23.426, p < 0.05) in Table 4.23 regarding 

statement No.1 indicated that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group was found to always use information in the text to understand what was not 

directly stated as compared to the students of control group. Similarly, the statistical 

values (𝜒2 = 19.914, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicated that the majority 

of students belonging to the experimental group was always found to read the title, 

subheadings, references, and so on as compared to their counterpart. Likewise, the 

statistical values (𝜒2 = 20.222, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.3 indicate that the 

majority of students belonging to the experimental was always found to think more 

about the other sentences in the paragraph for help to understand it when they did 

not understand what a sentence meant as compared to the students of control group. 

Furthermore, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 17.668, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.4 

indicated that the students belonging to the experimental group were usually found 

to use context clues to help them in better understanding what they were reading. 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 18.380, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.5 

indicated that the majority students belonging to the experimental group were never 

found to skip reading Tables, diagrams, flowcharts, etc. because they slowed down 

their reading and distracted them as compared with their counterpart. Likewise, the 

statistical values (𝜒2 = 24.335, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.6 indicated that the 

majority of students belonging to the experimental group was always found to use 

previous knowledge to help them in understanding what was not explicitly stated in 

the text based on the evidence presented in the text as compared to the students of 

control group. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 19.993, p < 0.05) regarding 

statement No.7 indicated that the majority of the students belonging to the 

experimental group was found to always read tables, figures and pictures in the text 
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to increase understanding as compared to their counterpart. These differences 

between two groups were significant. 

Table 4.24: 

The comparison between the mean scores of the two groups at post-test 

regarding inference: (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D  t P 

1 Experimental group 30 25.77 2.52   

     2.34 0.043 

2 Control group 30 24.64 2.68   

 

In the application of Strategy No 2 i.e. making inference, the treatment 

produced a significant difference between the two groups (t = 2.34, p = 0.043 < 0.05) 

in favour of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 0.05, (Table 4.24). 

4.2.3 Use of background knowledge. 

Background or previous knowledge is the base for future learning. Using 

background knowledge for reading comprehension increases the comprehension 

level of students. In the following tables a comparison between the students of 

control and experimental groups in using background knowledge has been given.   
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Table No. 4.25:  

   Students’ responses about Use of Background Knowledge on pre test 

(df= 1 ; N=60) 

Sr. 

No 

Statement 

 

   G 

 

 

N 

 Response Frequency   

  

O 

 

S 

 

U 

 

A 
𝜒2 p 

1  I use facts in the text and my 

previous knowledge to help 

me understand the text. 

E 5 

16.6% 

0 

0.0% 

4 

13.3% 

7 

23.3% 

14  

46.6% 

 

3.714 

 

0.446 

C 2 

6.6% 

1 

3.3% 

7 

23.3% 

9 

30% 

11 

36.3% 

2 To guess what is not 

explicitly stated in the text I 

use previous knowledge. 

E 3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

8 

26.6% 

10 

33.3% 

7 

23.3% 

 

3.422 

 

0.490 

C 2 

6.6% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

20% 

11 

36.3% 

11 

36.3% 

3 What I know to help me 

understand what I’m 

reading I think about. 

E 4 

13.3% 

1 

3.3% 

7 

23.3% 

11 

36.3% 

7 

23.3% 

 

3.089 

 

0.543 

C 6 

20% 

1 

3.3% 

3 

10% 

9 

30% 

11 

36.3% 

4 To avoid confusion, I don’t 

bring what I know into what 

I’m reading. 

E 4  

13.3% 

2 

6.6% 

4  

13.3% 

6 

20% 

14  

46.6% 

 

0.466 

 

0.977 

C 3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

4 

13.3% 

8 

26.6% 

13 

36.3% 

5 I use what I know to 

understand the text. 

E 2 

6.6% 

3 

10% 

10 

33.3% 

13 

43.3% 

2 

6.6% 

 

6.578 

 

0.16 

C 1 

3.3% 

1 

3.3% 

14  

46.6% 

7 

23.3% 

7 

23.3% 

6 I bring my knowledge of the 

world into what I’m reading 

to understand. 

E 3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

2 

6.6% 

10 

33.3% 

13 

43.3% 

 

2.389 

 

0.665 

 

 

C 3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

6 

20% 

8 

26.6% 

11 

36.3% 

     

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.714, p > 0.05) in Table 4.25 regarding 

statement No.1indicate that the majority of the students of both groups was always 

found to use facts in the text and their background knowledge to help in 

understanding the text, and no significant difference was found among the students 

of the two groups. Similarly, the Statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.422, p > 0.05) regarding 

statement No.2 show that the majority of students belonging to both the groups 

usually used previous knowledge to guess what was not explicitly stated in the text, 

and no significant difference was found between the groups. Furthermore, the 
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statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.089, p > 0.05) about statement No.3 indicate that the 

majority of students belonging to both the groups usually thought about what they 

knew to help them in understanding what they are reading, and no significant 

difference was found between the two groups. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 

0.466, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.4 reflect that the majority of students 

belonging to both the groups always avoided confusion for they didn’t bring what 

they knew into what they were reading, and no significant difference was found 

between the two groups. Furthermore, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 6.578, p > 0.05) 

regarding statement No.5 highlight that the majority of students belonging to both 

the groups sometimes used what they knew to understand the text, and no significant 

difference was found between the two groups. The statistical values (𝜒2 = 2.389, p 

> 0.05) regarding statement No.6 indicate that the majority of students belonging to 

both the group always brought their knowledge of the world into what they were 

reading for better understands the text, and there was no significant difference 

between the students of control and experimental groups. 

Table 4.26:  

Comparison of the mean scores of students the two groups at pre-test 

regarding Background Knowledge (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t P 

1 Experimental group 30 32.8667 4.40010   

     0.325 0.925 

2 Control group 30 32.7667 3.77545   

 

There was no significant difference between control and experimental groups 

in the use of Strategy No 3 i.e. background knowledge (t = 0.325, p = 0.925 > 0.05). 



115 

 

  

 

Hence both groups were at the same level in identification of main idea before the 

treatment.  

Table No. 4.27: 

Students’ responses about Use of Background Knowledge on post-

test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. 

N. 

Statement 

 

 

 

 

G 

 Response Frequency   

 

 

N 

 

 

O 

 

 

S 

 

 

U 

 

 

 A 

𝜒2             p 

1  I use facts in the text 

and my previous 

knowledge to help  

me understand the 

text. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

1 

3.3% 

7 

23.3% 

22 

73.3% 

 

28.871 

 

0.000 

C 3 

10% 

4 

13.3% 

9 

30% 

9 

30% 

5 

16.6% 

2 I use previous 

knowledge to guess 

what is not explicitly 

stated in the text. 

E 0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

4 

13.3% 

12 

40% 

14 

46.6% 

 

18.174 

 

0.001 

C 3 

10% 

6 

20% 

7 

23.3% 

9 

30% 

5 

16.6% 

3 What I know to help 

me understand what 

I’m reading I think 

about. 

E 0 

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

7 

23.3% 

11 

36.6% 

12 

40% 

 

21.786 

 

0.000 

C 5 

16.6% 

8 

26.6% 

4 

13.3% 

7 

23.3% 

6 

20% 

4 To avoid confusion, 

I don’t bring what I 

know into what I’m 

reading. 

E 20 

66% 

 

19 

57.3% 

 

3 

10.0% 

0 

0.0% 

7 

23.3% 

 

19.573 

 

0.005 

C 2 

6.6% 

5 

16.6% 

6 

20% 

11 

36.6% 

6 

20% 

5 I use what I know to 

understand the text. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0 

 0.0% 

9 

30% 

15 

50% 

6 

20% 

 

16.892 

 

0.002 

C 1  

3.3% 

7 

23.3% 

13 

43.3% 

7 

23.3% 

2 

6.6% 

6 I bring my 

knowledge of the 

world into what I’m 

reading to better 

understand the text. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

2 

6.6% 

10 

33.3% 

18 

60% 

 

18.925 

 

0.001 

C 4 

13.3% 

3 

10% 

7 

23.3% 

10 

33.3% 

6 

20% 

    

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 28.871, p < 0.05) in Table 4.27 regarding 

statement No.1 indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group always used facts in the text and their background knowledge to help them 

understand the text, as compared to the students of control group. Similarly, the 
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statistical values (𝜒2 = 18.174, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicate that the 

majority of students belonging to the experimental group always used the previous 

knowledge to guess what was not explicitly stated in the text, as compared to the 

control group. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 21.786, p < 0.05) regarding 

statement No.3 indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group always thought about what they knew to help them understand while reading 

as compared to their counterpart. These differences between two groups were 

significant. The statistical values (𝜒2 = 19.573, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.4 

indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental group  brought  

their previous knowledge to what they read while reading, as compared to the 

students of control group. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 16.892, p < 0.05) 

regarding statement No.5 indicate that the majority of students of experimental 

group never  avoid binging what they knew to what they were reading to better 

understand the text, as compared to the students of control group. Similarly, the 

statistical values (𝜒2 = 18.925, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.6 indicate that the 

majority of students from the experimental group always brought into their mind the 

knowledge of world while reading for better understanding the text, as compared to 

their counterpart.  
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Table 4.28:  

Comparison of the mean scores of the two groups on post-test 

background knowledge (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t P 

1 Experimental group 30 39.100 3.4771   

     2.01 0.044 

2 Control group 30 37.491 3.4501   

 

  (In the application of Strategy No 3 i.e. background knowledge, the 

treatment produced a significant difference between the two groups (t = 2.01, p = 

0.044 < 0.05) in favour of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 

0.05, Table 4.28). 

4.2.4 Reading. 

         Reading is a source of communication through symbols by decoding. It is an 

important skill to learn a language. In the following Tables a comparison about 

students’ responses for reading a text has been given.  
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Table No. 4.29:  

 Students’ Responses about Application of Re-Reading strategy on 

pre-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. 

N. 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency 𝜒2 p 

N O S U A   

1 I find it time consuming to 

use a dictionary to look up 

words that I do not know, it 

slows down my reading. 

