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Abstract 
 

 

 

The present research, based on an exploratory study and an experiment, aims at analyzing the 

key role of teaching reading strategies at tertiary level. For this, it was hypothesized that if 

freshmen are provided with a constructivist-aligned reading strategy-based instruction, they 

will improve their reading performance and show signs of reading self-regulation. Through a 

battery of teacher and student questionnaires, and tests, this study examines content-area 

teachers’ attitudes towards curricular reading skill integration. This was carried out in relation 

with investigating students’ reading self-regulation, strategic knowledge, reading 

comprehension and epistemological beliefs.110 first-year students from the Department of 

Letters and English Language, University of Constantine took part in a pretest-instruction-

posttest control group design. Two major findings emerged from the data. First, constructivist 

instructions where students get to learn reading strategies in a learner-cantered social 

environment help improve both students’ reading achievement, as demonstrated by silent 

comprehension and oral reading fluency, and self–regulation. Second, the nature of students’ 

epistemological assumptions, more specifically beliefs about the certainty of knowledge, 

proved to be an important predictor of both reading self-regulation and comprehension. In 

consideration of the analysis of the results, the hypothesis has been to some extent confirmed 

(H1), in the light of which some recommendations have been presented. 

Key Words:  Strategy-based instruction, reading strategies, constructivism, self-regulation, 

epistemological beliefs. 
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General Introduction 

 
 

Central to any academic success is the ability to read. However, reading cannot be 

narrowly defined as the process of decoding graphic symbols and understanding individual 

words. Rather, it is the process of interpreting meaning as manifested in discourse and of 

being able to use that meaning in further settings and purposes. At the university level 

precisely, students of English as a foreign language read for all their content-area subjects, 

and thus succeeding relies heavily on independent learning as students have to do substantial 

amounts of extra-classroom readings, not just rely on what they get in the classroom.  

1. Statement of the Problem  
 

 

Reading and comprehending texts are particularly important for learning. 

Unfortunately, it has been noticed that many freshmen, of interest in the present research, 

find it difficult to read in English and adapt successfully to university. As noted by Baiche 

(2015) and confirmed by our observations, the reason why Algerian EFL students struggle 

with reading [and learning in general] in their first-year lies in the fact that they read poorly. 

Although there are not statistical data regarding reading rates among university students, a 

prospective study conducted by the World Center of Economic Consulting and Prospective 

in 2009 revealed that the general reading rate in Algeria does not exceed 6.8% (Chaibdraa, 

2012; and elsewhere). One possible reason identified in regard to why students do not read 

is that they in fact do not know how to read. According to Feathers (2004), students resist 

reading because they do not master enough strategies to deal with the different types of texts 

and effectively comprehend what they read. For these reasons, this study tries to suggest a 

possible instructional solution to teach the different reading strategies to enable the freshman 

students to do well with reading and regulate themselves. 
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As an operational definition, self-regulation is the ability to use strategies advisedly, to 

self-monitor, and to self-evaluate (Schraw, et al., 2006). It is a prerequisite for lifelong 

learning as it enables students to become self-independent learners. Self-regulation enables 

students to survive an education without spoon-feeding and maximize their chances to 

succeed (Kitsantas, et al., 2008).  Though rarely practiced, promoting self-regulation is 

considered one of the most important instructional goals at university (Pintrich, 2004).  

Research showed that reading achievement, use of strategies and regulation of self are 

strongly influenced by students’ epistemological beliefs (Pintrich, 2002; Strømsø, Braten & 

Samuelstuen, 2008; Braten, Britt, Strømsø & Rouet, 2011). As an operational definition, 

epistemological beliefs are the assumptions that individuals accumulate about knowledge 

and ways of obtaining it (Pintrich, 2002). They are the beliefs that help students manage and 

survive the nature of knowledge that they have to deal with in tertiary level (Schommer, 

1998). Many first-year students are often considered to have naïve and immature 

epistemological beliefs something which might prevent them from coping with the demands 

of university learning (Marzooghi, 2008; Brownlee, et al., 2009: Ayatollah, et al., 2012; 

Leung & Kember, 2003). ‘Naive’ epistemological beliefs are a set of learning 

misconceptions as to think that knowledge is made of simple facts often obtained from 

external sources, like teachers and parents,  and not constructed by learners themselves and 

that learning is a quick process and an innate ability (Schommer, 1994). 

Earlier on, Schommer (1994a) found that epistemological beliefs function as a filter of 

reading comprehension where for example naive beliefs, beliefs that knowledge is invariable 

and often made of facts, will not allow for tentative interpretations of texts. Besides, 

epistemological beliefs serve as a reference for self-regulated learning (Winne, 1995). Hofer 

& Pintrich (1997) explain that epistemological beliefs influence learning goals, which in 

return guide and govern the use of strategies and other self-regulatory processes. 
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Epistemological beliefs are investigated in this thesis as predictors of both first-year 

students’ reading achievement and self-regulation in a constructivist strategy-based reading 

environment. 

2. Aims of the Study 

In education, it is very important to provide sufficient and context-specific evidence to 

enhance current teaching practices and inform future decisions (Riley & Harsch, 1999). To 

this end, researchers have studied readers of different age groups, with different learning 

abilities and in different learning contexts (Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001; Mokhtari & 

Reichard, 2004; Monos, 2005; Sheorey & Baboczky, 2008; Al Sohbani, 2013; Alhaqbani & 

Riazi, 2012; Huang & Nisbet, 2014; Mohammadali & Negin, 2014; among many others). In 

research on foreign language environments, there is little data about the Algerian context, 

students’ reading level, content-area texts’ readability and grade level reading proficiency 

(Torki, 2012).  

The present study is conducted in an effort to contribute to the understanding of 

foreign language learners’ reading behaviors–as well as investigate the teaching of the 

reading skill in the Department of Letters and English Language, University of Frères 

Mentouri. Accordingly, the purposes of this dissertation are first, to find out about content-

area teachers’ attitudes towards curricular reading skill integration in the Department of 

Letters and English Language; second, to demonstrate empirically to what extent first-year 

students need a reading instruction per se; third, to highlight the importance of assessing the 

readability of content-area texts and grade level reading proficiency; fourth, to explore the 

key role of teaching reading strategies in a constructivist environment in promoting reading 

achievement and self-regulation; and fifth, to study the role of epistemological beliefs in 

predicting first-year students’ reading achievement and self-regulation. 
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3. Research Questions and Hypothesis 

To see into the issues of interest, the present study poses the following questions 

1. What could be content-area teachers’ attitudes towards the possibilities of integrating the 

reading skill in the curriculum? 

2. To what extent are freshman students able to read their content-area texts? 

3. What could be the effect of teaching reading strategies in a constructivist environment on 

students’ reading achievement and self-regulation? 

4. Could students’ epistemological beliefs predict students’ reading performance and self-

regulation in a constructivist-aligned reading instruction? 

In consideration of the aforementioned questions and other related ones, we hypothesize that 

if freshmen are provided with a constructivist-aligned reading strategy-based instruction, 

they will improve their reading performance and show signs of reading self-regulatory 

behaviors.  

4. Population, Sampling and Methodology 

The research population is a sample of 110 first-year students randomly selected from 

a total population of 620 enrolled in the Department of Letters and English Language, 

University of Frères Mentouri. Both students’ age and gender are not variables of interest in 

the present study. The sample was divided in two groups: an experimental (N=50) and a 

control group (N= 60).  

For the methodological stance, the field work opens with a pilot study, then an 

exploratory and an experimental study. The pilot study allowed the researcher to check the 

validity of the instruments and check the feasibility of measuring the research variables, 

namely reading comprehension, oral reading fluency, self-regulation, perceived strategy use 

and epistemological beliefs. For the exploratory study, two means of research were used, a 
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questionnaire and a test. First, a questionnaire was administered to 70 teachers of different 

content-area subjects of the Department of Letters and English Language, University of 

Frères Mentouri (cf. Appendix # 01). This questionnaire aimed at probing the teachers’ 

attitudes toward curricular reading skill integration. The other means of research is a Words 

Correct per Minute (WCPM) oral reading fluency test; it was administered to students to 

explore their abilities to read their content-area texts. 

For the experimental study, a pretest-posttest control group design was used. To 

answer the research questions and check the hypotheses, three sets of questionnaires were 

administered to students (cf. Appendix # 2, 3& 4). One entitled the Motivated Strategies for 

Reading Questionnaire (henceforth MSRQ); it set to measure university students’ 

motivational orientations to self-regulate when reading in English. The second scale is the 

Survey of Reading Strategies (henceforward SORS) developed by Mokhtari &Sheorey 

(2002). The SORS investigated students’ perceived use of global, problem-solving and 

support strategies. The other questionnaire is the Epistemological Belief Inventory (hereafter 

EBI) developed by Bendixen et al. (1998). It aimed at measuring the assumptions that 

students hold about the nature and acquisition of knowledge. 

In addition to the self-report surveys, first-year students also sat for two types of 

reading tests. The first type is researcher-developed pre- and post-reading comprehension 

tests which purported to examine students’ ability to make sense of a written text. Next, and 

given that oral reading fluency is a good indicator of comprehension and the whole reading 

ability (Pefetti, Landi & Oakhill, 2005), the second type is a researcher-developed oral 

reading fluency test-a collection of samples of students’ oral reading of three passages to 

determine their reading rate, error rate and reading accuracy level. 
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5. Structure of the Study 

The present research work is laid out in five chapters; three of which are for the review 

of related literature and the theoretical aspects of the subject. The remaining two chapters 

are for the analysis of the results obtained by means of teacher and student questionnaires 

and the pretest-posttest control group experiment.  

Chapter One, on the study of the reading skill and sub-skills, starts by laying out the 

definition of reading. Then, it discusses reading comprehension processes, factors 

influencing the reading experience, and theoretical issues concerning the bottom-up, the top-

down and the interactive reading models. The chapter evenly discusses the different 

curricular reading skill integration possibilities and some instructional approaches as the 

Basal Approach, the Language Experience Approach, the Direct Instruction and the Holistic 

Approach. Constructivism, both as a theory of learning and teaching, is also discussed given 

that constructivism is the environment in which the research experiment took place.  

Chapter Two sheds light on the process (Dornyei, 2012) underlying the use of learning 

strategies which is self-regulation. This chapter discusses the anatomy of self-regulation and 

its different constructs including self-regulatory agents, self-regulatory mechanisms and 

regulatory appraisals. It presents a description of the self-regulatory processes as viewed by 

the three main learning theories, namely behaviorism, cognitivism and constructivism; and 

four self-regulation models i.e. the Control Theory of Self-regulation (1986), the Action 

Regulation Theory (1985), Zimmerman’s Social Cognitive Self-regulation Model (2000) 

and Baumeister’s Strength Model of Self-regulation (2000). The chapter concludes with a 

discussion of the feasibility of assessing and measuring learners’ self-regulation.  

Chapter Three discusses learners’ epistemological beliefs. It starts by defining the 

assumptions that people hold about the certainty, structure, source, control and the speed of 

acquiring knowledge. Moreover, this chapter presents the main unidimensional and 
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multidimensional belief models and epistemological dimensions and resources. It also 

discusses the direct and indirect effects of epistemic naïve and sophisticated beliefs on 

leaning and reading especially. Some light is shed too on the attempts made by some 

researchers to assess these beliefs and the different research instruments developed for this 

purpose. 

Chapter Four covers the research methodology and the presentation of the research 

population and sampling. It provides a description of both the pilot and exploratory studies. 

The pilot study offers insights of the process of instrument development and adaptation, 

together with giving an apercu and a flavor of how the main research is to be conducted and 

the type of results to be obtained. Followed is the exploratory study which unveils content-

area teachers’ different attitudes towards curricular reading skill integration and investigates 

first-year students’ reading level using an oral reading fluency test.   

Chapter Five is devoted to the pretest-instruction-posttest control group research 

experiment. The findings bear about the research hypothesis (H1) that teaching first-year 

students of English reading strategies in a constructivist meaning-based class procedure (our 

independent variable) allows them to develop both their reading achievement and self-

regulation (the dependent variables). Last but not least, some suggestions and pedagogical 

implications are presented as to see into how to possibly teach the reading skill in concert 

with self-regulation in the context of university English language teaching. 
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Chapter One 

 Reading as a Sophistication of Thinking 

 

 Introduction  

The capacity of reading and understanding written language effectively demands a 

particularly wide range of sub-skills relative to the different aspects of reading namely 

phonics and phonemic awareness, fluency, vocabulary knowledge, background knowledge 

and comprehension. Because of its arduous nature, reading has been paid a close attention to 

throughout the years by both teachers and researchers.  In this chapter, an effort is made to 

define reading as a skill per se and in the light of the different existing reading models. There 

follows a discussion of the basic principles underlying this skill and the different factors that 

influence both its product and process. Tagged along is an exploration of the two main 

approaches characterizing curricular reading integration. The chapter is terminated by a 

presentation of some of the instructional methods and approaches that have shaped the 

teaching of the reading skill.  

1.1. Reading Defined 

Reading as in reading books (printed materials in general), measurements, movies, 

faces is often used to mean the personal understanding and interpretation of experiences as 

captured by our different senses (Jewell, 2002). Reading literacy has been defined differently 

from different perspectives. However, most of the definitions agree on the fact that reading is 

not solely the passive deciphering of graphic-phonemic knowledge. Reading is seen as the 

“meaningful interpretation of written text” (Harris & Sipay, 1990, p. 10) and “thinking 

guided by print” (Mc Coy, 2007, p. 178). It is a “two-way process” where the reader and the 

writer communicate (Romero & Romero, 1985, p. 2), and the reader’s job is to “fill in” what 
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was not explicitly communicated by the writer (Widdowson, 1979, p. 14). Reading is also 

said to be both a process including all the mental operations and mechanisms that happen 

during the course of action and a set of products of comprehension and new acquired 

knowledge (Manzo & Manzo, 1995). In the same vein, according to Dechant (1991), reading 

or to read is 

developing a representation or mental model of text by 

relating what is on the page to one’s own fund of 

knowledge or experience. The closer the representation of 

the reader is to the mental representation of the writer when 

he put his ideas into print, the better the reader will 

comprehend what the writer intended, and the better the 

communication between writer and reader will be (p. 1).  

Readers must not only be aware of the sound-letter correspondences, the conventions 

to form words and sentences and how they are coherently articulated in texts, but  must also 

take into consideration the knowledge they bring themselves to the reading experience. 

According to this psycholinguistic perspective, reading is a complex activity that needs 

readers to acquire coordinated sets of knowledge that Vacca, et al. (2006, p. 23) summarized 

in the following:   

 

•  Graphophonemic system: The print itself provides readers with a major source of 

information: the graphic symbols or marks on the page represent speech sounds.  
 

•  Syntactic system: Readers possess knowledge about how language works. 

Syntactic information is provided by the grammatical relationships within sentence 

patterns. 
 

 

•  Semantic system: The semantic system of language stores the schemata that 

readers bring to a text in terms of background knowledge, experiences, conceptual 

understandings, attitudes, beliefs, and values.   
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Readers should also consider the rhetorical triangle of knowledge about the text 

(message), authors, and themselves (the audience) to better understand the rhetorical context 

and the reading activity (Yagelski, 2015). This approach accounts for the writer as the 

producer of the text; the reader as the intended recipient of the text; and the written product 

itself as the result of the activities writers engage themselves in while writing. There is 

another version of this rhetorical triangle that has been proposed earlier by Aristotle to define 

the reading activity. It includes three elements, each appealing to and via different things for 

a successful transfer of meaning including ethos: addresses the author’s integrity, logos: 

appeals to common sense and pathos: appeals to readers’ feelings (Kaplan, 2014).  For what 

is it worth, one has to choose the triangle that best helps them approach the reading text 

(Burniske, 2008). According to Sloane (2009, p. 26), the rhetorical triangle “helps us name 

the participants in the communication, but it does not offer much of a foothold for 

understanding those exchanges that are flawed, hybrid, or blurred.” In the present study, we 

do not account for the rhetorical triangle to define the act of reading but rather to help 

understand the variables affecting the reading experience.  

To sum up, reading is not merely the process of recognizing graphic symbols but rather 

a series of high-order sub skills ranging from decoding to critical thinking. It is the automatic 

process of interpreting meaning in different contexts and for different purposes based on 

readers’ personal knowledge and experiences (Anderson, 2002). According to Meyer (2002), 

among all of the existing definitions of reading, everyone has to have their own version of it; 

a definition that they believe in and that reflects their experience and exposure to written 

texts. He adds; what looks on the face of it a mere definition can shape reading classes and 

“[lead] to policy decisions that affect children and teachers’ lives in schools” (ibid, p. 28). 
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1.2. Reading and Writing 

The four instances of language use have been traditionally divided into four skills: 

Reading, Writing, Speaking, and Listening, using medium (written and spoken) and mode 

(receptive and productive). Despite the fact that each skill has quite distinctive features, the 

four skills promote the development of each other. The connection between writing and 

reading has been subjected to considerable discussions (Stotsky, 1983; Carrell & Connor, 

1991; Anderson, 2002; Sharp, 2004; Zhou & Siriyothin, 2004).  

 Although the nature of these two skills seems very different in that writing is 

productive and reading is receptive, it is believed that there is a reciprocal relationship 

between the two processes. In this respect, writing aids readers in developing necessary 

decoding skills for recognizing words and sentences quickly and efficiently as they read. In 

return, reading influences the quality of writing through exposing writers to grammar rules, 

rhetorical conventions, and a wide range of vocabulary (Johnson, 2008). In addition, topical 

knowledge is necessary for all kinds of writing, and reading would help writers in 

accumulating “newly acquired knowledge, assessing recorded and stored knowledge, and 

attending to the writer’s clues as to the meaning intended for the text” (Cohen, 1990, cited in 

Ferris & Hedgcock, 1998, p. 30). 

The reading writing convergences has been the subject of a hot debate and let to the 

setting of three main hypotheses (explained in Kroll, 1990; Murray & Christison, 2011; 

Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014; and elsewhere). First, the relation between the two was found to 

be directional in the sense that both skills share some properties that help the development of 

each other. According to this hypothesis, the connection between reading and writing can 

only be explained in a one-way or one-directional model rather than recursive based on the 

possibility of transfer; reading can help promote writing but not vice-versa.  The second 

hypothesis suggests that there is a non-directional connection between the two where transfer 
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from both skills is possible. A unique underlying cognitive ability needed both in writing and 

reading is suggested in this hypothesis to explain why the development of one skill leads 

automatically to the development of the other. For the third hypothesis, the relationship 

between these two skills is bi-directional, i.e. the existence of many changing and complex 

writing-reading connections rather than one static relation. It emphasizes the aspect of 

change; a change in one variable in one of the two skills will ultimately cause a change in the 

other. Hence, whenever they learn something new about reading or writing, learners have to 

expect an improvement in the other.  

In short, both writing and reading involve creating meaning and applying linguistic 

abilities. Vicki and Mclver (2005) argue that it is hardly possible to differentiate between the 

processes underlying writing and reading. They posit that the role of readers and writers are 

interchangeable. In effect, as Yagelski (2015) puts it, writers read their own words and 

become their own audience; they assume readers’ expectations and try to meet them through 

their writing as part of considering the rhetorical situation. Similarly, when reading, ‘good’ 

readers anticipate writers’ flow of ideas and try to answer their comprehension questions 

through taking an authorial lead. 

1.3. Factors Influencing the Reading Experience 

According to Grabe (2009), one can understand the cognitive and linguistic nature of 

the reading skill only by understanding the nature of the different processes involved, the 

philosophy behind the different reading models and the variables influencing the reading 

performance. Reading is a variable set of “processes contingent on textual, cognitive, and 

social factors” (Kern, 2009, p. 3). These factors can be summarized in the written text, the 

reader and the context. 
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1.3.1. The Text 

The main source of knowledge in the reading process, although not the only one, is 

the written text. It is the visible materialization of language. For a great deal of time, 

speaking got the lion’s share of focus at the expense of writing which was defined as 

“spoken language put into written form” (Brooks and Grundy, 1998, p. 1).  Traditional 

linguistics perceived speaking as superior and written texts as a mere reproduction of spoken 

language into printed symbols. In general terms, writing includes the use of graphic symbols, 

and it also importantly refers to the intentional and active process of communicating 

meaning to a particular audience (Weigle, 2002). The word text has been associated with 

published and academic written products, and it is conspicuously “anything from a few 

words, to one sentence, to thousands of words comprising thousands of sentences” 

(Aebersold and Field, 2010, p. 9).  

One step towards reading comprehension is knowledge of the text’s graphic system, 

written discourse organization, genre, among others (Wallace, 2010). Readers must possess 

some textual knowledge including how letters of the alphabet represent the speech sounds 

that are distinguished by speakers. Moving above the word and sentence level, any piece of 

writing is assumed to have something to communicate if it makes sense when especially 

everything is “fitting together well” (Yule, 2006, p.126). For understanding the text, Yule 

argues that readers also need to recognize texts’ different patterns. Textual organization has 

to do with the way writers group and arrange their ideas according to a particular format, 

which is not only relevant to the whole text but also to its constituent paragraphs          

(Chesla 2006).  

Both the choice of language and textual structure are highly influenced by text type. 

Text genre is “a shared generic type which constitutes and determines common 

interpretations of a particular text” (De Gruyter, 2002, p. 238). It is a set of recognizable 
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textual conventions which serve one rhetorical function. For example, argumentative texts 

have a persuasive function. Text type influences the readers’ comprehension and the amount 

of knowledge that can be recalled from the text at hand (Yoshida, 2012). These types do not 

reflect the texts’ level of complexity but rather the way readers should relate to and approach 

such texts. The textual level of difficulty is determined by the load pertaining to both the 

nature of language used and culture. Student readers can be familiar with the text genre and 

all the cultural aspects communicated in the text and could still fail to understand the text’s 

intended meaning because of the difficulty of some vocabulary items, and vice versa 

(Hedgcock and Ferris, 2009). Such knowledge that the different language units, textual 

organization and genres offer is known as “objective interpretation” or an interpretation of 

text free from readers’ personal perception of texts (Montgomery et, al., 2007, p. 10).   

1.3.2. The Reader 

A text is just print on paper; however, a story is “an event that has roots both in the text 

and the personality and the history the reader brings to the reading” (Appleyard, 1991). 

Readers are what bring texts to life. The reader, also known as the code breaker, the text 

participant, the text user and the text analyst (Freeboy & look, 1990), is a very important 

variable in the reading process. Many reading models and instructional approaches did not at 

first account for readers and the role they play in the reading activity, like the Phonics 

Approach. However, ever since the reading enterprise has witnessed the shift of focus from 

mere reading “comprehension” to “interpretation”, most recent revisions made to reading 

models and instructions started recognizing readers as a major and influential variable 

(Wallace, 2009). Readers’ role changed from being passive recipients to active meaning 

makers. Readers differ in so many ways mainly because of their individual differences, 

beliefs, the skills and strategies they possess, their attitudes, levels of interest, and 

background knowledge, among others.  
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Attitudes are one of the important beliefs that affect the reading experience (Cole, 

2010). The word attitude refers to “an individual’s orientation toward an item, person, 

concept, institution, social process, or situation, and is indicative of his/her web of beliefs, 

based either on direct experience or observational learning” (Finch, 2012, p. 396). Readers’ 

attitudes can be positive (attracted), neutral (indifferent) and negative/poor (avoiding 

engagement in the reading activity) (Pumfrey, 1997). Readers may possess the reading 

ability but have a negative attitude towards either reading in general, reading in the 

second/foreign language, or/and even the instructional environment in which reading is being 

taught (Jarvis, 2009) which may effect in return the way some reading processes are carried 

out and even the overall reading performance (see Figure 1). Earlier on, Day and Bamford, 

(1998) have looked into the reader’s attitude change over time and found that teachers can 

alter their students’ attitudes by first realizing the reason behind their student readers’ 

negative mental state and then approach it, explicitly or implicitly, by opting for one of the 

attitude-changing teaching instructions (ibid, p. 22). 

Figure 1: Model of the Acquisition and Development of Second Language 
Reading Attitudes (Adapted from Day and Bamford, 1998, p. 23) 

  

Readers use the different reading processes and skills for different reading purposes. 

Reading purposes are readers’ intent behind approaching texts; they “depend on the reader’s 

belief systems, but also, crucially, on individual as well as contextual factors” (Reichl, 2009, 

p. 216).  In teaching-learning contexts, student readers’ purposes for reading are most of the 
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time set by teachers in the form of task instructions. According to Grabe (2010), given that 

many teachers regard the ultimate, if not the only, reason behind reading is achieving textual 

comprehension; the teaching of reading purposes is circumscribed. Some teachers can 

instruct their students how to set reading purposes by scaffolding reading goal-setting 

examples and giving them the opportunity to set their own reading goals. Teachers can also 

teach their students how to read the same texts for different intents and then report on the 

effect of changing the reading goal on the way of processing texts (Schoenbach, Greenleaf & 

Murphy, 2012).  

The way of choosing and using strategies also differentiate between readers. Since the 

1970’s, researchers increasingly started to be interested in describing good language 

learners’ abilities in succeeding, and using strategies. A further discussion of learning and 

reading strategies and the process underlying their use, i.e. self-regulation, will follow in a 

subsequent chapter. 

1.3.3. Context 

One cannot decontextualize reading. Context to reading is the written discourse (cf. 

text) and the sociocultural surroundings in which the text was written and is being read 

(Brown, 1997). Readers, as pointed by Nation and Coady, are also regarded as “the context 

beyond the level of the internal text” (cited in De Ridder, 2003, p. 32). As it is going to be 

discussed later, there are several levels of textual understanding and knowing how to read 

texts beyond the lines is primordial. Reading beyond the lines is the projection of readers’ 

background and socio-cultural knowledge onto the text. Some reading instructions take into 

consideration the importance of contextualizing the teaching of the different reading 

components like whole language and real books approaches (Archer & Bryant, 2010) by 

making “a direct reference to real-world situations” (Perin & Hare, 2010, p. 1). 
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1.4. Reading Models 

Before evoking the different types of reading models, reading models are considered as 

“metaphors that help us visualize and understand research and theories that explain 

components of the reading process” (Alvermann, et al., 2013, p. 691). Reading models have 

been inspired by different approaches to psychology and theories of learning to summarize 

theoretical and research-based explanations of what happens inside a reader’s head (Grabe, 

2009). According to Manzo & Manzo (1993), a conceptual understanding of the reading 

process helps in spotting reading problems and providing the necessary instructional support. 

There are three main types of models: bottom-up, top-down and interactive. 

1.4.1. The Bottom-up Model 

The bottom-up model of reading is based on the behavioristic bottom-up psychology. 

Based on a stimulus-response justification of behaviors, the act of reading is explained as a 

reaction to graphophonemic information presented in texts (Strauss, 2011). Bottom-up 

models assume that students learn to read through learning word identification skills by 

emphasizing the one-way sequencing of written language units in this order of levels from 

the smallest, i.e. from letters, to words, sentences, paragraphs and whole texts, as shown in 

Figure 2. Readers cannot move to word identification until securing the recognition of letter-

sound relationships and this goes for the rest of levels accordingly, one level at a time 

(Hiroshi and Noda, 2003).  

This model is purely print-driven; readers cannot read unless they show phonemic 

awareness and a mastery of decoding skills (Boyle & Scanlon, 2010). Reading 

comprehension is achieved according to the bottom-up model builders after gaining 

graphophonemic knowledge about the text at hand and ensuring quick decoding to free up 

readers’ minds from worrying about print recognition and dedicating their thinking solely to 

whole text understanding (Vacca, et al., 2006). Such model depends on graphophonemic 
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information as the only source of comprehension, and little attention is paid for what readers 

can bring to the reading experience from background knowledge and personal text 

interpretation. 

Figure 2: Bottom-up and Top-down Models (Vacca et, al. 2006, p. 26) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

In a bottom-up inspired reading curriculum, reading instructors heavily focus on lower-

level processes and on teaching students to read basic language units. Essentially, bottom-up 

reading instructions follow a phonic approach that tries to bridge the gap between 

recognizable sounding words and unfamiliar looking words (Konza, 2006). Teachers focus 

classroom practices on oral reading, matching sound-letter, and word-to–word 

comprehension activities. In consideration of the fact that there is a large number of rules 

governing letter-to-sound correspondences, following a bottom-up model to teach reading is 

challenging and demanding for both teachers and student readers.  

1.4.2. The Top-down Model 

As opposed to the bottom-up model, the top-down model focuses on the reader as the 

main source of reading comprehension. The top-down model is based on schema theory 

(Widdowson, 1990; Grabe, 2009; Boyle & Scanlon, 2010). Schema is defined as the “active 
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organization of past experiences in which the mind abstracts a general cognitive structure to 

represent many particular instances of those experiences” (Reed, 2007, p. 234). In addition to 

readers’ background knowledge, experiences and personal interpretations, the top-down 

model is also based on hypothesis making. It assumes that readers’ job is to make predictions 

about the text’s content and collect the necessary information from the text to support those 

predictions; readers try throughout the entire reading process to conform textual information 

to their anticipations and previous reading and personal knowledge (Farrell, 2009). 

Earlier, Grabe (2009) criticized the top-down model for it does not explain the 

processes used in hypothesis making or the basis on which readers sample information from 

texts. He adds, this model puts emphasis on readers as the main source of information 

(reader’s hypothesis and background knowledge) and fails to account for the outcomes 

(comprehension and learning) of the reading experience itself (ibid, p.89). The top-down 

model was also criticized for its failure to explain comprehension when readers do not have 

enough background knowledge to make predictions about the text (Khadawardi, 2014). 

Another argument against this model is that it requires “implausible assumptions about the 

relative speeds of the processes involved” (Stanovich, 2000, p. 22). Hypothesizing about 

texts’ meaning and the processes involved in reading, like decoding and comprehension, 

should not logically require more time than using the processes themselves otherwise the 

whole hypothesis making will count for nothing. For example, hypothesizing about a word 

should not take longer than recognizing the word “on the basis of purely visual information” 

(ibid, p. 22). Despite the fact that the top-down inspired curriculum has gained some 

recognition in teaching the reading skill and “particularly its assertion that the most skilled 

readers guess more”, its effectiveness has not been supported empirically (Shiotsu, 2010). 

A top-down inspired curriculum is all about whole meaning of texts. Student readers in 

this model learn how to make use of textual clues like text’s general structure and text’s title 
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to get a glimpse of and a head start on reading comprehension.  Teachers constantly engage 

their students in prediction activities. Top-down model builders see the reading skill from a 

whole language perspective. Whole language instruction emphasizes that “children learn to 

read and write much in the same way they lean to speak- as a natural developmental process” 

(Cohen and Cowen,  2008, p. 501). From such an instructional angle, “reading acquisition is 

similar to language acquisition” (Paul, 2009, p. 272). Student readers are treated as natural 

users of language. In whole language inspired classroom, collaborative work is highly 

encouraged; teachers and students interact and do reading tasks together just like the way 

people do in real life, if ever (Vacca et, al. 2006).  

Despite the fact that the whole language approach has been considered as a motivating 

reading instruction, it has been criticized for its negligence of skill teaching as there is no 

systematic and instructional focus on teaching any reading sub-skills and components. It also 

allows only for the classroom practices that conform to its instructional assumptions and 

does not adapt such practices to meet student readers’ needs. According to Huata (2002, p. 

31), “activities that may be more helpful in responding to the needs of the [student], such as 

teaching of phonics rules, are not acceptable within the whole language approach.” Top-

down or whole language approach to reading does not recognize the importance of raising 

students’ phonemic awareness.  

1.4.3. The Interactive Model 

Because of theoretically and empirically proved discrepancies in both the top-down 

and the bottom-up models, they failed, exclusively, to explain the reading experience and the 

processes involved (Konza, 2006). The interactive model is described as the most impelling 

reading model as it combines both higher-order and lower-order processes used in both of 

the two previous models and captures the interactive nature of reading (Kern, 2009). This 

model explains how the different reading components, namely phonemic awareness, 
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decoding, reading comprehension and background knowledge, work in synergy in any 

reading activity.  

The interaction between the different reading processes distinguishes between two 

types of reading. Readers decide on, at the decision center as shown in Figure 3, the 

processes they want to include in their reading activity. According to Vacca, et al. (2006), 

any reading activity starts by sound-letter identification and text decryption and then the rest 

is determined by the reader and the role they decide to take –“either an active or a passive 

role” (p. 28). Readers can decide to take a participating part in the reading experience by 

making strong predictions about text meaning and activating background knowledge and 

therefore do not rely solely on graphophonemic information. However in passive reading, 

readers do not bring much to the reading experience, neither background knowledge nor 

personal text evaluation. They do not make hypotheses about textual meaning and content 

themselves with graphophonemic knowledge as the main source of reading comprehension 

(Reutzel & Cooter, 2004; Khodadady & Herriman, 2000).  

In the natural course of action, reading processes, higher and lower order, act together 

towards achieving the reading purpose. Reading is the result of co-occurring and incessant 

mechanisms that make use of both text-driven and concept-driven sources of knowledge. 

The interactive model of reading is known for being “compensatory” (Tracey & Morrow, 

2012, p. 163).  If readers feel in short of knowledge about any reading component, they 

counterbalance with another component. For example, if readers fail to recognize the sound-

letter relationships in a given word, they will equilibrate such unsatisfactory orthographic 

knowledge by using some higher-ordered processes such a guessing from context strategy 

(Konza, 2006).  
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Figure 3: Information Processing in Interactive Models of Reading 
 (Vacca et, al. 2006, p. 26) 

 

 
 
 

Both the top-down and bottom-up and even the interactive model did not make any 

considerations for the role that social and cultural factors play in the reading experience. As 

if they have de-contextualized the reading activity from natural discourse without accounting 

for the text’s communicative functions and the surroundings in which it is to be read. This 

lack of consideration proves that the previously discussed models are not finished and that 

they still need some revisions. According to Vacca et, al. (2006, p. 28), despite the fact these 

models are not complete, “they help [teachers] reflect on [their] beliefs, assumptions, and 

practices related to reading instruction.” 

1.5. The Building Blocks of Reading 

Reading is a step-by-step progressive process. It is made of essential components that 

readers use simultaneously on a day-to-day basis to approach written works. The five 

components dealt with in the present research work are: phonics and phonemic awareness, 

vocabulary, fluency, background knowledge and reading comprehension. Despite the fact 

that some of the components might seem more important than others, all five of them are 

preliminary for the reading experience. Prior & Gerard consider that these five components 

are what characterize “high quality reading instruction” (2007, p.11). The reading 

components can also be categorized into: text-specific, integrated language arts and cognitive 

(Manzo & Manzo, 1995). The text-specific component deals with phonemic awareness and 



 

24 
 

decoding skills necessary for the understanding of print; integrated language arts deal with 

the reciprocal relationship between the basic four language skills. For example, the 

vocabulary learnt via listening will be of a great help when reading and vice-versa. As for the 

last cognitive component, it includes all what readers can bring to reading experience 

including background knowledge, readers’ personal evaluation of texts and strategic 

knowledge (ibid, p. 11-12). 

1.5.1. Phonics and Phonemic Awareness of Oral Sounds  

Both phonics and phonemic Awareness refer to the knowledge of the sound, letter and 

word system. Though they are often used interchangeably, they refer to two different 

abilities. Phonics deals with the understanding of how letters of the alphabet represent the 

speech sounds that are distinguished by speakers; it involves both spoken and written 

language (Trezek et al., 2010). In fact, phonics helps build bridges between speaking and 

listening and reading and writing (Bray, 2007). Phonemic awareness, on the other hand, 

refers to the ability to recognize sounds (phonemes) and their manifestation in words and 

larger units; it only involves spoken language (Carmer, 2006). According to Tankersley 

(2003), phonics and phonemic awareness are what determines learners’ future success or 

failure in acquiring the reading skill. He explains, “Although word recognition per se is not 

the goal of reading, comprehension does depend on having ready recognition of words so 

that short-term memory can extract meaning” (ibid, p. 11).   

Instruction in sound recognition and combining phonemes into meaningful words is 

primordial in the early stages of learning how to read (Bray, 2007). Direct Instructions are 

highly recommended to raise inexperienced readers’ phonemic awareness. Students can be 

explicitly taught decoding skills either from the top- down by going over activities where 

they get to sound out letters and practice segmenting words into phonemes, or from  the 
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bottom-up by teaching them how to put sound units and phonemes into  meaningful words 

(National Center for the Study of Adult Learning and Literacy 2005). 

1.5.2. Vocabulary 

Vocabulary knowledge involves the identification of word meanings as communicated 

in given contexts. After the visual recognition of words, discourse determines the meaning of 

words as well as the way they should be pronounced as some words despite the fact they are 

spelled out the same, they have different meanings in different contexts (Dugan, 2004). 

There is a two-way relationship between reading and vocabulary development (Oakhill, Cain 

& Elbro, 2015). Readers’ working vocabulary stocks are vital for comprehension, and 

reading is an opportunity for enriching one’s vocabulary. In fact, readers can learn 

vocabulary straightforwardly in Direct Instructions where teachers explicitly explain the 

meaning of words as individual vocabulary items and as manifested in linguistic contexts or 

indirectly through interactions with spoken and written language (Pang, et al., p. 2003). 

Tankersley (2003) explains that readers go through a four-stage vocabulary acquisition 

process. Readers move from totally ignoring the meaning of words because they have never 

encountered them, doubting the meaning of words, knowing only about the broad meaning 

of words, to finally understanding the broad and specific meaning of words and their 

different interpretations in the different contexts.  

1.5.3. Fluency 

Readers who read in a “rapid, efficient and largely free of errors in word identification” 

manner are considered fluent readers (Mc Shane, 2005, p. 49). Reading fluency is both the 

instant and smooth recognition of graphic symbols, as in words and expressions, and their 

interpretation. Fluency brings together simultaneously all the components of reading starting 

from readers’ phonemic awareness, effortless identification of vocabulary items, and active 
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topic and discourse knowledge. Reading fluency in general is referred to as oral reading 

fluency maybe because it is more observable than silent reading fluency (Rasinski, 2009). In 

addition, silent fluency is challenging to assess especially for less able readers. Rathvon 

(2004) argues that beginner and less able readers tend to go quickly through the reading 

passage without really reading and articulating all words which will result in high reading 

fluency scores that do not reflect students real level. In the present work, oral reading was 

used to exemplify both students’ reading fluency and comprehension 

1.5.3.1. Oral Reading Fluency 

Oral reading is the act of reading out loud written texts. In addition to using it as a 

reading practice strategy, oral reading is used to determine the kind of difficulties readers 

come up against while reading, to choose in return appropriate instructional remedies, and to 

check the effectiveness of instructional reading instructions (Reynolds and Fletcher-Jansen, 

2002). However, oral reading fluency is not the mere oral verbalization of written texts but 

rather a great indicator of comprehension and the whole reading ability as it requires an 

appropriate and smooth “phrasing, adherence to author’s syntax, and expressiveness” 

(National Assessment Governing Board, 2002, p. 79). The choice of appropriate reading 

tone, the successful parsing, the correct pronunciation of words, and the smooth and 

unconstrained movement from one word to another demonstrate readers’ great guessing and 

comprehension abilities. Oral reading fluency is mainly based on a constant hypothesis 

making process. According to Bear (1992), oral reading performances “reflect how the 

reader is monitoring the text” (p. 147). For that matter, poor reading monitoring skills 

indicate poor textual comprehension (Pefetti, Landi and Oakhill, 2005). 

Oral reading fluency can be summarized in three constituents, namely accuracy, 

automaticity and prosody. Reading accuracy is the ability to read correctly and incisively.  It 

is generally measured by counting the number of words read correctly in a given period of 
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time (Brassell and Rasinski, 2008). Reading automaticity is the ability to recognize words 

swiftly and with little amount of operational effort (Johnson and Kuhn 2013). Prosody in 

reading is the way of articulating printed materials in an expressive way by taking into 

consideration tone and rhythmic delivery (Baumann, 2012). Despite its importance for 

reading comprehension, most oral reading fluency tests do not take into consideration 

prosody and highly emphasize automaticity and accuracy. 

1.5.3.2. Oral Reading Errors 

Before indulging into talking about oral reading errors, it is very important to discuss 

first the difference between an error and a mistake. A mistake is the visible and accidental 

failure of carrying out into action the learned knowledge about the language system (Yang 

and Xu, 2001). It is not the result of language rules ignorance but rather the unsuccessful use 

of those rules. Generally when we point out their mistakes, language users instantly 

recognize their failure to perform and self-correct themselves. However, an error is the result 

of language rules ignorance and the general lack of language competence. Even if we call the 

attention of language users to their errors, they will not recognize them as ones. An error is 

the misconception of language system that can be explained as second/ foreign language 

learners “stop short of native-like success” (James, 1998, p.2).  These language development 

stop shorts can be permanent, in other words fossilized. Fossilization is a stopping in 

language learning that exemplifies a failure to achieve a full command of the target language 

which can be resulted from L2 or FL learners’ contentment of their language achievement 

level, loss of interest or just an inability to keep learning the target language, among many 

other factors (Han and Odlin, 2006). 

Oral reading errors can take five main forms, namely substitution, addition, omission, 

mispronunciation and word order errors.  When reading, readers can substitute the author’s 

words with others of their own. For example, instead of saying I have written the article, 
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readers read I have read the article. Readers can also omit words from the written passage 

rather than reading them the way they were originally stated by the writer due to either not 

paying attention to the omitted word or unwillingness to attempt reading the word.  For 

example, instead of reading I have written the article, they read I have the article. Reading 

additions can take the form of any insertion of language units. For instance, readers read I 

have written the article as I have written the boring article. In addition, reading errors can 

take the form of sentence structure misperceptions; readers while reading can mess with the 

original word order. They may read I have read an interesting article as I have read an 

article interesting. Mispronunciations are the most common reading errors. Readers may 

misread the word ‘read’ as the past participle of the verb to read with a /i:/ in the following 

example: I have read an article (National Assessment Governing Board, 2002; Good and 

Kaminski, 2002; Noell, 2004; Mellard, Woods &Fall, 2011; Meckenna & Stahl, 2015; Bell 

&McCallum, 2015; and elsewhere). The errors in the aforementioned examples might not 

seem that impeding; however, they were given just as examples to explain the different 

possible forms of oral reading errors. 

Oral reading errors can be manifested on three main levels, including syntax, semantics 

and graph-phonology (see Mariotti & Homan, 2005; Cohen and Cowen, 2008; Shea, 2012; 

and elsewhere).  Errors at the level of syntax can indicate very low awareness of the rules 

underlying the language system which will result in grammatically unacceptable reading 

products. Oral reading errors may also affect the meaning of the text. The different forms of 

errors, namely substitution or additions, can distort the writer’s intended meaning and 

therefore the comprehension of the entire text. Errors can be at the level of graph-phonology 

as well; they indicate readers’ unawareness of the sound-letter correspondence and/or a 

problem in word visual recognition. Errors can also be acceptable at one level and not 

appropriate at another. Some oral reading errors can be semantically acceptable in the case 
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where any substitution or omission does not distort the meaning of the original text. For 

example, if readers substitute a word by another from the same part of speech is 

grammatically acceptable but might not be the case semantically since the substituted word 

is not related in meaning to the original. Below are some examples of oral reading error 

appropriateness.  

 

Text Words Student’s Response Semantic 
Appropriateness 

Syntactic 
Appropriateness 

Graphic 
Similarity 

A barking hound 

I had some cheese 

The latter is.... 

A barking dog 

I had a cheese 

The later..... 

✔ 

✔ 
X 

✔ 

X 

X 

X 

X 

✔ 
 

Oral reading fluency is usually measured by means of a running record test. A running 

record is a quick and easy test that enables the teacher to know the reader’s reading rate, 

accuracy rate and error rate (Shea, 2012). It is a one-on-one test where the teacher has to sit 

with each student individually and administer a text, for more reliability a series of texts, at 

the reader’s grade level. With the help of a stopwatch, the teacher asks the students to read 

the text’s words loudly generally for one minute in the case of Word Correct per Minute test. 

Meanwhile, the teacher highlights the student’s errors and identifies the type of each error 

that can always be classified later in a table. Error rate is calculated by dividing the total of 

words read by the number of errors, and we will get a ratio that indicates the number words 

the reader managed to read correctly for each oral reading error (Marshall & Campbell, 

2006). These samples of oral reading can say a lot about the cause behind the errors, 

including L1 transfer and/or word recognition inability. This kind of tests is used as a 

diagnosing technique to know about the problems readers come up against. The tests are also 

used as a progress monitoring activity to know how far the readers have come in overcoming 

Table1: Examples of Error Appropriateness 
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their reading problems and assimilating newly learned reading techniques (Reynolds & 

Fletcher-Jansen, 2002). 

1.5.3.4. Readability and Readability Formulas 

The texts used in testing oral reading fluency are chosen based on their level of 

readability (Rathvon, 2004). Readability is the quality that makes written texts easy to 

understand. It grades texts according to their level of difficulty. Cooper and Kinger, (2011) 

argue that readability is “a far broader concept than a grade level attached to a piece of text. 

However, it encompasses all the factors involved in whether or not a given piece is 

comprehensible to a given reader” (p. 93). They explain that textual readability can be 

affected by a triangle of the reader and their ability to read the text language, the context in 

which the text is going to be read by taking into consideration the presence or the absence of 

assistance, and the text itself. 

Textual readability is measured by means of readability formulas including Flesch–

Kincaid, the New Dale-Chall readability formula, the Gunning Fog, and the SMOG indexes. 

Since the 1920’s, these formulas did not only assist in assessing reading text difficulty but 

also in writing texts for a target audience. These formulas decide on textual difficulty based 

on vocabulary items conversance, sentence structure and length, number of syllables in a 

word, and the use of passive and active voice (Hiebert, 2002). The results obtained from the 

Flesch–Kincaid Formula, for example, are twofold: a reading ease score that ranges from 0-

100, the lower the more difficult the text is, and an estimated grade level that indicates the 

educational level, according to the American schooling system, required to comprehend the 

analyzed text as shown in Table 2. 
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Despite the fact that readability formulas are found very useful, some questions have 

been raised about their accuracy in summing up text difficulty in a score and a grade level. 

Sceptics argue that sentence length and type and number of syllables are not enough to 

decide on the approachability of a text. They add that readability formulas neglect the 

readers’ “interests and background knowledge that are not easily qualified” (Richardson, 

Morgan& Fleener, 2012, p. 155). George Spache, who developed the Spache Readability 

Formula, argues that readability formulas are only “close approximations of reading 

difficulty (or reading ease)” (Escoe, 2001, p. 67). Users should not rely solely on these 

formulas but rather use them along with some personal appreciation of texts and knowledge 

of readers to decide on the difficulty of texts. 

1.5.4. Background knowledge 

As discussed earlier, texts are not the only source of knowledge. Readers construct 

meaning successfully from texts when they bring to the reading activity their own past 

experiences and background knowledge (Koda, 2007). Background knowledge can be 

categorized into: knowledge about the language, topic, culture (Anderson, 2002), and 

specialist expertise (Grabe, 2009). It can also be academic and non-academic. Marzano 

Table 2: Scores for the Flesch–Kincaid Reading Ease Formula 
(Dreeben, 2010, p. 109 and elsewhere) 
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(2004) explains that the academic type is related to content-area subjects; however, the non-

academic one is knowledge about the different aspects of life. Because readers read all sorts 

of texts including, academic texts, leaflets, and magazine articles, and for all sorts of 

purposes; it is very important for them to gain both types of background knowledge, whether 

formally or accidently acquired.  

Background knowledge features itself twice in the process of reading (Snow et al., 

2005). First, readers recall prior accumulated knowledge and lived events to help construct 

textual understanding. Second, background knowledge reappears as newly acquired 

knowledge obtained by means of textual comprehension ready to be used in further contexts 

and purposes. Prior accumulated knowledge and recently updated ones are grouped in mental 

patterns and structures known as schemata (Macceca, 2007). These mental representations of 

the world are grouped together according to themes like eating etiquette or text genres 

schemata. There are two types of schemata: content and formal (Carrel, 1987). Readers’ 

personal and cultural knowledge is what is known as content schemata. A Formal schema is 

knowledge about text structures, types and functions. Matching background knowledge to 

reading comprehension needs is a complex task for schemata have “fuzzy borders, open 

slots, and different degrees of surety, guided (or interfered with) by emotional responses, 

hunches, intuitions, or instincts, and formed in the midst of social and cultural biases” (Snow 

et al., 2005, p. 22-3).  

Readers’ prior knowledge is very important for reading comprehension and this 

becomes evident when the reader’s background knowledge matches the text’s topic. 

Background knowledge, also known as knowledge funds, is the engine of reading as it 

governs reading processes such as “inferences, predictions, questions, and visualizations” 

where readers build on what they already know to approach the text (Zwiers, 2010, p. 68). 

Teachers can provide instructional support to help students build and activate their 
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background knowledge by opting for some activities such as “discussions, background-

generating activity, pre-questions and stating objectives, story previews, field trips, semantic 

mapping/ brainstorming, video/film/pictures” (Cohen and Cowen, 2008, p.183-4). Teachers 

should keep in mind that background knowledge is not triggered only by the text’s topic but 

also by readers’ purpose that is why they should emphasize all reading processes to ensure a 

successful reading experience. 

1.5.5. Reading Comprehension 

Just like the overall reading skill, reading comprehension has witnessed many changes 

in definition over the years; it was, however, always regarded as the ultimate goal behind the 

whole reading experience (Richardson, Morgan & Fleener, 2009). Reading comprehension is 

the process of interpreting the writer’s intended meaning in context. Contemporary 

definitions and understanding of reading suggest that comprehension does not merely 

involve the understanding of individual words but rather the meaningful interpretation of 

vocabulary, sentences and texts as manifested in discourse and context (Medina & Pilonieta, 

2006). It can be thought of as the interaction between the different participants in the 

rhetorical triangle: the text, the writer and the reader in which both cognitive and 

metacognitive variables come into play (Vacca, et al., 2006). Figure 4 puts the whole reading 

experience together. 

The way all of the different reading processes and components like phonemic 

awareness, fluency, and activation of background knowledge work together to achieve 

comprehension can be explained by the categorization of reading mental models. Reading 

comprehension involves the construction of two types of mental representations: text-based 

and situation (Woolley, 2011; Gatherie, Taboada & Coddington, 2007; and elsewhere). In 

fact, the two types of representations helped define reading comprehension as “the 

construction of veridical mental representations of situations described in written texts” 
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(Perfetti & McCutchen, 1987, p. 112). Text-based models involve the representation of texts’ 

meaning both at the local-level when recognizing graphic symbols, words and other micro-

structures and the global level when perceiving the text as a coherent piece of discourse 

(Woolley, 2011, p.16). Situation mental representations are the result of text-based meaning 

models and readers’ use of prior knowledge and experiences (Kucan & Palinscar, 2013). The 

situation model involves the integration of old schemata with newly acquired knowledge 

obtained by means of the reading text.  

Figure 4: A Reading Model (Khalifa and Weir, 2009, p. 43)  
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According to Woolley (2011, p.16), the construction of consistent mental 

representations requires from readers to read at the different levels of comprehension. There 

are three main levels of reading comprehension entailed by three different types of reading. 

The first is reading the lines or “literal comprehension” by identifying the meaning the way it 

has been clearly expressed by the writer in the written product. This type of comprehension 

is known as “objective” as it is text-driven and free of readers’ interpretation and personal 

evaluations (Montgomery et, al., 2007, p. 10).  The second is reading between the lines or 

inferred understanding which involves deducing meaning that cannot be readily observed by 

carefully studying the connections between the different words, sentences and paragraphs. 

The last level of understanding involves the critical evaluations of texts by reading beyond 

the lines. Beyond the lines understanding is a relative product as it relies heavily on the 

readers’ background knowledge and personal analysis and interpretation of the writers’ 

unclearly communicated but rather intended meaning (Sadoski, 2004; Nation 2009 and 

elsewhere). The different comprehension levels can be classified in a pyramid from the less 

demanding understanding, literal meaning, to the most sophisticated one, critical 

comprehension, because the effort spent to reach every understanding level varies 

accordingly. Seeing this hierarchical sequencing of comprehension levels, one might think 

that readers cannot attain inferred meaning until they achieve literal understanding and 

cannot critically interpret texts until they read both the lines and between the lines. Such 

assumption has been theoretically supported; however, there are little research- based results 

to confirm (Anderson, 2002).  

Reading comprehension has been traditionally identified by the scores obtained by 

means of comprehension tests. The most common reading comprehension tests are multiple 

choice question tests (MCQ) where for every comprehension question students are presented 

with answer options to choose from. True/false or not mentioned item, multiple matching, 
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gapped texts, short answer and open ended question tasks are also used to test readers’ text 

comprehension (Khalifa and Weir 2009). The aforementioned test types examine reading 

comprehension on different levels of understanding; some require reading the lines, reading 

between the lines, or/and reading beyond the lines 

According to Shanahan and Shanahan (2008), teachers should not assume an automatic 

and natural development from phonemic awareness and fluency to reading comprehension. 

Instructional assistance is required especially at the early stages of reading skill learning. 

Comprehension-based instructions must focus on both teaching students the ‘What’ and 

‘How’ of cognitive and metacognitive strategies for reading comprehension and on content 

teaching that “creates a context for introducing comprehension strategies as targeted learning 

tools” (Snow, 2010, p. 417). 

1.6. Reading Skill Curricular Integration 

A review of literature allows for a differentiation between two main types of reading 

competencies: basic along with intermediate competencies and disciplinary reading skills. 

Basic and intermediate reading competencies are the skills needed to read all kinds of texts 

and that readers cannot do without to achieve minimum reading comprehension such as 

questioning, inference making, and predicting (Reed, Wexler & Vaughn, 2012). Disciplinary 

reading skills, however, are the strategies which are exclusive to a particular discipline. For 

example, the competencies used to read literary texts are different from those needed to read 

scientific ones. Disciplinary reading competencies, also referred to as content-area reading 

skills, are the “routines, language, skills, and uses that encourage a more nuanced application 

of reading the content-areas that necessarily have a more narrow application” (Klinger, 

Vaughn & Boardman, 2015 p.111).  

Teaching students the basic reading competencies which are applicable to most reading 

contexts is very important. However, teachers should not assume an automatic and natural 
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development of these early reading competencies into sophisticated reading skills unique to 

the different disciplines like chemistry, history or literature (Shanahan and Shanahan, 2008, 

p. 44).  Shanahan and Shanahan (2008) emphasized the importance of teaching and 

instructional support to help student readers move up the pyramid of literacy development 

from basic and intermediate reading skills to disciplinary literacy. 

Figure 5: The Increasing Specialization of Literacy Development  
(Shanahan and Shanahan, 2008, p. 44) 

 

The teaching of the two main types of reading competencies distinguishes between two 

possible curricular reading skill integrations: teaching Reading as a discrete subject and 

content-area reading integration. In Reading classes, reading is taught for its own sake; 

students are taught how to read. In such classes, students are instructed in basic and 

intermediate reading skills by reading experts, teachers who are specialized in reading, as a 

preparation for disciplinary literacy learning (The National Institute for Literacy, 2007). 

Disciplinary reading competencies are integrated in the different content-area subjects. 

Content-area teachers are only responsible for teaching reading skills relevant to the subject 

they are teaching, basically reading for learning skills (O’Brien & Stewart, 1992). These 

two types of curricular integrations should not necessary co-exist together. In some schools 

and educational institutions, only students who fail to survive disciplinary reading are 

required to take a basic skills reading class (The National Institute for Literacy, 2007). Basic 

reading skills are often dealt with in what is known as remedial reading programs that can 
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take place in the summer or during the academic year to help less able student readers live up 

to grade-level reading (Guzzetti, 2002). 

The two types of curricular reading skill integration date back to the early 1990’s. 

Integrating reading in content-area subjects was suggested as a solution to students’ low 

reading achievements where all content-area teachers were asked to take responsibility 

towards improving their students’ reading level and assisting teachers of Reading in 

instilling basic reading skills (Lapp et al., 2004). As Heller and Greenleaf (2007, p. 7) assert, 

there is “much more to reading than the basics, and that becomes especially clear as soon as 

students start to study the academic content areas.” In the 1950’s, content-area reading 

developed from merely helping students improve their reading basics to emphasizing the 

various high-level reading skills appropriate for the different literacy genres and special to 

the content subjects, disciplinary literacy (Lapp et al, 2004). 

In fact, integrating the reading instruction in the different content-area subjects proved 

to be very effective as students show better internalization of reading skills and strategies 

(Harrison, 2004). According to Grabe (2009), teaching students how to read requires a long 

and an ongoing process to allow for both the learning and cognitive maturation of the 

different skills and underlying processes. So as teachers infuse reading instruction in their 

content-area teaching, in addition to teaching students disciplinary literacy, they allow for the 

recycling of the basic reading skills which would result in improved overall reading 

performances. Furthermore, given the complex nature of content-area texts which require 

sophisticated disciplinary reading skills beyond basic literacy, integrating reading instruction 

in the different subjects also improve students’ learning and comprehension of the content of 

cross-curricular subjects (Ness, 2009). As reading is central to most content-area subjects, 

improving students’ disciplinary reading skills is a way of improving students’ overall 

performances in the different content-area subjects (Heller and Greenleaf, 2007). 
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Ever since the integration of reading instruction in content-area subjects was called to 

action, teachers developed what is known as “resistance to content reading instruction” 

(O’Brien & Stewart, 1992). Researchers have listed several reasons behind teachers’ 

reluctance including instructional time constraints; teachers’ lack of preparation to teach 

reading skills, teachers’ beliefs that reading skills cannot be related to content teaching and 

the fact that teachers “confuse reading-to-learn with learning-to-read and perceive reading 

instruction as basic skills instruction” (ibid, p. 32).   

1.7. Approaches to Teaching Reading  

The choice of reading approaches has always been characterized by the set of beliefs 

teachers or/and decision makers hold towards reading. If teachers are bottom-up model 

advocates, they will opt for reading instructional approaches that mainly focus on building 

graphophonemic knowledge. If teachers believe that the top-down model adequately 

describes the reading activity, they will opt for reading instructions that focus on whole 

language practices. The interactive model believers are more likely to opt for a balanced 

instructional approach that focuses on both lower-order and higher-order reading processes 

and on clearly communicating the interactive and progressive nature of reading. The 

teaching of reading enterprise has witnessed many instructional approaches that helped in 

enriching our understanding of the reading skill. The following are some examples of 

reading instructions. 

1.7.1. The Basal Reading Approach 

The Basal Approach is based on adopting for an entire academic year commercial, 

updated from two to five years, reading packages sold by publishing companies that have 

been graded into different reading levels. (Smith, 2012).  In every reading package, teachers 

can find a handbook of how to use the package, lesson plans, text books, audio-assisted 
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materials, and other teaching materials (Cohen and Cowen, 2008). Such approach has been 

first adopted by several American states; each state or educational institution could act upon 

the publishing firms and adapt the reading package to the institution’s educational needs 

which helped in creating several basal reading programs (ibid, p. 504). The textbooks which 

are used in the Basal Reading Approach are known as basal readers. 

The Basal Reading Approach is dedicated to teaching basic reading skills. It is based 

on the bottom-up reading model that assumes that the main, if not the only, source of reading 

knowledge is the text. Such approach is based on the sequencing of reading skills starting 

from the identification of the basic language units, sounds and letters, which in return help in 

the succession of reading lessons (Stahl and Miller, 2006). Repetition and rote learning are 

what characterize the Basal Approach. The kind of activities offered by the reading packages 

are based on sounding out letters and whole words and repeating them. In short, we can say 

that the Basal Approach is similar to a phonics-based reading approach (Schiavone, 2000). 

Despite the fact that such approach offers well organized reading lesson plans, it leaves 

little room for adaptations and teachers’ improvisation. Another drawback of the Basal 

Approach is the fact that it adopts commercial basal text books which are classified 

according to different reading levels without accounting for students’ needs. It attributes 

students to the same reading grade without taking into consideration the fact that students 

cannot be homogeneous in their strengths and weaknesses and not even in their needs and 

therefore “accelerated readers and at-risk students can become bored or frustrated” (Cohen 

and Cowen, 2008, p. 507).      

1.7.2. The Language Experience Reading Approach 

The Language Experience Approach, also known as whole language teaching in some 

contexts, came as an alternative to the basal instructions to give the chance to student readers 

to play an active role in the reading instruction (Guzzetti, 2002). It considers readers not only 
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as recipients but also as creators of written texts. This reading approach is based on the 

transcription of students’ told stories (Guzzetti, 2002). Based on story-telling, teachers in the 

Language Experience Approach stimulate discussions and encourage their students to report 

on events and things that happened to them. Then, teachers put down students’ stories in 

written texts and then ask students to practice reading their own stories. The Language 

Experience Approach also called “dictated story approach” bases its assumptions on: 

• What I know about, I can talk about 

• What I say can be written down by someone 

• I can read what has been written  (Westwood, 2001, p. 54) 

The Language Experience Approach is recommended at the early stages of language 

learning as it creates a whole natural language experience in which teachers’ main role is to 

explicitly demonstrate to students the relationship between spoken and written language and 

how the written language is read (Riley, 1999). This approach was found very helpful in 

developing students’ motivation and positive attitudes toward reading given that it is based 

on reading materials that student readers personally contribute in writing them (Westwood, 

2001). The Language Experience Approach teachers try to stay faithful to the story the way 

it was told by the student to preserve its credibility without making any modifications (Stahl 

and Miller, 2006). Also, any textual adaptations might make the reading text less 

approachable. The Language Experience Approach does not favor the teaching of phonics in 

isolation but rather in natural discourse. 

1.7.3. Direct Instruction 

The Direct Instruction (DI) is another way of presenting the different reading 

components and processes to students. It is a “strategy of teaching involving modelling, 

guided practice, and independent practice” (Mariotti and Homan, 2005, p. 270). The two 

appellations ‘explicit teaching’ and ‘Direct Instruction’ have been traditionally used 
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interchangeably; however, the Direct Instruction is a more structured and organized 

instruction based on scaffolding and classroom practices than explicit teaching (Kameenui & 

Simmons, 1997). It is based, as the name implies, on teaching content, in this case reading 

skills and strategies, overtly. According to Rosenshine (2008), the DI has been used so far to 

refer to any teacher-centered teaching approach which makes it sound obsolete given that in 

the majority of contemporary approaches teachers dethrone themselves from being the center 

of the instruction and give more the chance to their students to take control of their own 

learning. 

 The Direct Instruction, inspired from the Cognitive Behavioral Learning Theory, 

decides on both the organization and design of instructional content (Ashman, 2015). It is 

based on the belief that students can induce the meaning of new concepts from things they 

previously learned directly (Winsconsin Policy Research Institute Report, 2001). It tries to 

simplify the teaching material by not only transmitting knowledge in a straight forward and 

clear manner but also by breaking it down into approachable and comprehensible bits. Both 

the simplicity of language used in the classroom and the extensiveness of using examples 

rely heavily on the nature of the lesson itself and students’ needs and level (Slocum, 2004). 

In addition to coaching students, the DI is based on gradual release of responsibility in the 

sense that students will keep getting classroom practice opportunities modelled by the 

teacher until teachers feel that their students are ready to take over. Rosenshine (2008, p. 3) 

summarizes the principles of a typical teacher-assisted DI strategy-based class in the 

following (1) teachers need to simplify the task’s or the lesson’s overall goals by breaking 

them down into sub-goals and smaller learning units; (2) modelling is the key to a successful 

DI lesson; (3) teachers need to anticipate their students’ mistakes/errors, spot areas of need 

and provide constant support; (4) opportunities for independent learning are provided 

throughout the lesson. 
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In Traub’s words, the Direct Instruction “poses the dilemma of being ugly and 

effective” (1999, p. 39). Despite the fact that it seems out-of-date as it is a teacher-centred 

instruction, it has been and still is the most fruitful and predominant approach to teaching 

early reading skills, reading strategies, remedial reading and readers with disabilities (Tracey 

& Morrow, 2012). According to Milton (2008), Direct Instruction is efficient because it frees 

the learner from the burden of memorizing the ‘What’ and ‘How’ of the instructional 

content. He explains that the secret of this approach is the constant modelling and structured 

repetition of content. As can be noticed, the Direct Instruction was found outmoded even in 

the past decades but still successful even in the twentieth century. 

1.7.4. The Balanced Approach: A Skill and Holistic Approach 

Some teachers might not use commercial appellations to name the approach they are 

opting for and just say that they are adopting a skill or a holistic approach.  A skill approach, 

like the Basal Approach, is a bottom-up inspired instruction that focuses mainly on instilling 

graphophonemic knowledge and on facilitating student readers’ way up to reading 

comprehension. In other words, the skill approach emphasizes breaking down the different 

reading skills into manageable components that will be taught individually (Wallace, 2010). 

However, a holistic approach, like the Language Experience Approach, does not favor skill 

and sub skill teaching as it regards the first step in reading is understanding the general 

meaning of the text and then worrying about decoding each of the different language units 

(Sadoski, 2004). 

The balanced approach to reading came to unionize, after what Burns (2006, p. 2) 

called “the reading wars” between the skill and holistic approaches. The theory behind the 

balanced approach cannot be traced back to any of the two previously discussed models; it is 

a student needs-based approach. Teachers adapt both their teaching and teaching materials to 

their students observed reading needs and level (Cohen and Cowen, 2008). This approach 
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takes the best of the skill and holistic approaches and puts it at the service of students. It tries 

to balance out the teaching of both phonics and comprehension skills, lower and higher order 

processes, in a learner-centered environment. The result of applying such approach in reality 

is relative as students’ needs differ from one teaching-learning context to another and from 

one student reader to another (Levince and Munsch, 2011).  

1.7.5. The Constructivist Approach to Teaching Reading 

Constructivism is first a learning not a teaching theory; it deals with both the cognitive 

and social nature of learning (Fives et al., 2015). It “assumes that learners are active in 

constructing their own knowledge, that social interactions are important in this process, and 

that learning involves the integration of human biological, contextual and social influences 

(ibid, p. 250). The Chinese proverb ‘Give a man a fish and you feed him for a day; teach a 

man to fish and you feed him for a long time’ has inspired teachers and teaching practices for 

years. The proverb reminds teachers of the importance of giving learners the tools to learn 

for themselves and of providing context for learners to see for themselves how what they 

learned is applicable in the real-world.  Constructivism does that in a 100% learner-centered 

environment in which students get to go to the lake and fish for real. 

The concept of constructivism was first coined in the title and content of Piaget’s book 

‘The Construction of Reality’ (1954). Many studies and writers have dealt with this concept 

ever since as a response to the traditional teacher-centered way of teaching. Constructivism 

was used to mean the individual’s ability to construct meaning from a given new situation 

using his/her past knowledge and experiences; this was referred to as 

psychological/individual constructivism. In the early 1990’s, inspired from Vygotsky’s 

‘Social Development Theory,’ the concept of social constructivism was introduced (Kumar, 

2011). Social constructivism stresses the fact that learning cannot be decontextualized and 

“emphasizes the importance of culture and social context for cognitive development” 
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(Gogus, 2012, p.784).  The main principles of constructivism are: in order for learning to 

take place, learners cannot be spoon-fed; knowledge comes from within the learner 

him/herself; knowledge cannot be completely transmitted from one another; social and 

cultural environment and interactions shape learners’ mental representations of knowledge 

and of the world (Kille, 2009, and elsewhere).   

Constructivism as a teaching practice does not dictate content; it just provides a 

framework in which the content decided by teachers and the curriculum can be presented. 

Constructivist teaching creates environments and opportunities for constructivist learning to 

take place (Foote, et al., 2001). Many teachers, though are huge advocates of the theory, find 

it challenging to put into practice theoretical constructivist principles for three main reasons. 

First, they got used to the traditional teacher-centered practices that have imprinted on them 

throughout the years (Hunt, et al., 2010). Second, they think that teacher-centered classrooms 

are very well structured and easy to manage as opposed to constructivist ones which are 

basically driven by students and where everything can literally happen (Brooks & Brooks, 

1999). Third, limited session time, large number of students in the same group and the need 

to cover the entire syllabus in a limited period are among what teachers also think might 

impede a successful application of constructivism in real classrooms (Jordan, Carlile & 

Stack, 2008). 

Constructivism is not a straight jacket for there are numerous ways to create 

constructivist classroom environments that are quite manageable, practical and adaptable to 

teaching the different content-area subjects and learning units (see Foote, et al., 2001). 

However, in order for teachers to witness the success constructivism had and still has in the 

different teaching/ learning environments, they need to consider “how, when, and to what 

extent” the constructivist principles apply to their instructional environment (Rovegno & 

Dolly, 2006, p. 242). In addition, constructivism came to challenge the “tayloristic system” 
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of predefined rules and standards that learning and teaching should live up to (Nunes & Mc 

Pherson, 2007).  Nunes & Mc Pherson invite teachers and policy makers to consider the 

consequences of not using such philosophy in their classrooms and think of constructivism 

as a need to be able to take the risk and change things around (2007, p. 24).  

Opposite to what can be a reason behind teachers’ resistance to constructivism (what 

they might think is an ill-structured free learning environment where students are mostly in 

charge and where the unexpected can always happen), teaching under the constructivist 

approach can be very well structured if applied properly (Cohen & Cowen, 2008). Many 

instructional models and learning cycles were advanced throughout the years to facilitate the 

application of constructivism. The original constructivist model is the three-step learning 

cycle of discovery, concept introduction and concept application and then many others were 

introduced like the 5 E’s, the Information Construction Model, and the Planning and 

Learning Model (4 E’s) (Sridevi, 2008).  

The 5 E’s model is an acronym formed from the initials of the five stages involved in 

the instructional sequence: Engagement, Exploration, Explanation, Elaboration and 

Evaluation (explained in Bybee, 1997; Ansberry & Morgan, 2007; Ansberry & Morgan, 

2010; and elsewhere). The 5 E’s model, which is used in the present experimental research 

work, developed by Roger Bybee and the team of the Biological Science Curriculum Study 

(BSCS) is one of the most commonly opted for model in modern teaching (Martin, 2012).  

The 5E’s model can be regarded as a guide for “raising questions, providing opportunities, 

for exploration, asking for evidence to support student explanation, referring students to 

existing explanations, correcting misconceptions, and coaching students as they apply new 

concepts” (Ansberry & Morgan, 2007, p. 31). This constructivist model was first designed to 

support biology and science teaching.  
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In the first stage of the model, engage, students are invited to the lesson using some 

activities, like watching a video or commenting on pictures, which help create interest and 

assess what students already know about the concept to be learned so that teachers can build 

on that in the following stages. At this stage, many questions are raised and the learning 

problem of the lesson is introduced. In the second stage, explore, students are given tasks 

that can encourage them to explore the new learning ground collaboratively. Here, students 

start constructing their own understanding of the concept based on their observations. In the 

explain stage, students are asked to give clarifications and their own interpretations of the 

concept based on their previous and newly acquired knowledge. Teachers encourage students 

to share their ideas and report on their experiences both in the engagement and exploration 

phases. After students’ constructing what is believed to be their representation of the learning 

unit or concept and checking that with the teacher, students at the elaboration stage are given 

opportunities to demonstrate their understanding and to apply the new knowledge. 

As shown in figure 6, evaluation takes place after every stage of the model and not 

only at the end (Andreasen, Spalding & Ortiz, 2015). Students’ engagement, collection of 

information, logical explanation and proper application of the concept in new learning 

contexts are assessed throughout the model. Finally, students are asked to put together the 

entire learning experience of the day and debrief together. What also can be observed in the 

summary of the 5 E’s figure is that the five stages make a recursive cycle rather than a linear 

Figure 6: The 5 E’s Constructivist Model 
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model in which the teacher can go back and forth the stages depending on students ‘needs 

(Martin, 2012).  