E 5 

16.6% 

4 

13.3% 

5 

16.6% 

11 

36.3% 

5 

16.6% 

 

4.468 

 

0.346 

C 6 

60% 

0 

0.0% 

5 

16.6% 

12 

40% 

7 

23.3% 

2 Once I start reading, I 

continue till I come to the  

end. I do not like to interrupt 

my reading by going back 

and re-reading parts of the 

text. 

E 0 

0.0% 

4 

13.3% 

11 

36.3% 

12 

40% 

3 

20% 

 

 

4.802 

 

 

0.187 C 0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

15 

50% 

11 

33.6% 

4  

13.3% 

3 I go back and read things 

over when I don’t       

understand what I’m 

reading. 

E 4 

13.3% 

3 

10% 

3 

10% 

5  

16.6% 

15 

50% 

 

11.410 

 

0.022 

C 11 

36.3% 

0 

0.0% 

4  

13.3% 

9 

20% 

6 

20% 

4 When I come across 

conflicting information I 

check my understanding. 

E 5 

16.6% 

3 

10% 

6 

20% 

4 

13.3% 

12 

40% 

 

 

3.969 

 

 

0.410 C 4  

13.3% 

0 

0.0% 

6 

60% 

7 

23.3% 

13 

43.33

% 

5 I skip the part I don’t 

understand when I’m 

reading. 

E 3 

10% 

5  

16.6% 

14 

46.6% 

6 

20% 

2 

6.6% 

 

3.337 

 

0.503 

C 5  

16.6% 

1 

3.3% 

10 

33.3% 

11 

33.6% 

3 

10% 

6 When parts of the text 

becomes difficult, I re-read 

the difficult parts to increase 

my understanding 

E 2 

6.6% 

4 

13.3% 

13 

43.3% 

9 

20% 

2 

6.66% 

 

5.873 

 

0.209 

C 1 

3.3% 

0 

0.0% 

12 

40% 

15 

50% 

2 

6.66% 

7 I paraphrase (or restate ideas 

in my own words) to help 

me in better comprehension 

what I’m reading. 

E 1 

3.3% 

3 

10% 

10 

33.3% 

13 

43.3% 

3 

10% 

 

3.833 

 

0.429 

C 5 

16.6% 

1 

3.3% 

10 

33.3% 

11 

36.3% 

3 

10% 

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 4.468, p > 0.05) in Table 4.29 regarding 

statement No.1 reflect that the majority of students belonging to both the groups 

usually found that time consuming in using a dictionary to look up words slowed 

down their reading, and in both control and experimental groups there was no 

significant difference. Furthermore, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 4.802, p > 0.05) 
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regarding statement No.2 indicate that the majority of students belonging to both the 

groups sometimes continued their reading till end without any interruption to reading 

by going back and re-reading parts of the text, and in both control and experimental 

groups there was no significant difference. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 

11.410, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.3 highlight that the majority of students 

belonging to both the groups usually did not go back and read things over when 

didn’t understand what they were reading, and in both control and experimental 

groups there was no significant difference. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 

3.969, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.4 highlight that the majority of students 

belonging to both the group sometimes checked their understanding when they came 

across conflicting information , and in both control and experimental groups there 

was no significant difference. 

 The statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.337, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.5 

highlight that the majority of students belonging to both the groups sometimes 

skipped the part that they didn’t understand while reading, and there was no 

significant difference between the students of experimental and control groups. 

While, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 5.873, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.6 

highlight that the majority of students belonging to both the groups sometimes re-

read the difficult parts of text to increase their understanding when a parts of the text 

was difficult, and in both control and experimental groups there was no significant 

difference. Likewise, statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.833, p > 0.05) regarding statement 

No.7 indicate that the majority of students belonging to both the groups usually 

paraphrased (or restate ideas in their own words) to help them better understand 

during reading, and both groups had no significant difference. 
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Table 4.30:  

Comparison of the mean scores of the two groups at pre-test rereading            

(df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t   p 

1 Experimental group 30 20.0667 2.47656   

     -.779 0.439 

2 Control group 30 20.6667 3.41733   

 

There was no significant difference between control and experimental groups 

in the use of Strategy No 4 i.e. re-reading (t = -.779, p = 0.439 > 0.05). Hence both 

groups were at the same level in identification of main idea before the treatment.  
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Table No. 4.31:  

Students’ responses about Re-Reading on post-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

Sr. 

No 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency   

N O S U A 𝜒2 p 

1 I find it time 

consuming to use 

a dictionary to 

look up words that 

I do not know, it 

slows down my 

reading. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0 

 0.0% 

5 

16.6% 

13 

43.3% 

12 

40% 

 

13.613 

 

0.009 

C 2 

6.6% 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

10 

33.3% 

6 

20% 

2 Once I start 

reading, I 

continue till I 

come to the end. I 

do not like to 

interrupt my 

reading by going 

back and re-

reading parts of 

the text. 

E 15 

50% 

9 

30% 

6 

20% 

0 

0.00% 

0 

0.0% 

 

26.988 

 

0.000 

C 3 

10% 

4 

13.3% 

14 

46.6% 

9 

30% 

0 

0.0% 

3 I go back and 

read things over 

when I don’t       

understand what 

I’m reading. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

2 

6.6% 

7 

23.3% 

21 

 70% 

 

22.004 

 

0.000 

C 4 

13.3% 

3 

10% 

7 

23.3% 

10 

33.3% 

6 

20% 

4 I check my 

understanding 

when I come 

across 

conflicting 

information. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

4 

13.3% 

3 

10% 

23 

76.6% 

 

22.097 

 

0.000 

C 3 

10% 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

7 

23.3% 

8 

26.6% 

5 I skip the part I 

don’t understand 

when I’m 

reading. 

E 9  

30% 

7 

23.3% 

13 

43.3% 

1 

3.3% 

0 

0.0% 

 

10.118 

 

0.038 

C 5 

16.6% 

3 

10% 

11 

36.6% 

7 

23.3% 

4 

13.3% 

6 When parts of the 

text becomes 

difficult, I re-

read the difficult 

parts to increase 

my 

understanding 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

12 

40% 

11 

36.6% 

7 

23.3% 

 

16.224 

 

0.003 

C 3 

10% 

5 

16.6% 

11 

36.6% 

10 

33.3% 

1 

3.3% 

7 I paraphrase the 

text to help me 

better understand 

while reading. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

7 

23.3% 

12 

40% 

11 

36.6% 

 

23.92 

 

0.000 

C 7 

23.3% 

5 

16.6% 

7 

23.3% 

9 

30% 

2 

6.6% 
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The statistical values (𝜒2 = 13.613, p < 0.05) in Table No. 4.31 regarding 

statement No.1 indicate that the majority of students from experimental group 

usually found time to use a dictionary to look up words that they did not know, as 

compared to the students of control group. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 

26.988, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicate that the majority of students 

from experimental group never continued their reading till the end and re-read the 

difficult parts of the text by going back as compared to their counterpart. Likewise, 

the statistical values (𝜒2 = 22.004, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.3 indicate that 

the majority of students belonging to the experimental always went back and read 

things over when didn’t understand what was being read, as compared to their 

counterpart. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 22.097, p < 0.05) regarding 

statement No.4 indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group always understood the text when they came across conflicting information,  as 

compared to their counterpart. These all differences between control and 

experimental groups were significant. 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 10.118, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.5 

indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental group sometimes 

skipped the part of reading that they didn’t understand while reading, as compared 

to the students of control group. Moreover, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 16.224, p < 

0.05) regarding statement No.6 indicate that the majority of students belonging to 

the experimental group sometimes re-read the difficult parts of text to increase their 

understanding when parts of the text were difficult, as compared to their counterpart. 

Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 23.92, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.7 

indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental group usually 

paraphrased (or restate ideas in their own words) to help them in better 
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understanding the reading, as compared to the students of control group. These all 

differences between control and experimental groups were significant. 

Table 4.32:  

Comparison between the mean scores of the two groups at post-test re-

reading: (df=1 ; N=60) 

 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 25.2333 2.86095   

     2.650 .010 

2 Control group 30 23.2000 3.07829   

 

 In the application of Strategy No 4 i.e. re-reading, the treatment produced a 

significant difference between the two groups (t = 2.650, p = 0.010 < 0.05) in favour 

of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 0.05, (Table 4.32). 
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4.2.5 Drawing conclusion. 

Table No. 4.33: 

Students’ responses about Drawing Conclusion on pre-test 

S.

N. 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency   

N O S U A 𝜒2 p 

1  I guess at 

information not 

explicitly stated 

in the text to 

increase my 

understanding. 

E 3 

10% 

0 

0.0% 

10 

33.3% 

12 

40% 

5 

16.6% 

 

6.336 

 

0.175 

C 0 

0.0% 

3 

10% 

12  

40% 

11 

36.33% 

4 

13.33% 

2 I use the major 

points of the text 

to increase my 

understanding 

of the topic. 

E 5 

16.6% 

3 

10% 

6 

20% 

7 

23.33% 

9 

30% 

 

6.670 

 

0.154 

C 6 

20% 

1 

3.33% 

13 

43.3% 

7 

23.3% 

3 

10% 

3 I judge what I’m 

reading from my 

own 

perspective. 

E 4  

13.3% 

3 

10% 

9 

30% 

9 

30% 

5 

16.6% 

 

1.029 

 

0.905 

C 4  

13.3% 

3 

10% 

12 

40% 

6 

20% 

5 

16.6% 

4 I use written or 

visual cues to 

understand     

something that 

is not directly 

stated. 

E 5 

16.6% 

2 

6.6% 

9 

30% 

6 

20% 

8 

26.6% 

 

3.137 

 

0.679 

 

 

 

 

C 5 

16.6% 

1 

3.3% 

9 

30% 

10 

33.3% 

5 

16.6% 

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 6.336, p > 0.05) in Table 4.33 regarding 

statement No.1reflect that the majority of students belonging to both the groups 

usually guessed at information not explicitly stated in the  text to increase their 

understanding, and in both control and experimental groups there was no significant 

difference. While, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 6.670, p > 0.05) regarding statement 

No.2 indicate that the majority of students belonging to both the groups sometimes 

used the major points of the text to increase the understanding of the topic, and in 

both control and experimental groups there was no significant difference. Similarly, 

the statistical values (𝜒2 = 1.092, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.3 highlight that 

the majority of students belonging to both groups were sometimes judge what they 
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are reading from their own perspective, and in both control and experimental groups 

there was no significant difference. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.137, p > 

0.05) regarding statement No.4 highlight that the majority of students belonging to 

both the groups sometimes used written or visual cues to understand something that 

was not directly stated, and there was no significant difference between the students 

of experimental and control groups. 

Table 4.34:  

Comparison of the mean scores of the two groups at pre-test Drawing 

conclusion: 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean scores S.D  t  p 

1 Experimental group 30 26.8000 4.03775   

     -.065 .949 

2 Control group 30 26.8667 3.95434   

 

There was no significant difference between control and experimental groups 

in the use of Strategy No 5 i.e. drawing conclusions (t = -.065, p = 0.949 > 0.05). 

Hence both groups were at the same level in identification of main idea before the 

treatment, (Table 4.34).  
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Table No. 4.35:  

Students’ responses about Drawing Conclusion on post-test (df=1 ; 

N=60) 

S

N 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency 𝜒2 p 

N O S U A 

1  I guess at 

information not 

explicitly stated in 

the text to increase 

my 

understanding. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

9 

30% 

12 

40% 

9 

30% 

  

12.223 

 

0.002 
C 3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

12 

40% 

11 

36.6% 

2 

6.6% 

2 I use the major 

points of the text 

to increase  

my understanding 

of the topic. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

6 

20% 

9 

30% 

15 

50% 

 

18.736 

 

0.001 
C 3 

10% 

4 

13.3% 

13 

43.3% 

5 

16.6% 

5 

16.6% 

3 I judge what I’m 

reading from my 

own perspective. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

8 

26.6% 

12 

40% 

10 

33.3% 

 

17.204 

 

0.002 
C 3 

10% 

5 

16.6% 

12 

40% 

7 

23.3% 

3 

10% 

4 I use written or 

visual cues to 

understand     

something that is 

not directly stated. 

E 0 

 0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

8 

26.6% 

11 

36.6% 

11 

36.6% 

 

18.975 

 

0.001 
C 4 

13.3% 

6 

20% 

10 

33.3% 

6 

20% 

4 

13.3% 

 

The statistical values (𝜒2 = 12.223, p < 0.05) in Table 4.35 regarding 

statement No.1 indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group sometimes guessed at information not explicitly stated in the text to increase 

their understanding, as compared to their counterpart. Similarly, the statistical values 

(𝜒2 = 18.736, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicate that the majority of 

students of experimental group always used the major points of the text to increase 

the understanding of the topic, as compared to the students of control group. 

Moreover, the statistical values (𝜒2=17.204, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.3 

indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental usually judged 

what they were reading from their own perspective, as compared to their counterpart. 
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Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 18.975, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.4 

indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental group always 

used written or visual cues to understand something that was not directly stated, as 

compared to their counterpart. These all differences between control and 

experimental groups were significant. 

Table 4.36:  

Comparison between the mean scores of the two groups on post-test 

Drawing conclusion: (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 32.5667 3.82986   

     2.083 .042 

2 Control group 30 30.5333 3.72997   

 

 In the application of Strategy No 5 i.e. drawing conclusion, the treatment 

produced a significant difference between the two groups (t = 2.083, p = 0.042 < 

0.05) in favour of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 0.05, (Table 

4.36) 

4.2.6 Self-questioning. 

Self-questioning technique for reading comprehension helps the learner to 

comprehend the on text in its real sense. In the following section, a comparison 

between control and experimental groups has been presented. 
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Table No. 4.37:  

                        Students’ responses about Self-questioning on pre-test 

S

N 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency 𝜒2 p 

N O S U A   

1 To test how I 

will 

understand I 

thought up 

questions 

while reading. 

E 3 

10% 

3 

10% 

10 

33.3% 

9 

30% 

5 

16.6% 

 

1.629 

 

0.804 

C 2 

6.6% 

1 

3.3% 

10 

33.3% 

12 

40% 

5 

16.6% 

2  I ask myself 

questions on 

the text while 

I’m reading to 

enhance my 

understanding

. 

E 6 

20% 

3 

10% 

6 

20% 

10  

33.3% 

5 

16.6% 

 

4.333 

 

0.363 

C 2 

6.6% 

1 

3.33% 

10 

33.33% 

10 

33.33% 

7 

23.3% 

 

 The statistical values (𝜒2 = 1.629, p > 0.05) in Table 4.37 regarding 

statement No.1 highlight that the majority of students belonging to the both groups  

usually asked themselves the questions to test how well they understood while 

reading, and in both control and experimental groups there was no significant difference. 

While, The statistical values (𝜒2 = 4.333, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.2 

indicate that the majority of students belonging to both the groups usually ask 

themselves the questions on the text to enhance their understanding, and both had no 

significant difference. 
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Table 4.38:  

Comparison of the mean scores of students from the two groups at pre-

test self-questioning:  

 

S. No. Comparison-groups N Mean scores S.D t      p 

1 Experimental group 30 31.8667 3.40010   

     0.425 0.825 

2 Control group 30 31.7667 2.77545   

 

There was no significant difference between control and experimental groups 

in the use of Strategy No 6 i.e. self-questioning (t = 0.425, p = 0.825 > 0.05). Hence 

both groups were at the same level in identification of main idea before the 

treatment, (Table 4.38).  

Table No. 4.39:  

 Students’ responses about Self-questioning on post-test  

(df=1 ; N=60) 

S

N 

o 

Statement  

 

G 

 Response Frequency   

N O S U A 𝜒2 p 

1 I thought up 

questions to test 

how well I     

understand what 

I’m reading. 

E 0  

0.0% 

0 

 0.0% 

8 

26.6% 

11 

36.6% 

11 

36.6% 

 

15.240 

 

0.004 

C 2 

6.6% 

5 

16.6% 

11 

36.6% 

9 

30% 

3 

10% 

2  I ask myself 

questions on the 

text while I’m 

reading to 

enhance my 

understanding. 

E 1 

3.3% 

0  

0.0% 

5 

16.6% 

14 

46.6% 

10 

33.3% 

 

20.991 

 

0.000 

C 3 

10% 

5 

16.66% 

12 

40% 

9 

30% 

1 

3.3% 
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          The statistical values (𝜒2 = 15.240, p < 0.05) in Table 4.39 regarding 

statement No.1 indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group always thought up questions to test how they understood while  reading, as 

compared to the students of control group. Similarly, he statistical values (𝜒2 = 

20.991, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicate that the majority of students 

belonging to the experimental group were more likely to usually ask a questions on 

the text while reading to enhance their understanding, as their counterpart. These 

differences between two groups were significant.  

Table 4.40:  

Comparison between the mean scores of the two groups at post-test self-

questioning: 

 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 21.5333 2.34496   

     5.083 .000 

2 Control group 30 18.1667 2.76784   

 

In the application of Strategy No 6 i.e. self- questioning, the treatment 

produced a significant difference between the two groups (t = 5.083, p = 0.000 < 

0.05) in favour of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 0.05, (Table 

4.40). 

4.2.7 Summarization. 

Summarization of the text is the most developmental stage of reading skill. 

It demands full comprehension of the reading material. In the coming Tables the 

responses of the students about this important strategy has been presented.  
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Table No. 4.41: 

Students’ responses about Summarization on pre-test 

S. 

No

. 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency                                     

N 

 

O S U A 𝜒2 p 

1 I consider it a 

waste of time 

writing a 

summary of 

what I read 

E 14 

46.6% 

 

8 

26.6% 

 

2 

6.6% 

1 

3.3% 

5 

16.6% 

 

3.675 

 

0.452 

C 5 

16.6% 

3 

10% 

13 

43.3% 

7 

23.3% 

2 

6.6% 

2  I skip the 

part I don’t 

understand 

when I’m 

reading. 

E 12 

40% 

 

8 

26.6% 

 

5 

16.6% 

3 

10% 

1 

3.33% 

 

 

3.700 

 

0.448 

C 3 

10% 

5 

16.6% 

8 

26.6% 

8 

26.6% 

6 

20% 

3 I consider 

writing down 

all important 

ideas in the  

text 

unnecessary. 

E 13 

43.3% 

10 

33.3% 

3 

10% 

2 

6.6% 

2 

6.6% 

 

1.565 

 

0.815 

C 2 

6.6% 

1 

3.3% 

15 

50% 

8 

26.6% 

4  

13.3% 

4 After 

reading, I 

write a 

summary to 

reflect on key  

ideas in the 

text.  

E 4 

13.3% 

2 

6.6% 

13 

43.3% 

8 

26.6% 

3 

10% 

 

1.269 

 

0.867 

C 5 16.6% 3 

10% 

10 

3.3% 

7 

23.3% 

5 

16.6% 

 

 The statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.675, p > 0.05) in Table 4.41 regarding 

statement No.1 highlight that the majority of students belonging to both the groups 

sometimes considered it a wastage of time, writing a summary of what had been 

read, and in both control and experimental groups there was no significant difference. 

Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 3.700, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.2 

reflect that the majority of students belonging to both the groups usually skipped the 

part of reading that they didn’t understand while reading, and in both control and 

experimental groups there was no significant difference. Likewise, the statistical values 

(𝜒2 = 1.565, p > 0.05) regarding statement No.3 show that the majority of students 



132 

 

  

 

belonging to both the groups sometimes considered writing down all important ideas 

in the text unnecessary, and in both control and experimental groups there was no 

significant difference. Furthermore, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 1.269, p > 0.05) 

regarding statement No.4 show that the majority of students belonging to both the 

group sometimes wrote a summary to reflect on key ideas in the text after reading, 

and  both groups had no significant difference. 

Table 4.42:  

Comparison of the mean scores of the two groups at pre-test 

summarization: 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D  t  p 

1 Experimental group 30 19.8667 3.17026   

     .945 .348 

2 Control group 30 19.1000 3.11116   

 

 There was no significant difference between control and 

experimental groups in the use of Strategy No 7 i.e. summarization (t = 0.945, p = 

0.348 > 0.05). Hence both groups were at the same level in identification of main 

idea before the treatment, (Table 4.42).  
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Table No. 4.43:  

Students’ responses about Summarization on post-test (df=1 ; N=60) 

S. 