Constructivism when applied to teaching the reading skill allows student readers to 

explore textual meaning in a motivating and engaging environment. Students get to feel free 

to discuss with their classmates their different interpretations and visions of the reading 

material and get to feel responsible for their own development as readers (Martin & Loomis, 

2014). In a constructivist reading instruction, texts are chosen based on their readability ease; 

texts must be of students’ level +1 and must “evoke a problem-solution challenge” 

(McCormack, 2008, p. 73). In addition to the fact that knowledge and comprehension 

according to constructivism comes from within the reader him/herself; peers/classmates also 

play an important role in learning how to read. Reading is learnt under constructivism 

according to the following model. 

Figure 7: Constructivist Reading Method (Berry, 2011, p. 39) 

 

The constructivist reading instruction is meaning-based. It focuses mainly on teaching 

comprehension at the expense of the other components of the reading skill namely phonemic 

awareness, decoding, and fluency (Foote, et al., 2001).  The latter makes constructivist 

reading instructions more appropriate for students who have already some experience with 

reading. Huang (2009, p. 175-6) summarized five instructional strategies to help capture the 

soul of constructivism in reading classrooms in the following: providing context and purpose 
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for reading, modeling, asking questions, integrating the four macroskills and creating 

awareness of the author behind the text.  

Huang (2009) explained; readers should know why they are approaching a text 

(purpose) to understand how it is going to serve the course’s objective(s). Contrary to what 

most people think, constructivism does not mean that students do all of the learning by 

themselves and that teachers only have to monitor them. Teachers provide instructional 

support by verbalizing and acting out the reading behaviors they want their students to learn. 

Constructivist teaching and learning environments are known for their engaging and 

motivating nature; teachers should ask questions to intrigue students and encourage them to 

come up with their own understanding of reading materials. Constructivism offers as well a 

balanced language learning experience, for it allows learners to practice speaking in 

discussions and debates, listening when others are sharing their ideas and writing in the case 

of note taking. 

  Conclusion  

From what we have seen before, reading is a multifaceted, interactive and dynamic 

activity that requires from both teachers and learners to acknowledge the complexity of its 

components. Whether readers read for learning or for pleasure, reading is conceptualized as a 

very important social, cultural, cognitive, and recursive process that involves many stages 

rather than a product of graphic symbol recognition. Many approaches to teaching reading 

have been introduced in the previous decades; all of them believing that an increased level of 

effectiveness in reading can be reached through an understanding of the nature of the skill 

itself. Among these approaches, the constructivist approach which views reading as an 

interactive social activity that allows readers to employ many cognitive, metacognitive and 

social strategies in the construction of textual meaning. The next chapter will be devoted to 

study the driving force that directs readers’ choice and application of reading strategies. 
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Chapter Two 

 Self-regulation between Theorization,  
Mechanisms and Measurement 

 

Introduction 

Knowing about the strategies good language learners use and the skills they possess is 

not everything learners of foreign languages need to improve their learning. To explain 

learning success in general and reading achievement in particular, both teachers and learners 

should account for self-regulation as the driving force that directs all learners’ cognitive, 

metacognitive and affective abilities. In this chapter, self regulation is defined in the light of 

the three different learning theories behaviorism, cognitivism, and constructivism and four 

self regulation models namely the Control Theory of Self-regulation, the Action Regulation 

Theory, Zimmerman’s social Cognitive Self-regulation Model and Baumeister’s Strength 

Model of Self-regulation. Similarly, self-regulatory agents, mechanisms and appraisals are 

discussed. Finally yet importantly, some light is shed on researchers’ attempts to assess self 

regulation and the different research instruments developed for this purpose. 

2.1. Self Regulation: Definition 

As an operational definition, self-regulation is the activity of setting the goal of 

sustaining a desired behavior or state against distractions and disturbances (Vancouver, 

2005). Simply put, it is the regulation of self. The word self as in self-esteem, self-

confidence, self-concept and self-regulation is “the largest structure in the individual’s 

mental system” (Vallacher, 2009, p. 313). It is the recognition and awareness of one’s own 

identity that is resulted from accumulating lived and observed experiences and knowledge 

(Zahavi, 2011). Thus, the expression ‘regulation of self’ refers to the process of regulating 
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all that knowledge about self and all the acquired/learnt mental mechanisms and directing 

them towards a particular goal.  

Self-regulation is a concept with a broad spectrum that is defined differently in 

different contexts and domains. In the present research work, self-regulation in the academic 

context is accounted for solely. As put by Schunk and Zimmerman (1998, p. viii), self 

regulation is the “learning that occurs largely from the influence of self-generated thoughts, 

feelings, strategies, and behaviors, which are oriented toward the attainment of goals.” It is 

neither of the mental skills used in learning but rather the driving force responsible for 

guiding all the cognitive, metacognitive and affective abilities (Zimmerman, 2002; 

Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011). For learners to be self-regulated, they must be able to give an 

aim to their behaviors by choosing a learning goal among different alternatives, to be 

actuated to guide their processes towards the chosen goal, to self-evaluate their 

performances and to be ready to mend any of these links in the chain of completing learning 

tasks. Stated another way, self-regulated learners must possess and control the use of three 

self-regulatory components. A person is self regulated because he/she can use leaning 

strategies advisedly, the cognitive component of self-regulation; believes in their capacities 

and is willing to use them, the motivational component; and is able to self monitor their 

behaviors, the metacognitive component (Schraw, Crippen & Hartley, 2006).  

Another way of understanding self-regulation is by considering the inability or failure 

to self-regulate. The absence of regulation can be exemplified by a set of the following 

“inabilities”, not worst named first. For instance, it is the inability to set a goal for one’s 

behaviors, the inability to follow through with achieving the goal, one’s passiveness by not 

engaging in goal pursuit in the first place, the inability to choose the appropriate strategies to 

achieve the goals (nonspecific goals), or/and the pursuit of an inappropriate goal for the task 

(Curtis, 2012). As a matter of fact, the inability to self-regulate was found one of the main 
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reasons behind students’ learning problems and academic failure (Zimmerman & Shunk, 

2008; Woolley, 2011) especially in the context of higher education where students are 

expected to be independent learners capable of taking full responsibility of their learning. 

Self-regulation is an important skill for learners to adapt themselves to the challenging 

nature of university learning (Lichtinger & Kaplan, 2011).  

In the context of reading, self-regulation is “the ability to independently notice and 

solve problems that arise” at the level of any reading component namely phonemic 

awareness, word identification, fluency, background knowledge activation and/or 

comprehension (Scanlon, Anderson & Sweeney, 2010, p. 223). Self-regulated readers use a 

coordinated set of knowledge about themselves as readers, the different types of reading 

strategies and the world to be able to set reading purposes, follow through with the 

appropriate actions, self-monitor and evaluate performances, and use fix up tools to repair 

comprehension when it breaks down (Stahl & Garcia, 2015). Self-regulation allows learners 

to become “self-determining” readers, readers who are self-dependent and in control of their 

thinking and ultimately the act of reading itself (Woolley, 2011, p. 174).   

Self-regulation cannot be resumed in an invariable equation where all the cognitive, 

metacognitive and affective constructs follow a pre-written script in the process of goal 

pursuit. According to Lichtinger & Kaplan (2011, p. 9), self-regulation is “not a unitary 

construct. Rather, students’ different purposes of engagement in the task meaningfully 

distinguish between different types of self-regulation.” Learners do not always pursue the 

same goals, and actions are not always triggered by the same incentives; different learning 

goals entail the use of different self-regulatory strategies. Baekaerts (2006) summarizes three 

types of self-regulation: top-down or higher-order goal driven, bottom-up or cue driven, and 

volition driven self-regulations. He explains, top-down self-regulation is started from within 

learners themselves that is why it is also called interest-driven regulation. However, bottom-
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up self-regulation is triggered by external factors such as the environment and/or the task at 

hand with the purpose of avoiding undesirable outcomes such as failure or unexpected risks. 

Volition-driven self-regulation can be explained by the effort and time learners put to stay 

focused on the process of self-development in spite of distractions and impediments (ibid, p. 

350-1).  

Self-regulation is both an aptitude (Snow, 1996) and an event (Winne and Perry, 

2005). It has these two features because “it is situated within a broad range of enviromental 

plus mental factors, and potentials, and manifests itself in recursively applied forms of 

metacognitive monitoring and metacognitive control that change information overtime as 

learners engage with task” (Winne & Perry, 2005, p. 563). Self-regulation is treated as an 

aptitude when it is considered as a general stable identifying characteristic as in saying this 

student is known for his self-regulation, his actual ability that predicts future use of self-

regulatory mechanisms when performing tasks (Winne & Stockley, 1998). When the 

contextual surroundings where the task is being performed are taken into consideration, self-

regulation is also considered as an event rather than just a decontextualized general trait 

(Winne and Perry, 2005).  It is an event that varies from one discipline and task to another; it 

changes across conditions (Cleary, 2011). Still, these two natures of self-regulation are 

debatable; are they two faces of the same coin or two completely different mechanisms? 

(Martin & McLellan, 2013) According to Martin & McLellan (2013, p. 146), these two 

facets of self-regulation are what cause the “conceptual confusion.”  

2.2. Learning Theories and Self-Regulation  

Learning theories were put forth to help explain how people process information and 

ultimately learn. They have shaped many pedagogical decisions and inspired many 

instructional approaches. This section, we will try to discuss self-regulation from the 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R18
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
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perspective of the three most influential learning theories namely: behaviorism, cognitivism 

and constructivism. 

2.2.1. Behaviorism and Self-Regulation 

The term behaviorism was first coined by John B. Watson (1913) to refer to the 

scientific study of discernible behaviors based on educated inspections. Given that it based 

on the study of the physical world and its manifestations, behaviorism is concerned only 

with end products characterized in the form of behaviors that can be observed, reported and 

measured (Rathus, 2007; Pritchard, 2009). It explains behaviors by studying the relationship 

between “an input (stimulus) and output (response), and how conditioning and 

reinforcement formed these associations” (Harley, 2001, p. 12). In this early approach to 

explaining psychology and ways of learning, two types of conditioning stand out (Whitfield 

& Davidson, 2007). In the first, classical conditioning (Pavlov, 1927), learning is considered 

the result of the repeating occurrence of stimuli, the immediate connection between the 

stimulant and the arousing re-action, and the quality of the stimulus.  In the second, the 

operant conditioning (Skinner, 1938), learning is the intentional change in behavior as the 

result of reinforcers and punishers. 

Behaviorists define self-regulation as the process of selecting between different 

conducts and different behavior-strengtheners (reinforcements) (Schunk, 2012). According 

to the behaviorist theory, people use three main self-regulatory processes that Schunk (2012, 

p. 401) summarizes in the following: “self-monitoring, self-instruction, and self-

reinforcement.” People self-regulate by choosing the comportment they want to instill, 

create or find an incentive to trigger the reaction, decide on the way of reinforcing the 

desired demeanor after it has taken place, assess performance then administer the behavior 

strengthener. If the chosen behavior does not pay off the way it was supposed to, self-

regulated people opt for another behavior. Self-regulated people from a behavioristic 
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perspective are independent to external stimulants and reinforcements, for they create their 

own environment for triggering and promoting the desired behavior (Zimmerman, 2001).   

2.2.2. Cognitivism and Self-regulation 

The cognitive perspective of learning came as a reaction to the behaviorists’ 

negligence of the role the mind and mental abilities play in learning. It offers a tentative 

brainwave to what happen inside of one’s brain when learning by suggesting frameworks for 

the different mental processes and differing between ways of learning (Orison and Jordan, 

2012). Individuals are no longer considered reactors to stimuli and repeated reinforcements 

but rather processors of information. Learning occurs not by merely making associations 

between triggers and reactions but rather between different mental constructs (concepts) by 

highly emphasizing the role of memory (Beaudoin, 2013).   

Learned behaviors and mental abilities are stored in one’s mind, black box. The 

cognitivists reckon that self-regulation is the process of summoning and mobilizing the 

different learned cognitive mechanisms whenever needed (Schunk, 2012).  According to 

Bandura (1995, p.18), “effective intellectual functioning requires much more than simply 

understanding the factual knowledge and reasoning operations for given activities.” This 

perspective decontextualizes cognitive mechanisms from any external factors that might 

influence cognitive functioning.    

Social psychology and cognitivism gave birth to the theory of social cognitivism 

(Littlejhon & foss, 2009). It is a matter-of-fact approach to studying mental activities that 

has inspired many models of self-regulation (Bandura, 1997, 2001; Pintrich, 2004; Pintrich 

& Zusho, 2002; Zimmerman, 2000; Zimmerman & Schunk, 2004). This pragmatic 

perspective explains learning in a tangible, as opposed to the cognitivism abstract 

perspective, by considering the “triadic reciprocal relationship among internal influences, 

external influences and behavior” (Neck and Houghton, 2006, p. 279). Self-regulation from 
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a social cognitive perspective is the process of relying on both inner capacities and 

environmental factors to achieve preset objectives. People learn to self-regulate by 

observing others, generally models they look up to, and imitating (Pelt, 2008). Self-

regulated learners are capable of choosing goal, choosing relevant cognitive strategies to 

achieve the goal, and monitoring themselves as well as the external surroundings for any 

behavioral or strategic adaptations (Utley, 2011). According to Schunk (2012, p. 405), “self-

regulation requires choice;” he classifies in table 3 the aforementioned self-regulatory 

processes according to the choices learners, or people in general, have to make for them to 

self-regulate in any given situation. He adds; not all situations give learners the freedom of 

choice that is why the extent to which they can self-regulate differs.  All the self-regulatory 

processes will be explained later in the chapter. 

      Table 3: Learning Choices and Self-Regulatory Processes (Schunk, 2012, p. 405) 

 

2.2.3. Constructivism and Self-regulation 

Constructivism is the natural development of cognitivism; they both emphasize 

cognitive abilities. However, as the name implies, constructivism does not view learning as 

the mere processing of information rather as the process of creating new meaning from 

context, interpreting the new meaning according to the context, and adding it to pre-existing 

knowledge (Lin, et al. 2007). Instead of defining learning as the interplay between the 

learner (constructer of meaning), background knowledge and the built meaning; 

constructivism explains learning by studying the interplay between the learner and others 

(Pritchard, 2009; Gogus, 2012). From a constructivist point of view, self-regulation is the 

Choice                                                       Self-Regulatory Processes 
Choose to participate                               Goals, self-efficacy, values 
Choose method                                        Strategy use, relaxation 
Choose outcomes                                     Self-monitoring, self-judgment 
Choose social and physical setting           Enviormental structuring, help seeking 
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ability to adapt actions to the socio-cultural environment (Henderson & Cunningham, 1994 

cited in Schunk, 2012) and to employ “self-regulatory skills of planning, self-evaluation and 

reflective practices” (Pelt, 2008, p. 22). The aim behind self-regulation according to this 

theory is not just to attain goals and better performances but also to improve one’s self-

image. 

2.3. Theories of Self-Regulation  

A theory of self-regulation helps provide a framework for the process. Theories “tend 

to be developed in relative isolation from each other. As a consequence of this 

fragmentation, there exists at present a proliferation of concepts, theoretical models, 

scattered pieces of empirical evidence that lack integration”  (Hall & Goetz, 2013, p.180). 

Many models have been advanced throughout the years each focusing on certain self-

regulatory constructs and processes and offering a different perspective to self-regulation. 

This section discusses four examples of self-regulation models. 

2.3.1. The Control Theory of Self-regulation 

The control theory proposed by Carver and Scheier (1981) is based on cybernetic 

engineering, “the science of control and regulation” (Mobus, 2015, p. 359), self-awareness, 

and on “test-operate-test-exit” feedback loops (TOTE) to describe behaviors (explained in 

Caprara & Cervone, 2000; Schulze & Mariano, 2003; Vohs & Scheichel, 2007; Crisp & 

Turner, 2010; and elsewhere). Self-regulation occurs according to this theory as a feedback 

loop in which learners first test themselves, their input, or a current situation against a 

standard(s) or a desired situation that was either set by the learner him/herself or by others. 

If the learner’s performance lives up to the reference point, they leave the feedback loop, 

and the self-regulation process ends. However, if they do not, they act upon that, operate, by 

changing their approach and behavior; learners then retest themselves against the same 
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benchmark. At this stage, the scenario repeats itself as long as it takes for them to live up to 

the same preset standards and expectations; they either exit or repeat the feedback loop. 

Two kinds of feedback loops can be distinguished depending on the degree of 

discrepancy between the performance and the standard and the type of goal into positive and 

negative loops (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Carver & Scheier, 1998; Carver & Scheier, 2003). 

In negative feedback loops or discrepancy-decreasing loops, like in the example discussed 

earlier of adjusting behavior and retesting, the goal of living up to the standard is attained 

when the difference between the performance (the individual’s input/current state) and the 

desired situation is reduced or eliminated. However, in the positive also known as the 

discrepancy-enlarging loop, the reference value in this case is not considered a desired goal 

but rather a threat or an  anti-goal that should be avoided (Carver & Scheier, 1998), like for 

example failing a test or getting arrested. According to Scheier, Carver & Armstrong (2012, 

p. 85), regardless of the type of feedback loops, “feedback is essential to the system’s 

functioning. Without feedback, comparisons cannot be made, and evaluations of the effects 

of one’s self-regulatory actions would not be possible.”  

2.3.2. The Action Regulation Theory 

The action regulation theory was developed by Hacker in 1985. It is “a psychological 

theory that looks at how individuals achieve their goals through processes of action and 

regulation” (Jones, 2012, p. 66). It is a popular theory of self-regulation that combines 

between both cybernetic science (see The Control Theory) and goal-setting and thriving 

processes (Vancouver, 2005). The theory describes the regulation of actions in a three-stage 

process: planning, monitoring and feedback stages (Grote, 2009; Roe, 2011; Jones, 2012; 

Hurtienne, Stilijanow & Junghanns 2014).This theory suggests that human behaviors are 

generally regulated according to a cycle of hierarchical sequences as demonstrated in Figure 

8. The action process or the regulation cycle starts by setting a goal (main and sub goals), 
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analyzing the situation, brainstorming possible plans to achieve the intended goal, deciding 

on the plan and then executing the plan. Throughout the execution phase, the suitability of 

the plan is checked and adjusted in accordance with the preset goals. Finally, an evaluation 

of the progress and attainment of the goal is needed to check the efficiency of the actions.  

 

 

The action cycles change from one action and regulation level to another. There are 

three levels of action regulation: a routine level, the active knowledge level and the 

creativity level (Bussing, Herbig & Latzel, 2006). At the routine level, actions are more 

automated because generalizable action schemas gained from previous similar situations are 

accessible; less, sometimes no, planning is needed at this level.  At the active knowledge 

level, more consciousness is required. General knowledge about the execution of actions and 

similar ones is available in predefined patterns that still need to be adjusted to present 

situations and goals. However, at the creativity level, there are no rules to follow or 

knowledge available to achieve desired goals. People need to go through all of the action 

cycle stages and come up with appropriate plans. According to Andriessen (2003, p. 60), the 

action regulation theory is based on the belief that “people tend to maximize the efficiency of 

Figure 8: the Action Process (Jones, 2012, p. 

67) 
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their actions, i.e. they prefer to “automate” their actions,  because this decreases the level of 

conscious effort needed and therefore the mental load attached to the task.”  

2.3.3. Zimmerman’s Social Cognitive Self-Regulation Model 

Zimmerman sees self-regulation as “a social process that originates in the social 

context” (Boekaerts, Nuland & Martens, 2010, p. 546). Based on Bandura’s social cognitive 

theory, Zimmerman’s self-regulation model (2000) highlights the influential role of the 

triangle of cognition, behavior and environmental factors in learning and behavioral change. 

Self-regulation was defined by Zimmerman (1998, p. 2) as a cyclical model of three stages: 

forethought, performance/volitional control, and self reflection. This model suggests that 

self-regulation processes do not only regulate learning but also motivational assumptions 

(explained in Zimmerman 1998; De Corte et al., 2011; Reid et al., 2012; and elsewhere). 

At the forethought phase, goals are set and plans are established for learning to take 

place. It is a preparatory phase that involves task and situation analysis based on prior 

knowledge and experiences and goal setting. Self-efficacy beliefs, the individual’s 

motivation, and interest determine the nature of the goal and the approach to attain the goal. 

The second stage, volitional control, refers to the processes used in the actual learning 

resulted from doing the task like self-assessment, domain-specific learning strategies, effort-

regulation, beliefs in one’s capabilities that they can finish the task, among others. In the last 

phase, the self-reflection phase, learners examine their performance and the efficiency of 

their plans vis-à-vis the task goals. This stage involves evaluative conclusions that learners 

obtain from both self-judgement and others’ feedback. Self-evaluation depends on learners’ 

standards, reference values and goals. For example, if a learner’s goal is to obtain a pass 

mark then he/she will be satisfied with 11out of a possible 20. However, if his/her goal is to 

excel then he/she will be very disappointed with only 11/20. This phase is very important, 

for learners’ beliefs at this stage affect their beliefs in the next self-regulation cycle (De 
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Corte, et al., 2011). Schunk and Ertmer (2000) summarize the different processes in the self-

regulation cycle and highlight the role of self-efficacy beliefs in Table 4.  

   Table 4: Self-efficacy during Phases of Self-regulation (Schunk & Ertmer, 2000, p. 634) 
 

Forethought (pre-task) 
 

Performance (during task) 
 

Self-reflection (post-task) 
 

Self-efficacy 
Goals 
Outcome expectations 
Perceived value 

 

Self-efficacy 
Self-monitoring 
Self-perceptions of progress 
Strategy use 
Motivation 

;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;;; 

Self-efficacy 
Goals 
Self-evaluations 
Adaptations of self-regulatory process 

Zimmerman’ model proved to be one of “the most commonly accepted models” to 

describe self-regulation for it summarizes the self-regulatory processes used in many 

theoretical perspectives (Andrade, 2010, p. 94). Many other cyclical models similar to 

Zimmerman’s were proposed; however, they distinguished between different phases. For 

example, Winne and Hadwin (1998) suggested a four stage model that included: defining 

task, setting goal and planning, enacting tactics and adapting metacognition. Pintrich’s 

(2000) model included also 4 phases of forethought, monitoring, management and 

reflection.  

2.3.4. Baumeister’s Strength Model of Self-Regulation 

Baumeister’s strength model of self-regulation (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000) 

considers self-regulation as the ability to self-control. In fact, the model is also called the 

Strength Model of Self-Control. In this model, self-control is compared to a muscle to 

explain that “self-control performance deteriorates after initial exertions, just as a muscle 

gets tired from exertion” (Baumeister, Vohs & Tice, 2007, p. 352). Self-regulation and self-

control are considered like strengths. Self-regulation uses one same common reserve of 

processes that can get depleted and can even run out after constant attempts to self-regulate 

(Casey, et al., 2013); this also known as “ego-depletion” (Powell, Honey & Symbaluk, 2013, 
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p. 424).  The depletion of the self-regulation resources was found temporary; this ability can 

be recuperated after taking a break (Hagger & Chatzisarantis, 2013).   If the individual does 

not get some rest after accomplishing a task or a series of tasks, the resources available to 

tackle the following task(s) will not be enough. The latter has been found useful to explain 

failures to self-regulate in many domains. For example, Collins (2005) in a chapter about 

Relapse Prevention for Eating Disorders and Obesity used Baumeister’s Strength Model of 

self-control to explain women’s inability to control their binge eating, over-eating, after a 

long day at work. The latter also explains the fact that “self-regulatory depletion not only 

harms subsequent attempts at self-control but also increases the strength of emotions and 

desire” (Wagner & Heatherton, 2014, p. 619).  

Just like a muscle, self-regulation can be, too, reinforced with practice and exercise 

(Richter & Stanek, 2015). Exposing people continually to situations that require self-

regulation will help them perform better even after tiring days and help self-control reserves 

last longer. This model addresses the relationship between the amount of effort spent and 

productivity as exemplified by the ability to self-control and regulate. The latter should be 

seriously considered in the field of education especially in contexts where students are 

sometimes asked to take two tests in a row or to take a test at the end of the day. 

2.4. The Anatomy of Self-regulation 

A review of some theoretical accounts of self-regulation allowed for a confirmation 

that self-regulation is a challenging skill to define and to investigate. Many hypotheses and 

models have been proposed throughout the years each focusing more on some self-

regulatory processes than others or at the expense of others. A meta-analysis conducted by 

Sitzmann and Ely (2011) summarized three decades of research in the field of self-

regulation. The authors aimed at delimiting the different constructs used in the process of 

self-regulation by examining the similar constructs discussed in the different models of self-
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regulation. Thanks to this study, “it is possible to derive a heuristic framework of the 

fundamental constructs that constitute self-regulated learning” (Sitzmann & Ely, 2011, p. 

19). Sixteen self-regulatory constructs were identified and classified into three main 

categories as can be seen in Table 3. 

Table 5: The Different Components of Self-Regulation (Sitzmann and Ely, 2011) 

 

 

 

 

                                                                                                                                                                               

2.4.1. The Self-regulatory Agent: Goal Level 
 

All models and theories agreed on the importance of goal setting for initiating and 

directing the self-regulation process. Goals are forces that drive behaviors to a desired future 

end; they are like “cognitive motivators” (Barone, Maddux & Snyder, 1997, p. 252). They 

dictate plans, plan orientations, task strategies, attention, self-efficacy, and all of the 
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subsequent self-regulatory processes, which is the reason why self-regulation is defined as a 

goal-directed process. Three main self-regulatory modes can be distinguished in the process 

of goal setting (explained in Oettingen & Hyeon-ju, 2001). Based on the fantasy realization 

theory, the first mode is based on comparing one’s expectancies regarding a desired future 

end with the reality and the obstacles that one might face. The second mode is based on just 

vicariously imagining and enjoying the desired end which would in return motivate goal 

setting. The last mode focuses only on the negative reality and hindering conditions and how 

can they be overcome. 

What is important is not only setting a goal but also maintaining and implementing 

that goal. Goal processes refer to “the striving towards attainment of the adopted goal, and 

encompass the volitional processes broadly related to planning, initiation, and maintenance 

of behavior” (De Wit, 2006, p. 205). Readers have to set a goal for an effective reading 

experience; reading goals can be set by the readers themselves or by others like teacher-

intrinsic or extrinsic. However, according to Horner & Shwery, “a goal of one’s own 

increases the value for that task” (2002, p. 104). One of the most used approaches to goal 

setting is SMART. According to this model: goals should be:  S-specific (well-defined), M-

measurable (so that you can gauge process), A-action oriented, R-realistic (challenging but 

doable), and T-time oriented (include deadlines) (Rouillard, 2003; Nash, 2006; Ransey, 

2006; and elsewhere).  

2.4.2. Self-regulatory Mechanisms 

Self-regulatory mechanisms are the processes that help achieve goals. They are the 

abilities needed to perform a task. They represent the skills needed at the execution phase of 

self-regulation (Sitzmann and Ely, 2011). These mechanisms involve 11 constructs. 
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2.4.2.1. Planning 

Planning is a metacognitive strategy used to help learners decide on the way to 

approach the task and attain their preset goal (Oxford, 1990).  It is the first step in the self-

regulation process and implementation of goals followed by task execution, monitoring and 

evaluation (Beishuizen, 2011). There is a mutual relationship between planning decisions 

and learning actions as “planning determines behavior; behavior determines planning” 

(Beishuizen & Steffens, 2011, p. 11). Planning influences learners’ choice of task-related 

strategies and determines the resources and time needed to accomplish the learning task. 

Similarly, sometimes the way the task goes requires adjusting planning decisions 

accordingly. Sometimes, some aspects of the task at hand require more time than planned or 

simply more attention which requires self-regulated learners to adapt their planning. As put 

by Zimmerman (2005, p. 17), the “planning and selection of strategies requires cyclical 

adjustments because of fluctuations in covert personal, behavioral, and environmental, 

components.” There are no predefined plans that can be applied to the same situation or by 

different learners.  

2.4.2.2. Monitoring               

Monitoring was found one of the conditions that without them learning or any 

behavior for that matter cannot be regulated (Demetriou, 2005). In fact, it is the construct 

that gained the most research attention in the field of self-regulation (Lam, 1998). 

Monitoring refers to paying attention to all self-regulatory constructs. Goals and plans are 

only considered efficient if one monitors their execution (Horner & Shwery, 2002). Self-

monitoring involves the following steps: observing and evaluating actions against a standard 

(e.g. a previous performance), recognizing the need to self-regulate the observed and 

assessed behaviors then deciding to monitor the behavior to be regulated (O’Neill, 2007). 

After self-observing the actions, the last stage of self-monitoring is self-recording. Self-
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recording refers to “the activity of noting the occurrence of the observed behavior,” i.e. 

achieving the preset goal (Cole & Bambara, 2000, p. 202). 

People often get confused about the terms ‘self-monitoring’ and ‘evaluation’. 

Although they are both metacognitive mechanisms, the main difference between them lays 

in their dependence to external behavior strengtheners (Harris, et al., 2011). Learners, for 

example, do not usually need to be encouraged by others to monitor their learning process 

only in the case of learners with learning challenges and disabilities. However, evaluation 

requires some external reinforcers like others’ appraisal and recognition and comparison 

with others. Learners often compare themselves against a reference value other than 

themselves. Two types of people can be distinguished as far as monitoring is concerned. 

Low self- monitors are learners who rely solely on their own appreciation of task 

performance and achievement of pre-set goals. They tend to “keep their true dispositions 

and attitudes in every situation” (Robbins, et al., 2015, p. 545).  High self-monitors, 

however, are learners who show a lot of flexibility in adapting their actions according to the 

contextual surroundings and know how and when to use external cues. High monitors were 

found open to change. (Carver & Scheier, 1981; Barrick & Rayan, 2003; Baumeister, 

Schmeichel & Vohs, 2007; Fuglestad & Snyder, 2009). Readers who are high self-monitors 

would be very hard to predict because they change their course of action depending on the 

reading problems they come up against. Readers with low self-monitoring skills, however, 

tend to keep the same reading plan even if it doesn’t pay off or if comprehension breaks 

down. 

2.4.2.3. Metacognition 

Metacognition refers to “the idea of an individual’s considering, being aware of and 

understanding their own mental (cognitive) processes and ways of learning. It is cognition 

about cognition” (Pritchard, 2009, p.27). There are two distinctive components of 
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metacognition: knowledge of cognition and regulation of cognition (Schraw, 1998). 

Knowledge of cognition refers to one’s understanding of their mental abilities. It includes 

three types of knowledge or awareness: declarative, the ‘What’; procedural, the ‘How’; and 

conditional, the ‘Why’ and ‘When’. Declarative knowledge is knowledge about the cognitive 

system, learning and ways of promoting it. Procedural knowledge is about the executive 

functioning of the different cognitive processes and strategies. Conditional knowledge is 

about knowing the reason why and when to use some particular cognitive processes and 

strategies (see Schraw, 2001; Hofstein, Kipnis & Kind, 2008; Tarricone, 2011; Shraw, 

2012). The regulation of cognition, also referred to as “metacognitive skills,” is the process 

of governing and regulating cognitive processes using essentially planning, monitoring and 

evaluation skills (Veenman, 2011, p. 198).  

 

 

The relationship between self-regulation and metacognition has alway been debatebal 

(Nelson, 2013; Veenman, 2013). There are who use the two terms interchangeablly as if 

they refer to the  same process. However, self-regulation is the superordinate. While 

Figure 9: Structure of Self-regulated Learning (Herscovitz, et al., 2012, p. 168) 
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metacognition refers “exclusively to the capacity of self-evaluating one’s own thinking” 

(Proust, 2013, p. 4), self-regulation is the ability to control and regulate one’s learning and 

behavior in general including “a combination of cognitive strategy use, metacognitive 

control, and motivational beliefs” (Schraw, Crippen & Hartley 2006, p. 112). It involves 

metacognition knowledge, affective beliefs, attitudes and general learning processes as 

manifested in natural social environments (Larkin, 2010; Herscovitz, et al., 2012). Figure 9 

summarizes the relationship between self-regulation and metacognition; it integrates the 

works and conceptions of Jacob & Paris (1987), Schraw et, al. (2006) and Schaw & 

Moshman (1995).  

2.4.2.4. Attention 

Simply put, attention is the ability to concentrate and maintain being focused on a 

particular task. Studies of the brain, allowed researchers to identify three brain networks of 

attention-related functioning: alerting, orienting and executive functioning (Rueda, Posner & 

Rothbart, 2011; Howell, et al., 2013). Orienting is when you collect data and cues from 

available input stimulators to direct attention. .For example, a teacher is giving a lecture and 

everyone is focused on the content being delivered, and suddenly a phone goes off. The 

attention of most students will be diverted to the new stimulus; their heads and eyes will be 

oriented toward the source of the ringtone.  Alerting is the ability to sustain a state of 

attentiveness to sensory input stimulators like noise or light. As for executive functioning or 

control, it involves “the mechanisms for monitoring and resolving conflict among thoughts, 

feeling, and responses” (Rueda, Acosta & Santonja, 2007, p. 31). In the process of self-

regulation, these networks help orient attention and put it at the disposition of individuals to 

attain their desired goals (Rothbart & Posner, 2001).  

The source of stimuli distinguishes between two types of attention: voluntary and 

involuntary, also known as top-down and bottom-up attentions respectively (Eimer, et al., 
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1996). Voluntary attention is triggered from within. The individual purposely directs his/her 

consciousness and cognitive functioning to a particular object or task. Here, interest and 

motivation are very important not only to direct attention processes but also to maintain 

focus until the goal is met (Gill, 2013). Involuntary attention, however, is initiated thanks to 

external stimuli. It is more automatic and effortless than voluntary given that it is an 

uncalculated reaction (see Naatanen, 1992; Reiber & Robinson, 2004). According to 

Atkinson (2007, p. 18), the difference between these two types of attentions differentiates 

between mankind and animals as the ability to intentionally direct one’s attention indicates 

“a stage of development.” For what it is worth, self-regulation, among many other things, is 

“the effortful control of attention” (Dishion, 2011, p. 282).  

2.4.2.5. Learning Strategies 

The terms learning strategies refer to “the operations employed by the learner to aid 

the acquisition, storage, retrieval, and use of information” (Oxford, 1990, p. 8). Many 

definitions of learning strategies have been advanced throughout the years something which 

made investigating and assessing the use of strategies a challenging mission for both 

researchers and teachers (Griffiths, 2008). Learning strategies were first referred to as 

general mental processes that help develop learning (Dakun, 2006). Now, ‘learning 

strategies’ are more specific as they refer to the “specific methods of approaching a problem 

or task, modes of operation for achieving a particular end, planned designs for controlling 

and manipulating certain information” (Brown, 2000, p. 113). They are also referred to as 

study skills, techniques, or contextualized behaviors used to solve learning problems. No 

matter how they are referred to, such strategies are used to make learning more effective and 

the achievement of learning goals easier (Manchon, 2007). The terms ‘skill’ and ‘strategy’ 

have always been employed interchangeably, yet they still technically refer to two different 

processes. The distinction can be made at the level of automaticity. A strategy is 
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intentionally opted for to achieve a desired end; however, a skill is unthinkingly functioning. 

As far as reading, for example, is concerned,  

strategies are deliberate, goal-directed attempts to control and 

modify the readers’ efforts to decode text, understand words, 

and construct meaning of texts. Reading skills are automatic 

actions that result in decoding and comprehension with speed, 

efficiency, and fluency and usually occur without awareness 

of the components or control involved (Afflerbach, Pearson 

&Paris, 2008, p.368). 

Learning strategies are an important component of learning self-regulation (Schunk, 

2012). Many even use ‘strategic learning’ and ‘self-regulated learning’ interchangeably 

(Braun, Gurlitt & Nuckles, 2012). Despite the growing interest that language learning 

strategies gained in the last decade, there has been a deviation of focus from the study of 

strategies as products and their benefits to the study of self-regulation the process that 

governs and ensures their execution (Dornyei, 2012). So, most current researches are 

investigating learning strategies from another perspective by trying to unveil the process 

underlying their use. 

2.4.2.5.1. Classifications of Learning Strategies 

Attempts to classify learning strategies into stipulatory taxonomies have resulted into 

literally many classifications. Dansereau (1985), for example, differentiated between two 

types of strategies:  primary strategies that operate directly on learning materials to promote 

the understanding, memorization, and acquisition of knowledge and support or secondary 

strategies that  help  learners mange the learning process (e.g. goal-setting, planning, 

monitoring and motivation strategies) and help create suitable environments for learning to 
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take place (in O’Malley & Chamot, 1990; Steiner, 1997; French & Rhoder, 2011; and 

elsewhere). These two types of strategies are also referred to as cognitive and self-regulatory 

strategies (Warr & Allan, 2001).  

Another two of the most popular classifications of learning strategies are O’Malley 

and Chamot’s and Oxford’s taxonomies (Dornyei and Ryan, 2015). Oxford’s identifies six 

types of strategies that were originally classified into two main superordinate sets: direct and 

indirect (Oxford, 1990; 2003). Direct strategies are strategies that directly affect language 

learning; they include cognitive, memory-related, and compensatory strategies. Cognitive 

strategies help learners in processing information that can be used later for different 

purposes. Memory strategies help learners save and recall the stored information. 

Compensatory strategies are used to make up for learners’ lack of knowledge in using the 

target language and doing learning tasks like guessing strategies and acting out the words 

that learners fail to find in the target language. As for the indirect strategies, they are not 

applied directly in the language learning process; they “provide indirect support for 

language learning through focusing, planning, evaluating, seeking opportunities, controlling 

anxiety, increasing cooperation and empathy as well as other means” (Oxford, 1990, p. 151). 

They include metacognitive, affective, and social strategies. Metacognitive strategies 

facilitate the execution of cognitive decisions; they are “consolidation strategies for 

controlling and evaluating one’s own learning including self-assessment, searching for 

practice opportunities and planning for learning tasks” (Rafic-Galea & Wong, 2011, p. 148).  

Affective strategies help learners express their feelings, get over their fears, and control their 

anxiety. Social strategies deal with help seeking and peer learning.   

O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) taxonomy of learning strategies, however, included 

three main types of strategies: cognitive, metacognitive and social-affective strategies (p. 

44). Similar to Oxford’s cognitive strategies and Dansereau’ primary strategies, O’Malley 
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and Chamot defined cognitive strategies as task-specific strategies that have a direct impact 

on learning and knowledge acquisition; they include three main subgroups of rehearsal, 

organization, and elaboration processes. O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) metacognitive 

strategies were not any different from Oxford’s; they referred to the strategies that that are 

applicable and common to most learning tasks to regulate the learning process and 

environment. The last category of strategies, social-affective, encloses all of the strategies 

that govern interactions with others and the strategies that regulate and control affect. 

According to Dornyei and Ryan (2015, p. 149), the last category of O’Malley and Chamot’s 

taxonomy is the “odd one out” for it is a general category without a specific direction. They 

argued that the strategies in the social-affective category were gathered together by 

O’Malley and Chamot simply because they were not found suitable to any of the other two 

strategy groups, cognitive and metacognitive (ibid, p. 149).  

2.4.2.5.2. Classifications of Reading Strategies 

There are general strategies common to most learning situations and there are which 

are context, skill, or task-specific (Warr & Allan, 2001). In the context of language learning, 

the former are known as language learning strategies which aim at assisting learners’ 

learning about language use in general (Ellis, 1994). The latter can be more specific 

strategies that help learners master the different language skills namely reading, speaking, 

listening or writing (ibid, p. 530). According to Takac (2008, p. 49), learning strategies “are 

considered superior to skill learning strategies, because they are executive processes 

responsible for skill management and coordination that are used in attempts to learn an L2,” 

in our case a FL.   

Just like learning strategies, there are many classifications of reading strategies. 

Reading strategies can be classified, for example, according to the stages during which they 

can be used into: pre, during and after reading strategies (Paris et al., 1991); according to the 
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nature of the reading sub skills involved into: local and global; or/and according to the 

nature of strategies themselves into: cognitive, metacognitive and socio-affective strategies 

(O’Malley and Chamot, 1994), among many other taxonomies. The three aforementioned 

taxonomies are considered the most used classifications, for they were found quite helpful in 

describing the different reading activities (Koda, 2005).  

Pre, during and after reading strategies assist readers throughout all the phases of the 

reading activity (explained in Koda, 2005; Spangler & Mazzante, 2015; Grabe & Stolley, 

2013). Pre reading strategies can be referred to also as planning strategies that help readers 

prepare for reading by activating relevant background knowledge and setting reading 

purposes. During, or while, reading strategies are meaning making strategies as they help 

readers understand the gist, the main idea, of texts using strategies such as paraphrazing, 

summarizing, recognizing textual structure, and using typographical and visual aids (Grabe 

& Stolley, 2013). Post or after reading strategies help readers evaluate their reading 

comprehension and apply the knowledge obtained by means of the text.  

The second taxonomy of reading strategies is based on Urquhart & Weir (1998) and 

inspired from the top-down and bottom-up processing views of reading. Global strategies 

are the strategies used in top-down reading. They are concept-driven strategies that focus on 

texts as whole units of discourse and on readers’ background knowledge (Grabe, 2009). 

They include identifying text’s rhetorical functions; recognizing textual organization; 

finding the relationships between ideas, characters and even between texts; previewing texts; 

predicting text content; activating background knowledge; integrating self-to-text, text-to-

text and world-to-text knowledge; and distinguishing main ideas from supporting details. 

Local strategies, however, are the strategies used in bottom-up reading. Local strategies are 

linguistic text-driven strategies that focus on details and seek comprehension at the level of 

words and sentences instead of the text as a whole (Kienzle, Mendez-Faith & Vetterling, 
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2013). They include identifying word meaning using dictionaries or/and contextual clues, 

translating, repeating words or sentences and making inferences.  

The two strategies that best describe the difference between local and global strategies 

are scanning and skimming. Skimming (a global strategy) is based on quick reading to get a 

global view of text content. Scanning (a local strategy), however, involves quick reading to 

locate a particular information at the word and sentence level. Just like the bottom-up and 

top-down models failed to exclusively describe the reading experience, readers cannot rely 

just on either global or local strategies. Readers must employ both types to reflect the 

interactive nature of reading. Besides, it is true that proficient readers tend to use more 

global reading strategies while less able readers prefer local ones; however, the choice of 

reading strategy depends on the type and level of difficulty of tasks and reading materials 

(Brautmeier, Scbueller  &Wilde, 2007). Good readers when faced with challenging texts 

may opt for local strategies just like poor readers to survive understanding the text at hand 

(Grabe, 2009, p. 228). 

Local and global reading strategies can be cognitive or metacognitive. Cognitive 

reading strategies are applied on reading texts as opposed to the reading process; they 

directly affect readers’ comprehension of texts and eventually their learning (Antonacci & 

O’Callaghan, 2011); they “have commonly been described as strategies that a reader is 

trained to use, such as guessing from context, noting textual organization, recognizing a 

transition phase, skipping a word, identifying a known word part, forming a question about 

the author,” among others (Grabe, 2009, p. 223). Metacognitive strategies are classified into 

planning, monitoring and evaluation strategies (Klinger, Morrison & Eppolito, 2011, p. 

221). They are employed to fix comprehension problems and regulate the use of cognitive 

strategies. This category of strategies can include strategies like setting reading purposes, 
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adapting reading behaviors according to the pre-set reading purpose, questioning to check 

textual comprehension and rethinking predictions (Antonacci & O’Callaghan, 2011).   

As we have seen earlier with the classifications of learning strategies, O’Malley and 

Chamot identified a third group of social affective strategies. Social affective reading 

strategies include everything from control of reading frustration to asking for teachers’ and 

peers’ help when needed (Koda, 2005). Shoerey and Mokhtari (2001) also added support 

strategies to the aforementioned classification of cognitive and metacognitive strategies. 

They described them as any techniques used to assist readers when comprehension problems 

arise like using reference materials, reading aloud, highlighting and translating.  

Learners vary in the choice, frequency of using and way of applying strategies (Ellis, 

1994). Learners’ use of learning strategies and particularly reading strategies is governed by 

many factors that Oxford and Nyikos (1989, p. 291) summarize in the following: 1) the 

language being learned; 2) level of language learning, proficiency, or course; 3) degree of 

metacognitive awareness; 4) gender; 5) affective variables such as attitudes, motivation, and 

language learning goals; 6) specific personality traits; 7) overall personality type; 8) learning 

style; 9) career orientation or field of specialization; 10) national origin; 11) aptitude; 12) 

language teaching methods; 13) tasks requirements; 14) type of strategy training. 

2.4.2.6. Persistence 

According to Pintrich and De Groot (1990), besides the appropriate use of learning 

strategies, effort management and persistence are integral components of learning self-

regulation. Persistence is the ability to continue doing a task and maintain interest and 

willingness against all distractions and inhibiting thoughts; it is learners’ belief that time and 

hard work will pay off eventually (DeGangi, 2012). Learners who think that intelligence and 

the ability to excel at any task are innate fixed abilities are less likely to show persistence 

especially if they have experienced failure in doing a similar activity (Wigfield, Klauda & 
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Cambria, 2011). The latter leads us to the debate of “genius vs. persistence” (see Allen, 

2003). It is all a matter of epistemological beliefs, beliefs about knowledge and possible 

ways of obtaining it. Goal setting, high self-efficacy beliefs, positive outcome expectancy, 

and interest in the task play a vital role in learners’ level of persistence (Hidi & Ainley, 

2008; Wigfield, Klauda & Cambria, 2011).  

2.4.2.7. Time Management 

Time management is a competence that allows for the good and effective use of the 

time allocated for tasks (Claessens, Roe & Rutte, 2009). There should be a correlation 

between the amount of time dedicated for tasks and one’s effort to avoid depletion of efforts 

before the task has even been completed and ensure persistence (Pintrich, 2005). Time has 

also to correspond with the goal (realistic) and nature of the task (doable in the allotted time 

frame). If someone devotes less time than needed to finish reading a novel, for example, 

then not only the job will not be done in time but also she/he will develop less can do 

attitudes to approach the same or similar tasks in the future. All of these, goal setting, 

planning, self-control against distractions and task time estimation and management, are key 

components of self-regulation (Barbera & Reimann, 2014). There are three goal-directed 

activities that learners can engage themselves in to ensure a wise employment of time that 

Barbera and Reimann (2014, p. 136) summarized in the following behaviors:  

a) Time assessment behaviors (i.e. self-awareness of one’s time use, 

decisions     regarding tasks that should be accepted) 

b) Planning behaviors (i.e. setting goals, planning tasks, prioritizing, 

making to to-do-lists, grouping tasks) 

c) Monitoring behaviors (i.e. observing one’s use of time while performing 

activities, generating a feedback loop)  
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2.4.2.8. Environmental Structuring 

Enviormental structuring is another important learning self-regulation process for it 

creates the appropriate contextual conditions for self-regulated learning to take place 

(Schunk, & Zimmerman, 2003). It is “regarding how the physical environments may be 

rearranged to avoid distractions and promote learning” (Tu, Yen & Sujo-Montes, 2015, p. 

39).  It is basically about choosing the place where to study, providing the necessary 

equipments and tools, and keeping away from noise and other distractions. Not all learners 

are capable of structuring environments that encourage studying or/ and reading. Some live 

in small houses and with crowed families in which they do not even have their own room or 

space. However,  studies show that self-regulated learners are flexible when it comes to 

finding the right physical context for learning and practicing; they change the place and time 

for learning depending on the present circumstances and “family situation” (McPherson & 

Zimmerman, 2002, p. 338). Given that the constructs that we decided to discuss in this 

section are based on the commonalities found between the different models of self-

regulation, it is worth mentioning that Pintrich and Zimmerman did not account at all for 

enviormental structuring in their theories (Sitzman & Ely, 2011).  

2.4.2.9. Help Seeking 

As opposed to the previous cognitive and metacognitive self-regulation strategies, help 

seeking is a social strategy that allows learners to overcome learning difficulties and better 

their performances by asking for others’ assistance (Zimmerman & Cleary, 2009). Students’ 

learning objectives influence their help seeking attitudes and behaviors. Learners’ attitudes 

towards help seeking distinguish between four main behaviors: adaptive help seeking, 

avoidance of help seeking, executive help seeking and excessive help seeking. Adaptive help 

seekers use this strategy as a way to promote learning and save time; they only ask for slight 

intimations needed to do tasks independently (Tanka & Tanka, 2008). Students with learning 
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objectives, students who believe learning is ‘an end in itself’, tend to opt for adaptive help 

seeking behaviors and do not think that this strategy undermines their capacity of doing 

things (Pintrich, 2005).  While students with learning objectives only ask for assistance for 

doing tasks, students with performance objectives do not suffice themselves with a mere help 

and hints but rather ask for correct answers and ready solutions; they are executive help 

seekers (Clareboot, et al., 2013). Excessive help seeking; also known as expedient, 

unnecessary or effort-avoidant; refers to students’ dependence on outside help to the point 

they lose self-confidence and their can-do-attitude (Karabenick, 2006). Avoidance of help 

seeking, however, refers to when students refuse to ask for help all together although help is 

really needed to accomplish tasks (Tanka & Tanka, 2008). Students refuse to ask for help 

because they consider it “threatening to self-worth” and “an admission of defeat” 

(Karabenick & Demba, 2011). Self-regulated learners know when and from whom to ask for 

help; they only ask for assistance to be able to carry on doing the task independently. 

2.4.2.10. Motivation 

Motivation- extrinsic, intrinsic or instrumental- is the key drive to any successful 

learning activity. Reading motivation and task engagement have always been used 

interchangeably as motivation is what incentivizes readers to carry out reading and retain 

their commitment in case they fail to reach textual comprehension (Hall & Goetz, 2013). In 

fact, one of the main reasons behind comprehension problems is the absence of reading 

motivation (Caskey, 2008). Readers need both motivation and the necessary effective 

reading processes to initiate and sustain effort and task engagement; a “motivated reader 

who does not possess strategies cannot be engaged.  Likewise, a strategic reader who is not 

motivated cannot be engaged” (Guthrie, 2002, p.149). Research (Cameron & Pierce, 2002) 

has investigated the impact of motivation on the different reading processes and reported a 

reciprocal relationship between intrinsic motivation, the interest learners develop for 
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personal reasons and not because of external incentives, and the use of high-order 

comprehension processes (Taboada et, al., 2013). 

2.4.2.11. Emotion Control 

Emotion control, as opposed to motivation control, does not regulate effort but rather 

emotions. It is the process of avoiding off-task affects that may hinder on-task performance 

and distract attention (Donovan, Bateman & Heggest, 2013). According to Kanfer and 

Ackerman (1996), emotion-control skills “involve the use of self-regulatory processes to 

keep performance anxiety and other negative emotional influences (e.g. worry) at bay during 

task engagement” (p. 153-4). Learners with low emotion control are more likely to feel 

discouraged, give up on themselves and abandon tasks, especially when encountering new 

and difficult tasks (Ackerman; 1998). Relaxation, meditation, self talk and cognitive 

modifications, among other solutions are suggested to help learners take more control of 

their emotions (Bell & Kozlowski, 2010).  

2.4.2.12. Effort 

Effort can be defined as “a general feeling of labour and personal strength” (Preston & 

Wegner, 2009, p. 573); it is “the feeling of self-mastered energy” (ibid, p. 582). It represents 

the time and endeavour learners put into learning (Sitzmann & Ely, 2011). People feel they 

are making effort during physical exercises, mental activities and even during self-control 

(De Morree & Marcora, 2015). The amount of effort made correlates positively with both 

the importance individual give to the task and goal attainment and the task’s level of 

difficulty (Silvia, 2015). Effort management or regulation is the ability to maintain focus and 

personal engagement until goal attainment (Velayutham, Aldridge & Afari, 2013). Effort is 

an important component of self-regulation not only because it helps achieve goals but also 

because it ensures a consistent use of learning strategies (Pintrich, 1991). 
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2.4.3. Regulatory Appraisals 

Regulatory appraisals are means by which progress towards goal attainment is 

assessed (Day & Unsworth, 2013). Reviews of literature and research works suggest two 

regulatory appraisal constructs: self-evaluation and attribution. Sitzmann & Ely (2011) 

suggested also self-efficacy as a third construct. They emphasized the importance of 

knowing when these constructs are used. Self-efficacy beliefs are found helpful during all 

the stages: pre, during, and post the task. Attribution and self-assessment, however, take 

place during and after the task (ibid, p. 16).  

2.4.3.1. Self-evaluation 

Self-evaluation is one’s personal assessment and estimation of all aspects of self 

including physical appearance, consciousness and performance as it is being compared 

against a standard (Kitsantas & Dabbagh, 2011). Some confuse self-evaluation with self-

concept. However, self-evaluation is only one component of self-concept as the latter is 

“self-description judgement that includes an evaluation of competence and the feelings of 

self-worth associated with the judgement in question” (Pajares & Schunk, 2005, p. 105). 

Self-evaluation is not solely about generating self-judgements but also about the way 

individuals react to those evaluations (Schunk, 1996). Self-evaluation is crucial in the 

process of goal achievement. It helps revising and adjusting goals and the approaches to 

achieve them according to the time allotted for task or even one’s ability to accomplish the 

task, for example. Self-evaluation is also important in all the phases of the self-regulation 

cycle for the development and maintenance of learning. In fact, self-regulated learners are 

known for their self-critical abilities (Zimmerman, 1990).  
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2.4.3.2. Attribution  

Attributions, in the context of learning, refer to what learners perceive as the causes to 

which given outcomes, positive or negative, and achievements can be traced back 

(Zimmerman, 2011). They are highly subjective and not necessarily true and rational. 

Attributions and self-regulation are closely related given that the “internal working models 

guiding self-regulation are essentially attributional in nature (i.e. causal attributions guide 

and direct self-regulation)” (George, Miner & Dowson, 2012, p. 119). Attributions influence 

many affective variables necessary for the process of self-regulation such as expectancy, 

motivation, self-concept and can-do attitudes (Schunk, 1996).There are two types of 

attributions: external and internal. Learners with low self-concept and self-esteem beliefs are 

more likely to attribute positive achievement outcomes to themselves and failure to other 

external factors that they claim they have no control over (Dresel & Hall, 2013). Positive 

correlations were found between positive internal attributions, as opposed to positive 

external ones, and motivation and self-esteem (Pintrich, 2005). When learners see that they 

are the reason behind the positive learning outcome and not the help of an instructor or not 

because the task was easy, they will more likely feel efficient and motivated to tackle similar 

if not more challenging tasks.  Given the importance of the quality of attributions for 

motivation, self-concept, goal setting and ultimately self-regulation, learners should 

intentionally and carefully “make” their attributions (ibid, p. 465).   

2.4.3.3. Self-efficacy 

The last construct involved in the process of self-regulation that most theories have 

agreed upon is self-efficacy. Self-efficacy mirrors “a person’s conviction that he or she can 

successfully organize and execute the courses of action required to produce the desired 

outcomes” (De Wit, 2006, p. 198). It is also another key component in the exercise of self-

regulation, for it is the belief that helps initiate and maintain cognitive, motivational and 
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affective processes (Bandura, 1995). In the learning context, learners’ can-do attitudes help 

them think of approaching tasks and not think of them as “personal threats”; it also helps 

them sustain the same energy and will till the end of the task without quitting (ibid, p. 71). 

These beliefs govern the quality of learning goals, type of task, amount of effort and time 

spent and enviormental structuring (Schunk & Meece, 2006). Learners with high efficacy 

beliefs are more likely to aim high, approach more challenging tasks, create the right 

environment for the task to be done, and give it their hardest because they know it will 

eventually pay off.  

According to Oettingen (1995), learners recall their previous personal success and 

failure experiences to form current and future efficacy beliefs. Efficacy beliefs are thought to 

be task and domain-specific (Peterson & Bredow, 2009); however, really strong feelings of 

efficacy obtained from a given task can be transmitted and generalized to other different 

tasks and challenges (Oettingen, 1995). In addition to one’s performance experiences as the 

main source of self-efficacy beliefs, positive feedback and rewards help promote efficacy 

beliefs. In short, one can say that self-efficacy is the engine that starts and maintain the 

whole self-regulation process because it “is one thing to possess self-regulatory skills but 

another thing to be able to get oneself to apply them persistently in the face of difficulties, 

stressors, or competing attractions” (Zimmerman, 1995, p. 219).  

2.5. Measuring Self-regulation 

The development of valid and reliable measuring instruments has been and still is 

primordial for the promotion of research and application of self-regulation in the different 

learning contexts (Zeidner, Boekerts & Pintrich, 2005). The existing instruments mirror 

years of theoretical studies and self-regulation models. For example, Zimmerman’s social 

cognitive self-regulation cyclical model has inspired many instruments including Seah-Tay’s 

Self-regulation Questionnaire (Seah-Tay, 2008), Self-regulated Learning Interview Schedule 



 

84 
 

(SRLIS) (Zimmerman & Martinez-Pons, 1990), and the Self-regulation of Learning Self-

report Scale (SRL-SRS) (Toering, et al., 2012). The research instruments used to investigate 

self-regulation witnessed a shift of focus from seeking to assess behaviors and thinking in 

general to the manifestations of the latters in real learning and cultural environments 

allowing for the measurement of the interaction between cognitive and metacognitive 

constructs and social factors (Perrry & Winne, 2013). Recent research tools try to capture 

the multidimensional and dynamic nature of self-regulation as opposed to just considering it 

as one invariable construct that can be assessed with a research instrument (Abar & Loken, 

2010). 

Self-regulation measuring methods, both qualitative and quantitative, have accounted 

for the conceptualization of self-regulation as an aptitude (Snow, 1996) and an event (Winne 

and Perry, 2005) (c.f. 2.1). Aptitude measures consider learners’ general enduring skills; 

they usually estimate learners’ future use of self-regulatory strategies (Cleary, 2011). 

However, event measures account solely for the skills and mechanisms used here and now. 

They only study the sings of self-regulation that learners show when performing a task at a 

given time (Winne & Perry, 2005). Researchers now admit the need to focus more, 

empirically speaking, on the dynamic nature of self-regulation and consider it more like an 

event rather than just a trait (Cazan, 2012).  

Two main types of instruments characterized the assessment of learning self-

regulation: self-report and trace tools (Dettori & Persico, 2011). Self-report methods rely on 

asking the learners to explain their behaviors and performances. The subjects can express 

their thoughts and attitudes freely in unstructured interviews and focus group discussions or 

in a more structured way under the form of scales, questionnaires and structured interviews 

(Harris, 2003). Self-report tools rely on presenting subjects with stimulants in the form of 

questions and statements to trigger responses (ibid, p. 51). However, trace methods as the 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R18
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3828293/#R24
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name implies refer to tracing back what learners left behind them after finishing a task ; they 

rely on coding tangible proof of learners’ behavior (Perrry & Winne, 2013).  For example, 

in trying to unveil students’ respect for the different stages of the writing process, 

researchers would ask students to write and then go through students’ planning, outlines, 

different drafts and finished written products. It is for the researcher to observe and decide 

on students’ performance and not for students to report on their perceived behavior(s) 

(Dettori & Persico, 2011). Although trace methods can be really useful, they are solely 

concerned with end products of behaviors and not the process of self-regulation that is why 

they should be backed up with self-report methods (ibid, p. 32). Think –aloud protocols are 

also used to investigate self-regulatory beliefs as manifested in an event (Cleary, 2011). 

These protocols require from the participants to verbalize their thinking while performing 

tasks (Ingwersen & Järvelin, 2005).   

Although the anatomy of self-regulation exemplifies the multifaceted and complex 

nature of self-regulation involving literally many constructs, self-regulation “is nevertheless 

a coherent higher-order construct” (Duckworth & Carlson, 2013, p. 209). There are many 

research instruments that investigate the constructs of self-regulation individually; for 

example, a scale can be used to assess self-efficacy and an interview to measure students’ 

perceived strategy use. However, if we want to assess a complex process such as self-

regulation, it is difficult to assess its constituting constructs in isolation as they are often 

manifested in conjunction (Blair & Razza, 2007).  

There are general and context-specific measurements of self-regulation. There are  

measurements that address the self-regulatory strategies that can be generalized to most 

learning contexts and measurements that only investigate the processes exclusive to specific 

contexts, tasks, and disciplines (Jarvela, Jarvenoja & Naykki, 2013), like the  Adolescent 

Self-Regulatory Inventory (Moilanen, 2007),  the Online Self-regulated Learning 
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Questionnaire (OSLQ) (Barnard-Brak, 2010) and the Academic Self-regulated Learning 

Scale (A-SRL-S) (Magno, 2010). Self-regulation is “best understood as contextualized” 

(Turner, 2006, p. 295). Given that the choice of goals, strategies and their execution were 

found context-specific, self-regulation measuring instruments have to account for situational 

factors (Dettori & Persico, 2011). Although general self-regulation tools are practical given 

that they can be employed to any context and that they provide a general understanding of 

the population’s self-regulation profile, situation or context-specific measurements provide 

more accurate data (Jarvela, Jarvenoja & Naykki, 2013). Some instruments were developed 

to be adaptable to any learning contexts; for example, the Motivated Strategies for Learning 

Questionnaire (MSLQ) (Pintrich, 1991) and Strategy Inventory for Language Learning 

(Oxford, 1990) can be used to address any domain just by making the necessary linguistic 

adjustments.   

Conclusion 

This chapter tried to show that behind the visible behavior there are many cognitive, 

metacognitive and affective processes all governed by the ability to self-regulate. Self-

regulation is a sine qua non for learning. The consideration of context played an important 

role in the contemporary understanding of self-regulation. From what it has been said before, 

self-regulation is a dynamic, rather than a static trait, and multidimensional process that 

allows learners to become autonomous and efficient. Many theories have been advanced 

throughout the years to define and explain self-regulation each of which focusing more on 

some self-regulatory constructs at the expense of others. Based on the meta-analysis 

conducted by Sitzmann and Ely, 16 fundamental self-regulatory constructs that most self-

regulation theories have agreed on were discussed.  Finally, possible ways to investigate and 

measure learning self-regulation were presented. 
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Chapter Three 

 Epistemological Beliefs: A Predictor of Academic Performances 

 

Introduction  

The present chapter aims at substantiating the role students’ learning preconceptions 

play in predicting their academic performances. It starts by defining epistemological beliefs 

and explaining how their conceptualization evolved over time. Then, it presents a discussion 

of the different models and frameworks of epistemological beliefs namely one and 

multidimensional models. It also discusses domain-general and domain-specific attempts to 

investigate epistemological beliefs and the measuring instruments developed for these 

purposes. The relationship between epistemic beliefs and the two main dependent variables 

of this research is also discussed in this chapter. 

3.1. Epistemological Beliefs: Definition and Conceptualization 

Epistemology refers to the branch of philosophy that studies knowledge, its origins, 

complexion, justifications and limitations (episteme is a Greek word for knowledge or 

knowing and logy for science or study) (Floridi, 1996; Fox, 1999; Hofer, 2000; Moreland & 

Craig, 2003; BonJour, 2010; and elsewhere). It is concerned with two main tasks: 1. The 

“analysis of basic terms” like certainty, beliefs and knowing to delimit the scope of 

knowledge and 2. The “analysis of basic beliefs” to study the extent to which it is true what 

one claims to know (skepticism) (Harman, 1990, p. 1). Epistemology is the study of “the 

material object (or the subject matter) being knowledge and the formal object (or the 

particular point of view or aspect in which the subject matter is studied)” (Horrigan, 2007, p. 

viii). There are traditional and contemporary epistemological perspectives and approaches to 

the study of knowledge. In the past, epistemology was referred to as normative epistemology 
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because it only studied the norms and standards that qualify people to know something to be 

true (O’Donohue & Kitchener, 1996). Contrary to the traditional views which seek to explain 

knowledge solely from a philosophical point of view, epistemology nowadays is regarded as 

the psychological investigation of knowledge allowing for a more rational, naturalized and 

empirical interpretation of subject matters and a consideration of the psychological and 

cognitive constructs underlying the process of knowing (Kornblith, 2014).  

Epistemological beliefs are “an individual’s cognition about knowledge and knowing” 

(Pintrich, 2002). They are “how individuals come to know, the theories and beliefs they hold 

about knowing, and the manner in which such epistemological premises are a part of and an 

influence on the cognitive processes of thinking and reasoning” (Hofer & Pintrich, 1997, p. 

88). They are the assumptions that people come to hold about epistemological questions, 

questions about, for example, how we know what we know to be true, the ability to 

understand things around us and the means by which knowledge can be obtained and 

justified (Nash, 1999). They are non-cognitive variables that influence the way people 

perceive knowledge and its acquisition and therefore help explain learning performances 

(Yang, et al., 2014). Distinctions were made between two types of epistemological beliefs: 

personal and worldview beliefs: 

The former consist of specific beliefs about a particular dimension of 

knowledge such as its certainty, simplicity, origin, or justification. The 

latter consist of a set of beliefs that collectively define one’s attitudes 

about the nature and acquisition of knowledge. Each adult presumably 

has a set of epistemological beliefs that are included within an 

epistemological world view, which also may include other beliefs 

such as how epistemological beliefs are acquired and developed, and 

how these beliefs change over time (Schraw, 2013, p. 2). 
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3.2. Models of Epistemological Beliefs 

Models of epistemological beliefs offer an understanding of the way people develop 

assumptions about the nature of knowledge and the process of knowing. Two types of 

models shaped the conceptualization of epistemic beliefs: unidimensional and 

multidimensional. For unidimensional models as Perry’s Model (1970), Women’s Ways of 

Knowing (1986) and Reflective Judgment Model (1994), epistemic beliefs are summarized in 

one dimension of related and dependent assumptions that evolve together through time 

(Conley et al., 2004). People were thought to go through a set of fixed positions of 

development from naïve to more mature beliefs. For multidimensional models, however, a 

system of different constructs of epistemological beliefs is identified each reflecting an 

aspect of knowledge and knowing. According to multidimensional models as Schommer’s 

Epistemological Beliefs Model (1990), people do not develop epistemic assumptions at the 

same rate; they can hold mature beliefs toward one dimension and naïve beliefs toward the 

other at the same time (Schommer, 1994a).  

3.2.1. Unidimensional Models 

The study of epistemological beliefs dates back to Perry’s longitudinal investigation 

(1970) where he reported the change he noticed in male Harvard students’ perception of 

educational experiences by means of annual interviews and questionnaires. He noticed that 

his students go through fixed stages of epistemological development that he summarized in 

the Scheme of Intellectual and Ethical Development. He explained beliefs in a linear model 

of nine stages starting from fact-oriented, right or wrong, dualistic thinking to relativistic 

context-oriented thinking (Schommer, 1994a). He found that students start university with 

naïve beliefs that there are either right or wrong answers to everything (basic dualism); 

teachers’ job is to supply them with knowledge –more like spoon feeding, and knowledge is 

made of facts. As they grow as university students and after they go through the middle 
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stages of the 9 stage model, students graduate knowing that there are wrong and right 

answers, opinions and facts, and different ways to obtain knowledge other than the teacher. 

Students move from dualism to multiplicity and a position of relativism, the most mature 

beliefs, where they know for a fact that knowledge changes depending on contexts and 

surrounding factors (Nist & Halschuh, 2000).   

The limitations in Perry’s sample encouraged the development of other 

unidimensional models to explain epistemological beliefs. The subsequent models offered 

different positions of epistemological beliefs by replicating Perry’s (1970) work in different 

contexts and on different samples. In 1986, Belenky, Clinchy, Goldberger, & Tarule 

developed the model of Women’s Ways of Knowing as a reaction to the intentional 

exclusion of woman from research samples (Beleky, et al., 1997), for women were thought 

“to mess up the data”  (Ashton-Jones & Thomas, 1995, p. 81). Belenky and her colleagues 

investigated the perspectives through which women coming from different backgrounds 

viewed epistemological questions. This study was based on interviewing 135 female 

subjects for one time urging them to report on their past experiences.  

The findings of the study were summarized in a model of five positions; each position 

reflects a level of knowing. The first position of knowing is silence. Silent knowers show a 

total dependence on others. They think that they are deaf, for they do not think they can 

understand and learn from others and dumb, for they do not believe in themselves and in 

what they can do. A silent knower would say, “someone has to show me –not tell me- or I 

can’t get it” (Beleky, et al., 1997 p. 24). The second position is received knowledge. This 

position is similar to Perry’s dualist thinking; “the familiar world of Authority-right-we as 

against the alien world of illegitimate wrong others” (Perry, 1970, p. 59). Woman think at 

this stage that they are incapable of constructing knowledge and that the only way to learn is 

by unquestionably reproducing what others say. The third position is subjective knowledge. 
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At this stage, women believe that knowledge and answers are solely constructed from within 

and reject others as possible sources of knowledge. The fourth position is procedural 

knowledge; women adopt a more rational stand and understand that there are different 

perspectives to knowledge. The last stage is for constructed knowers; it is for women who 

recognize knowledge as relative and contextual and believe in themselves as creators of 

knowledge. 

Another example of unidimensional models of epistemological beliefs is the Reflective 

Judgment Model developed by King & Kitchener (1994). It emphasizes the way people 

justify knowledge and considers knowledge as the result of people’s reflection on 

experiences and not just the result of living experiences (King & Kitchener, 1994; Hofer & 

Pintrich, 1997). According to this model, reflective judgment is defined as the ability “to 

evaluate knowledge claims and to explain and defend a point of view on a controversial 

issue [an ill-structured problem]” (King & Kitchener, 1994, p. 13) and the ability “to bring 

closures to situations that are uncertain” (ibid, p. 6). The model was the result of a ten-year 

longitudinal study. The epistemological development of 80 high school students who after 

ten years became adults was investigated by means of interviews. King and Kitchener 

presented the subjects with four problems and then asked them to communicate and justify 

their opinions by answering six questions. The problems that the study subjects were 

presented with were ill-structured- controversial problems with multiple unexpected 

solutions (Jonassen, 2014) – to reflect the nature of daily life problems. The answers were 

then grouped in two categories: 1. the nature of knowledge consisting of one’s view of 

knowledge, ‘right versus wrong’ knowledge, and legitimacy of differences in viewpoints, 2. 

the justification of knowledge including the concept of justification, use of evidence, and the 

role of authority in making judgments (Hofer & Pintrich, 1997, p. 100).   
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The Reflective Judgment Model consists of seven stages grouped in three levels: pre-

reflective (stages 1- 3), quasi-reflective (stages 4-5) and reflective (stages 6-7). In the pre-

reflective level, people are unable to recognize the complexity of ill-structured problems; 

they think that there is always one true answer to all sorts of questions and problems, and 

these answers are often provided by people in authority or personally observed. Knowledge 

at this stage is considered certain, tangible and observable. In the quasi-reflective level, after 

being confronted with various points of view and problems without obvious right solutions, 

people start questioning the certainty of knowledge and feeling the need to consider other 

sources of knowledge. What characterizes this level of judgment is that people only justify 

their beliefs in a subjective and idiosyncratic manner. In the reflective level, however, people 

understand that the evaluation of knowledge is relative and contextual; they opt for a more 

objective evidence-based justification of beliefs. In this last level, though they do not find 

true solutions to [all] ill-structured problems, people manage to come up with justifiable 

arguments to back up their judgments (King & Kitchener, 1994; Love & Guthie, 1999; 

Merriam, et al., 2007; Perrozi 2009). 

King & Kitchener’s model (1994) used Perry’s (1970) conceptualization of 

epistemological beliefs to address reflective judgment for they are “a neglected facet of 

critical thinking” (King & Kitchener 1994, p. 1). The model offered a framework that is 

widely used in the American educational system to promote learners’ epistemological 

reasoning skills (Lenning, et al., 2013). Although there are limitations in King & Kitchener’s 

study sample that restrict the generalization of the model to other learning contexts and 

cultures, the model remains “a coherent well-argued and extensively researched account of 

the development of epistemological reasoning” (Moseley, et al., 2005, p. 233). Researchers 

now are investigating the possibilities of adapting this model to other environments 

(Merriam, et al., 2007).  
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Baxter Magolda’s Model of Epistemological Reflection (1987, 2004) brings a social 

constructivist perspective to the study of epistemology. This model suggests that the 

development of personal epistemology is the result of the “interaction of internal factors 

(e.g., assumptions) and external (e.g., experiences) factors” (Baxter Magolda, 2004, p. 31). 