N. 

Statement  

G 

 Response Frequency   

N O S U A 𝜒2 p 

1 I consider it a 

waste of time 

writing a 

summary of 

what I read 

E 14 

46.6% 

 

9 

30% 

 

7 

23.3% 

 

0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

 

22.050 

 

0.000 

C 3 

10% 

1 

3.3% 

18 

60% 

7 

23.3% 

1 

3.3% 

2  I skip the part I 

don’t 

understand 

when I’m 

reading. 

E 16 

53.3% 

 

8 

26.6% 

 

6 

20% 

0  

0.0% 

0  

0.0% 

 

 

18.876 

 

 

0.001 

C 2 

6.6% 

5 

16.6% 

8 

26.6% 

11 

36.6% 

4 

13.3% 

3 I consider 

writing down all 

important ideas 

in the text 

unnecessary. 

E 11 

36.6% 

 

10 

33.3% 

 

9 

30% 

0  

0.0% 

 

0  

0.0% 

 

 

 

17.616 

 

 

0.001 

C 3 

10% 

4 

13.3% 

16 

53.3% 

5 

16.6% 

2 

6.6% 

4 After reading, I 

write a summary 

to reflect on key 

ideas in the text.  

E 0 

0.0% 

0 

0.0% 

8 

26.6% 

7 

23.3% 

15 

50% 

 

16.597 

 

0.002 

C 3 

10% 

6 

20% 

9 

30% 

6 

20% 

6 

20% 

 

 The statistical values (𝜒2 = 22.050, p < 0.05) in Table 4.43 regarding 

statement No.1 indicate that the majority of students belonging to the experimental 

group never considered it a waste of time writing a summary of what had been read, 

as compared to the students of control group. Likewise, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 

18.876, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicate that the students of students of 

experimental group never skipped the part they did not understand while reading, as 

compared to their counterpart. Similarly, the statistical values (𝜒2 = 17.616, p < 

0.05) regarding statement No.3 indicate that the majority of students belonging to 

the experimental never considered writing down all important ideas in the text 

unnecessary, as compared to their counterpart. Moreover, the statistical values (𝜒2 

= 16.597, p < 0.05) regarding statement No.2 indicate that the majority of students 
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belonging to the experimental group always wrote a summary to reflect on key ideas 

in the text after reading, as compared to their counterpart. These all differences 

between control and experimental groups were significant.  

Table 4.44:  

Comparison in the mean scores of students the two groups on post-test 

summarization: (df=1 ; N=60) 

 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 24.4667 2.95639  

3.065 

 

0.003 

2 Control group 30 22.0667 3.10654   

 

In the application of Strategy No 7 i.e. summarization, the treatment 

produced a significant difference between the two groups in favour of experimental 

group because the calculated p value (t = 3.065, p = 0.003 < 0.05) was smaller than 

0.05, (Table 4.44). 

Table 4.45:  

Comparison of the mean scores of students from the two groups on pre-

test total score in Overall Application of Reading Strategies: 

 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t p 

1 Experimental group 30 1.7010E2 10.53189  

-1.247 

 

0.218 

2 Control group 30 1.7393E2 13.14359   
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No significant difference was found in total score between the two groups. 

The p value (t = -1.247, p = 0.218 > 0.05) was higher than 0.0, (Table 4.45).  

Table 4.46:  

 

Comparison of the mean scores of students from the two groups on post-

test total score in Overall Application of Reading Strategies: (df=1 ; 

N=60) 

 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean-scores S.D t    P 

1 Experimental group 30 2.1160E2 15.23064  

3.805 

 

.000 

2 Control group 30 1.9843E2 11.28222   

 

 In the overall application of reading strategies, the treatment produced a 

significant difference between the two groups (t = 3.805, p = 0.000 < 0.05) in favour 

of experimental group as the value of p was smaller than 0.05, (Table 4.46). 

4.3  Academic Achievement 

Table 4.47:  

Marks obtained by Students in SSC Exam in the Subject of English 

before Treatment  

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean scores S.D t P 

1 Experimental group 30 104.13 13.42  

0.00 

 

1.00 

2 Control group 30 104.13 13.37   
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Table 4.47 shows that there was no significant difference (t = 0.00, p = 1.00 

> 0.05) in the mean scores marks obtained by control and experimental groups on 

pre-test (in SSC Exam). It implies that of both the students of experimental and 

control groups were at the same academic achievement level before the treatment. 

Table 4.48:  

Marks obtained by students in 1st Term of F.Sc Part 1 in the Subject of 

English after Treatment 

S. No. Comparison groups N Mean scores S.D    t P 

1 Experimental group 30 113.47 9.62  

4.770 

 

0.00 

2 Control group 30 102.30 8.84   

 

Table 4.48 reflects that students of control and experimental had a significant 

difference (t = 4.770, p = 0.00 < 0.05) regarding marks obtained by students in post 

academic achievement test English. As the mean score of experimental group was 

higher than that of the control group, therefore, students of experimental-group 

performed better as compared to the students of control group in overall academic 

achievement test. 

4.4 Discussion 

        By applying statistical analysis, the comparison between pre-test scores of 

experimental and control groups indicated that both the groups were at similar level 

regarding Identification of Main Ideas in terms of reading comprehension in the 

subject of English. The p value was (p = 0.88 > 0.05, Table 4.1) higher than 0.05. A 

comparison of the mean pre-test scores of experimental and control groups for 
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inference factor of reading compression indicated that the p value (p = 0.86 > 0.05) 

(Table 4.3) was higher than the p value at 0.05. It showed that both groups had the 

same inference level before the treatment.  

The comparison in the mean scores of the two groups for use of background 

knowledge factor of reading comprehension test on pre-test showed that the 

calculated p value was (p = 0.86 > 0.05) (Table 4.5). It indicated that the students 

from both groups had the same level of using background knowledge before the 

experiment.  

             A comparison of pre-test scores of the two groups reflected that both the 

groups were at the same reading comprehension level for drawing conclusion in the 

subject of English, because the p value was (p = 0.90 > 0.05) (Table 4.7) higher 

than0.05.  

A comparison of the pre-test mean scores of the groups for self-questioning 

factor of reading comprehension, indicated that the overall p value of the two groups 

was (p = 0.90 > 0.05) (Table 4.9). This highlights that students of the two groups 

were equal with respect to the self-questioning factor of reading comprehension.  

 Similarly, difference between the pre-test mean scores of the two groups for 

the summarization factor of reading comprehension, overall calculated p value was 

(p = 0.86 > 0.05) (Table 4.11). Here the p value was greater the tabulated p value at 

0.05 levels. It showed that both the groups were at the same summarization level 

before the treatment.  

 Besides, comparison between the mean pre-test scores of the two groups for 

summary of the whole lesson revealed that the p value (p = 1.86 > 0.05) (Table 4.13), 
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where p value was higher than the tabulated value at 0.05. It proved that both the 

groups were at the same level of writing summary of the whole lesson before the 

treatment.  

A comparison between the mean pre-test scores of control and experimental 

groups for total reading comprehension test scores revealed that the p value was (p 

= 0.61 > 0.05) (Table 4.15), where p value is higher than the tabulated value at 0.05. 

It proved that both the groups had the same reading comprehension level before the 

treatment.  

A comparison of pre-test scores of the two groups reflected that students of 

both groups had no significant difference with respect to use of identification of main 

ideas, as the p values for different statements (Table 4.17) were higher than 0.05.The 

students of both groups were equal with respect to application of the strategy to 

identify main ideas before treatment because the p values for all different statements 

were higher than 0.05.  Similarly, the p values in Table (4.21) reveal that there was 

no difference in application of inference before intervention. Furthermore, the 

statistical values in Table 4.22 indicate that students of both groups were equal with 

respect to application of inference before treatment.  

Table 4.25 highlighted that all calculated values were higher than 0.05 for 

drawing conclusion. Similarly, the p values for self-questioning in Table 4.29 were 

also higher than 0.05. Likewise, in Table 4.33 all p values of summarization were 

higher than 0.05. It implies that that students of experimental and control were equal 

in applying drawing conclusion strategies while reading before intervention. 

Similarly the table 4.37 which is about application of self-questioning 

strategy and table 4.41 which is about application of summarization strategy before 
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intervention suggest that both control an experimental group had no significant 

difference in application of these strategies before treatment. In the light of above 

given statistics, the hypotheses of the current study will be discussed in the following 

section: 

Ho1: There is no significant difference in the reading comprehension of the 

experimental group (which received explicit reading strategy instruction) and the 

control group (which did not receive any explicit strategy instruction). 

The experimental group is better in reading comprehension level (Table 4.16) as the 

calculated p value (t = 5.43, p = 0.000 < 0.05) is smaller than the tabulated p value at 0.05. 

This indicates significant difference in the scores of both groups. Hence, the reading 

comprehension level of experimental group is significantly better than that of control group 

on post-test. In the view of these findings the hypothesis “There is no significant 

difference in the effect of teaching of reading strategies on the reading 

comprehension of the experimental group (which received explicit reading strategy 

instruction) and the control group (which did not receive any explicit strategy 

instruction)” was rejected in the favour of experimental group. This implies that the 

intervention raised the reading comprehension of the experimental group. These findings 

support those of Wallace (2007), who found that the amount of students’ word knowledge 

and fluency in reading is pivotal to reading comprehension and the quality of reading 

comprehension improves with learners’ word knowledge.  It is supported by the findings 

of Antunez (2002), who argue that the degree of comprehension and remembrance 

depends on fluency and accuracy. Moreover, McKeown, Beck and Blake (2009), 

recommended that lack of fluent reading is an indication that readers’ attention is 

spent on word recognition. 
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Ho2: There is no significant difference in application of reading strategies use 

between the experimental group (which had instruction through explicit strategy) 

and the control group (which did not have any explicit instruction). 