Baxter Magolda’s Model is the result of four-year longitudinal open-ended interviews. 

(Baxter Magolda, 1992). It illustrates the impact of students’ epistemic beliefs on their 

perception of learning in tertiary level by distinguishing between the roles played by learner, 

teachers, and evaluation at the different levels of knowing as shown in Table 6. The model 

identifies three types of knowing: absolute, transitional and independent. Absolute knowing 

is similar to Perry’s dualism and King & Kitchener’s pre-reflective thinking; transitional 

knowing is similar to Perry’s multicity and King & Kitchener’s quasi-reflective thinking, 

and independent knowing, later developed into contextual knowing, is similar to Perry’s 

relativism and commitment within relativism and King & Kitchener’s reflective thinking 

(Hofer & Pintrich, 1997). 

Table 6: Epistemological Reflection Model (Baxter Magolda, 1992, p.121). 

Domains Absolute Knowing Transitional Knowing Independent Knowing 

Role of Learners Obtain knowledge from 
instructor Understand knowledge 

 

- Think for oneself  
- Share views with others 
- Self-authored knowledge 
 

Role of Peers Cooperative learning Active exchanges 
 

- share views 
- self-authored knowledge 
 

Role of Instructor 

 

Communicate knowledge 
appropriately to make 
students understand 
 

- Use methods aimed at 
understanding methods that 
- help apply knowledge 

- promote independent thinking  
- Promote exchange of ideas 

Evaluation 
 

Show instructor what was  
learned   

Measure students’ 
understanding of the material Reward independent thinking 

Nature f knowledge Certain or absolute Partially certain and partially 
uncertain 

 

Uncertain, everyone has own 
beliefs 
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Baxter Magolda Model suggests another way to explain epistemic development.  

While previous studies investigated the epistemological beliefs of separate genders, males 

only (Perry, 1970) or females only (Belenky et al., 1987), or of populations without 

specifying gender differences (King & Kitchener, 1994); the Model of Epistemological 

Reflection sheds light on gender-related patterns within the same population. Baxter 

Magolda uses the expression ‘gender-related patterns’ instead of gender differences to 

“convey that the patterns were used more often by one gender than the other but not used 

exclusively by one gender” (Baxter Magolda, 1999, p. 42).  

Gender-related patterns appeared in the three levels of knowing (Baxter Magold, 1992; 

Baxter Magold, 1999; Bock, 1999; Baxter Magold, 2004). Absolute knowing is the 

assumption that knowledge is certain, always true and obtained from others. At this level, 

two reasoning patterns are distinguished: receiving and mastery. Receiving patterns are often 

used more by women than men. Women at the early stages of epistemological development 

think that the only way to obtain knowledge is by spoon-feeding. Men are more mastery 

pattern knowers than receiving. They also think that knowledge is only obtained from 

authorities; however, it is obtained by means of interacting with authorities and asking 

questions and not passively receiving information. 

 At the level of transitional knowing, individuals start to question to some extent the 

certainty of some areas of knowledge. Two reasoning patterns were also distinguished at this 

level: interpersonal and impersonal. Interpersonal knowers, usually women, view 

knowledge as the compilation of others’ ideas. They tolerate discussion just to allow for the 

collection of information, and they are subjective in their judgments. Impersonal pattern 

knowers, mostly men, see knowledge as the result of debates and argumentation and not 

mere discussions; they use logic in determining knowledge uncertainty.   



 

96 
 

Independent knowing is best described by one of Baxter Magolda’s subjects, Laura, 

who came to know that “everything’s relative; there’s no truth in the world, that sort of 

thing. So I decided that the only person that you can really depend on is yourself. Each 

individual has their own truth.” (Baxter Magolda, 1999, p. 47). Independent knowers believe 

that learners are thinking beings just like authorities; teachers are no longer suppliers of 

knowledge but rather suppliers of context in which knowledge can be obtained and 

constructed by learners themselves. The first gender-related pattern distinguished at this 

level is the inter-individual pattern. Inter-individual knowers, generally women, are good 

listeners and their personal judgment is inspired from multiple perspectives. The second is 

the individual pattern. Individual knowers, mostly men, have their major attention on their 

own thinking; they are even accused of not circumspectly listening to other views and 

perspectives. 

3.2.2. Multidimensional Models 

Multidimensional models refer to an epistemological belief as “a specific belief about 

some aspect of knowledge that is part of a broader epistemology” (Schraw, 2013 p. 2). In 

contrast to the stage-like developmental approach adopted in unidimensional models, the 

multidimensional approach accounts for the different assumptions developed about different 

aspects of knowledge independently rather than in a sequence.  

Schommer (1990) is the first who proposed a model where epistemological beliefs can 

be summarized in a system. Her model comprised of five main dimensions including 

assumptions about the certainty of knowledge, the structure of knowledge, the source of 

knowledge, the control of knowledge and the speed of knowledge acquisition. Beliefs about 

the certainty of knowledge are beliefs about the nature of knowledge itself, whether it 

changes through time or it stays invariable and static.  Beliefs about the structure of 

knowledge range from beliefs that knowledge is made of isolated facts to beliefs that 
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knowledge is complex and integrated. Beliefs from an external or an internal source are what 

characterize the source of knowledge dimension. These beliefs range from knowledge is 

often handed down from authority figures to knowledge is constructed by and from the 

individuals themselves. Beliefs about the control of knowledge relate to the beliefs 

individuals accumulate about their ability to learn; they range from the ability to learn is 

fixed at birth to changeable. The last dimension of epistemological beliefs has to do with the 

beliefs individuals accumulate about the speed of the learning process. They range from 

beliefs that knowledge should be learned quickly or never at all to beliefs that learning is a 

gradual process that requires both time and patience. For what it is worth, questions have 

been raised about the extent to which Schommer’s quick learning and innate ability are true 

epistemological beliefs for they focus more on learning than about knowledge (Schraw, 

2013). Schommer responded to such criticism by saying that “the study of learning beliefs 

appears to be closely linked to beliefs about knowledge. Studying both types of beliefs 

simultaneously is likely to provide a deeper understanding of learners” (Schommer-Aikins, 

2008, p. 306).  

A scale is suggested to describe epistemological beliefs based on their level of 

complexity where beliefs can range from the most immature naïve beliefs to the most 

sophisticated ones (Schraw and Olafson, 2008). Hammer & Elby also use the expressions 

“misbelieve” and “expert belief” to describe the two ends of the epistemological belief 

continuum (2000, p. 4). For example, students with naive epistemic beliefs (explained in 

Winne & Nesbit, 2009) are likely to think that people are either born smart and gifted or it is 

impossible to improve and develop their skills and capacities (the innate ability dimension); 

learning is a process that either happens quickly or never at all (the speed of knowledge 

acquisition), and that knowledge comes from external sources usually authority figures like 

teachers and parents and should never be subjected to questions (source of knowledge). 
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They also think that knowledge is simple and easy to understand because it is made of 

unrelated small bits (facts) rather than complex and coherent wholes (structure and certainty 

of knowledge).  

In contrast, Hofer (2004) suggested only four, instead of five, types of epistemological 

beliefs under two umbrella dimensions: nature of knowledge and nature of the knowing 

process. The nature of knowledge dimension includes beliefs about the certainty and 

simplicity of knowledge, and the nature of the process of knowing dimension includes 

beliefs about the source and justification of knowledge. Hofer explains the certainty, 

simplicity and source of knowledge dimensions the same way Schommer did (1994a). In 

fact, she has even cited Schommer’s explanation of the constructs (Hofer, 2004, p. 131). 

Hofer added the dimension of justification of knowledge to include the assumptions people 

hold about “how individuals justify what they know and they evaluate their own knowledge 

and that of others” (2004, p. 131).  

In addition to Schommer’s dimensions, a fine grained conceptualization of 

epistemological beliefs, more specifically naïve beliefs, has been suggested by Hammer & 

Elby (2002).  Schommer’s dimensions revolutionized the conceptualization of 

epistemological beliefs by describing them in grouped sets of coherent and global 

assumptions formed around one of the different aspects of knowledge. However, the 

consideration of ontology-“the study of existence and form of entities, their categories and 

relationships” (Huang., 2010, p. 82)- and reality in the study of epistemological beliefs; the 

failure of the previously discussed dimensions to account for the anatomy of immature 

beliefs and the process by which new sophisticated ones can be developed; the growing 

trend of considering context and domains in the study of epistemic beliefs; and the need to 

consider the differences between naïve beliefs across domains as opposed to just considering 
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them  asa unitary construct raised the need for a more refined investigation of personal 

epistemology (Hammer & Elby, 2000). 

Epistemological resources came to offer a different understanding of naïve beliefs. 

They are referred to as “units of cognitive structure at a finer grain size than stages, beliefs 

or theories” (Louca, et al., 2004, p. 58). These epistemological cognitive resources suggest 

that individuals do not always have the same invariable beliefs towards the same dimension; 

let’s say for example the speed of language acquisition or certainty of knowledge. Beliefs 

about the same construct may vary depending on the context, for beliefs are very domain- 

sensitive. Individuals may think knowledge is simple in one context and integrated and 

complex in another (Hammer & Elby, 2002).  Louca, et al (2004) invited us to consider the 

following example: 

Consider a 6-year-old child’s views about the source of knowledge. 

When asked how she knows what’s for dinner, the child says, “Because 

Daddy told me!” This answer reflects an understanding of knowledge as 

something that can be transmitted from one person to another. However, 

asked how she knows her mommy brought her a present, the same child 

says, “I figured it out, ‘cause it’s my birthday and I saw you hide 

something under your coat!” This answer reflects a rudimentary 

awareness of knowledge as something constructed out of other 

knowledge (Louca, et al., 2004, p. 58).  

The idea behind this conceptualization is that different epistemological resources get 

activated differently in different contexts and learning situations. There are four main 

categorizations of epistemological resources (see Table 7): resources for understanding the 

diverse sources of knowledge, epistemological forms, stances and activities (Amin, Smith & 

Wiser, 2014). The previous example of the 6-year old child shows that she used two 
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different resources about the source of knowledge (the same dimension), “resources 

knowledge as transmitted stuff  and knowledge as fabricated stuff,” none of them really 

reflected her epistemological belief regarding that dimension (Louca, et al., 2004, p.58).  

The child has taken for granted what her father told her and in a different context was able to 

deduce using contextual clues and come up with an understanding that the child constructed 

herself. If beliefs are still considered to be of the same nature, sophisticated or naïve, 

towards the same dimension then the child in the previous example could not have displayed 

two distinctive resources and both naïve and sophisticated beliefs regarding the same aspect 

of knowledge. 

Table 7: Epistemological Resources (Hammer & Elby, 2002, p. 177–181) 

Categories of Epistemological Resources 
Resources for understanding: 

Examples of Resources 

The nature and sources of knowledge 

 

 

 

Knowledge as – propagated stuff 
                        -free creation 
                        -fabricated stuff 
                        -direct perception 
                        -inherent 
 

Epistemological activities 

 

accumulation, formation, checking, application, 
comparing, sorting, naming, counting 
 

Epistemological forms 

 

stories, rules, rule system, facts, lists,  
categories, words, numbers 
 

Epistemological stances 
 

Belief/disbelief , doubting, understanding/ 
puzzlement, acceptance 
 

 

3.3. Domain-general and Domain-specific Epistemological Beliefs 
 

Are epistemological beliefs domain-general or domain-specific? It all started with the 

work of Perry (1970) and other early researches followed along (e.g. Belenky et al., 1987; 

Baxter Magolda, 1987; King & Kitchener, 1994). All of the previously identified 

unidimensional and multidimensional models considered epistemological beliefs as general 

and common to most fields.  In general terms, when saying that epistemological beliefs are 
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domain-general, it is meant that students think, for example, that knowledge is tentative and 

complex in all domains and not just in one specific discipline. However, recently researchers 

started to be more interested in the impact of domain and context on individuals’ perception 

of knowledge (Hammer & Elby, 2002; Hofer, 2004; Schommer-Aikins & Duell, 2013; 

among others) and thus consider “the nature of epistemological beliefs at different levels of 

specificity?” (Schommer-Aikis & Duell, 2013, p. 318).  

Evidence of domain-specific epistemological beliefs is apparent when comparing 

between the nature of knowledge presented in the different fields, basically in hard sciences 

(e.g. mathematics, biology and chemistry) and soft sciences (e.g. education, psychology and 

sociology) (Schommer Aikins & Duell, 2013). Hard sciences are concerned with the 

physical and objective real world (Yngve, 2004).They are also known for being well 

structured domains where knowledge is unchanging and context-independent, and 

mathematics is the best example of predefined and unadaptable knowledge (Nicholson, 

2004). Soft sciences, however, are concerned with immaterial matters like psychology and 

language teaching and learning (Yngve, 2004). They are ill-structured domains in which 

knowledge is variable depending on context and uncertain (Nicholson, 2004). These two 

types of sciences distinguish between two types of epistemologies: “naturalistically oriented 

epistemology of hard sciences and an interpretivist epistemology of the soft sciences” 

(D’Agostino, 2010, p. 743).  

Domain-specific evidence can also be noticed in the variations of students’ 

epistemological beliefs across disciplines. Domain beliefs about knowledge differences were 

noticed in the work of Paulsen and Wells (1998) among students majoring in soft and hard 

sciences. The differences were also noticed in terms of source and acquisition of knowledge 

beliefs towards mathematics and social sciences by Stodolsky, Salk and Glaessner (1991) 

among fifth-grade students. Research evidence also shows that students’ epistemological 
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beliefs towards soft sciences tend to be more mature and sophisticated than their beliefs 

toward hard sciences (Schommer & Walker, 1995). Paulsen & Feldman (1999) found that 

students enrolled in soft-sciences recognize the uncertainty of knowledge more rapidly than 

students of hard sciences. In the same vein, Lonka and Lindbloom-Ylänne (1996) found that 

medical students are often dualistic believers who think that knowledge is either right or 

wrong while psychology students tend to be more relativistic who think that the structure 

and nature of knowledge are situation and field-specific. 

According to Schommer-Aikins, Duell, and Barker (2003), “one characteristic of 

personal epistemology that remains elusive is the degree to which an individual will hold 

similar beliefs across academic domains” (p. 350). Schommer-Aikins, Duell & Hutter 

(2005) investigated middle school students’ domain-specific mathematical problem-solving 

and domain-general epistemological beliefs and found that domain-general beliefs regarding 

the dimensions learning speed and innate ability impacted and predicted students’ beliefs 

about mathematical knowledge and performances.  In Schommer and Walker’s study 

(1995), beliefs about knowledge were also found fairly domain-general. In this study, 

students answered Schommer’s Epistemological Beliefs Questionnaire two times by taking 

into consideration in the first time social sciences and in the second mathematics. After the 

completion of the questionnaires, students’ comprehension of one of two suggested passages 

(one about mathematics and the other about social sciences) was assessed. A positive 

correlation was found between both domain-general and domain-specific beliefs. Also, both 

types of beliefs equally predicted the passage comprehension. In another study conducted by 

Schommer-Aikins and Duell (2013), college students answered the general epistemological 

beliefs questionnaire and the domain specific mathematical problem-solving beliefs 

questionnaire and sat for two mathematical tests. The results of this study suggest that 

general assumptions about knowledge indirectly impact students’ domain-specific thinking 
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and performance. These studies among others (Hofer, 2000; Buehl et al., 2002) 

acknowledge the existence of both domain-general and domain-specific epistemological 

beliefs and that both impact whether directly or indirectly domain-specific perception of 

knowledge and performances. However, Muis et al. (2006) noticed that the more students or 

anybody for that mat become specialized in a given field the less impact their domain-

general assumptions will affect their domain-specific performances. 

3.4. Measuring Epistemological Beliefs 

The lack of a unified theoretical conceptualization of epistemic beliefs renders 

investigating personal epistemology rather challenging (Schraw, 2013). Although there is 

some agreement on some epistemological dimensions and resources, others like the source 

of knowledge and speed of knowledge acquisition are still controversial (Hofer, 2004). 

Research studies conducted in this field have used both quantitative and qualitative 

measuring tools including: interviews, questionnaires and vignettes. The measurements 

distinguish between domain-general and domain-specific beliefs (Renken, et al., 2014). 

Domain-general instruments investigate holistic beliefs by asking subjects to react to life 

issues and general learning possibilities. Domain-specific, however, address issues about 

specific situations and disciplines.  

Interviews are the most used instruments in educational research (Moschner, et al., 

2008). In effect, 50 to 60 percent of the existing research on epistemological beliefs 

employed interviews as the main data collection tool (Schraw, 2013). Research interviews 

are one-on-one or group conversations focused on a specific topic (Wilkinson & 

Birmingham, 2003). Based on their purpose, interviews can be normative or key informant 

(Anderson, 1998). Normative interviews aim at collecting data from large populations for 

statistical analysis; they are “little more than a questionnaire but in oral form” (ibid, p. 191). 

Informant key interviews, however, aim at collecting qualitative data from a small number 
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of individuals to gain knowledge about their views and experiences. Interviews can also take 

three forms:  unstructured, open discussions usually triggered by the interviewee’s answers; 

semi-structured, discussions directed by both the interviewer’s preset questions and the 

interviewee’s reactions; and structured,  pre-designed discussions that are completely guided 

by the interviewer (Wilkinson & Birmingham, 2003). Interviews were used along with 

questionnaires in the pioneering work of Perry (1970). Perry’s famous interview was 

domain-general, open-ended and semi-structured. Interviews were also used in the early 

works of Belenky et, al. (1986) and Magolda Baxter (1992).  

Questionnaires and scaled responses have also marked the investigation of personal 

epistemological beliefs. Perry (1970) developed the CLEV questionnaire (Checklist of 

Educational Values), a questionnaire on which many others were based. It included Likert-

items like “the best thing about science courses is that most problems have only one right 

answer.” Magolda Baxter developed another questionnaire named MER (Measure of 

Epistemological Reflection). It included items like “Some people think that hard work and 

effort will result in high grades in school. Others think that hard work and effort are not a 

basis for high grades. Which of these statements is most like your opinions?” (Magolda 

Baxter, 1999, p. 288).  

The Epistemological Questionnaire developed by Schommer (1990) is the first 

instrument that captured the multidimensional nature of epistemological beliefs including 

five sections for simple knowledge, certain knowledge, omniscient authority, innate ability 

and quick learning. It is a 62-item scale based on a Likert-response format. It has been used 

extensively to investigate epistemic assumptions in different contexts and of different age 

groups (see for example Clareboo, et, al., 2001; Seales, 2011; Tanriverdi, 2012; Wilkes, 

2012; Alsumait, 2015). Discrepancies in the factors yielded by the Epistemological 

Questionnaire led to the development of the Epistemological Belief Inventory (EBI) 
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(Schraw, 2013).   The EBI is a 32-item questionnaire developed by Bendixen, Schraw and 

Dunkele (1998) to address the issues in Schommer’s (1990) original instrument. Following 

Schommer’s line of research but criticizing her for accounting for beliefs about learning in 

the innate ability and quick learning dimensions, Hofer (2001) developed the 

Epistemological Beliefs Questionnaire. Hofer has also experienced some methodological 

problems with her instrument like low reliability coefficients and item loading in factors. In 

addition, the Epistemological Beliefs Questionnaire proposed four dimensions including: 

simplicity, certainty, source and justification of knowledge and only three of them could be 

observed empirically (Schraw, 2013).    

Vignettes have also proved to be a practical measure of epistemological beliefs 

(Holschuh, 2006). Vignettes are “short hypothetical classroom situations or scenarios that 

individuals respond to in writing or by rating their agreement with the situation described in 

the vignettes” (Schraw & Alafson, 2015, p. 94). Written and illustrative vignettes were used 

to tackle beliefs of both adults and children. For example, they were employed to measure 

adult developmental differences among teachers (Hammerman, 2006), children’s 

epistemological awareness (Wildenger, Hofer & Burr, 2010) and the epistemological 

understanding of seven age groups including children, adolescents and adults                  

(Kuhn et al., 2000). 

3.5. Research on Epistemological Beliefs 

Many research studies were consecrated in the past decades to study people’s 

perception of knowledge. Some studies tried to capture the dynamic nature of epistemic 

assumptions by investigating individuals’ personal epistemological growth at two different 

points in time. Conley, et al. (2004), for example, studied elementary students’ conceptual 

change after taking a nine-week hands-on science unit. The results confirmed two things: 1. 

epistemological beliefs can evolve through time and 2. They are made of independent 
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dimensions each can evolve in isolation from the others. The children witnessed conceptual 

change only at the level of source and certainty of knowledge dimensions. Another study 

conducted by Brownlee (2003) investigated the epistemological growth of pre-service 

student teachers after a one-year training program in Australia using interviews and 

reflective journals as investigation methods. The analysis of the obtained data showed that 

pre-service teachers’ epistemological beliefs did not change. In a different context, 

Brownlee, Purdie & Boulton-Lewis also investigated pre-service teachers’ beliefs about 

knowledge before and after being subjected to a treatment and found that encouraging 

individuals to reflect on and express their epistemological beliefs helps them develop more 

sophisticated and mature beliefs.  

The influence of epistemological beliefs on learning has also been investigated. 

Students with mature beliefs showed better understanding of writing tasks and provided 

better arguments to support their thesis (Schommer, 1990). They also reported a frequent 

and appropriate use of problem solving strategies and an ability to learn from discovery-

based environments (Windschitl & Andre, 1998). They also showed persistence when doing 

challenging tasks and an ability to adapt themselves in ill-structured environments 

(Schommer, 1994b). Kember (2001) also found that students with mature beliefs learn better 

from constructivist-aligned instructions than from traditional teacher-centered programs 

while students with immature beliefs feel more comfortable with rote learning and 

reproducing information the way it was given by teachers. Epistemological beliefs were also 

found to correlate with self-efficacy beliefs. Tsai et al. (2011) found that students with naïve 

beliefs do not think they can learn scientific knowledge for it is uncertain, ill-structured and 

complex. In tertiary level, students with naïve beliefs tend to struggle with college demands 

that rely heavily on independent learning as opposed to spoon-feeding (Kember, 2001). 
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Epistemological beliefs were also found to play a role in the process of learning self-

regulation in four ways that Muis (2007) summarizes in the following: 

- Epistemic beliefs are one component of the cognitive and affective conditions of a task.  

- Epistemic beliefs influence the standards students set when goals are produced.  

-Epistemic beliefs translate into epistemological standards that serve as inputs to 

metacognition. 

-Self-regulated learning may play a role in the development of epistemic beliefs.  

Researchers also shed light on the relationship between epistemological beliefs and 

reading performances. Reading is a knowledge processing and construction activity, and 

because “reading is in itself of way of knowing, epistemology is even more central to 

reading research and instruction than to most other areas of education” (Fitzgerald, 1996, p. 

39). Ferguson et, al. (2013) studied the positive impact of reading multiple texts on 

conflicting topics on students adoption of sophisticated beliefs. Braten et, al. (2011) did the 

opposite by investigating the impact of students’ epistemological beliefs on their integrated 

comprehension of multiple expository texts through reviewing theoretical accounts. 

Research-based results show that readers who believe that knowledge is complex and 

integrated show better inter and intra-textual understanding (Jacobson & Spiro, 1995). 

Students who believe that knowledge is tentative, as opposed to absolute and invariable, 

understood better argumentative texts (Braten & Stromso, 2010). Regarding the source of 

knowledge, research showed unexpectedly that beliefs that knowledge is self-constructed 

correlated negatively with deep levels of intratextual comprehension whereas strong beliefs 

in omniscient authority predicted both inter and intratextual comprehension (Braten,, et al., 

2008).  
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Conclusion 

Epistemological beliefs are a challenging construct to investigate.  Just like other 

cognitive and affective variables, epistemological beliefs are difficult to measure. Despite 

the fact that there is a plethora of research methods and instruments, there is still a need for 

investigation tools that tackle epistemological beliefs from different angles and in different 

learning contexts (Bernat, 2012). Researchers also have to study more in depth the direct 

and indirect effects of epistemic assumptions on leaning and knowledge because “less has 

been said about their actual impact in the classroom and beyond” (Bernat, 2012, p. 449). 

Another challenge in studying students’ epistemological development is the impact of 

the beliefs teachers hold about knowledge and learning. Teachers’ epistemological beliefs, 

just like students’, experience change and influence both their teaching and their students’ 

learning. Teachers’ epistemological beliefs are of a great importance especially “when 

teachers are confronted by and engaged with changes to their practice” (Harteis, Gruber, and 

Lehner, 2006, p. 127). Given that the teaching industry is experiencing a lot of changes like 

integrating technology, e-learning and constructivist-aligned instructions, teachers have to 

constantly revise their beliefs.   
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Chapter 4 

Research Methodology 

 

Introduction 

The present chapter aims at exploring the research situation and describing the 

research methodology adopted to test the research hypothesis. Two main sections are 

included. Section one deals with the presentation of the research context, namely the 

Department of Letters and English Language, University of Frères Mentouri, in which this 

study was carried out and the sample of teachers and students to whom the questionnaires 

and tests were administered. Section two describes the research design and the pilot and 

exploratory studies.  

4.1. Subjects and Sampling 

The participants who took part in the current study are 110 first-year students from a 

total population of 620 enrolled in the Department of Letters and English Language, 

University of Constantine. Both students’ age and gender are not variables of interest; the 

analysis of the results was not age and gender-biased. The sample was divided in two 

groups: an experimental (N= 50) and a control group (N= 60). Unequal size division of 

groups was not intentional. Hinton (2014, p. 133) explains that unequal sample sizes occur 

“when you have planned for equal numbers in each condition but for some reason a subject 

is unable to provide a score.” In the present study, because some student subjects did not sit 

for all of the reading tests and respond to all of the self-report questionnaires, they were not 

included in the study. Hinton adds, unequal sample sizes do not cause statistical problems as 

long as the variance assumption of the sample is taken into consideration (ibid, p. 133). The 

reasons why we have decided to work with first-year students are the following: 
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 first-year students might first have difficulties to adapt to university reading demands; 

  reading is necessary for learning in tertiary level, and thus students’ poor reading 

skills might lower their chances to learn effectively; 

 first-year students come from high school with a set of language misconceptions (cf. 

Chapter 3) which might negatively affect their tertiary tuition [about reading]. 

To balance out bias, the research population underwent random sampling. Random 

sampling minimizes “selection bias” (Dattalo, 2010, p. 4) and allows all students to have an 

equal opportunity of representing the entire population (Basford & Slevin, 2003). In the 

Department of Letters and English Language, University of Constantine, teachers are 

assigned randomly to groups of students, and thus randomization is de facto. 

4.2. The Research Design 

In curricular reading skill integration perspectives, the present work was conceived 

around the need to promote freshmen’s self-regulation and achievement through teaching 

them reading strategies in a constructivist environment. In trying to carry on an analysis of 

the teaching/ learning situation, a battery of teachers’ and students’ questionnaires and tests 

was used. The research was carried out in three phases: a pilot study, an exploratory study, 

and an experimental study. The experimental study will be reported in the next chapter.  

The present research work took place in the academic-year 2013-2014. During the first 

weeks of the first semester and after deciding on the research design and outlining the 

lessons and activities to be included in the instructional training, the research instruments 

were pilot tested. After the pilot study and prior to the instruction, students from both the 

control and experimental groups were administered the pre-tests and questionnaires. Due to 

time constraints, the aspects of the course treatment were not pilot-tested. The treatment 

started two weeks before the winter school break and lasted through the end of the first and 
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the entire second semester. In the month of May 2014, the researcher started administering 

the post-tests and questionnaires. 

4.3. The Pilot Study: Instrument Development and Adaptation 

Before conducting the main study, the research methodology was pilot tested. A pilot 

study allows the researcher to try out the instruments on a small scale to check “face validity 

(the extent to which the tool appears to be addressing the concepts or variables of interest) 

and content validity (the extent to which a tool covers all relevant concepts and variables)” 

(Sim & Wright, 2000, p. 72). It is also an opportunity for the researcher to test the feasibility 

of using the research instruments and spot out any potential problems before the main 

collection of data. 

In the present research work, 25 students, taken from the target population of freshmen 

enrolled in the Department of Letters and English Language participated in the pilot testing. 

As a miniature experiment, the pilot study aimed at checking the appropriateness of surveys 

in the present context given that they were adapted from other research works and the 

validity of the researcher developed tests. Pilot testing is also an opportunity to check the 

reliability of research instruments and “show how the items are behaving” (Keats, 2001, p. 

76). For this reason, Cronbach's alpha coefficient, a measure of internal consistency, was 

used to test the reliability of the survey instruments and tests.  

                   Table 8: Reliability Statistics of Research Instruments 

Research Instrument Cronbach's Alpha N of Items 
 

Epistemological Beliefs Inventory          
Survey of Reading Strategies 
Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire  
Reading Comprehension Test 
 

.74 

.80 

.70 

.74 

32 
30 
67 

15 questions 

A cronbach's alpha value of .70 and above indicates “good or adequate” reliability 

(Multon & Coleman, 2008, p. 162). In fact, any constructs below .60 should be reconsidered 



 

113 
 

(Rasli, 2006) for they have “limited applicability” (Biddle, 2006, p. 74). As can be seen in 

Table 8, none of the research instruments should be excluded from the study, for they have 

proved to be reasonably reliable. 

Table 9: Pilot Testing Readability Calculators 

Text Readability-
score. com 

Online-utility. 
org 

 Microsoft Office 
2007 

Robot Birds 
Education 
Climate Change 
Teaching Methods 
Finding a Job 
Pollution 
Six Health Tips 
Population 
Walt Disney 
I Have a Dream 
Sorrow in a Faded Paradise 
Nobel Prize 
Films 
Bully for You 
Neither a borrower nor a lender 
Airbus Crisis Over 
The Great Wall of China 
HIV Breakthrough 
Obesity 
Mother's Day 

67.55 
16.41 
34.29 
52.67 
30.78 

8 
31 

56.6 
51.7 
63.3 
53 

52.6 
43.8 
55.5 
60.8 
55.6 
48.8 
48.8 
29.3 
46.2 

73.5 
20.5 
38 

56.6 
35,3 
22.6 
55.9 
53.56 
48.02 
59.69 
47.98 
48.3 
37.34 
56.5 
52.11 
49.03 
44.05 
45.76 
22.73 
39.9 

68.3 
13.7 
30 

53.7 
36.1 
16.3 
55.1 
54.4 
42.3 
57.4 
48.1 
39.4 
45.7 
56.4 
55.8 
44.4 
45.9 
46.6 
29 

45.1 
 

 

Given that the main aim of this study is to investigate the impact of a reading 

instruction on students’ achievement, a battery of reading texts had to be selected. All of the 

reading texts were chosen based on their level of readability. There are many available 

readability calculators. To decide which one to pick, the readability statistics of 20 texts was 

analyzed using three different calculators on Readability-score.com, Online-utility.org and 

2007 Microsoft Office. Although the difference between texts’ readability scores was not 

large, for better reliability, the median readability value of all texts decided which calculator 

to go for in this research. As can be observed in the Table 9, 12 out of 20, the majority, 
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median scores were obtained by means of 2007 Microsoft Office.  Therefore, it was decided 

to use it in calculating the readability statistics of the texts.  

            Table 10: Selection of Reading Comprehension Test Questions 

N° of 
Question 

Percentage of No Attempts to 
Answer 

Item Status 

1 1 (4%) Kept 
2 0 (0%) Kept 
3  4 (16%) Kept 
4 8 (32%) Kept 
5 4 (16%) Kept 
6                          0 (0%) Kept 
7                          0 (0%) Kept 
8                          2 (8%) Kept 
9  18 (72%) Discarded 

10                         1 (4%) Kept 
11                         1 (4%) Kept 
12 14(56%) Discarded 
13 11 (44%) Discarded 
14 9 (36%) Kept 
15 6 (24%) Kept 
16  10 (40%) Discarded 
17 6 (24%) Kept 
18 8 (32%) Kept 
19 7 (28%) Kept 

 

After the pilot study, the phrasing, the order and number of reading comprehension 

test questions were reconsidered.  The reading comprehension test is made of a standard text 

(neither easy nor difficult), based on its readability level and a set of comprehension 

questions: literal, inferential and evaluative. Students were first presented with 19 questions 

from which 15 have been chosen to be included in the final version of the test (Appendix# 

5).  After the pilot test was administered, it could be noticed that students showed some 

reluctance in answering some questions although they had enough time. When asked, the 

participants said that some questions were more difficult than others. Based on that, the 

questions that the majority of students did not attempt to answer were discarded and only the 

more approachable ones were kept, as Table 10 shows. 
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The research instruments have been administered and surveyed by the researcher. The 

surveys used in the pilot study employed a five-point Likert scale in which students had to 

choose the degree to which they agree with the surveys’ items. When administering the pilot 

surveys, it could be noticed that the student respondents were not familiar with such a way 

of expressing their attitudes. As a result, students were presented with a mini-instruction on 

Likert response formats (and so was the case when conducting the main study). The 

researcher explained some examples of Likert items and then gave students the chance to 

practice for themselves. The examples ranged from general (e.g. the weather is beautiful 

today) to more specific (e.g. I think learning the English language is difficult).  

The administration time of the research instruments varied from one instrument to 

another. Ninety minutes were allotted for the reading comprehension test. As for the oral 

fluency test, students had to read from three passages, for one minute each. It was decided 

that for both the Epistemological Belief Inventory (EBI) and the Survey of Reading 

Strategies (SORS), 32-item inventories, the administration time would not exceed forty 

minutes. Forty minutes were fairly enough to fill in the pilot questionnaires. However, for 

the Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire, a 67-item scale, a session of one hour 

and thirty minutes was used. 

The surveys used in the present study to investigate self-regulation, reading strategy-

use and epistemological beliefs are adapted from pre-developed measuring instruments. The 

instruments were originally developed in English. The researcher's adaptation of the surveys 

did not include any translations into Arabic because we wanted students to think in English, 

think about English and answer in English. Although, it is still a debatable topic (De 

Guerrero, 2005), it is believed that students “may construct their own image of the foreign 

language, the foreign way of thinking, and the foreign culture” when using the foreign 

language (Niemeier, 2004, p. 97).  
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Table 11: A Sample of the MSRQ Adaptations  

Original Items (A Sample) The Adapted Version 
Even when course materials are dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep working 
until I finish. 

Even when reading texts are dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep reading until 
I finish. 

I have a regular place set aside for studying. I have a regular place set aside for reading. 
I attend this class regularly. I read regularly. (Given that there is not a 

reading class to begin with) 
When I can't understand the material in this 
course, I ask another student in this class for 
Help. 

When I can't understand a reading text, I ask 
another student in this class for help. 