 The students from the experimental group did better in applying reading 

strategies for reading comprehension, as calculated values in different factors of 

reading strategy questionnaire (Table 4.17- 4.44) and in overall application of 

reading strategies( Table 4.46) were smaller than the tabulated p value 0.05 level. 

Thus the hypothesis that “There is no significant difference in the effect of teaching 

reading strategies on application of reading strategies between the experimental 

group (which received explicit reading strategy instruction) and the control group 

(which did not receive any explicit strategy instruction).” was rejected in favour of 

experimental group. It implies that the treatment improved the applying reading 

strategy skill of students. These results reflect those of Harvey and Goudvis (2000), 

who found that reading strategies are used by proficient readers and Chamot (2005), 

who argued that there is need to integrate reading strategy training into the regular 

reading instruction procedures to regulate the students in their study. 

 Ho3: No significant difference is there in the academic achievement between the 

experimental group (which had instruction through explicit strategy and the control 

group (which did not have explicit strategy instruction). 

  The students belonging to the experimental group performed better in their post-

test (1st term of F.Sc Part 1), as calculated values (table 4.48) of p (t = 4.770, p = 

0.00 < 0.05) is smaller than the tabulated values. It implies that the experimental 

group performed better academically in the subject of English as compared to their 

counterpart. Thus, the hypothesis “There is no significant difference in the effect of 
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teaching reading strategies on the academic achievement between the experimental 

group (which received explicit reading strategy instruction) and the control group 

(which did not receive any explicit strategy instruction).” was rejected in favour of 

experimental group. These results echo those of Zhang and Wu (2009), who found 

that teaching reading strategies increases students’ self-confidence, motivation and 

feelings of self-efficacy that result in better academic achievement. Similarly, 

teaching reading strategies is remedy for poor students as noted by Yang’s (2006), 

that these strategies may be used for solving reading failure problems of students. 

Moreover, it also proved that effective reading is the bedrock of success in 

all school subjects (Arua et al., 2005).  Moreover, teaching reading strategies 

motivate the learners for learning as noted by Lau and Chan (2003) that students 

may learn new strategies but may not use them if they are unmotivated. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter presents the summary, summary of findings, conclusions and 

recommendations of this study and suggestions for further studies. This study 

explored the effect of teaching reading strategies on students’ level of reading 

comprehension in English at higher secondary school level. The study was 

quantitative and experimental in nature. At the end of experiment data was collected 

through post-test in reading comprehension skill. The obtained data was tabulated, 

analysed, and interpreted. The following sections present a summary of the study, 

summary of findings, conclusions and recommendations of the study. 

5.1 Summary 

This study explored the effect of teaching reading strategies on 

students’ reading comprehension and their academic achievement in the subject of 

English at higher secondary level. The study aimed to achieve the following 

objectives:  

1. To explore the effect of teaching of reading strategies on the reading 

comprehension of the students at the higher secondary school level.  

2. To identify the effect of teaching of reading strategies on application of 

reading strategies by the students at higher secondary school level.   

3. To find out the effect of teaching of reading strategies on academic 

achievement of the students.  

For the achievement of the objectives of the study, the following null hypotheses 

were made: 
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1. Ho1: There is no significant difference in the reading comprehension of the 

experimental group (which received explicit reading strategy instruction) 

and the control group (which did not receive any explicit strategy 

instruction).  

2. Ho2: There is no significant difference in application of reading strategies 

use between the experimental group (which had instruction through explicit 

strategy) and the control group (which did not have any explicit instruction). 

3. Ho3: No significant difference is there in the academic achievement between 

the experimental group (which had instruction through explicit strategy and 

the control group (which did not have explicit strategy instruction). 

  Pre-test- Post-test Equivalent Group Experimental Design was used to 

explore the effect of teaching reading strategies on students’ reading 

comprehension and their academic achievement in the subject of English at 

higher secondary level. Two research tools i.e. reading comprehension test and 

a questionnaire were used to collect data. Research tools were validated through 

expert and peer review process and through pilot process. The research tools 

were also pilot tested on 10 students of 1styear higher secondary school level of 

a private College Mansehra other than the sample of the study. 

 The mean-scores of the experimental and control groups were compared for 

reading comprehension test and questionnaire was made using mean-scores, 

standard-deviation, t-test and chi square by using SPSS.  

5.2        Findings 

A summary of findings of the study is given in the following sections: 
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5.2.1 Findings based on reading comprehension test. 

A reading comprehension test was administered to explore the effect of 

teaching reading comprehension strategies in the subject of English. The data was 

analyzed through inferential statistics using SPSS. On the basis of interpreted data 

the following were the findings of study. The following sections provide findings 

based on reading comprehensions test. 

5.2.1.1   Findings based on analysis of reading comprehension test regarding 

identification of main ideas 

1. The experimental group performed significantly better than the control group 

in identifying main ideas after intervention as p = 0.00 < 0.05 (Table 4.2).   

2. The experimental group performed significantly better than the control group 

in inferences after intervention as p = 0.001 < 0.05 (Table 4.4).   

3. The experimental group performed significantly better than the control group 

in linking background knowledge after intervention as p = 0.005 < 0.05 

(Table 4.6).   

4. The experimental group performed significantly better than the control group 

in drawing conclusion after intervention as p = 0.016 < 0.05 (Table 4.8).   

5. The experimental group showed significantly better performance than the 

control group in posing self-questioning after intervention as p = 0.00 < 0.05 

(Table 4.10).  

6. The experimental group showed significantly better performance than the 

control group in writing passage-wise summaries after intervention as p = 

0.000 < 0.05 (Table 4.12). 
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7. The experimental group showed significantly better performance than the 

control group in writing summary of the whole lesson after intervention as p 

= 0.00 < 0.05 (Table 4.14). 

8. The experimental group showed significantly better performance than the 

control group in identifying main ideas after intervention as p = 0.000 < 0.05 

(Table 4.16).  

5.2.2 Findings based on reading strategy questionnaire. 

Teaching reading comprehension skills is very beneficial instructional 

strategy for understanding a text. It enhances the reading comprehension approach 

of the students. To know the extent to which teaching reading comprehension skills 

is beneficial for students a reading strategy questionnaire was used and responses 

were analysed. On the basis of analysed data following findings were made:      

5.2.2.1 Findings based on analysis of identification of main ideas factor  

 of Strategy questionnaire data 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use the strategy 

of skimming the text first by noting characteristics like length and 

organization of text as compared to the students of control group, 𝜒2 = 

18.635, p < 0.05). Table No. 4.19.  

2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to prefer to read 

for overall meaning rather than paying attention to individual words as 

compared to their counterpart 𝜒2 = 19.914, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.19).  

3.  After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to decide better 

what to read closely or ignore as compared to the students of control group, 

𝜒2 = 17.197, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.19).  
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4. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to write notes on 

their textbooks and underlined sentences 𝜒2 = 18.216, p < 0.05 (Table No. 

4.19).  

5. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use the major 

points of the text to increase their understanding of the topic as compared to 

the students of control group 𝜒2 = 23.305, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.19).  

6. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use the 

typographical aids like boldface type and italics to identify key information 

as compared to the students of control group 𝜒2 = 16.452, p < 0.05 (Table 

No. 4.19).  

7. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to read only those 

parts of the text that are relevant to the assignment question while reading 

for preparing an assignment as compared to their counterpart. These 

differences were significant between two groups, 𝜒2 = 19.273, p < 0.05 

(Table No. 4.19). 

8. The experimental group showed significantly better performance than the 

control group in application of reading strategies about identifying main 

ideas after intervention as p = 0.032 < 0.05 (Table 4.20).   

5.2.2 Findings based on analysis of inference factor of reading strategy 

 questionnaire 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use information 

in the text to understand what is not directly stated as compare to the students 

of control group 𝜒2 = 23.426, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.23).  
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2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to read the title, 

subheadings, references, and so on as compared to their counterpart 𝜒2 = 

23.426, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.23).  

3. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to think more about 

the other sentences in the paragraph for help to understand it when they did 

not understand what a sentence meant as compared to the students of control 

group 𝜒2 = 20.222, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.23).  

4. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use context clues 

to help them in better understanding what they are reading. These were 

significant differences between two groups 𝜒2 = 17.668, p <0.05), (Table 

No. 4.23). 

5. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely  not to skip reading 

tables, diagrams, flowcharts, etc. as compared to their counterpart 𝜒2 = 

18.380, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.23).  

6. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use previous 

knowledge to help them in understanding what is not explicitly stated in the 

text based on the evidence presented in the text as compared to the students 

of control-group 𝜒2 = 24.335, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.23).  

7. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to read table, 

figures and pictures in the text to increase my understanding as compared to 

their counterpart𝜒 2 = 19.993, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.23).  

8. The experimental group performed significantly better than the students of 

control group in application of reading strategies about inferencing after 

intervention as p = 0.043 < 0.05 (Table 4.24).   
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5.2.3 Findings based on analysis of use of background knowledge factor of 

 re-reading comprehension test data+ 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use facts in the 

text and their background knowledge to help them in understanding the text, 

as compared to the students of control group𝜒2= 28.871, p < 0.05 (Table No. 

4.27).  

2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use the previous 

knowledge to guess what is not explicitly stated in the text, as compared to 

the control-group 𝜒2 = 18.174, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.27).  

3. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to think about what 

they know to help them understand while reading as compared to their 

counterpart 𝜒2 = 21.786, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.27).  

4. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to bring their 

previous knowledge while reading to avoid confusion, as compared to the 

students of control-group 𝜒2 = 19.573, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.27).  

5. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use what they 

knew to understand the text, as compared to the students of control group𝜒2 

= 16.892, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.27).  

6. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to bring into their 

mind the knowledge of world while reading for better understanding the text, 

as compared to their counterpart 𝜒2=18.925, p <0.05 (Table No. 4.27).  

7. The students of experimental group performed significantly better than the 

students of control group in application of reading strategies about 

background knowledge after intervention as p = 0.044 < 0.05 (Table 4.28).   
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5.2.2.4 Findings based on analysis of re-reading factor of reading strategy 

 questionnaire data 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to  use a dictionary 

to look up words that they did not know as compared to the students of 

control group 𝜒2 = 13.613, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.31).  