 

 

All surveys did not need any culture-specific adaptations, and most of the 

modifications were linguistic and field-specific. The Motivated Strategies for Learning 

Questionnaire (MSLQ), for example, is a questionnaire about general learning self- 

regulation. Prior to the pilot study, the MSLQ was adapted to fit the purposes of the present 

research work by rephrasing the items to reflect the different aspects of reading self-

regulation. After making the necessary changes, the questionnaire is now entitled the 

Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire (MSRQ). It was decided not to use some 

subscales in the original MSLQ regarding cognitive and metacognitive strategies, namely:  

organization, rehearsal; and elaboration subscales. The latter strategies have been dropped 

because they have already been dealt with in the Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) in a 

context that is more reading skill-related (c.f. Chapter Five and Appendix #3). In addition, 

some rehearsal strategies in the MSLQ did not seem to really reflect the strategies used in 

the reading activity, but rather strategies that can be adapted to reflect the process of learning 

in general, such as ‘I memorize keywords to remind me of key concepts’ and ‘I read my 

class notes over and over’. The field-specific modifications took the forms in the Table 11. 
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Table 12:  MSRQ Pilot Study Results 

MSRQ Subscales Minimum Maximum Mean SD Range 
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 

2.25 
2.00 

4.75 
5.00 

3.59 
3.32 

.65701 

.71268 
High 

Medium 
Reading Task Value 3.50 4.67 4.08 .39417 High 
Control of Reading Beliefs 2.00 4.50 3.37 .76076 Medium 
Reading Anxiety 1.80 4.00 2.92 .54467 Medium 
Critical Thinking 2.20 4.20 3.15 .61449 Medium 
Self-Efficacy for Reading 1.88 3.75 2.91 .52007 Medium 
Metacognitive Self-regulation 2.27 3.55 2.92 .30753 Medium 
Time/Reading Environmental 
Management 

2.25 3.50 2.72 .36975 Medium 

Effort Regulation 2.00 4.00 3.17 .52895 Medium 
Peer Learning 1.33 4.00 2.64 .63040 Medium 
Help Seeking 1.75 3.75 2.70 .65352 Medium 

 

The pilot study has also offered some preliminary results. As can be seen in the chart 

above, according to the MSRQ, students were found more extrinsically goal oriented 

(M=3.59) than intrinsically (M=3.32). Students reported medium collaboration with their 

peers (M=2.64) and medium frequency of help seeking (M=2.70). Students also reported 

medium mean scores in the self-efficacy for reading (M=2.91), metacognitive self-

regulation (M=2.92), critical thinking (M=3.15), reading anxiety (M=2.92) and reading 

environmental management (M=2.72) subscales. The subjects also had medium control over 

their effort in spite of lack of interest or distractions (M=3.17). Finally, students only had 

high scores regarding reading task value (M=4.08). They thought that reading tasks are in 

general interesting, important and useful. 

Concerning the Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS), some linguistic changes were 

also brought before the administration of the questionnaire. For example, the items 

‘Translating from English into Arabic’ and ‘Thinking about information in Arabic and in 

English’ were made relevant to the present research environment by specifying the mother 
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tongue (Arabic) and the target language, English. Some words also needed to be explained 

like the verbs ‘to paraphrase’= to restate ideas in your own words, and ‘to come across’= to 

find, and the expression ‘conflicting information’= contradictory information. 

Table 13:  SORS Pilot Study Results 

 

As the preliminary findings appearing in the chart above show, students moderately 

used reading strategies (M=3.25). None of the investigated reading strategy types fell in the 

high use group. Students’ reported medium use of global, problem-solving, and support 

reading strategies (scores between 3.4 and 2.5). The most frequently used reading strategy 

group of the three was the problem-solving strategy group. 

Table 14:  EBI Pilot Study Results 

 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Certain Knowledge 1.57 3.86 2.76 .66461 
Innate Ability 2.14 4.29 3.26 .64328 
Omniscient Authority 1.20 4.40 3.18 .83050 
Quick learning 1.00 4.00 2.42 .70076 
Simple Knowledge 2.00 4.50 3.28 .60004 
Overall Scale Results 1.91 3.78 3.01 .40646 

 

As regards to measuring students' beliefs about knowledge and learning, the 

Epistemological Beliefs Inventory (EBI) was used. The modifications done on the EBI were 

also linguistic. For the pilot testing, it was noticed that students needed to be given examples 

and explanations. Thus, some words and expressions had to be explained such as facts: 

something known to exist or to have happened, and absolute truth: truth can be either good 

 Minimum Maximum Mean SD Level 

Overall Strategy Use 2.07 4.03 3.2547 .47159 Medium 
Global Strategies 1.38 4.08 3.0277 .61853 Medium 
Problem-Solving 
Support Strategies 

2.25 
2.11 

4.13 
4.56 

3.4850 
3.32 

.52455 

.52849 
Medium 
Medium 
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or evil regardless of any circumstances. For better clarity, the word "instructors" was 

replaced by "teachers." 

The results of the pilot study revealed that students held naïve overall epistemological 

beliefs (mean scores above 2.72 indicate naïve beliefs) as shown in Table 14. Students 

(N=25) thought that knowledge is certain and that it consists of facts (M=2.76>2.72). They 

also thought that knowledge is simple (M=3.28>2.72), often obtained from teachers 

(M=3.18>2.72), and the ability to acquire it is fixed at birth (M=3.26>2.72). The subjects 

only had sophisticated beliefs regarding the quick learning subscale (M=2.42<2.72). 

Table 15:  Oral Reading Fluency Pilot Study Results 

 

 

 

An oral reading fluency test was used in both the exploratory and experimental study. 

Pilot testing this instrument was more like a good practice opportunity for the researcher to 

familiarize herself with the testing procedure. The fact that all students had to read three 

texts, for a limited period of time sounded daunting at first. During the pilot phase, however, 

the experimenter learned how to make this whole procedure more fluid and less stressful for 

the subjects. The testing procedure will be explained later in details.  

As can be seen in table 15, the pilot study group managed to read 5 words correctly, 

when rounded, for every error made (ratio). They managed to obtain a mean accuracy rate of 

77.2% indicating that students felt frustrated when reading the standard texts, neither easy 

nor difficult as classified according to their readability scores. The highest recorded 

accuracy rate was 88.2% still indicating a frustration reading level.  

It is worth mentioning that the pretests used to investigate students’ reading 

comprehension and oral reading fluency differed from those of the post-test. The same 

 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Error Rate 2,45 8,53 4,8358 1,54260 
Accuracy Rate 60,00 88,20 77,2085 7,16477 
Oral Fluency 35,00 126,00 79,2692 22,04279 
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testing philosophy was respected, but the texts and the questions were deliberately changed. 

The purpose was to feel the impact of the chosen treatment without the practice effect, for 

students might do better in a post-test simply because they were administered the same 

instrument as a pre-test (Ary, et al., 2010; Neston & Schutt, 2012). The noticed problems 

surfaced while pilot testing the pretests were taken into consideration when developing the 

post-tests.   

Concerning the teachers’ questionnaire, it was pilot tested with 21 teachers taken from 

the same population of the study sample. Based upon teachers’ feedback, some adjustments 

were done. For example, the expression "content-area subject" was replaced by the plain 

“module” to avoid confusion; the item ‘It is overwhelming to teach both the modules’ 

content and reading’ has been dropped. Teachers found the adjective ‘overwhelming’ a little 

confusing given that it has both a positive and negative connotation. Furthermore, the items 

‘the time allocated for each session is usually not enough to teach both the modules’ content 

and the different reading skills,’ and ‘the content of the module does not allow for the 

integration of the reading skill’ have well expressed the two main reasons of frustration that 

content-area teachers might feel when integrating, if ever, the reading skill. The analysis of 

the pilot questionnaire revealed that teachers recognize the need to investigate the way the 

reading skill is covered in the Department of Letters and English Language. 

4.4. The Exploratory Study 

As its name suggests, an exploratory research is a kind of research that does not seek 

to obtain decisive results but rather preliminary ones; it paves the way for the confirmatory 

study. It is a “bottom-up or theory-generation approach to research” (Johnson & 

Christensen, 2012, p. 17). Based on observations and predictions, exploratory studies are 

carried out to confirm the existence of an issue that is worth investigating and/or to help the 

researcher understand the issue in hand especially if the researcher is exploring new grounds 
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(ibid, p. 17). Researchers can use both quantitative and qualitative tools in exploratory 

studies such as interviews, focus groups, tests and surveys (Babbie, 2008). The present 

exploratory study was first motivated by the following observations made by the researcher: 

 There is no formal policy of how to cover the reading skill in the Department of 

Letters and English Language. 

 Reading is neither formally integrated in content-area subjects nor as a discrete 

subject. 

 Little, if not, nothing is known about students' reading level. 

 Classroom observations show that students rely heavily on word-for-word literal 

translations from English to Arabic to understand curricular readings. 

 Simply put, three language skills are taught at the expense of reading. 

Before starting the experimental study, two exploratory research tools, a teacher 

questionnaire and a student’ test, were opted for to explore the research context and answer 

research question # 1: ‘What could be content-area teachers’ attitudes towards curricular 

reading integration?’ and 2: ‘To what extent are freshman students able to read their 

content-area text?’  

4.4.1. Teacher Questionnaire 

In the lights of the different ideas related to curricular reading skill integration 

possibilities, the researcher set herself to find out about content-area teachers’ attitudes 

towards the way the reading skill is covered in the Department of Letters and English 

Language. The aim was to see whether teachers think that there is a need for curricular 

reading skill integration in the first place and whether this need is worth investigating. For 

that matter, a survey was used. 
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The survey was administered in the Department of Letters and English Language, 

University of Constantine between April and early May 2013. The study sample was of 70 

teachers, namely 21 Written Expression, 9 Oral Expression, 4 Study Skills, 4 Linguistics, 7 

Literature, 2 Civilization, 2 TEFL, 12 Language of Specialty, 4 Phonetics, 1 Acquisition 

Process, and 4 Research Methodology who voluntarily filled out the questionnaire. 

Teachers’ teaching experience level ranged from 1 to more than 20 years (Mean=10,3 

years). The sample included 5 teachers with PhD, 64 teachers with a Magister or Master 

degree, and only one teacher with a BA degree. 

This questionnaire consists of 28 Likert-type items offering a five-point response 

format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This 1 to 5 coding system 

was arbitrary and it was only used to facilitate the data analysis. It should be noted that 

Likert scales commonly “incorporate negatively worded items to circumvent the problem of 

response-set bias- the tendency of respondents to agree with a series of positively worded 

items” (Salkind, 2010, p.1491). For this questionnaire, 19 positive statements and 10 

negatively worded items were used.This questionnaire is not a summative Likert scale but 

rather a series of Likert-type items. That is to say, unlike the other instruments used in the 

present work, no cumulative mean score that could represent teachers’ general attitudes 

could be obtained because of the nature of the items. Given that the elicited data were 

ordinal in nature, frequencies and percentages were used in the data analysis. The analysis of 

the questionnaire was guided by three questions: 
    

Q.1. How do teachers of the Department of Letters and English Language, if ever, 

integrate reading in their classes? 

Q.2.What are teachers’ reasons for integrating or not integrating the reading skill? 

Q.3. What are, if ever, teachers’ reading skill integration preferences? 
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4.4.1.1. Analysis of the Questionnaire  

To facilitate the discussion and gain a general degree of agreement, the percentages of 

both “strongly agree” and “agree” were summarized together, and the same was for 

“disagree” and “strongly disagree”.  

Q.1. How do, if ever, teachers of the Department of Letters and English language 

integrate reading in their classes? 

Table 16: The Importance of Reading 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

1. I often remind my students 
why reading is important 

46 20 2 2 0 70 
65.7% 28.6% 2.9% 2.9% 0.00% 100% 

 

 

Reading is an important skill by means knowledge can be obtained. Teachers have the 

power to inculcate the need for improving the reading skill in their students. For these 

reasons, cross curricular teachers were asked if they often remind their students of the 

significance of learning how to read. As can be grasped from the table above, 94% of the 

total respondents (N=70) said they remind their students of the importance of the reading 

skill and the role it plays in academic success, against 2% who said they do not.  

Table 17: Teachers’ Encouragement of the Reading Skill 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

2. I encourage my students to join 
the university libraries and the 
American Corner reading space 

37 27 3 3 0 70 
52.9% 38.6% 4.3% 4.3% 0.00% 100% 

 

The efforts students make outside the classroom in improving their language skills are 

as important as the work done in the classroom under the supervision and guidance of 

teachers. With this question, we wanted to know whether teachers encourage their students 

to read on their own. 91.5% of our respondents try to promote extra classroom reading by 
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urging their students to join university libraries and reading clubs, and 4.3% do not make 

such an effort. 

Table 18: Reading as Homework 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

3. I do not assign reading as a 
homework 

14 29 1 17 9 70 
20% 41.4% 1.4% 24.3% 12.9% 100% 

 

Because homework are done at home and not under the supervision of teachers, some 

instructors think that homework do not really reflect the level of their students given that the 

latters might, for example, ask for the help of others. However, positively thinking, giving 

homework that students have to do and then report on their performance remains an 

important instructional technique to make students practice the different learning units. Of 

the total respondents (N= 70), 37.2% make sure their students read by assigning reading as a 

homework, while 61.4 % of them don’t. 

Table 19:  Teachers’ Knowing their Students’ Reading Level 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

4. I do not know my students’ 
reading level 

3 27 0 27 13 70 
4.3% 38.6% 0.00% 38.6% 18.6% 100% 

 

 

It is very important for teachers to know their students reading level so they can 

choose and adapt texts accordingly. When asked, only 57.2% of teachers claimed that they 

know their students’ reading level and needs, and 42.8% claimed the opposite. 

Table 20: Practicing Reading in the Classroom 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

5.I practice reading with my students     
in class 

23 36 1 8 2 70 
32.9% 51.4% 1.4% 11.4% 2.9% 100% 

6. I do not engage my students                    
in reading comprehension activities 

2 7 2 28 31 70 
2.9% 10% 2.9% 40% 44.3% 100% 

7. I do not ask my students to             
read aloud in class 

2 5 0 34 29 70 
2.9% 7.1% 0.00% 48.6% 41.4% 100% 
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Classroom activities are very important in any instructional training program because 

they give learners the opportunity to perform under their teachers’ supervision and with the 

help of their guidance. Results revealed that 84.3% of our respondents’ classroom reading 

practice is by engaging their students in reading comprehension activities and 90% by 

asking their students to read aloud.  

Table 21: Reading as a Language Outcome 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

8. When planning a lesson, I do not 
focus on reading as a language outcome 

7 13 10 21 29 70 
10% 18.6% 14.3% 30% 27.1% 100% 

 

In the same line of thought, 57,1% of the respondents reported that they do not focus 

on reading as a language outcome. That is to say, teachers do not expect students by the end 

of the lesson to have learnt something about reading and do not expect an improvement in 

their students’ reading performance. The reason behind dealing with such an item is to see to 

what extent teachers intentionally prepare for and teach the reading skill. 

 

Table 22: Teachers’ Ways of Integrating the Reading Skill 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

9. I explicitly teach my students 
reading skills 

8 24 6 24 8 70 
11.4% 34.3% 8.6% 34.3% 11.4% 100% 

10. I implicitly teach my 
students reading skills 

14 38 6 8 1 70 
24.3% 54.3% 8.6% 11.4% 1.4% 100% 

 

Explicit teaching means that teachers communicate learning objectives and explain 

things so that they are readily understood by students. Implicit instruction, however, relies 

heavily on students’ efforts to deduce and make sense of the information presented, but not 

explicitly explained, by the teacher. Two items were devoted for implicit and explicit 

teaching instead of one, for some teachers use both of them to present the different learning 
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units. 78. 6% of teachers admitted that they integrat[ed] the reading skill implicitly while 

only 45.7% do explicitly.  

Q.2. What are teachers’ reasons for integrating or not integrating the reading skill? 

Table 23: Teachers’ Reasons for Integrating the Reading Skill 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

11. I focus on reading just to 
promote students’ understanding of 
the content of the module 

5 24 3 26 12 70 
7.1% 34.3% 4.3% 37.1% 17.1% 100% 

12. I teach students reading 
strategies that can be adapted to 
other reading contexts 

22 25 6 15 2 70 
31.4% 35,7% 8.6% 21.4% 2.9% 100% 

 

It was very important to know whether teachers’ integration of the reading skill is only 

a means for learning the content-subject or an end in itself.  67.1% of teachers teach students 

reading skills that can be adapted to others reading contexts, basic literacy. Basic reading 

skills are the common competencies needed to read the different texts, as opposed to those 

unique to specific genres. 54.2% of teachers do not focus on the reading skill only to explain 

content specific texts at hand or solely to promote students’ understanding of the content 

subject; still 41.4% focus on teaching reading as a means for content- learning. 

Table 24: Improving Students’ Reading Performance without Teachers’ Help 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

13. Students cannot improve their reading 
level by themselves without teachers’ help 

10 20 7 28 5 70 
14.3% 28.6% 10% 40% 7.1% 100% 

 

A sharp difference of opinion was found in teachers’ answers regarding item 13. Of 

the total respondents, 42.9% think that students cannot improve their reading level without 

teachers’ help, while 47.4% of teachers think that students can. The fact that some teachers 
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think that students can independently learn how to read might explain why some of them 

refrain from integrating the reading skill in their content-area teaching.   

Table 25: Content-area Sessions’ Allocated Time and Reading Skill Integration 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

14. The time allocated for each 
session is usually not enough to teach 
both the modules’ content and the 
different reading skills 

33 28 3 6 0 70 
47.1% 40% 4.3% 8.6% 0.00% 100% 

 

A review of related literature suggested session time as one of the important reasons 

for integrating or not integrating the reading skill.  Of the total respondents (N= 70), 87.1% 

think that the session time allocated for the modules is not enough to cover both the 

subjects’ content and the different reading skills. Only 8.6% of teachers think that session 

time is enough to cover both. 4.3% do not know whether it is enough may be because they 

have not tried integrating the reading skill in their content teaching in the first place.  

Table 26: Subjects’ Content and Reading Skill Integration 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

15. The content of the module does 
not allow for the integration of the 
reading skill 

11 23 2 20 14 70 
15.7% 32.9% 2.9% 28.6% 20% 100% 

Literature also suggested subjects’ content as another important reason for integrating 

or not integrating the reading skill. Because respondents teach different content subjects, 

their answers were divided into two opposing opinions about item 15. In effect, 48.6% think 

that the content of the module they are currently teaching does not allow for the integration 

of the reading instruction while the exact same percentage of teachers, (48.6%), think that 

modules’ content does not hinder the integration. 
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On the whole, Figure 10 explains the sharp difference of opinion in teachers’ answers 

regarding item 15. Out of the 48,6% of teachers who think that the content of the module 

they teach does not allow for the integration of reading, 11,42% are Written Expression 

teachers. In effect, teaching the reading and writing skills has been traditionally associated 

as teaching students how to read is a way of teaching them how to write. Instructional time 

constraints were also reported by content teachers as a factor that hinders content reading 

integration. Among the 87,1% of teachers who think that the time allocated to the content 

subject they teach is not enough to integrate the reading skill, 27,14% are again teachers of 

Written Expression. Written Expression has the lion’s share when it comes to time 

allocation. 

Table 27: Teachers’ Preparation for Teaching the Reading Skill 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

16. I do not have any formal knowledge 
of teaching reading 

6 24 0 20 20 70 
8.6% 34.3% 0.00% 28.6% 28.6% 100% 

17. I do not have any personal 
experience with teaching reading 

7 25 0 21 17 70 
10% 35.7% 0.00% 30% 24.3% 100% 

18. I do not need any training or 
preparation to instruct my students in 
the different reading skills 

4 15 4 32 15 70 
5.7% 21.4% 5.7% 45.7% 21.4% 100% 

Teaching is something that must be trained and prepared for. Although 57.2% of 

teachers claimed that they have some formal knowledge of how to teach reading and that 
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Figure 10: Teachers’ Perception towards Content and Time Factors 
Classified by Content-area Subject 
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54.3% have some experience teaching it, 67.1% admitted that they could use a formal 

training on how to instruct students in the different reading skills. 

Table 28:  The Responsibility of Teaching the Reading Skill 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

19. Teaching reading is the job of 
teachers of reading that is why we 
should have ones 

14 17 2 29 8 70 
20% 24.3% 2.9% 41.4% 11.4% 100% 

20. Every teacher is a teacher of 
reading and have a responsibility in 
improving students’ level 

18 31 4 15 2 70 
25.7% 44.3% 5.7% 21.4% 2.9% 100% 

 

The two items above seek to know whether teachers think that teaching the reading 

skill in the Department of Letters and English language is a shared responsibility. 44.3% of 

respondents think that teaching reading is the job of teachers of reading that is why the 

Department should hire subject specialists. Still, 70% of the participants believe that 

teaching reading is the responsibility of all teachers regardless of the content-area subject 

they teach.  

Table 29:  Content and Time Constraints 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

21. Integrating the teaching of reading in 
my module is time consuming and not 
particularly efficient 

1 13 13 29 14 70 
1.4% 18.6% 18.6% 41.4% 20% 100% 

22. Teaching the content of my module 
and reading are two different tasks 

2 24 3 31 10 70 
2.9% 34.3% 4.3% 44.3% 14.3% 100% 

 

Sometimes the difficulty of teaching tasks can effect in a way or another instructional 

decisions. Despite the fact that 58.6% of teachers think that teaching reading skills and 

teaching content subjects are two different tasks, still 61.4% do not think that integrating the 

reading instruction in content-area subject is a waste of time. 
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Q.3. What are teachers’ reading skill integration preferences, if ever?  

Table 30: The Importance and the Way of Integrating the Reading Skill 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

23. It is important to integrate reading 
in language teaching 

31 32 2 2 3 70 
44.3% 45.7% 2.9% 2.9% 4.3% 100% 

24. Content teachers should integrate 
reading in their modules’ courses 

21 32 11 4 2 70 
30% 45.7% 15.7% 5.7% 2.9% 100% 

 

Before asking teachers about their reading integration preferences, it was imperative 

first to make sure that they regard integrating the reading instruction in language teaching 

important, regardless of the form of the integration. 90% of teachers think that it is important 

to infuse reading instruction in language teaching while only 7.2% think that the integration 

is not significant. 2.9% of teachers do not know if teaching reading is important for language 

learning at tertiary level.  

There are two main curricular reading skill integration forms. First, teachers can teach 

reading when teaching their content subject; generally, such integration requires teachers to 

focus on disciplinary reading skills and strategies. Second, reading can be taught in a 

discrete subject, a separate module, where Reading teachers focus mainly on strategies 

adaptable to all reading contexts and disciplines to pave the way for the teaching of 

disciplinary reading skills. Some universities opt for such integration under the form of a 

Remedial Reading class. 75.7% of teacher respondents believe that they should integrate 

reading in the different content subjects they teach. 

 

Table 31: The Need for a Model for Integrating the Reading Skill in Content-
area Subjects 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

25. Teachers should be provided with 
a model of how to integrate  the 
reading skill in the different modules   

21 36 5 8 0 70 
30% 51.4% 7.1% 11.4% 0.00% 100% 
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Another possible reason why teachers do not integrate the reading skill in their 

content-area teaching is that they might simply not know how to, especially because 

teaching basic reading is something and teaching disciplinary, also known as content-

reading, is something different. Of the total respondents (N= 70), 81.4% prefer to be 

provided with a model for a proper reading skill integration. 

 

Table 32: Teaching Reading for its Own Sake 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
 

I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

26. Reading should be taught 
for its own sake 

29 24 4 12 1 70 
41,4% 34,4% 5,7% 17,1% 1,4% 100% 

 

In the process of questionnaire development, it was expected that teachers prefer 

integrating the reading skill either in the different content-area subjects or as a discrete 

subject where the reading skill gets to be the king. However, teachers seem to equally prefer 

both forms of curricular reading integration; 75,8% of our respondents also believe that 

reading should be taught for its own sake in a separate module.  

Table 33: Students Readiness for Basic, Intermediate and Disciplinary Reading Skills 

Response Strongly 
Agree 

Agree I Do Not 
Know 

Disagree 
 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Total 

27.Students should be first taught 
basic and intermediate literacy skills   

31 31 2 6 0 70 
44.3% 44.3% 2.9% 8..6% 0..00% 100% 

28. My students are ready to be 
presented with disciplinary literacy 

4 22 13 23 8 70 
5.7% 31.4% 18.6% 32.9% 11.4% 100% 

 

 

In the present study, we differentiated between two types of reading competencies: 

elementary, including basic strategies that are common to most reading tasks and content-

specific, which are unique to particular genres. Our content-area teachers were asked if they 

think students, in general not necessary theirs, should be first presented with an instructional 

training of basic reading skills. 88.6% of teachers believe that students must be instructed in 



 

132 
 

elementary and intermediate reading skills.  Only 8.6% think that their students should be 

directly taught disciplinary literacy. 

Teacher respondents were also asked if they feel their students are ready to be 

presented with disciplinary reading skills. 44.3% admitted that their students are not ready to 

be taught reading skills unique to the different content-area subjects, disciplinary literacy. 

37.1% of teacher respondents expressed their students’ readiness to learn content-specific 

reading skills, followed by 18.6% who do not really know if their students are ready. It is 

worth mentioning that both of the expressions, basic reading skills and disciplinary literacy, 

were explained in the questionnaires.  
 

 

 

Because this study investigates the case of first-year students, we wanted to shed some 

light on the stand of teachers of first-year regarding the issue. In the General Information 

section of the teacher questionnaire, we asked teachers to mention the grade level they are 

currently teaching.  As can be seen in the figure above, out of the total respondents who 

think that their students are not ready to be taught disciplinary reading skills, i.e. 44.3%, we 

found that 24.28% are teachers of first-year students. When we asked teachers if students –

not necessarily their students per se - should be first taught basic reading skills, out 88.6%, 

35.71% are again teachers of first-year students.  

 

Basic Reading Skills

Disciplinary Skills

First Year Second Year Third Year
35,71%                                     34,28%                          18,57%                          

24,28%                                     8,57%                          11,42%                          

Figure 11: Teachers’ Preferences and Students’ Readiness for the Different Reading 
Skills Classified by Grade Level 
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4.4.1.2. Discussion of the Results 

The obtained data seem to suggest that content-area teachers at the Department of 

Letters and English Language, University of Frères Mentouri are aware of their 

responsibility towards promoting students’ reading level. Explicit teaching is a process that 

consumes a lot of instructional time. Given that 87.1% of our respondents reported that the 

allotted instructional time is not enough to cover both the subjects’ content and the different 

reading skills explains why only 45.7% provide an explicit training of reading strategies, a 

position which abides by many studies conducted in the field of classroom reading strategies 

(O’Brien & Stewart 1992; Ness, 2009; Loddie, 2010; among others). Despite the fact that 

the respondents reported that they possess some knowledge and experience about teaching 

the reading skill, 67.1% admitted they rather need a formal training. In all likelihood, 

according Loddie (2010), teachers’ lack of preparation is one of the important factors which 

refrain them from integrating the different reading skills in content subject teaching.  

Furthermore, when the teacher respondents were asked about what motivates their 

actual reading skill integration practices, it was found out that content teachers seem to 

somehow impersonate teachers of reading. In effect, 67,1% of teachers said that they teach 

students basic reading skills and strategies, which are common to most reading contexts, and 

do not teach reading just to explain content texts and to promote their students 

understanding of content subjects. O’Brien & Stewart (1992, p. 32) say that one of content 

teachers’ problems with integrating the reading instruction is the fact they “mistake what is 

actually a typical instructional responsibility (e.g., teaching content information) with what 

they feel is an added instructional burden.” They explain that teaching basic reading skills is 

the responsibility of teachers of Reading, and that content-area teachers are only responsible 

for teaching disciplinary literacy, reading skills which are unique to the content subjects’ 

genres.  
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Furthermore, disciplinary reading is so content specific and by teaching content-

related reading skills teachers are teaching the content- area subject. According to Heller and 

Greenleaf (2007, p. 7), every “academic discipline has its own set of characteristic literacy 

practices.” They assert that the reading skill is relevant to all content-area subjects. While 

administering questionnaires, some Oral Expression and Research Methodology teachers 

argued that reading skills have nothing to do with teaching the content of their subjects. In 

fact, written texts can be a rich input for oral discussions, and reading and understanding 

texts are vital for research making and for teaching students borrowing techniques, like 

paraphrasing and summarizing, as students do in Research Methodology classes.  

 The findings also indicate that our respondents are aware of the importance of 

curricular reading skill integration. 75,8% reported the need for integrating the reading skill 

as a discrete subject to be taught by subject matter specialists and in the different content-

area subjects.  According to Shanahan and Shanahan (2008), for students to be introduced 

with disciplinary literacy, they should first properly internalize primary and intermediate 

reading skills. Our respondents confirmed the importance of respecting the sequencing of 

literacy development. 88,6%  of teachers, most of them are teachers of first year (24.28%), 

think that students need and should be first taught basic and intermediate reading skills, and 

44,3% of them think that their students are not ready to be presented with disciplinary 

literacy. Based upon the points discussed, it seems imperative to integrate basic reading 

skills as a discrete subject, at least for first-year students, because 1. content-area teachers at 

the Department of Letters and English Language are weighted down with the load of 

teaching their students basic reading skills at the expense of teaching them disciplinary 

literacy which is vital for learning 2. students need first to be taught basic and intermediate 

reading skills to pave the way for teaching them disciplinary skills . 
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4.4.2. Student Test 

What basically motivated this research work is the belief that first-year students often 

enter university with poor reading skills. The aim behind using this test was to know about 

students’ actual reading level as demonstrated by their oral reading performances. In fact, 

oral reading fluency is not the mere oral verbalization of written texts but rather an important 

indicator of comprehension and the whole reading ability (National Assessment Governing 

Board, 2002). The intent was to shed some light on the students’ ability to read effortlessly 

and accurately their content-area texts.  

Because “the number of words read correctly per minute is an important indicator of a 

student’s progress in all aspects of reading—decoding, fluency, and comprehension” 

(Belevins, 2001, p.10), a Words Correct per Minute test (WCPM) was opted for. It is a 

collection of samples of students’ oral reading of written texts that have been administered to 

each student individually. Students were asked to read from every text for one minute 

measured with the help of a stopwatch.  

A research study investigating the most efficient practices of testing oral reading 

fluency showed that “administering three passages and using the median yields the highest 

predictive validity” (Duesbery, et al., 2012, p. 121). For this reason, three written passages 

were used instead of one on topics that student participants were familiar with. The texts are: 

For the Love of a Good Book (South China Morning Post, 1995), The Old Man and the Sea 

(a summary) (TonyEnglish, 2013), and Learning to Love One Self (TOEFl Reading: 

Questions 23-32, n. d.). These three passages were chosen according to their level of 

readability as tested by Flesch-Kincaid Reading Ease formula. Microsoft Word 2007 was 

used to obtain scores of readability, number of words and sentences, and sentence structure 

(percentage of sentences in the passive voice).The three texts were classified as standard: 

neither easy nor difficult. The texts’ readability scores are respectively 63.5, 66.1, 64. 
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Flesch Kincaid readability levels are generally used to classify texts and books 

according to school grade levels starting from fourth grade to university. However, this 

grading is only relevant to the American school system. For this reason, a baseline for the 

analysis of the texts used in this study was established by assessing 25 texts that our students 

are supposed to read across the curriculum in the different content-area subjects using 

readability statistics (cf. Appendix # 8). As can be seen in the Table 34, The mean score 

(M=48,55) of these texts’ readability ease classified them as difficult as compared to the 

‘Table of Scores for the Flesch–Kincaid Reading Ease Formula’ (cf. Chapter One). 

The assessor, who is also the experimenter,  considered as errors any substitutions, 

additions, omissions, mispronunciations and word order changes at the level of syntax, 

semantics or/and graph-phonology that were not self-corrected immediately by the students. 

Any hesitations from the part of the students that lasted for more than five seconds were also 

counted as errors for they indicate a failure to automatically recognize words (Good & 

Kaminski, 2002). Word repetitions were not regarded as errors. If students added words to 

the sentence that caused no ‘harm’ to the meaning, they were not also regarded as errors. The 

mean scores of the number of words read correctly and errors made when reading the three 

texts is reported in details in Appendix # 9. Table 35 is an example of the scoring procedure. 

 

 

 

Readability Statistics Range Mean SD 
Words in Total 54-2003 485.91 448.04 
Number of Sentences 2-125 26.91 27.83 
% of Sentences in Passive Voice  0-85 25.25 19.85 
Flesch Reading Ease 21.6-81.8 48.55 15.93 

Table 34: Cross Curricular Text’s Readability 
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Table 35: An Example of the Scoring Procedure 

The Original Passage Students Says Scoring Procedure Words Read 
Correctly 

Peter read 26 articles. 
 
 
 
 
 

Beter read twenty- six articles. 
(substitution of /p/ with /b/) 

Beter read twenty-six 
articles. 3/4 

Peter reed two six (reed with /i:/ 
instead of short e) 
articles. 

Peter reed two-six 
articles. 2/4 

My father moved the 
chair. 

My father move the (move 
instead of moved) shair. 
(/S/ instead of /tS/) 

My father move the 
shair. 3/5 

She put on a beautiful 
dress. She put on a very nice dress. She put on a very nice 

dress. 7/7 

 

The investigator placed a bracket right after the word read orally by the student at the 

end of the minute. The examiner kept a scoring sheet for each and every subject on which 

she mentioned the students’ name and placed a slash (/) over words read incorrectly. 

Students’ reading fluency scores and error rates were reported later on the same scoring 

sheets. The following is an example of the scoring sheet. 

 

 

The words with a slash over are considered reading errors 

Figure 12: Scoring  Sheet Example 
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4.4.2.1. Calculation Procedure 
 

 The formula used to calculate reading fluency is the “number of words read correctly 

(total number of words read minus errors), multiplied by 60, and divided by the number of 

seconds required to read the passage” (Rathvon, 2004, p. 153). For example, if a student 

manages to read 135 words and made 17 reading errors in one minute, his reading fluency 

will be 118 ( (135−17)x 60
60

= 118). 

Students’ error rate is expressed in the form of a ratio. It is obtained by dividing the 

total number of words read by the number of errors (ibid, p. 153). The obtained score 

expresses the number of words the student managed to read correctly for each error made. 

Still with the same previous example, the  total  number  of  words  read  (135)
the  numberof  reading  errors  (17)

 = 7.94. Generally the 

score is rounded to the nearest whole number; in this example, the obtained error rate is 8. 

The latter means that the student read 8 correct words for every error made.  

Accuracy rates, expressed in the form of percentages, indicate to what extent students 

can read the chosen text. Reading accuracy rates differentiate between three reading levels. 

Table 36 classifies the ranges of accuracy percentages and determines reading levels. The 

independent reading level tells that the student is able to read the text without any extra-help. 

Instructional reading level indicates that the text is appropriate to be read in class with the 

assistance of teachers. Frustration level, however, tells us that the text is not readily 

accessible and approachable to the student. Accuracy rates are obtained by dividing the 

number of words read correctly by the total number of words read multiplied by 100. For 

example, the accuracy rate of the same student who read 135 words and made 17 errors is 

87.41% (135−17
135

x 100 = 87.41%).  According to Table 36, 87.41% is below 93%, and this 

indicates that the reading text is just too difficult for the student. 

 



 

139 
 

 

Score Range Reading Level 
98 - 100 % Independent reading level (outstanding) 
93 - 97 % Instructional reading level (satisfactory) 

< 93 % Frustration reading level (unsatisfactory) 
 

4.4.2.2. Results and Discussion 
 

After calculating the students’ reading fluency, error and accuracy rates of the three 

passages, only the median scores were taken into consideration. The median is the middle 

score. For example, the median score of 22, 37 and 15 is 22. It is worth reminding that 

students were asked to read three texts instead of one just to increase the reliability of the 

oral reading scores (see Appendix # 9). 

 

 

 

Of the total participants (N=110), the highest obtained reading fluency score was 145 

words correct per minute (WCPM) with an accuracy rate of 93%. The lowest score was 35 

with an accuracy rate of 60%.The analysis of students' oral reading mean scores show that 

students: read an average of five words correctly for every reading error made (ratio) and 

read an average of 84 words/minute with an accuracy rate of 78,9%. These results indicate 

that students have an unsatisfactory reading level (78,9% < 93%) (see Table 36). 

Students’ Oral Reading Range Mean SD 

Words Read Correctly/ minute 35 -145 83.55 19.83 

Accuracy Rate 60 - 93% 78,89% 6.59 

Error Rate 2.45 -14.18 5.34 2.18 

Table 36: Accuracy Rates and Reading Levels (Morgan, et al., 2009, p. 115) 

Table 37: Students’ Oral Reading Performances 
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The figure above indicates that 49% of students scored accuracy rates between 70 and 

79% followed by 39% students who managed to score accuracy rates between 80 and 89%. 