2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely not to continue 

their reading till the end and would go back to reread the parts of the text 

they did not understand as compared to their counterpart 𝜒2 = 26.988, p < 

0.05) (Table No. 4.31).  

3. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to go back and read 

things over when they did not  understand as compared to the students of 

control group 𝜒2 = 22.004, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.31).  

4. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to understand the 

text while coming across conflicting information, as compared to their 

counterpart𝜒2 = 22.097, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.31).  

5. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely not to skip the parts 

of reading that they did not  understand while reading, as compared to the 

students of control group𝜒2 = 10.118, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.31).  

6. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to re-read the 

difficult parts of text to increase their understanding when parts of the text 

became difficult, as compared to their counterpart 𝜒2 = 16.224, p < 0.05 

(Table No. 4.31).  

7. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to paraphrase (or 

restate ideas in their own words) to help them in better understanding the 
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reading, as compared to the students of control group. These were significant 

differences between two groups 𝜒2 = 23.92 p < 0.05, (Table No. 4.31). 

8. The experimental group performed significantly better than the students of 

control group in application of reading strategies about re-reading after 

intervention as p = 0.010 < 0.05 (Table 4.32).   

5.2.2.5 Findings based on analysis of drawing conclusions factor of reading 

 strategy questionnaire test data 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to guess at 

information not explicitly stated in the text to increase their understanding, 

as compared to the control group𝜒2 = 12.223, p < 0.05, (Table No. 4.35).  

2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use the major 

points of the text to increase the understanding of the topic, as compared to 

the students of control-group𝜒2 = 18.736, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.35).  

3. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to judge what they 

were reading from their own perspective, as compared to their counterpart 

𝜒2 = 17.204, p <0.05, (Table No. 4.35).  

4. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to use more written 

or visual cues to understand something that was not directly stated, as 

compared to the students of control-group 𝜒2 = 18.975, p < 0.05, (Table No. 

4.35).  

5. The experimental group performed significantly better than the students of 

control group in application of reading strategies about drawing conclusions 

after intervention as p = 0.042  < 0.05 (Table 4.36).   
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5.2.2.6 Findings based on analysis of self-questioning factor of reading 

 strategy questionnaire test data 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to  pose self-

questions to test how they understood while reading, as compared to the 

students of control group 𝜒2 = 15.240, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.39).  

2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to ask questions on 

the text while reading to enhance their understanding, as their counterpart. 

These differences were significant between two groups 𝜒2 = 20.991, p < 0.05 

(Table No. 4.39).  

3. The group performed significantly better than the students of control group 

in application of reading strategies about posing self-questioning after 

intervention as p = 0.000  < 0.05 (Table 4.40).   

 

5.2.2.7 Findings based on analysis of summarization factor of reading 

 Strategy questionnaire data 

1. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely not to consider it a 

waste of time writing a summary of what had been read, as compared to the 

students of control-group 𝜒2 = 22.050, p < 0.05, (Table No. 4.43).  

2. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely not to skip the part 

they didn’t understand while reading, as compared to their counterpart 𝜒2 = 

18.876, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.43).  

3. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely not to consider 

writing down all important ideas in the text unnecessary, as compared to the 

students of control-group𝜒2 = 17.616, p < 0.05, (Table No. 4.43).  
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4. After treatment, the experimental group were more likely to write a summary 

to reflect on key ideas in the text after reading, as compared to their 

counterpart. These differences between two groups were significant 𝜒2 = 

16.597, p < 0.05 (Table No. 4.43). 

5. The experimental group performed significantly better than the students of 

control group in application of reading strategies about summarization after 

intervention as p = 0.003 < 0.05 (Table 4.44).   

5.2.2.8 Findings based on analysis of overall usage of reading strategies by 

 experimental and control groups 

1. Overall, the experimental group performed significantly better than the 

students of control group in using reading strategies after intervention as p = 

0.000 < 0.05 (Table 4.46).   

 

5.3  Finding based on Academic Achievement 

1. The treatment led to a significant difference between the academic 

achievement of control and experimental groups because calculated p 

value (t = 4.770, p = 0.00 < 0.05) was smaller than 0.05, (Table 4.48). 

So, the experimental group performed significantly better than the 

control group in overall academic achievement after intervention.  

5.4 Conclusions 

On the basis of findings of this study, the following conclusions have been 

drawn: 
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1. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves the 

identification of main ideas on the part of students at higher 

secondary school level.  

2. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves making 

inferences on the part of students at higher secondary school level.  

3. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves the linking 

background knowledge on the part of students at higher secondary 

school level.  

4. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves the 

drawing conclusions on the part of students at higher secondary 

school level.  

5. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves posing 

self-questioning on the part of students at higher secondary school 

level.  

6. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves writing 

summaries on the part of students at higher secondary school level.  

7. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves application 

of strategies to identify main ideas on the part of students at higher 

secondary school level. 

8. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves application 

of strategies to make inferences on the part of students at higher 

secondary school level. 

9. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves application 

of strategies to make use of background knowledge on the part of 

students at higher secondary school level. 
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10. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves application 

of strategies to make use of re-reading strategy on the part of 

students at higher secondary school level. 

11. It is concluded that the teaching of reading strategies improves 

application of strategies to draw conclusions on the part of students 

at higher secondary school level significantly. 

12. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves application 

of strategies to write summaries on the part of students at higher 

secondary school level. 

13. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves overall 

reading comprehension of students at higher secondary school level. 

14. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves overall 

application of reading strategies of students at higher secondary 

school level. 

15. The teaching of reading strategies significantly improves overall 

academic achievement of students at higher secondary school level. 

Overall, it could be concluded that teaching of reading strategies 

substantially improves the process of language teaching and learning at the higher 

secondary school level and this may have important implications for teaching 

language in education institutions.  

5.5  Recommendations 

In the light of findings and conclusions of the study, the following 

recommendations were made: 
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1. Educational policymakers and curriculum developers may make 

teaching of reading strategies a part of curriculum and teachers training.  

2. Administration at the school and college level may arrange workshops 

and professional development courses, aimed at the development of 

language teachers in terms of learning, using, and making their students 

learn and use teaching reading strategies.  

3. Language teachers may learn, use and teach teaching learning strategies 

for their own professional development and improvement of their 

students.  

4. Reading comprehension strategies are not limited to teaching of English. 

These strategies may be used for teaching other languages as well. 

Therefore, teachers may be provided integrating explicit strategy 

training. Teachers may use practice of this training into their regular 

reading instruction procedures to help the student in gaining an in-depth 

comprehension of different reading material. 

5. Students may be exposed to an environment in the classroom where they 

may learn and use teaching learning strategies for improving their 

language comprehension and academic achievement.  

6. The school libraries may be provided adequate reading materials. 

Students may be encouraged to read any books interesting to them along 

with their course books. This may develop their use of reading strategies 

as well as provide them an opportunity to read books of their interest.  

7. Better reading comprehension and academic achievement are not only 

required in languages but in all the subjects including sciences as well. 

Teaching of reading strategies may improve reading comprehension and 
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academic achievement of the students in all the subjects including 

sciences.  

5.6 Suggestions for Further Studies 

1. Further studies may be conducted to explore the effect of teaching reading 

strategies on the language learning, comprehension and academic 

achievement of students at the primary and college level. 

2. The effect of Teaching Reading Strategies may also be explored on variety 

of texts. 

3. This was a small scale experimental study conducted in one institution. 

Survey studies on a larger scale may be conducted to explore the 

phenomenon in more detail.  

4. In depth qualitative case studies may also be conducted to explore 

perceptions of teachers, students and language teachers regarding the impact 

of teaching reading strategies on students’ language learning and academic 

achievement.  

5. For wider generalization survey studies may be conducted in different places 

at different levels including both genders and a larger population.  

6. For a greater triangulation of data such studies may be conducted in future 

which use both qualitative and quantitative measures for collection and 

analysis of data.  
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APPENDICES 

Appendix I: Reading Comprehension Test 

Name: ________________________      

Group:  ____________________________ 

Total marks: 40 ,  Marks obtained: __________  Time allowed: 90 Minutes 

Read the passage given below and then answer the following questions: 

His First Flight 

Liam O’Flaherty 

1: The young seagull was alone in his ledge. His two brothers and his sister had 

already flown away the day before. He had been afraid to fly with them. Somehow 

when he had taken a little run forward to the brink of the ledge and attempted to flap 

his wings he became afraid. The great expanse of sea stretched down beneath, and 

it was such a long way down -- miles down. He felt certain that his wings would 

never support him, so he bent his head and ran away back to the little hole under the 

ledge where he slept at night. Even when each of his brothers and his little sister, 

whose wings were far shorter than his own, ran to the brink, flapped their wings, and 

flew away, he failed to muster up courage to take that plunge which appeared to him 

so desperate. His father and mother had come around calling to him shrilly, scolding 

him, threatening to let him starve on his ledge unless he flew away. But for the life 

of him he could not move. 

 



 

 

  

 

2: That was twenty-four hours ago. Since then nobody had come near him. The day 

before, all day long, he had watched his parents flying about with his brothers and 

sister, perfecting them in the art of flight, teaching them how to skim the waves and 

how to dive for fish. He had, in fact, seen his older brother catch his first herring and 

devour it, standing on a rock, while his parents circled around raising a proud cackle. 

And all the morning the whole family had walked about on the big plateau midway 

down the opposite cliff, taunting him at his cowardice. 

3: The sun was now ascending the sky, blazing warmly on his ledge that faced south. 

He felt the heat because he had not eaten since the previous nightfall. Then he had 

found a dried piece of mackerel’s tail at the far end of his ledge. Now there was not 

a single scrap of food left. He had searched every inch, rooting among the rough, 

dirt-caked straw nest where he and his brothers and sister had been hatched. He even 

gnawed at the dried pieces of eggshell. It was like eating part of himself. he had then 

trotted back and forth from one end of the ledge to the other, his long gray legs 

stepping daintily, trying to find some means of reaching his parents without having 

to fly. But on each side of him the ledge ended in a sheer fall of precipice, with the 

sea beneath. And between him and his parents there was a deep, wide chasm. And 

above him he could see nothing. The precipice was sheer, and the top of it was 

perhaps farther away than the sea beneath him. 