Only 4% students scored accuracy rates between 90 and 92%. Students’ oral reading analysis 

revealed that all of the participants find reading standard texts- which are neither easy nor 

difficult - frustrating and no one was ready to read them independently without the teachers’ 

assistance. Prior to this study, the readability ease of content-area texts that freshman student 

are supposed to read across the curriculum was analyzed using the Flesch Kincaid formula. 

The mean readability ease score of content-area texts classified them as difficult. It is worth 

reminding that the texts used in the present study are standard which means that they are 

easier than the content-texts that our students are asked to read throughout the academic year  

(M=48,55). Such results indicate that university level texts that first-year students are 

exposed to are far too difficult for them and a source of reading frustration.  

Oral reading fluency tests require teachers to choose texts of the same reading level as 

students. In the process of deciding on the texts that are going to be used in the present study, 

it was noticed that there is not a reading level according to which different content-area 

teachers can choose texts. Some content-area texts were found approachable while others 

were difficult maybe because 42.8% of teachers claimed that they do not know their 

students’ reading level (see item #4 in Teacher Questionnaire).   

1%
7%

49%

39%

4%

Figure 13: Percentages of Students’ Oral Reading

11.33% 60% -69% 70% -79% 80% -89% 90% - < 93%) Accuracy Rates :  
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Conclusion 

‘Every teacher is a teacher of reading’ is one of the most debatable philosophies in the 

education enterprise. Studies that investigated teachers’ perceptions towards integrating the 

reading instruction in content-area subjects carried out their research in contexts where 

reading is taught both for its own sake in the English class or in a Remedial Reading class 

and supposedly in the different content subjects. The present study took place in a context 

where in our department there is no formal educational policy of how to cover the reading 

skill neither in cross curricular subjects nor as a discrete subject. Admittedly, Study Skill 

teachers recently integrated a chapter of reading for learning strategies, but, as reviewed in 

the preceding literature, time is a key factor for a proper internalization of any learning 

strategies. Students should not only be presented with reading techniques but they also 

should be given enough time to recycle them under the teachers’ supervision.  

The teacher’ survey tried to shed some light on the stereotypic attitudes associated 

with curricular reading skill integration. The previous findings based on teachers’ opinions 

suggest that students’ unreadiness for disciplinary literacy and the absence of reading as a 

discrete subject made content-area teachers in the Department of Letters and English 

Language compensate for such a lack by teaching their students basic reading skills at the 

expense of teaching disciplinary literacy. The exploratory study findings also demonstrate 

students’ needs for a formal reading instruction that addresses the different reading skills per 

se. It is also important that students take an entrance reading test to help teachers know their 

students reading level and allow them to choose reading texts of appropriate readability 

levels.  

 

 

 



 

142 
 

Chapter 5 

The Research Experiment 

 

 Introduction                                                                                                                          144 

5.2. Description of the Experimental Study                                                                          144 

5.3. Research Instruments and Results                                                                                 148 

   5.3. 1. Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire (MSRQ)                                     153 

      5.3.1.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results                                                      155 

      5.3.1.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results                                             157 

      5.3.1.3. The Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’ Reading        160         

Self-regulation 

 5.3.2. The Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS)                                                             160 

      5.3.2.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results                                                      162 

    5.3.2.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results                                             164 

    5.3.2.3. The Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’                      167 

Strategy-Use 

    5.3.3. Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) Tests                                                                        168 

       5.3.3.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results                                                     169 

    5.3.3.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results                                             170 

    5.3.3.3. The Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’                      171 

ORF Scores 

    5.3.3.4. The Control and Experimental Groups’ Attempt to a Difficult Text                172 

  5.3.4. The Reading Comprehension Test                                                                         174 

       5.3.4.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results                                                     174 

     5.3.4.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results                                            175 

     5.3.4.3. The Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’                     176  

Reading Comprehension 



 

143 
 

 5.3.5. The Epistemological Beliefs Inventory                                                                   177 

      5.3.5.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results                                                      178 

    5.3.5.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results                                             180 

5.4. Regression Analysis                                                                                                       181 

   5.4.1. The Reading Comprehension Prediction Model                                                      182 

   5.4.2. The Reading Self-regulation Prediction Model                                                       184 

5.5. Discussion of the Results                                                                                               187 

 Conclusion                                                                                                                           197 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

144 
 

Chapter 5 

The Research Experiment 

 

 Introduction 

After pilot testing the research instruments and exploring the research environment, 

this chapter describes the experimental design adopted to test the research hypothesis which 

is ‘if we provide freshman students with a constructivist-aligned strategy-based 

instruction, they will improve their reading performance and show signs of reading self 

regulatory behaviors’. All of the five research instruments are described in this chapter 

along with the results obtained from each. To conclude the chapter, all the obtained results 

are discussed and put together.   

5.1. Description of the Experimental Study 

Exploratory studies are not robust, for they have a “limited scope” (McNabb, 2010, p. 

96). That is to say, researchers should not rely solely on the results of exploratory studies to 

draw conclusions; they should rather consider them as a base line for the confirmatory 

research work. Experimental designs, however, are used to examine the effect of the 

manipulation of variables and test hypothesises (ibid, p. 96).  There are two main types of 

experimental research: quasi-experimental versus true experimental design, also known as 

one-group pre-test post-test design and pre-test post-test control group design, respectively 

(Salkind, 2010). What is different between these two types is that in the first the researcher 

uses only a treatment group; however, in the second type, the researcher studies the 

difference in performance between the control and the experimental group (Babbie, 2008). 

In trying to achieve our aims, the freshman students have taken part in a randomized              

pre-test instruction post-test control group design (Figure 14) where the intervention 
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students were expected to attain high scores in experimenter-developed tests of reading 

comprehension and oral fluency and show signs of reading self-regulatory behaviors. The 

sample of 110 first-year students was randomly assigned to two groups: an experimental 

group (50 students) and a control group (60 students). Both groups sat for the pretests (the 

reading comprehension test and the oral reading fluency test) and answered the pre-test 

questionnaires (the Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire, the Survey of Reading 

Strategies, and the Epistemological Beliefs Inventory). Then, the experimental group was 

presented with a reading strategy-based instruction. The control group was not subjected to 

any instructional training. After the treatment period was over, students from both groups sat 

for the posttests and answered the post-test questionnaires.  

 

 

In the present research study, the experimental group was subjected to a constructivist-

aligned strategy-based reading instruction. Constructivism became the most leading teaching 

approach (Meskill, 2012); it has been referred to as “the practice of university English 

teaching reform” (Liu, 2014, p. 533).  It is a “dynamic process that has both cognitive 

dimensions, as the organizer recognizes new knowledge on the basis of existing knowledge 

Figure 14: The Experimental Research Design 
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and social dimensions, as the learner interacts with others and solves problems through 

dialogue” (Richards & Rodgers, 2014, p. 27). In the constructivist-aligned reading strategy-

based instruction, students’ construction of strategic knowledge is facilitated in an engaging 

and interactive classroom environment in which students get to feel comfortable 

experiencing reading in English.  

The treatment lessons were taught by the researcher. Prior to the reading instruction, 

the teacher communicated to the research subjects the objectives of the instruction and how 

they can hopefully benefit from it. As was discussed in chapter one, texts’ readability scores 

are quite helpful but not enough to determine the choice of texts. Readers’ reading 

preferences must also be taken into consideration. For this reason, the researcher also tried 

to get to know her student readers by giving them the chance to communicate their reading 

preferences and problems.  Students also read texts of a variety of topics just to help them 

create interest.  Approachable (standard, neither easy nor difficult) reading texts were used 

in the instruction. 

The treatment lasted for 27 sessions of one hour and thirty minutes, a total of forty 

hours and thirty minutes. The reading strategies that were tackled during the treatment 

period are: (1) setting  reading purpose(s), (2) skimming and scanning, (3) predicting the 

meaning of unknown words, (4) previewing and predicting, (5) activating background 

knowledge, (6) speed reading, (7) inference making, (8) questioning, (9) critical thinking, 

(10) visualization, (11) and  reading for the main idea. The strategies taught in the treatment 

period are basic strategies needed for the understanding of all types of texts, as opposed to 

disciplinary ones. The course content was presented in a five-phase student-centred learning 

cycle called the 5 E’s advanced by Roger Bybee and the team of the Biological Science 

Curriculum Study (BSCS). The reason why we opted for this lesson design is that it 

“capitalizes on hands-on activities, students’ curiosity, and academic discussion among 
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students” (Curr, et al., 2009, p. 101) which will allow in return for continuing self-

development and learning (Liao, 1994). This constructivist model was first designed for 

biology and science classes; it is adapted in the present study to teach reading strategies by 

respecting the same sequencing of stages. The stages are as follows: engagement, 

exploration, explanation, elaboration and evaluation (for further details on constructivist 

teaching and the different instructional models cf. Chapter One). Appendix # 07 contains a 

sample of the constructivist-aligned strategy-based reading lessons. The following are some 

examples of the activities used in the different phases of the lesson. 

 

This is Just to Say 

                                                             I have eaten  
                                                             the plums  
                                                             that were in  
                                                             the icebox 

                                                             and which  
                                                             you were probably  
                                                             saving  
                                                             for breakfast 

                                                             Forgive me  
                                                             they were delicious  
                                                             so sweet  
                                                             and so cold  

The poem ‘This is Just to Say’ By Williams Carlos Williams (in Malan, 1988) was 

used in the engagement and the exploration stages to introduce students to the eighth lesson: 

Questioning Strategies. Before the strategy was explained, students read the poem. The 

teacher asked some initiating questions like: what do you think this is? and about? Then, she 

encouraged students to ask and answer questions of their own. The teacher only played the 

role of the facilitator and praised students’ questions, like the ones above, and wrote them on 

the board. Students enjoyed the nature of the reading passage and the fact that all sorts of 

Is this really a poem? It does 
not look like one. 

Why did the poet use 
the word ‘just’? 

 

Is he really apologizing 
for the plums? 

He ate them 
all; so what? 

Who wrote this thing and 
to whom? 

Is this some sort of a 
metaphor?  

What do the plums 
symbolize? 
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interpretations were allowed. Students eventually were surprised how what looked on the 

face of it as a simple note that could be left on a refrigerator stimulated debate and 

classroom discussions. In fact, teaching self-questioning and questioning the author 

strategies captured the soul of constructivist teaching and learning, for it allowed students to 

dig for themselves and construct meaning.  

In this second example of the aforementioned 5 E’s stages, students were asked to 

create different linguistic contexts in which they use a word of their own creation- a word 

that does not mean anything. This activity was part of the elaboration stage in the lesson 

‘Predicting the Meaning of Unknown Words.’ In the elaboration phase, students were 

encouraged to use the definition, example, knowledge of the world, punctuation, 

comparison, contrast and referent clues they learned in the explanation phase. The students 

read to the whole class their examples and asked their classmates to guess their meanings.  

The lessons were not designed to present each reading strategy in isolation. The aim 

was to replicate real life reading in which students, or any readers for that matter, use a 

battery of strategies and fix-up tools to comprehend texts and achieve their reading 

purposes. The teaching of a new strategy was based on the recycling of others and benefiting 

from previously learned notions. In every reading task, students were asked to set a reading 

purpose, preview and predict and choose other reading strategies accordingly. 

5.2. Research Instruments and Results 

Quantitative research tools were chosen as the foundation for this work. Through the 

use of numerical and statistical data, quantitative tools are quite useful in testing 

hypothesises in a less subjective manner (Taylor & Trumbull, 2005). Quantitative research 

requires the researcher to proceed throughout the research process deductively by 

formulating first the hypothesis and research questions to guide the procedure then choose 

the research instruments accordingly. Qualitative research, however, are mostly used to help 
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develop the hypothesis and research aims (Goodwin & Goodwin, 1996). After formulating 

the present study’s hypothesises and delimiting the research scope, two types of quantitative 

instruments were employed: questionnaires and investigator-developed tests.  

Questionnaires are a practical data collection technique. They allow the researcher to 

gather data even from a large population at a very low cost and energy, as opposed to 

interviews which are relatively time-consuming. Questionnaires can be administered by 

hand or via mail/email. They help obtain less biased data and allow the participants to feel 

comfortable communicating their opinions. Although they are easy to administer, code and 

interpret; it is very challenging to construct efficient and valid questionnaires. Researchers 

have to carefully choose the content to be included in the questionnaire, determine the type 

of questions and decide on the way to analyse the obtained data (Anderson, 1998).  

In the present research, we used three Likert based self-report surveys. The Likert 

scale is one of the most used types of questionnaires; it was created by and named after the 

psychologist Rensis Likert in 1932.  The scale is made of, instead of questions, “a series of 

‘opinion’ statements about an issue [; t]he person’s attitude is the extent to which he or she 

agrees or disagrees with each statement, usually on a five-point scale” (Bowling, 2014, p. 

306). Below are the two formats of the five-point scales used in this study with a neutral 

middle option ‘don’t know’ and ‘I sometimes do this.’ The coding is reversed with 

negatively worded items in which ‘strongly agree,’ for example, was given a value of 1 

instead of 5. 

(1)
 strongly                    agree               don’t know               disagree                strongly 

       agree                                                                                                              disagree 
        5                              4                          3                              2                           1 

(2) 
I never or almost never do this      I do this only occasionally        I sometimes do this 

                 1                                                  2                                              3   
  
             I usually do this                                 I always or almost always do this 
                         4                                                                        5 
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Likert scales can yield two types of data: ordinal and summative. Sometimes the 

values, for instance from 1 to 5, have no significance but to refer to the option they stand for. 

In this case, one can say that the data is ordinal and the values are only used for organizing 

the scale’s answers (Gavin, 2008). Simply put, an accumulative score of items in an ordinal 

scale would be insignificant. In ordinal scales, every item is analysed individually. Likert 

Scales can also be summative. That is to say, each of the agreement options in the scale can 

be coded, and the scores attached to the options can be added up later (Khan, 2008). The 

obtained score facilitates the analysis of items in groups. In this research work, we have used 

one ordinal (the Teacher Questionnaire) and three summative five-point Likert scales (the 

MSRQ, SORS and EBI). 

Admittedly, some researchers prefer to use think-aloud protocols to assess cognitive 

and metacognitive constructs such as self-regulation and strategy use. Think-aloud protocols 

involve encouraging research participants to express what they are thinking about while 

performing a given task (Ingwersen & Järvelin, 2005). One of the advantages of using this 

research procedure is that it allows the experimenter to get rich data about the population 

understudy. However, in addition to the fact that using these protocols requires a lot of 

training both for the experimenter and the subjects, it is cognitively demanding for students 

to do two things at the same time: doing the task under study and expressing their thoughts 

(Jordan, 1998). Furthermore, some participants tend to “rationalize” their actions and try to 

convince the researcher that they are opting for an effective approach, something which 

might affect the credibility of the obtained data (ibid, p. 59).  

Think-aloud protocols were not used in this study for they are also time-consuming 

especially because we are dealing with 110 students from different groups. What’s more, it 

is challenging for non-native language users to express themselves in the target language, 

especially if, like in our case, they are freshman foreign language learners. One possible 



 

151 
 

solution for first-year students’ inability to verbalize their thoughts effectively in English is 

that they express them in Arabic. However, it was feared that students would think in Arabic 

and think about reading in Arabic while verbalizing the process of reading in English. 

In addition to the use of Likert scales, two reading proficiency tests were employed: an 

oral fluency and a reading comprehension test. Achievement tests are very useful for they 

“assess the amount of knowledge someone has already acquired in a specific area” (Max 

Fogiel Staff of Research Education Association, 2000, p.85). There are two main types of 

achievement tests: standardized and teacher-constructed tests (Johnson& Christensen, 2012). 

Given that little, if not nothing, is known about our population’s reading level, one cannot 

just choose a test and administer it to the students especially because most of the existing 

standard tests are categorized into tests for: beginner, intermediate and advanced readers.  

Reading tests and texts should be approachable yet not too easy; they have to represent 

grade level reading. After conducting the exploratory study, it was noticed that the research 

sample was not able to read standard texts, texts which are neither easy nor difficult, with a 

reading Flesch–Kincaid ease score between 61 and 70. For this reason, we have chosen 

standard texts as the base for our reading tests and the reading level we want the students 

under study to achieve. 

In the process of data analysis, both descriptive and inferential statistics were used. 

Descriptive statistics summarized row data and numbers using frequencies, mean scores and 

standards of deviation. It gave an overview of the sample of freshman students and paved 

the way for the inferential analysis. Inferential statistics, however, allowed us to answer the 

research questions and reach conclusions by making predictions about the population 

understudy. In the present work, we used three main inferential tests including Levene’s test 

for equality of variances, t-test for both dependent and independent samples and multiple 

regression.  
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The t-test was used to see if the difference between group scores is not due to a mere 

chance but rather the result of the manipulation of the independent variable: the treatment.  

The two types of the t-test were used: the t-test for dependent variables (to compare average 

values of the control and experimental groups) and the t-test for paired samples (to compare 

mean scores of the same group in a repeated measures design). There are two approaches to 

interpret t-test results: the p-value and the critical value approach (Sabo, 2013). In the 

present work, we opted for the p-value approach. Mean score differences were regarded 

significant when the p-value, calculated with the help of the SPSS, was less than the 

threshold 0.05 level of significance. 

Table 38: The Data Analysis Procedure 

esearch Question Research Instrument Data Analysis Procedure 

#3. What could be the effect of 
teaching reading strategies in a 
constructivist environment on 
students’ reading achievement and 
self regulation? 

 

 
 

- Motivated Strategies for 
Reading Questionnaire      

(MSRQ) 

- Survey of Reading 
Strategies (SORS) 

-A Reading 
Comprehension Test 

-Oral Reading Fluency 
Test (WCPM) 

- T-Test for Dependent 
Sample 

-T-Test for Independent 
Groups to compare 
between the control and 
experimental groups’ pre 
and post-test results 

 

#4. Could students’ epistemological 
beliefs predict students’ reading 
performance and self-regulation in a 
constructivist-aligned strategy-based 
reading instruction? 

- Epistemological Belief 
Inventory (EBI) 

-The Results Obtained by 
the Previously Mentioned 

Instruments 

-Multiple Regression 
Analysis (Stepwise) 

 To confirm the practicality of the statistical significance of the t-test results, the effect 

size using Cohen’s eta square formula was also calculated. The effect size is “the preferred 

method for determining the extent to which a treatment is effective” (Asmussen, 2011, p. 

35). Cohen (1988) presented guidelines for interpreting the obtained effect sizes: 0.01 ⇒ 
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small, 0.06 ⇒ medium, 0.138 and above ⇒ large magnitudes. The experimental design was 

directed by two main research questions (#3, 4) (cf. the General Introduction and the 

statistical examinations of research instruments in Table 38).  

5.2.1. Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire (MSRQ) 

Students’ reading self-regulation was measured by means of the Motivated Strategies 

for Reading Questionnaire (MSRQ). The MSRQ is based and adapted from the Motivated 

Strategies for Learning Questionnaire (MSLQ). The original MSLQ was developed by Paul 

Pintrich and his colleagues in the University of Michigan (1991). It aims to assess self-

regulation, motivation and university students’ use of learning strategies. In the words of 

Dornyei (2010, p. 178), the MSLQ is “the best known instrument in this area in educational 

psychology.” Admittedly, Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), developed by 

Rebecca Oxford (1990), has also been used by many researchers and teachers to evaluate 

strategy use and self-regulation. However, the MSLQ showed more practicality in the field.  

Self-regulation is a complex mental ability. We can say that someone is self-regulated 

if that person accumulates and shows high levels of self-efficacy, motivation, time-

management skills, among many others. The MSLQ allows the researchers to study such 

accumulation of sub-constructs and depict signs of self–regulation for it is a summative 

scale of several subscales. The SILL, however, is based on behavioral items that seek to 

know the frequency of strategy use (Tseng, Dörnyei & Schmitt, 2006). It relies on the 

interpretation of each item individually; it is not summative. In addition, the SILL targets 

specific cognitive and metacognitive behaviors and does not account for the general mental 

capacity that controls all of these behaviors. One of the strengths of the MSLQ is that the 

items in the scale “constitute general declarations or conditional relations rather than 

descriptions of specific strategic behaviors” (ibid, p. 85).  
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Besides the fact that the MSLQ addresses efficiently the ability to self-regulate, 

working with the MSLQ is quite practical. It is among the very few research instruments 

that come with a manual that gives a detailed description of the scales and interpretation of 

scores (Pintrich, 1991). Also, the items of the MSLQ are constructed in a way that is 

adaptable to any teaching/learning situation. For example, it uses expressions such as: ‘when 

I study for this class,’ ‘when reading for this class,’ ‘when course work is difficult’ and ‘in a 

class like this,’ that was found very helpful when adapting this scale to the purposes of the 

present research work.  

The MSRQ used in the present dissertation is a 67-item scale made of two main 

sections: motivation scales and strategies for self-regulation scales (cf. Appendix# 4). The 

first section is made of six subscales including: intrinsic goal orientation (items# 1, 16, 22, 

24), extrinsic goal orientation (items# 7, 11, 13, 30), task value (items# 4, 10, 17, 23, 26, 

27), control of reading beliefs (items# 2, 9, 18, 25), self-efficacy for reading and 

performance (items# 5, 6, 12, 15, 20, 21, 29, 31) and reading anxiety (items# 3, 8, 14, 19, 

28). This section includes items such as: ‘I prefer reading materials that really challenge me 

so I can learn new things,’ and ‘I'm confident I can understand the most complex texts 

presented by teachers.’ 

Because self-regulation is also the ability to use strategies advisedly, the second 

section of the scale is dedicated to the strategic aspect of self-regulation. The second section 

includes 6 subscales including: critical thinking (items# 36, 40, 43, 49, 52), metacognitive 

self-regulation (items# 58, 34, 67, 60, 61, 62, 45, 63, 65,66, 67), time/study environmental 

management (items# 33, 38, 44, 51, 53, 55, 56), effort regulation (items# 35, 41, 47, 54), 

peer learning (items# 32, 39, 42) and help seeking (items# 37, 46, 50, 54). This section 

includes items such as: ‘When studying, I often try to explain reading texts to a classmate or 
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a friend’ and ‘I make good use of the time dedicated for reading.’ It is worth mentioning that 

the r next to item numbers stands for the items which are reverse coded.   

5.2.1.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results 
 

Table 39: The Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading Self-regulation 

Pre-treatment Results Post-treatment Results 
 Mean SD Range Mean SD Range 
Overall Scale Results 3.09 .26 Medium 3.12 .24 Medium 

Intrinsic Goal Orientation 
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 
Task Value 
Control of Reading Beliefs 
Self-Efficacy for Reading and 
Performance 
Reading  Anxiety 

3.34 
3.86 
3.88 
3.35 
2.92 

 
3.16 

.61 

.60 

.46 

.55 

.51 
 

.59 

Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 

3.34 
3.67 
3.93 
3.43 
2.95 

 
3.02 

.62 

.67 

.44 

.56 

.48 
 
.51 

Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 

Critical Thinking 
Metacognitive Self-Regulation 
Time/Reading Environmental 
Management 
Effort Regulation 
Peer Learning  
Help Seeking 
N 

2.78 
3.02 
2.60 

 
2.60 
2.85 
3.10 
60 

.60 

.34 

.40 
 

.91 

.76 
1.00 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
 

2.92 
2.91 
2.70 

 
2.81 
2.85 
3.23 
60 

.58 

.43 

.44 
 
.98 
.79 
1.02 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
 

 
A score of 3.5 or higher indicates high; a score between 3.4 and 2.5 indicates medium and a score of 

2.4 or lower indicates low 

As can be seen in the Table 39, the control group started the academic year with more 

extrinsic goal orientations (M=3.86) than intrinsic ones (M=3.34). Students’ high task value 

(M=3.88) indicates that they are involved in their learning to read, and that they think that 

reading tasks are important and useful. Students also showed medium control of learning 

beliefs (M=3.35); beliefs that the efforts made when learning how to read will pay off. 

Although students believed to some extent that personal effort makes a difference in 

learning how to read, they still had medium self-efficacy for learning and reading 

performances (M=2.92). In other words, students did not strongly believe in their reading 
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capacities and as a result, they did not think they can successfully approach reading tasks. 

Medium mean scores in the reading anxiety scale, contrary to the other scales, suggest 

negative interpretations. Students from the control group reported that they felt anxious 

whenever they were asked to read in English (M=3.16). 

Table 39 also reported information about students' cognitive and metacognitive self-

regulation strategy use. Students reported that they do not apply very often previously 

acquired information in new reading situations as indicated by their medium critical thinking 

score (M=2.78). They also reported medium metacognitive self-regulation (M=3.02) that 

helps them monitor, direct their cognitive abilities and allow them to use reading strategies 

advisedly. Besides, students showed moderate (M=2.60)  use of time and reading 

environment management strategies necessary to stay focused in spite of all distractions. 

This goes in line with the fact that the control group also reported a medium (M=2.68) 

regulation of effort indicating an average goal commitment and inconsistent use of reading 

strategies. The last two sets of resource management strategies deal with peer leaning and 

help seeking. Mean scores indicate that students did not believe that collaborating with other 

peers is that important (M=2.85) for understanding texts and so is asking for outside help 

(M=3.10). 

Post-test results did not show any improvements in the overall scale mean score and in 

most of the self-regulation constructs. Although the general mean score of the MSRQ still 

indicates medium motivational beliefs and cognition with a raise of only 0.03, the control 

group ended the academic year with relatively more task value, control of reading beliefs, 

critical thinking, self efficacy, time and reading environment management and help seeking 

behaviors and attitudes. In the same way, the control group’s reading anxiety has lessened 

with 0.14. We also noticed that students in the post-test phase feel less extrinsically 

motivated and less metacognitively self-regulated readers. 
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Table 40: Mean Difference between the Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading 
Self-regulation 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 
t 

 
Df 

 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Lower Upper 
-,0308 ,3845 ,04964 -,13021 ,06845 -,622 59 ,536 

 

Thanks to the summative nature of the MSRQ, we were able to study all the 

motivational and cognitive constructs of the scale simply by studying the general scale mean 

score. A t-test for dependent samples was used to check the significance of the small but still 

positive raise in the control group’s post-test overall score. According to the score of the t-

test for dependent samples and corresponding p value (p= .53 > 0.05), the mean difference 

of .03 is not significant. The raise noticed in the control group’s post-test MSRQ score is 

probably due to a mere chance.  

5.2.1.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results 
 

Table 41: The Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading Self-regulation 

Pre-treatment Results Post-treatment Results 
 Mean SD Range Mean SD Range 
Overall Scale Results 3.07 .22 Medium 3. 30 .29 Medium 
Intrinsic Goal Orientation 
Extrinsic Goal Orientation 
Task Value 
Control of Reading Beliefs 
Self-Efficacy for Reading and 
Performance 
Reading Anxiety 

3.24 
3.53 
4.12 
3.46 
2.86 

3.07 

.62 

.64 

.61 

.61 

.47 

.54 

Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 

Medium 

3.56 
3.27 
3.98 
3.69 
3.13 

3.22 

.61 

.70 

.46 

.67 

.51 

.73 

High 
Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 

Medium 
Critical Thinking 
Metacognitive Self-Regulation 
Time/Reading Environmental 
Management 
Effort Regulation 
Peer Learning  
Help Seeking 
N 

3.01 
2.94 
2.68 

 
2.75 

  2.60 
2.76 
60 

.69 

.36 

.39 
 

.69 

.70 

.61 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

3.26 
3.37 
2.90 

 
3.00 
2.95 
3.07 
60 

.66 

.40 

.57 
 
.76 
.91 
.56 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
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Descriptive statistics for the experimental group’s’ self-regulatory behaviors are 

presented in the Table 41. An overall mean score of 3.07 of the different self-regulatory 

skills was obtained. Similar to the control group, the experimental group in the pre-treatment 

phase was more extrinsically (M=3.53) oriented than intrinsically (M=3.24). In fact, students 

obtained high mean scores in both extrinsic goal orientation and task value (M=4.12) scales. 

Students also reported a medium (M=3.46) control of their reading performances and 

moderate self efficacy beliefs (M=2.86). Comparable to the control group, a medium mean 

score (M=3.07) was attached to the reading anxiety subscale. A moderate level of 

construction and evaluation of knowledge was indicated by students’ medium reported use 

of critical thinking strategies (M=3.01). Medium self-reported scores for the metacognitive 

self-regulation scale (M=2.94) indicate discontinuous monitoring and calibration of 

students’ cognitive actions. The effort regulation subscale (M=2.75) demonstrates students’ 

difficulties staying focused on reading in distracting environments. Students also reported 

that they do not often collaborate with peers (M=2.60) and ask for support (M=2.76); they 

reported that they do not really know when and from whom they should ask for help (items 

# 68 and 75:  ‘When I can't understand texts on my own, I ask another student for help’, and 

‘I try to identify students in this class whom I can ask for help if necessary’). Students also 

showed moderate (M=2.60) use of time and reading environment management strategies. As 

can be noticed, the experimental group scored more on motivation scales (M=3.44), the first 

set in the table, than on reading self regulation strategies, the second set, (M=2.83). 

A raise of .23 in the mean of the overall scale can be noticed in the experimental 

group’s post-test results; the mean difference between the pre and post-test MSRQ results 

will be checked later for significance. After the constructivist-aligned treatment, students 

showed that they are more intrinsically goal oriented (M=3.56) than extrinsically (M=3.27); 

the opposite was found in the pre-test results. Similar to the pre-test results, students thought  
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that reading in general is of a great importance (Task Value M=3.98). A high mean score 

was attached to the control of reading beliefs scale (M=3.69). In comparison with the pre-

testing scores, students showed more self efficacy for reading and performance (M=3.13), 

critical thinking (M=3.26), metacognitive self-regulation (M=3.37), time/reading 

environment management (M=2.90), effort-regulation (M=3.00), peer learning (M=2.95) 

and help seeking (M=3.07).  Unlike pretest results, students scored more on motivation 

scales (M=3.52) than on strategy scales (M=3.11). 

Table 42: Mean Difference between the Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test 
Reading Self-regulation 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 
t 

 
df 

 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Lower Upper 
-,2370 ,3712 ,05250 -,34256 -,13156 4,516 49 ,000 

 

A t-test for paired samples was used again to see to what extent the mean difference 

(M=0.23) noticed between the experimental group’s pre and post MSRQ general scores is of 

any statistical importance. As can be seen in the chart above, the obtained t-value is 4.51. 

The corresponding probability value (Sig=.000) is less than the threshold p value 0.05 

indicating the significance of the mean difference. Hence, one can say that the raise in the 

experimental group’s scores is the result of the treatment and not a mere random sampling 

variation. In other words, the constructivist-aligned reading strategy-based instruction was 

successful in helping students show more signs of self-regulation as indicated by the 

different constructs of the MSRQ. The magnitude of the difference was found 0.29 > 0.13 

[eta squared = [(4.51)2 / (4.51)2 + (49)] indicating a large effect size. 
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5.2.1.3. The Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’ Results 

Table 43: Mean Difference between the Control and Experimental Groups’ Post-test 
Reading Self-regulation 

 
Levene's Test  t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t    df 
Sig. 

 (2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
SD Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence  

Lower Upper 

 Variances Assumed 3,534 ,063 3,59 108 ,000 ,18794 ,05227 ,08434 ,29154 

Variances not Assumed   3,53 95,7 ,001 ,18794 ,05312 ,08249 ,29339 

In order to reconfirm the efficacy of the constructivist-aligned instruction in promoting 

students’ self-regulation skills, an independent samples t-test was conducted to compare 

between the results of the experimental and control groups. As can be depicted in the table 

above, the variances were found equal across both the control and experimental 

groups; Levene’s test p-value (.063) is above the critical significance level of 0.05. The 

results of the first row (equal variances assumed) are to be considered. The t-test test was 

found to be statistically significant, t( 108) = 3.59, p < .05. Therefore, the mean difference 

(0.07) between the experimental group’s and the control group’s mean scores is statistically 

important. These results indicate that students in the experimental group (M= 3.30) showed 

more signs of self-regulatory skills in the post-test phase than did the control group (M= 

3.12). The effect size for this analysis (eta square =.10) was found medium to large. 

5.3.2. The Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) 

Many research studies conducted in the field of reading investigated both the quantity 

and the quality of using strategies and their impact on overall reading achievement. They 

investigated the difference between strategies used while reading in the native language vs. 

second/foreign language, between strategies employed by successful and unsuccessful 

readers, and between strategies used in online and offline environments. To provide 



 

161 
 

sufficient and more context-specific evidence to better current reading teaching practices, 

researchers studied readers from different age groups and learning contexts. 

The data needed to know our sample’s reading strategy use was collected by means of 

the Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS) by Mokhtari & Sheorey (2002). The Metacognitive 

Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI) was addressed to language native 

speakers; the SORS, however, was accommodated by the authors for second and foreign 

language users. The SORS is a 30-item 5-point Likert scale which aims to “measure the 

perceived use of the type and frequency of strategies by post-secondary students while 

reading academic materials in English typically encountered in secondary school and 

university” (Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002, p. 436).  

The survey consists of three subscales that address: global (13 items), problem solving 

(8 items) and support reading strategies (9 items). The global strategies subscale (items# 1, 

3, 4, 6, 12, 15, 17, 20, 21, 23, 24) includes strategies such as checking text compatibility 

with reading purpose, skimming for identifying text characteristics and using textual 

features to increase comprehension. The problem solving subscale (items# 7, 9, 11, 14, 16, 

19, 25, 28) includes strategies like pausing to reflect on text, visualizing for remembering 

information and guessing the meaning of unknown words. The strategies dealt with in the 

support strategies subscale are taking notes, reading aloud and highlighting information, 

among others (items# 2, 5, 10, 13, 18, 22, 26, 29, 30). 

The SORS is a cumulative scale in the sense that results are obtained not only by using 

descriptive statistics of each and every item individually but also by adding up item scores 

and computing subscales’ means. Item scores range from 1 (I never or almost never do this) 

to 5 (I always or almost always do this).  Mokhtari & Sheorey (2002) provided an 

interpretation for the scale’s scores by identifying three levels of strategy use: a score of 3.5 
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or higher indicates high, a score between 3.4 and 2.5 indicates medium and a score of 2.4 or 

lower indicates low reading strategy use.  

5.2.2.1. Description of the Control Group’s Results 

Table 44: The Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading Strategy-use 

Pre-test results Post-test results 
 Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
Overall Scale Results 
 
Global Reading Strategies 
Problem Solving Strategies 
Support Reading Strategies 
N 

3.17 
 

2.97 
3.41 
3.25 
60 

.512 
 

.59 

.61 

.55 
 

Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

3.16 
 

2.95 
3.57 
3.11 
60 

.50 
 
.59 
.63 
.54 
 

Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

As can be depicted in the table above, the mean score of the overall survey including 

each of the three subscales is 3.22 indicating a medium overall use of reading strategies by 

the control group (N=60) at the beginning of the study.  Among the three subscales, problem 

solving strategies were reported the most frequently used by students (M=3.41). The least 

used strategies are the global strategy group with a mean score of 2.97. At the end of the 

academic year, descriptive statistics shows that the control group’s medium use of reading 

strategies (M=3.16) did not improve. In fact, it dropped off with 0.01. The control group in 

the post-test phase still preferred to use problem solving strategies (M=3.57) which are used 

to get back on track and deal with sources of reading difficulties. The control group still 

used global strategies less frequently (M=2.95) than any other strategy group. 

Table 45: The Control Group’s Pre-test Five Most and Least Used Reading 
Strategies  

The Five Most Used Reading Strategies Type Mean Level 
 

Rereading to increase comprehension 
Using reference materials 
Reading slowly to ensure comprehension 
Thinking about information in Arabic and in English 
Refocusing when losing concentration 

 

Prob. 
Sup. 
Prob. 
Sup. 
Prob. 