4: He stepped slowly out to the brink of the ledge, and, standing on one leg with the 

other leg hidden under his wing; he closed one eye, then the other, and pretended to 

be falling asleep. Still they took no notice of him. He saw his two brothers and his 

sister lying on the plateau dozing, with their heads sunk into their necks. His father 

was preening the feathers on his white back. Only his mother was looking at him. 



 

 

  

 

She was standing on a little high hump on the plateau, her white breast thrust 

forward. Now and again she tore at a piece of fish that lay at her feet, and then 

scraped each side of her beak on the rock. The sight of the food maddened him. How 

he loved to tear food that way, scraping his beak now and again to whet it! He uttered 

a low cackle. His mother cackled too, and looked over at him. 

5: Ga, ga, ga, he cried, begging her to bring him over some food. gawl-ool-ah, she 

screamed back mockingly. But he kept calling plaintively, and after a minute or so 

he uttered a joyful scream. His mother had picked up a piece of the fish and was 

flying across to him with it. He leaned out eagerly, tapping the rock with his feet, 

trying to get nearer to her as she flew across. But when she was just opposite to him, 

abreast of the ledge, she halted, her legs hanging limp, her wings motionless, the 

piece of fish in her beak almost within reach of his beak. He waited a moment in 

surprise, wondering why she did not come nearer, and then maddened by hunger, he 

dived at the fish. With a loud scream he fell outwards and downwards into space. 

His mother had swooped upwards. As he passed beneath her he heard the swish of 

her wings. 

6: Then a monstrous terror seized him and his heart stood still. He could hear 

nothing. But it only lasted a moment. The next moment he felt his wings spread 

outwards. The wind rushed against his breast feathers, then under his stomach and 

against his wings. He could feel the tips of his wings cutting through the air. he was 

not falling headlong now. He was soaring gradually downwards and outwards. He 

was no longer afraid. He just felt a bit dizzy. Then he flapped his wings once and he 

soared upwards. He uttered a joyous scream and flapped them again. He soared 

higher. He raised his breast and banked against the wind. Ga, ga, ga.ga, ga, ga.gawl-



 

 

  

 

ool-ah. His mother swooped past him, her wings making a loud noise. He answered-

her with another scream then his father flew over him screaming. The he saw his 

two brothers and sister flying around him, curvetting and banking, soaring and 

diving. 

7: Then he completely forgot that he had not always been able to fly, and commenced 

himself to dive and soar, shrieking shrilly. He was near the sea now, flying straight 

over it, facing out over the ocean. He saw a vast green sea beneath him, with little 

ridges moving over it and he turned his beak sideways and crowed amusedly. And 

around him his family was screaming, praising him, and their beaks were offering 

him scraps of dog-fish. He had made his first flight. 

Identification of the main idea  

1. What is the main idea in paragraph no 01. 

 The young seagull is alone on his ledge. 

 His two brothers and sister had already flown away. 

 The young seagull fails to muster up courage to take its first flight. 

 His father and mother leave him alone on his ledge. 

2. Which of the following can be the most appropriate phrase describing 

paragraph no 2? 

 Unkind parents 

 Parents’ favouritism 

 Showy flights of brother and sister 

 Parents teaching his brothers and sister the art of flying to motivate 

him  

3. What is the most appropriate heading for paragraph no 3? 



 

 

  

 

 Extreme hunger versus fear to fall  

 The search for food  

 Eating spotted eggshells  

 Sheer fall of precipice  

4. Identify the main idea described in paragraph no 04. 

 The young seagull gets asleep. 

 The family ignores young seagull. 

 A trick is played by young seagull to get the food. 

 The mother tore a piece of fish and scraped her beak. 

5. The basic idea presented in paragraph no 5 is : 

 The mother files with a piece of fish to the young sea-gull. 

 The mother plays a trick by bringing food to the young seagull to make 

it fly. 

 The young seagull is very pleased to see his mother bringing food for 

him. 

 The mother seagull cheats the young seagull. 

6. The best heading for paragraph no 6 is : 

 A wonderful first experience  

 A dreadful experience 

 A terrifying experience  

 A great fall  

7. The main idea presented in paragraph no 07 is: 

 Pleasure of finding food  

 Pleasure of success 



 

 

  

 

 Pleasure of catching fish 

 Pleasure of being helped by the family 

Inference  

(2.1) Write the contextual meanings of the phrase “to muster up courage”, used 

toward the end of paragraph No. 1. 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

(2.2)What does the phrase ‘tapping the rock with his feet’ suggest about the feeling 

of seagull in paragraph no. 5. 

 He is showing his anxiousness. 

 He is showing his pleasure. 

 He is showing his worries. 

 He is showing his anger. 

(2.3) Which of the following proverb suggests the attitude of the parents presented 

by “his first flight”? 

 As you sow, so shall you reap. 

 Don’t give them fish teach them how to fish. 

 Unity is strength. 

 None of the above. 

(2.4) Please write down the contextual meaning of the word “derisively” used in 

paragraph no. 05 



 

 

  

 

 Hurriedly 

 Loudly  

 Sadly 

 Scornfully   

(2.5) What two acts are performed by the mother seagull in paragraph no 04 to get 

the young seagull motivated to take initiative? 

(i)________________________________________________________________ 

(ii)________________________________________________________________ 

Background knowledge  

13. (3.1): What feelings do we have before starting an important new task 

involving risk? 

 (a) Pleasure  

 (b) Fear  

(c) Confidence  

(d) Satisfaction 

       14. 3.2: Give an example of feeling initial fear in a new work you wanted to 

start. 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

15. (3.3): Describe some supporting acts by other which helped you in getting rid of 

that initial fear. 



 

 

  

 

__________________________________________________________________

_________________________________________________________________   

16. (3.4): Can you name an act which you initially thought very frightening but later 

it proved very exciting for you. 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

17. (3.5): Please quote an experience/act you were forced to perform and during 

performance you discovered you already had a potential for that.  

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

(4)  Drawing Conclusions  

18. (4.1): What conclusion can be draw about father and mother seagull by the phrase 

‘threatening to let him starve’ used in paragraph no 1? 

 Heartless parents who don’t love. 

 Indifferent parents who don’t care. 

 Wise parents who know what real care is. 

 Foolish parents who do not know how to take real care. 

19. (4.2): What conclusion can be drawn about the young seagulls by his act of 

gnawing at the eggshells? 

 The young seagull is very greedy.  

 The young seagull is very hungry. 

 The young is very clever. 



 

 

  

 

 The young seagull is very dirty. 

20. (4.3): What conclusion can be drawn by the young seagull act of closing one of 

his eyes and pretending to be falling asleep: 

 (a) The young seagull wanted to show indifference to his parents. 

 (b) The young seagull was actually feeling weak and sleepy. 

(c) The young seagull wanted to attract the attention of his parents by showing he 

would soon fall if they don’t help him.  

(d) The young seagull wanted to take some rest before he makes some effort. 

21. (4.4): What do you conclude about the act of swooping upwards and cheating 

young seagull? 

 (a) She wanted young seagull to fall.  

(b) She wanted young seagull to eat that fish.  

(c) She wanted to put young seagull in trouble.  

(d) She wanted to force young seagull to fly as she know he is naturally gifted 

to fly. 

22. (4.5): What conclusion can be drawn about the young seagull feeling terrified at 

the beginning and the nattering joyous screams very soon. 

 (a) One starts enjoying adventures once one gets rid of initial fear. 

 (b) Everyone is always fond of adventures. 

 (c) Adventures are always enjoyable. 



 

 

  

 

 (d) Seagull was pleased he was able to avoid falling into the sea. 

23. (4.6): What conclusion can be drawn about the central idea or theme of this short 

story 

  (a) Inner potential is always there, we just need to realize that. 

  (b) We must have the courage to take the initiative and take risks.  

  (c) We must have trust in our abilities. 

  (d) All three mentioned above. 

Self-questioning  

24. (5.1): What is the most relevant question that we can ask ourselves about our 

own life after reading paragraph no.01? 

(a) Is there any important act in my life where i am showing lack of courage 

in taking initiative?  

(b) Does the writer want to show how weak we are when we are young? 

(c) Does the writer want to bring our attention to selfish and careless attitude 

of some parents? 

(d) Does the writer shows that nobody stands by us when we are weak? 

25.(5.2): What can be an apt question to be asked after reading paragraph no 02? 

(a) Should the young seagull be ashamed to see his elder brother catching 

and devouring his first herring? 



 

 

  

 

(b) Should the young seagull be inspired to see his elder brother catching and 

devouring his first herring? 

(c) Should the young seagull be jealous to see his elder brother catching and 

devouring his first herring? 

(d) Should the young seagull be to see his elder brother catching and 

devouring his first herring? 

26.(5.3): Write down a question that comes to your mind after reading paragraph 

no.04? 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

27.(5.4): Write down a question which comes to your mind after reading the lesson 

“his first flight”?             

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

28.(5.5): What can be the most suitable question to be asked after reading paragraph 

no.06? 

 Is it a terrifying experience? 

 Is it a dangerous fall? 

 Does it put young seagull in trouble? 

 Is it an adventure helping out in realizing one’s inner potential? 

6. Summarizing 

29.(6.1): Write down the summary of paragraph no.01 in not more than three lines 



 

 

  

 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

30. (6.2): Write down the summary of paragraph no.02 in not more than three lines 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

31. (6.3): Write down the summary of paragraph no.03 in not more than three lines 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

32. (6.4): Write down the summary of paragraph no.04 in not more than three lines 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

33. (6.5): Write down the summary of paragraph no.05 in not more than three lines 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

34.(6.6): Write down the summary of paragraph no.06 in not more than three lines 



 

 

  

 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

35.(6.7): Write down the summary of paragraph no.07 in not more than three lines 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

36.(6.8): Write down the summary of the lesson “his first flight “ in not more than 

twenty lines. 

 

 

 

 

 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

Summary of whole lesson having 1 mark for each criterion  

6.8.1 Inclusion of essential ideas 

6.8.2 Exclusion of inessential ideas 

6.8.3 Logical development of thought 

6.8.4 Accuracy in grammatical structures accuracy in 

spellings and punctuations 



 

 

  

 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________________ 

 

Thank you for your 

participation! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

 

Appendix II: Macro Strategy Categories and Scores for the Reading 

Comprehension Test 

 

S No. Macro Strategy Items No. Scores 

1 Identification of main ideas 1-7 7 marks 

2 Inference 8-12 5 marks 

3 Use of background knowledge 13-17 5 marks 

4 Drawing conclusions 18-23 6 marks 

5 Self-questioning 24-28 5 marks 

6 Summary (Parts) 29-35 7 marks  

7 Summary (Whole) 36 5 marks  

Total = 40 marks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

 

Appendix III: Strategy Questionnaire 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to obtain information about what you do when 

you read. The information provided will be used purely for academic research, and 

will be treated anonymously and privately. Please answer the questionnaire as 

honestly as possible.  

Personal Information 

Name: ----------------------------------------------------- 

Female    Male 

Class: ------------------------- 

Directions: Listed below are statements about what people do when they read either 

academic or school-related materials such as textbooks or library books. Five 

numbers follow each statement (1, 2, 3, 4, 5), and each number means the following:  

1= I never or almost never do this.  

2= I do this only occasionally.  

3= I sometimes do this (about 50% of the time).  

4= I usually do this.  

5= I always or almost always do this. 

After reading each statement please circle the number (1, 2, 3, 4 or 5) that 

applies to you using the scale provided. Please note that there is no right or wrong 

answers to the statements. 



 

 

  

 

strategy  scale  

1. I skim the text first to note the characteristics of 

text like its length and organization.  

1        2        3        4        5  

 

2. I prefer to read for overall meaning rather than pay 

attention to individual words. 

1        2        3        4        5 

3. What to read closely and what to ignore I decide 

first. 

1        2        3        4        5 

4. I do not like to ‘spoil’ my textbooks so I do not write 

notes in them or underline sentences. 

1        2        3        4        5 

5. I use the major points of the text to increase my 

understanding of the topic. 

1        2        3        4        5 

6. To identify key information I use typographical aids 

like boldface type and italic. 

1        2        3        4        5 

7. When I read to prepare for an assignment, I read only 

those parts of the text that I think are relevant to the 

assignment question. 

1        2        3        4        5 

8. I use information in the text to understand what is 

not directly stated 

1        2        3        4        5 

9. I always read the title, subheadings, references, and so 

on. 

1        2        3        4        5 



 

 

  

 

10. When I do not understand what a sentence means 

I think about the other sentences in the paragraph to 

help me understand it. 

1        2        3        4        5 

11. I use context clues to help me better understand 

what I’m reading. 

1        2        3        4        5 

12. I skip reading Tables, diagrams, flowcharts, etc. 

because they slow down my reading and distract me. 

1        2        3        4        5 

13. Based on the evidence presented in the text, I use 

previous knowledge to help me understand what is 

not explicitly stated in the text. 

1        2        3        4        5 

14. I read Table, figures and pictures in the text to 

increase my understanding. 

1        2        3        4        5 

15.I use facts in the text and my previous knowledge 

to help me understand the text. 

1        2        3        4        5 

16. To guess what is not explicitly stated in the text I use 

previous knowledge. 

1        2        3        4        5 

17. What I know to help me understand what I’m reading 

I think about. 

1        2        3        4        5 

18. To avoid confusion, I don’t bring what I know into 

what I’m reading. 

1        2        3        4        5 

19. I use what I know to understand the text. 1        2        3        4        5 

20. I bring my knowledge of the world into what I’m 

reading to understand. 

1        2        3        4        5 



 

 

  

 

21. I find it time consuming to use a dictionary to look 

up words that I do not know, it slows down my reading. 

1        2        3        4        5 

22. Once I start reading, I continue till I come to the  

end. I do not like to interrupt my reading by going back 

and re-reading parts of the text. 

1        2        3        4        5 

23. I go back and read things over when I don’t       

understand what I’m reading. 

1        2        3        4        5 

24. When I come across conflicting information I check 

my understanding. 

1        2        3        4        5 

25. I skip the part I don’t understand when I’m reading. 1        2        3        4        5 

26. When parts of the text becomes difficult, I re-read the 

difficult parts to increase my understanding 

1        2        3        4        5 

27. I paraphrase (or restate ideas in my own words) to help 

me in better comprehension what I’m reading. 

1        2        3        4        5 

28. I guess at information not explicitly stated in the text 

to increase my understanding. 

1        2        3        4        5 

29. I use the major points of the text to increase my 

understanding of the topic. 

1        2        3        4        5 

30. I judge what I’m reading from my own 

perspective. 

1        2        3        4        5 



 

 

  

 

31 I use written or visual cues to understand     something 

that is not directly stated. 

1        2        3        4        5 

32. To test how I will understand I think up questions 

while reading. 

1        2        3        4        5 

33. I ask myself questions on the text while I’m reading to 

enhance my understanding. 

1        2        3        4        5 

34. I consider it a waste of time writing a summary of what 

I read 

1        2        3        4        5 

35. I skip the part I don’t understand when I’m reading. 1        2        3        4        5 

36. I consider writing down all important ideas in the  

text unnecessary. 

1        2        3        4        5 

37. After reading, I write a summary to reflect on key  

ideas in the text. 

1        2        3        4        5 

 

 

      Thank you for your co-operation 

 

 

 

  



 

 

  

 

Appendix IV: 

Macro Strategy Categories and Scores for the Questionnaire 

S No. Macro Strategy Items No. Scores 

1 Identification of main ideas 1-7 7 items x 5 = 50 

2 Inference 8-14 7 items x 5 = 30 

3 Use of background knowledge 15-20 6 items x 5 = 45 

4 Rereading 21-27 7 items x 5 = 30 

5 Drawing conclusions 28-31 4 items x 5 = 40 

6 Self-questioning 32-33 2 items x 5 = 25 

7 Summarization 34-37 4 items x 5 = 30 

Total = 185 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

 

Appendix V: The Detail of Treatment Programme 

23rd September, 2016:   Strategy Questionnaire was administrated to both the 

groups as Pre-Test.  

24th September  Reading Comprehension Test was administered to 

both the groups as Pre-Test 

Seven weeks were assigned for teaching of seven reading comprehension 

strategies. In teaching of all these activities, the following weekly plan was 

observed.  

Monday  Explicit introduction to the strategy under 

consideration 

Tuesday  Modelling the researcher thought aloud to show the 

students how the brain of a skilful reader works while 

reading.  

Wednesday & Thursday Guided practice by students on these two days, the 

students were made to practice the individual theory 

taught to them. This stage involved group discussion. 

These groups contained four students and the 

researcher provided them the necessary guidance 

during their discussion.  

Friday & Saturday Individual Application  

On the last two days of a week, the students were 

taught individual application of these theories.  

On Friday, they were asked to practice this theory 

individually and ask for help if they needed the help 



 

 

  

 

of the researcher anywhere. The researcher 

continuously provided them facilitation when they 

asked something or the researcher found it necessary 

to help an individual while taking a round of the class 

and observing their individual work. On Saturday the 

students were asked to present their individual work 

to group. The students appreciated each other work 

and also suggested improvements to each other. The 

researcher also helped them, where ever necessary.  

14th October  Strategy Questionnaire was administered to both the 

groups as Post-Test. 

15th October  Ready Comprehension Test was administered to both 

the groups as Post-Test. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

  

 

Appendix VI: SSC English Marks out of 150 

 Experimental Group   Control Group  

S.No. Roll Number Marks S.No. Roll Number Marks 

1 E1 125 1 C1 125 

2 E2 124 2 C2 124 

3 E3 123 3 C3 123 

4 E4 121 4 C4 120 

5 E5 118 5 C5 120 

6 E6 117 6 C6 117 

7 E7 117 7 C7 117 

8 E8 114 8 C8 114 

9 E9 113 9 C9 113 

10 E10 112 10 C10 112 

11 E11 111 11 C11 111 

12 E12 111 12 C12 109 

13 E13 107 13 C13 108 

14 E14 107 14 C14 107 

15 E15 106 15 C15 106 

16 E16 105 16 C16 104 

17 E17 104 17 C17 104 

18 E18 101 18 C18 102 

19 E19 101 19 C19 100 

20 E20 99 20 C20 99 

21 E21 96 21 C21 96 



 

 

  

 

22 E22 96 22 C22 96 

23 E23 95 23 C23 96 

24 E24 94 24 C24 95 

25 E25 94 25 C25 90 

26 E26 88 26 C26 87 

27 E27 85 27 C27 86 

28 E28 84 28 C28 85 

29 E29 81 29 C29 84 

30 E30 75 30 C30 74 

  3124   3124 

 

1st Term Marks in the English 

 Experimental Group   Control Group  

S.No. Roll Number Marks S.No. Roll Number Marks 

1 E1 130 1 C1 115 

2 E2 128 2 C2 119 

3 E3 121 3 C3 110 

4 E4 125 4 C4 109 

5 E5 127 5 C5 113 

6 E6 123 6 C6 108 

7 E7 122 7 C7 107 

8 E8 118 8 C8 112 

9 E9 121 9 C9 106 



 

 

  

 

10 E10 120 10 C10 101 

11 E11 120 11 C11 105 

12 E12 119 12 C12 110 

13 E13 117 13 C13 104 

14 E14 102 14 C14 109 

15 E15 115 15 C15 100 

16 E16 112 16 C16 107 

17 E17 117 17 C17 102 

18 E18 110 18 C18 104 

19 E19 110 19 C19 106 

20 E20 110 20 C20 99 

21 E21 112 21 C21 96 

22 E22 105 22 C22 100 

23 E23 105 23 C23 96 

24 E24 100 24 C24 95 

25 E25 103 25 C25 98 

26 E26 102 26 C26 87 

27 E27 99 27 C27 86 

28 E28 101 28 C28 92 

29 E29 105 29 C29 84 

30 E30 105 30 C30 89 
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