 

4.03 
3.96 
3.86 
3.63 
3.60 

 

High 
High 
High 
High 
High 

. 
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The Five Most Used Reading Strategies Type Mean Level 
 

Analysing and evaluating texts  critically 
Asking oneself questions about the text 
Checking text compatibility with reading purpose 
Adjusting reading pace 
Resolving conflicting information 
 

 

Glob. 
Sup. 
Glob. 
Prob. 
Glob. 

 

2.30 
2.55 
2.68 
2.68 
2.68 

 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

Based on the mean scores of the overall scale (SORS), Table 45 summarizes the five 

top and bottom used reading strategies at the beginning of the study by the control group. 

Note that the five top used strategies all fall in the high use category and that they are all 

problem solving and support strategies. None of them is from the global strategy group. The 

control group frequently used rereading, reading slowly, getting back on track when losing 

concentration, using dictionaries and the like, and thinking about information both in 

English and in Arabic. Three of the least favoured strategies are global strategies besides one 

support strategy and, interestingly, one problem solving strategy.  

Table 46: The Control Group’s Post-test Five Most and Least Used Reading 
Strategies  

The Five Most Used Reading Strategies Type Mean Level 
 

Rereading to increase comprehension 
Refocusing when losing concentration 
Using reference materials 
Reading slowly to ensure comprehension 
Paying closer attention when facing difficulty 

 

Prob. 
Prob. 
Sup. 
Prob. 
Prob. 

 

4.23 
4.11 
3.98 
3.91 
3.76 

 

High 
High 
High 
High 
High 

 

The five Least Used Reading Strategies Type Mean Level 
 

Analysing and evaluating texts  critically 
Paraphrasing  
Asking oneself questions about the text 
Resolving conflicting information 
Adjusting reading pace 
 

 

Glob. 
Sup. 
Sup. 
Glob. 
Prob. 

 

1.76 
2.46 
2.5 
2.75 
2.78 

 

Low 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

The control group’s post strategy preference did not change. The students expressed 

their prevalent utilization of problem solving strategies not only as a strategy group but also 

as individual strategies both at the beginning and end of the academic year. Global strategies 

were reported again as the least used reading strategies. Students do not seem to prefer or 
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may be do not seem to know how to use  strategies that help them handle better and monitor 

the reading process. The same goes for support strategies which basically assist students 

when reading such as note-taking and questioning.  

Table 47: Mean Difference between the Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Overall 
Perceived Strategy Use 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 
t 

 
df 

 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Lower Upper 
.00833 .3520 .04545 -.08261 .09928 .183 59 .855 

 
 A t-test for dependent samples was used to investigate the difference between the 

control group’s pre-test and post-test strategy use. As can be observed from the table above, 

the obtained t-value is .183 with 59 degrees of freedom. The corresponding p-value (.855) is 

greater that the threshold p-value 0.05. Therefore, we reject the alternative hypothesis H1 in 

favour of the null hypothesis H0. This finding tells us that the difference (-0.01) between the 

control group’s pre and post-test SORS scores is not significant, and it almost equals zero. In 

other words, freshman students from the control group did not change their medium use of 

reading strategies.  

5.2.2.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Results 

Table 48: The Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading Strategy-use 

Pre-treatment Results Post-treatment Results 
 Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
Overall Scale Results 
 
Global Reading Strategies 
Problem Solving Strategies 
Support Reading Strategies 
N 

3.28 
 

3.09 
3.53 
3.33 
50 

.44 
 

.58 

.54 

.63 
 

Medium 
 
Medium 
High 
Medium 

3.45 
 

3.43 
3.62 
3.34 
60 

.38 
 
.46 
.53 
.62 
 

Medium 
 
Medium 
High 
Medium 

As the findings appearing in table 48 show, reading strategies were also moderately 

used by the experimental group pre (M=3.28) and post (M=3.45) the instructional design. 

Problem solving strategies is the only strategy group that fell in the high use group. Similar 
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to the control group, students from the experimental group frequently used problem 

strategies and least favored global strategies both before and after the treatment. The 

obtained data also indicate that students sometimes use support strategies when reading in 

English. 

Table 49: The Experimental Group’s Pre-test Five Most and Least Used Reading 
Strategies 

The Five Most Used Reading Strategies Type Mean Level 
 

Reading slowly to ensure comprehension 
Using reference materials 
Refocusing when losing concentration 
Paying closer attention when facing difficulty 
Thinking about information in Arabic and in English 
 

 

Prob. 
Sup. 
Prob. 
Prob. 
Sup. 

 

4.10 
3.98 
3.86 
3.84 
3.77 

 

High 
High 
High 
High 
High 

 
 The Five Least Used Reading Strategies 

 

Analysing and evaluating texts  critically 
Using typographical aids 
Pausing to reflect on text 
Using textual features to increase comprehension 
Choosing closely reading texts 
 

 

Glob. 
Glob. 
Prob. 
Glob 
Glob. 

 

2.6 
2.66 
2.66 
2.72 
2.84 

 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

 

Pre-treatment strategy use results show that the experimental group preferred using the 

same reading strategies as the control group, namely reading slowly, rereading to ensure 

comprehension and using reference materials. Three of the five-top used strategies are of the 

problem solving type along with two support strategies. Most of the least favoured strategies 

were also global strategies including: evaluating texts critically, using typographical aids 

such as bold face and italics and carefully choosing what to read and what to ignore. One 

problem-solving strategy, ‘pausing from time to time to reflect on text’s content,’ was 

among the least frequently used strategies.  
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Table 50: The Experimental Group’s Post-test Five Most and Least Used 
Reading Strategies  

The Five Most Used Reading Strategies Type Mean Level 
 

Using reference materials 
Paying closer attention when facing difficulty 
Activating background knowledge 
Predicting text content 
Previewing  text 
Reading slowly to ensure comprehension 
Refocusing when losing concentration 
 

 

Sup. 
Prob. 
Glob. 
Glob. 
Glob. 
Prob. 
Prob. 

 

 

4.06 
3.92 
3.78 
3.76 
3.72 
3.72 
3.72 

 

High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 
High 

 The Five Least Used Reading Strategies 
 

Analysing and evaluating texts  critically 
Taking notes 
Pausing to reflect on text 
Resolving conflicting information 
Asking oneself questions about the text 
 

 

Glob. 
Sup. 
Prob. 
Glob. 
Sup. 

 

2.52 
2.84 
2.94 
2.98 
3.16 

 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

The table above shows the perceived five most and least used strategies by the 

experimental group after the treatment. Unlike the control group who did not change their 

strategy use preference, the experimental group strategy preference was clearly influenced 

by the treatment which focused on teaching different basic reading strategies. Among the 

strategies that the experimental group started using frequently are activating background 

knowledge, predicting text content and previewing; they were among the strategies taught 

during the treatment period. Conversely, among the least used strategies are analysing texts 

critically and questioning. These strategies were also the subject of two lessons in the 

strategy- based instructional treatment.  

Table 51: Mean Difference between the Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test 
Overall Perceived Strategy Use 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 
t 

 
df 

 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Lower Upper 
-.1746 .39051 .05523 -.28565 -.06369 -3.163 49 .003 

 

One of the main aims behind the present research work is to see to what extent the 

constructivist-aligned reading strategy-based instruction was successful in promoting 
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students’ use of reading strategies. The observed mean difference between the pre and post 

experimental group’s strategy use is 0.175. The t-test for paired sample, also known as t-test 

for dependent samples, was performed. The t-value is -3.163 with 49 degrees of freedom. 

Given that the obtained p-value (0.03) is less than 0.05, it can be concluded that the mean 

difference between pre and post-test results is significant and that this difference is not due 

to chance but rather to the manipulation of the independent variable, the reading strategy-

based instruction. The effect size of the mean difference as calculated by the eta squared 

formula [(-3.163)2 / (-3.163)2 + 49] is 0.169. According to Cohen (1988), 0.16 > 0.13 is 

considered a large effect size. The reading instruction was to some extent successful in 

promoting students’ use of reading strategies.  

5.2.2.3..The Difference between the Control and Experimental Strategy-use 

As discussed earlier, the experimental (M=3.45) and control (M=3.16) post-test results 

indicated medium use of reading strategies. The experimental group scored higher than the 

control group, and a mean difference of 0.29 was noticed. Before running the t-test, the 

variances across the two samples were checked. The latter is a precondition for any 

parametric tests including t-tests for independent samples. The fact that the significant value 

from Levene’s test (0.39) is greater than 0.05 indicates that the variances across the control 

and experimental groups are similar. Therefore, data from the top row (equal variances 

assumed) was used.  

Table 52: Mean Difference between the Control and Experimental Groups’ Post-test 
Overall Perceived Strategy Use 

 
Levene's Test  t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig.        

(2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
SD Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence  

Lower Upper 

 variances assumed 4.34 .039 3.35 108 .001 .29078 .08674 .11884 .46272 

Equal variances 
not assumed 

  3.43 107.4 .001 .29078 .08478 .12272 .45884 
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Table 52 shows the two-sample t (108) = 3.35, p = 0.01. Given that p-value is less than 

0.05, the difference between the two groups is considered significant, and the magnitude of 

the effect is of interest.  The latter also indicates that the observed mean difference (0.29) is 

not due to coincidence resulting from random sampling; however, it is due to the fact that 

the experimental group was subjected to a treatment. The obtained effect size [t squared 

(3.35)2 / (3.35)2 + df (108)] is 0.094 indicating a medium magnitude.  

5.2.3. Oral Reading Fluency Tests 

Oral reading fluency tests were not only used in the exploratory phase but also in the 

experimental study. The afore-described oral test (cf. Chapter # 4) was employed to check 

the validity of the research problem by demonstrating freshman students’ overall reading 

level. The results of students’ oral reading fluency analyzed in the exploratory study are now 

classified into two groups: control and experimental groups’ pretest results. It was thought 

that including oral fluency in the experimental study will help better monitor students’ 

reading progress. It is worth reminding that students were asked to read three, instead of one 

text for more valid and reliable results. The three texts used in the pre-test are For the Love 

of a Good Book (South China Morning Post, 1995), a summary of The Old Man and the Sea  

(TonyEnglish, 2013), and Learning to Love One Self (TOEFl Reading: Questions 23-32,  n. 

d.).The texts’ readability scores are respectively 63.5, 66.1, 64.The texts used in the post-test 

are The Creative Spirit (Goleman et al., 1992), Charles Dickens (Adapted) (Borsoi, 2014) 

and Nineteenth century writers (TOEFL Reading: Questions 23-32, n. d.). The scores of 

students reading the three texts of both the pre and post-tests are reported in Appendix # 9. 

The following tabulated results are students’ median scores. 
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5.2.3.1. Description of the Control Group’s Oral Reading Fluency Results 

Table 53: The Control Group’s Oral Reading Fluency Descriptive Results 

Pre-treatment Results Post-treatment Results 
 Mean SD Mean SD 

Error Rate 
Accuracy Rate 
Oral Reading Fluency 
N 

5.75 
78.44% 
84.88 

60 

2.62 
11.13 
19.00 

11.40 
88.19% 
78.55 

60 

6.91 
6.35 
21.57 

As can be observed in table 53, the control group’s pre (78.44%) and post (88.19%) 

accuracy rates demonstrate that students are unable to read standard texts, which are neither 

easy nor difficult. The results- below 93%- show that students’ oral reading fluency level is 

unsatisfactory. Despite the fact that there has been an improvement of 9.75%, post-test 

results still indicate a frustration reading level (cf. chapter #4 for more information on 

accuracy rates and reading levels). In the pre-test, the control group (N=60) read 6 words 

(when rounded) correctly for every error made. In the post-test, they managed to read 12 

words correctly for every error.  

Table 51: Mean Difference between the Control Group’s Pre and Post-test 
Accuracy Rates 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 
T 

 
df 

 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Lower Upper 
-9.749 11.57766 1.49467 -12.7403 -6.75867 -6.52 59 .000 

The mean difference in students’ accuracy rates was studied, for accuracy rates reflect 

the overall oral reading performance. In fact, to be able to calculate accuracy rates, error 

rates and reading fluency need to be taken into consideration. A t-test for dependent samples 

was performed to check the significance of the observed mean difference (9.75%) between 

the pre and post control group’s oral performance. As determined by the t-value, there is 

indeed a significant difference between the two performances. The t-value is -6.523 with 59 

degrees of freedom. Given that the corresponding p-value (Sig.=.000) is less than the 
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threshold probability value 0.05, we reject the null hypothesis H0 and accept the fact that the 

means are significantly different. Knowing that there is a difference between means is not 

enough; one should know to what extent this difference is effective. Using the eta squared 

formula [t (squared)/ t (squared) + (N1+N2-2)], the effect size is 0.419. According to Cohen 

(1988), the obtained effect size is very large.  

5.2.3.2. The Experimental Group’s Pre and Post Oral Reading Fluency Results 

Table 54: The Experimental Group’s Oral Reading Fluency  
Descriptive Results 

Pre-treatment Results Post-treatment Results 
 Mean SD Mean SD 
Error Rate 
Accuracy Rate 
Oral Reading Fluency 
N 

4.85 
77.81% 
81.96 

50 

1.35 
6.01 
20.86 

16.91 
92.52% 
86.28 

50 

7.97 
3.99 
25.59 

Before the treatment, the experimental group’s oral reading results were almost similar 

to those of the control group. The mean accuracy rate (77.81% < 93%) indicates that 

students felt frustrated when reading standard texts. However, after the treatment, students 

from the experimental group showed a considerable improvement of 14.71% which made 

them close to the instructional reading level (93--97%). Still, the experimental group’s post-

treatment accuracy rates (92.52% < 93%) show that students find some difficulties in 

reading standard texts. Regarding error rates, students read in the pre-test 5 words correctly, 

when rounded, for every error made. After the treatment, they managed to read 17 words 

right for every reading error. In one minute, students also accurately read 82 words while in 

the post-test, they read 86 words. 
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Table 55: Mean Difference between the Experimental Group’s Pre and Post 
Accuracy Rates 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 

 
t 

 
Df 

 
Sig. 

 (2-tailed) Lower Upper 
-14.67 6.694 .94681 -16.576 -12.770 -15.49 49 .000 

 
Descriptive statistics revealed that there is a difference of (14.71 %) between the 

experimental group’s pre and post accuracy rates. As can be seen in the table above, the t-

value is -14.15 with 87.67 degrees of freedom. The corresponding p-value is .000<.05. The 

difference between the experimental group’s pre and post oral reading accuracy scores was 

found significant. The magnitude of this difference (effect size = (-15.49)2 / (-15.49)2 + 49) 

is very high (eta squared = .83 > .138). One can dare to say that the intervention was 

successful in improving students’ oral reading fluency as demonstrated by their accuracy 

rates.  

5.2.3.2. The Difference between the Control and Experimental Groups’ ORF  

Accuracy rates were also used in comparing between the control and experimental 

groups’ mean scores. As can be seen in the table below, the experimental group scored a 

higher accuracy rate (92.48%) than the control group (88.19%) in the post ORF test. The 

mean difference between the two groups is 4.29%. Actually, which might look as a small 

mean difference can help students move up from one reading level to another. 

Table 56: Descriptive Results of the Experimental and Control Groups’ Post-test 
Accuracy Rates 

 N Mean SD SD Error Mean 
The Control Group 60 88.19 6.350 .819 

The Experimental Group 50 92.48 4.201 .594 

A t-test for independent samples was used to compare between the control and 

experimental groups’ accuracy rates. Levene’s test disconfirmed the assumption that the 
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variances of the control and experimental group’s accuracy rates are normally distributed 

(p=.003 < 0.05) – at the .05 alpha level. Thus, the assumption of homogeneity of variance is 

violated, and the results of the second row of Table 57, equal variances not assumed, was 

taken into consideration. 

Table 57: Mean Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’ Pre 
and Post Accuracy Rates (Standard Text) 

Levene's Test  t-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. 

 (2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
SD Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence  

Lower Upper 

variances assumed 
variances not 
assumed 

9.469 .003 -4.088 108 .000 -4.28967 1.04945 -6.36987 -2.20947 

  -4.237 103 .000 -4.28967 1.01246 -6.29763 -2.28171 

Based on the results in the table above, the t-test corresponding two-tailed p-value is 

.000 which is less than the threshold probability value 0.05. This indicates that there is 

enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis H0 and also indicates that both group’s oral 

reading fluency mean scores are significantly different. We conclude that experimental 

group, after the treatment, statistically outscored the control group. The effect size of the 

mean difference is 0.1483 [(-4.237)2 / (-4.237)2 + 103.02] which is, according to Cohen 

(1988), a large statistical effect. 

5.2.3.3. The Control and Experimental Group’s Attempt to Read a Difficult     Text 

Table 58: The Control and Experimental Groups’ ORF Descriptive Results 
(Difficult Text) 

The Experimental 
Group (N= 50) 

The control 
Group (N= 60) 

 Mean SD Mean SD 
Error Rate 
Accuracy Rate 
Oral Reading Fluency 

12.47 
89.53% 
80.58 

6.85 
5.82 
19.24 

8.46 
85.38% 
73.08 

4.94 
6.00 
15.26 

 

It was important to see to what extent students from the experimental group are 

prepared to approach difficult texts comparing to the control group. The text ‘Education’ 
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(My English Pages, n. d.) was chosen based on its level of readability.  As can be seen in the 

table above, both groups struggled reading the difficult text. Their reading accuracy rates are 

below 93% indicating a frustration reading level. While the experimental group managed to 

read 12 words correctly for every error made, the control group read only 8 words 

accurately. In addition, in one minute the treatment group read 81 words, when rounded, 

while the control group managed to read 73. 

 
Table 59: Mean Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’ Accuracy 

Rates (Difficult Text) 

Levene's Test  T-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. T df 
Sig. 

 (2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
SD Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence  

Lower Upper 

variances assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 

.936 .335 -3.654 108 .000 -4.14333 1.13388 -6.3908 -1.89580 

  -3.664 105.4 .000 -4.14333 1.13075 -6.3852 -1.90139 

 
To check the significance of the mean difference (4.14%) between the control and 

experimental groups’ scores of reading difficult texts, a t-test for independent samples was 

performed. As can be observed, the variation of scores for the two groups is similar. 

Because the significant value for Levene’s test is .335 > .05, the assumption of homogeneity 

of variances is not violated. The data from the first line in the table above (Equal variance 

assumed) was considered. The corresponding t-test two-tailed p-value is .000 < 0.05. .By 

taking the p-value approach, we reject the null hypothesis in favour of the alternate - the 

mean difference between the groups (4.14%) is significant. Eta squared [(-3,654)2 / (-3,654)2 

+ 108] equals 0.11. This magnitude of the differences in the means is considered medium to 

large.  
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5.2.4. The Reading Comprehension Test 

In addition to the oral fluency test, a researcher-developed reading comprehension test 

was administered to investigate the difference between students in terms of reading 

comprehension. The test, of 20 marks, included 15 items in the pretest and 16 items in the 

posttest organized in multiple choice, true or false, wh. and yes or no forms of questions. We 

chose the reading texts used in the pre and post-tests based on their level of readability as 

tested by Flesch-Kincaid Reading Ease formula. The texts were classified as standard: 

neither easy nor difficult. The pretest text is entitled ‘Learning to Love Oneself’ (TOEFl 

Reading: Questions 23-32, n. d.), and the post-test’s is ‘The Creative Mind’ (Goleman et al., 

1992) (cf. Appendix # 5, 6).  

5.2.4.1. Description of the Control Group’s Reading Comprehension Scores 

Table 60: The Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading Comprehension Scores 

Reading Level Pre-test Results Post-test Results 
N Min. Max. Mean SD N Min. Max. Mean SD 

Low          <8 39 1 8 5.61 1.69 42 0 8 5.14 2.10 

Medium    9-13 20 9 13 10.5 1.31 15 9 13 11 1.30 

High         14-20 1 14 14 14  3 14 17 15.33 1.52 

N 60 1 14 7.38 
(Low) 

2.91 60 0 7 7.11 
(Low) 

3.68 

As can be observed in the table 60, the majority of students (N=39) from the control 

group had a low reading level in the pretest; 20 students had a medium level, and only one 

student obtained a relatively high score ≥ 14.  The control group’s overall reading level is 

considered below average (M=7.38). In the post-test, the control group’s reading level did 

not improve as exemplified by the overall mean score (7.11). More students had a reading 

level below average (N=42). Three instead of one student managed to obtain high reading 

comprehension scores.  
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Table 61: Mean Difference between the Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading 
Comprehension Performances 

 
Mean 

 
SD 

 
SD Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 

 
t 

 
df 

 
Sig.  

(2-tailed) Lower Upper 
.2666 3.96539 .51193 -.75770 1.29103 .521 59 .604 

A mean difference of 0.27 between the control group’s pre and post test score could be 

noticed (Table 59). In fact, the control group’s pre-test score (M=7.38) dropped with 0.27 if 

we compare it with the post-score (M=7.11). A t-test for paired samples was used to 

determine to what extent this mean difference is noteworthy. The obtained t-value is .521 

with 59 degrees. The related p-value is .604. There is enough evidence to accept the null 

hypothesis given that the corresponding p-value is greater than the threshold probability 

value .05. Thus, the mean difference between the control group’s pre and post-test results is 

not significant and almost comes down to a zero. It can be concluded that the students’ 

reading comprehension level did not improve. 

5.2.4.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Reading Comprehension 

Table 62: The Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test Reading Comprehension 
Scores 

Reading Level Pre-test Results Post-test Results 
N Min. Max. Mean SD N Min. Max

. 
Mean SD 

Low          < 10 31 3 8 5.74 1.59 23 1 8 6.17 1.80 

Medium    10-14 16 9 13 10.12 1.20 14 9 13 10.71 1.26 

High         15-20 3 14 16 15 1.00 13 14 19 15.92 1.65 

N 50 3 16 7.7 
(Low) 

3.10 50 1.00 19 9.98 
(Medium) 

4.34 

The experimental group’s pre-test results were not any different from those of the 

control group. The experimental group’s pre-test mean score indicates that students had a 

low reading comprehension level (M=7.7). Only three out of fifty students managed to 

obtain high reading scores; the majority (N=31) had low scores. Post-test scores, however, 
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show some improvement in student’s reading comprehension. After the treatment, students’ 

overall mean score is 9.98 indicating a medium reading level. The number of students who 

had scores below the average has lessened. Instead of 31, 23 students obtained low reading 

scores, and more students (N=13) obtained high reading comprehension scores.  

Table 63: Mean Difference between the Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test 
Reading Comprehension Performances 

 
Mean SD SD Error 

Mean 
95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 
T df Sig.  

(2-tailed) 
Lower Upper 

2.28 3.319 .46951 -3.22352 -1.33648 -4..85 49 .000 

A paired samples t-test was conducted to evaluate the impact of the reading instruction 

on students’ comprehension. A significant difference in scores between pre (M=7.7, 

Std=3.10) and post-test (M=9.98, Std=4.34) reading comprehension performances can be 

noticed in Table 63, t(49)= -4.85, p (.000) < 0.05. The mean increase in post-test results was 

2.28 with a 95% confidence interval ranging from -3.22 to -1.33. The effect size of such 

mean difference was calculated by means of the eta squared statistics [t squared (-4.85)2 / (-

4.85)2 + df (49)].  The magnitude of the mean difference was found very large (eta squared = 

0.32> .13).  

5.2.4.3. The Difference between the Experimental and Control Groups’ 
Comprehension 

 

Table 64: Mean Difference between the Control and Experimental Groups’ Post-test 
Reading Comprehension Performances 

Levene's Test  T-test for Equality of Means 

F Sig. t Df 
Sig. 

 (2-tailed) 
Mean 

Difference 
SD Error 
Difference 

95% Confidence  

Lower Upper 

variances assumed 
Equal variances 
not assumed 

2.128 .148 3.73 108 .000 2.86333 .76576 1.34547 4.38120 

  3.68 96.5 .000 2.86333 .77727 1.32058 4.40608 

 



 

177 
 

Using descriptive statistics, a mean difference of 2.86 was noticed between the 

experimental group’s (M=9.98, SD = 4.34) and control group’s (M=7.11, SD = 3.68) 

reading comprehension post-test results. An independent samples t-test was used to 

determine the significance of the latter. Levene’s test was conducted to check the equality of 

variance. The Sig. value for Levene’s test is .148> 0.05; therefore, the first line of Table 64 

(equal variances assumed) was used. The obtained t-value is 3.73. The corresponding 

probability value (.000) is less than 0.05 indicating the significance of the mean difference. 

Hence, one can say that the experimental group outscored the control group. To give a sense 

of the size effect of interest, the eta squared formula was used. The magnitude of the mean 

difference was found medium to large (eta squared= 0.11).  

5.2.5. The Epistemological Beliefs Inventory 
 

The importance of investigating students' epistemological beliefs is twofold. Research 

studies showed that all the epistemological dimensions are strong predictors of school 

achievements and successful learning. In the same way, epistemic assumptions can affect 

the way students benefit from instructional trainings (Rukavina & Daneman, 1996; Savoji, 

Nuisha & Boreiri, 2013). Students’ epistemic beliefs are the last to be analysed, for we 

wanted to study the way they moderate the effect of the constructivist-aligned strategy-based 

instruction on the previously analysed variables: students’ reading achievement and self-

regulation. To evaluate the sample’s epistemological beliefs, the Epistemological Beliefs 

Inventory (EBI) was used. 

The EBI is a 32-item questionnaire (see Appendix# 2) based on the original instrument 

of Schommer (1990). Revisions and pilot testing of the original 62-item inventory led to the 

development of the version used in this study (Bendixen et al., 1998). The EBI is made of 

five subscales including: simple knowledge (items # 1, 10, 11, 13, 18, 22, 24, 30), certain 

knowledge (items # 2, 6, 14, 19, 23, 25, 31), innate ability (items # 5, 8, 12, 15, 17, 26, 32), 
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omniscient authority (items # 4, 7, 20, 27, 28) and quick learning (items # 3, 9, 16, 21, 29). 

The survey includes items such as ‘I like teachers who present several competing theories 

and let their students decide which is best,’ ‘Really smart students don't have to work as hard 

to do well in school;’ ‘It bothers me when instructors don't tell students the answers to 

complicated problems’ and ‘Students who learn things quickly are the most successful.’ 

This questionnaire is based on a five-point Likert scale in which student subjects 

answered by expressing to what extent they agreed with the statements. Items # 2, 6, 14, 20, 

24, 30, 31 are reverse coded, i.e. instead of giving a value of 5 to ‘strongly agree,’ we gave a 

value of 1. It is a cumulative scale; the general score was obtained by adding up the value of 

each agreement or disagreement option. High obtained scores (>2.72) indicate naive 

epistemic beliefs while low scores indicate sophisticated beliefs (<2.72).  

5.2.5.1. Description of the Control Group’s Epistemological Beliefs 

The control group (N= 60) started the academic year with naive general 

epistemological beliefs (M= 3.27 > 2.72). It also held naive beliefs regarding the simple 

knowledge (M= 3.33 > 2.72), certain knowledge (M= 3.21 > 2.72), innate ability (M= 3.39 

> 2.72) and omniscient authority (3.48 > 2.72) subscales. Students only had sophisticated 

beliefs regarding the quick learning subscale (M= 2.71 < 2.72). The participants thought that 

learning is not a process that can be accomplished rapidly. They thought that success in 

learning is not associated with the speed of doing things and finding answers and solutions.  
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Table 65: The Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Epistemological Beliefs 

Pre-test  Results Post-test Results 
 Mean SD Mean SD 
Overall Scale Results 
 
Simple Knowledge 
Certain knowledge 
Innate Ability 
Omniscient Authority 
Quick Learning 
N 

3.27 
 

3.33 
3.21 
3.39 
3.48 
2.71 
60 

.28 
 

.37 

.62 

.42 

.49 

.75 

3.21 
 

3.46 
3.04 
3.46 
3.29 
2.63 
60 

.27 
 
.38 
.52 
.53 
.64 
.50 

After spending an entire year at university, freshmen did not show any change in their 

epistemological beliefs. By the end of the academic, students still think that knowledge is 

simple (M= 3.46 > 2.72), certain and invariable (M= 3.04 > 2.72) and the ability to obtain it 

is fixed at birth (M= 3.46 > 2.72), i.e. knowing what they know is innate. They (N=-60) also 

believe that knowledge is unquestionable and often handed down from authority: teachers 

and parents (M= 3.29 > 2.72). However, students still think that learning is anything but a 

quick process but rather a gradual process (M= 2.63 < 2.72) (for more details see         

Appendix #10).  

Table 66: Mean Difference between the Control Group’s Pre and Post-test Overall 
Epistemological Beliefs  

 
Mean SD SD Error 

Mean 
95% Confidence Interval 

of the Difference 
T df Sig.  

(2-tailed) 
Lower Upper 

.03125 .39512 .05101 -.07082 .1333 .613 59 .542 

 
Descriptive statistics showed that the control group experienced a decrease of only 

0.06 in the overall scale results. In fact, the lower the mean score is the better, for it indicates 

more sophisticated beliefs. To check the significance of difference between the control 

group’s pre and post-test epistemic beliefs, a t-test for dependent samples was carried out. 

Based on the results in the table above, the t-statistic is .964 with 59 degrees of freedom. 

The corresponding two-tailed p-value is .339 which is more than the threshold probability 
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value 0.05. This indicates that the mean scores of the pre and post-tests are not different. We 

statistically confirm that the control group did not experience any epistemological change. 

5.2.5.2. Description of the Experimental Group’s Epistemological Beliefs 

Table 67: The Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test Epistemological Beliefs 

Pre-treatment Results Post-treatment Results 
 Mean SD Mean SD 
Overall Scale Results 
 
Simple Knowledge 
Certain knowledge 
Innate Ability 
Omniscient Authority 
Quick Learning 
N 

3.07 
 

3.32 
2.89 
3.32 
3.28 
2.48 
50 

.42 
 

.88 

.61 

.61 

.74 

.63 

3.17 
 

3.46 
2.76 
3.38 
3.49 
2.68 
50 

.32 
 

.47 

.61 

.46 

.55 

.53 

As for the experimental group, students also held naive beliefs before                      

(M= 3.07 > 2.72) and after (M= 3.17 > 2.72) being subjected to the constructivist-aligned 

reading strategy-based instruction. The treatment did not help students from the 

experimental group adopt more sophisticated beliefs. Similar to the control group, they had 

naive beliefs regarding all of the epistemological dimensions accept for the quick learning 

dimension both before (M= 2.48 < 2.72) and after the treatment (M= 2.68 < 2.72). As can be 

noticed in Table 67, there is a mean difference between pre and post-treatment results. 

However, this difference is negative; 0.10 was added the general scale results. As mentioned 

before, the higher students’ means, the less sophisticated beliefs are. 

Table 68: Mean Difference between the Experimental Group’s Pre and Post-test 
Overall Epistemological Beliefs 

 
Mean SD SD Error 

Mean 
95% Confidence Interval of 

the Difference 
T df Sig. 

 (2-tailed) 
Lower Upper 

-0968 .5210 .07368 -.24495 .05120 -1.315 49 .195 

The paired samples t-test was used to compare between the experimental group’s pre-

test and post-test results. The t-statistic is -1.315 with 49 degrees of freedom.  The 
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corresponding two-tailed p-value is .195 which is more than the threshold probability value 

0.05. This indicates that there is not a significant mean difference between the experimental 

group’s epistemological beliefs before and after the treatment. The experimental group’s 

post-test epistemic assumptions did not show any improvements towards sophisticated 

beliefs. In addition, there was literally no point behind comparing the control and 

experimental groups’ epistemological beliefs or checking which of them did better simply 

because none of them reported any signs of improvements. 

5.3. Regression Analysis 

After comparing between the experimental and control groups’ results and studying 

the impact of the treatment on the experimental group using the t-test, a regression analysis 

was conducted. A regression analysis is “the study of the nature of relationship between the 

variables to be able to predict the unknown value of one variable for a known value of 

another variable” (Jain & Aggarwal, 2008, p.77). There are two types of regression analysis: 

linear and multiple. It was opted for a multiple regression analysis for one of the objectives 

of this research is to study the role several variables in estimating both students’ self-

regulation behaviors and reading achievement and see how epistemological beliefs 

contribute to this prediction (research question #4).  

The first model to be tested includes a battery of behaviors, namely students ’reading 

performance as the dependent variable and use of reading strategies (global, problem-

solving and support strategies), self-regulatory attributes (effort regulation, help seeking, 

extrinsic and intrinsic orientations, self-efficacy for reading and learning, task value beliefs, 

reading anxiety, metacognitive self-regulation, critical thinking, control of reading beliefs, 

peer learning, time/ reading environment management, and the ensemble of self-regulation 

skills represented in the form of a general mean score), and epistemological beliefs (certain 

and simple knowledge belief, innate ability, omniscient authority and quick learning 
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subscale scores) as the predictors. The same model was used again with self-regulation as 

the dependent variable instead of students’ reading scores.  

5.3.1. The Reading Comprehension Prediction Model 
 

Instead of checking individually the significance of every research variable in 

explaining and predicting the dependent variables, a stepwise multiple regression analysis 

was conducted. A stepwise regression is a “useful procedure for selecting variables into a 

model, particularly when a large number of variables are involved” (Wang & Chaman, 

2003, p. 57). It allows researchers to investigate the possibility of predicting one variable 

from other candidate variables at one go. As indicated in Table 69, certain knowledge 

epistemological beliefs, global reading strategies and oral reading fluency were intrinsic 

elements of the regression equation as the only predictors of the experimental group’s 

reading achievement.  

Table 69: The Reading Comprehension Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square SD Error of the Estimate 

1 
2 
3 

.372a 

.497b 

.571c 

.138 

.247 

.327 

.120 

.215 

.283 

4.07510 
3.84908 
3.67983 

 

 

Table 69 shows the linear multiple regression model summary. As can be depicted in 

the last row, the adjusted R2 of the three predictors is .28 with an R2, also known as the 

coefficient of determination, of .327. This means that certain knowledge epistemological 

beliefs, global reading strategies and oral reading performance share 32.7% of variance with 

students’ reading performance. In other words, 32.7% of the variance in students’ reading 

achievement can be explained using the aforementioned predictors.  

a. Predictors : Certain Knowledge Beliefs 
b. Predictors : Certain Knowledge Beliefs, Global Reading Strategies 
c. Predictors : Certain Knowledge Beliefs, Global Reading Strategies, Oral Reading Fluency 
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Table 70: The Reading Comprehension Model ANOVA Results 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 127,872 1 127,872 7,700 ,008a 

Residual 797,108 48 16,606   
Total 924,980 49    

2 Regression 228,654 2 114,327 7,717 ,001b 
Residual 696,326 47 14,815   
Total 924,980 49    

3 Regression 302,089 3 100,696 7,436 ,000c 
Residual 622,891 46 13,541   
Total 924,980 49    

F statistics test the hypothesis that none of the predictors contribute in explaining the 

dependent variable (R2=0). Given that the probability (Sig.) of the third model, the one that 

incorporates the three predictors, is below .05, we assume that the predictive power of the 

model is significant and that there is a linear relationship between certain knowledge 

epistemological beliefs, global reading strategies, oral reading fluency and students’ reading 

comprehension scores.   

Table 71: The Reading Comprehension Model Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B SD Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 17,312 2,704  6,401 ,000 

Certain Knowledge Beliefs -2,651 ,955 -,372 -2,775 ,008 

2 (Constant) 6,410 4,899  1,309 ,197 

Certain Knowledge Beliefs -2,534 ,904 -,355 -2,804 ,007 

Global Reading Strategies 3,077 1,180 ,330 2,608 ,012 

3 (Constant) -18,97 11,864  -1,599 ,117 

Certain Knowledge Beliefs -2,941 ,881 -,412 -3,337 ,002 

Global Reading Strategies 2,734 1,138 ,294 2,404 ,020 

Oral Reading Fluency ,299 ,129 ,289 2,329 ,024 

 DependentVariable: Reading comprehension scores 
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Based on Table 71, the relationship between the variables as indicated by the t-test is 

significant (Sig. < 0.05). Moreover, the model shows as indicated by Beta values that for 

every one standard deviation of change in students’ reading achievement, there will be -.41 

standard deviation of change in students’ certain knowledge epistemological beliefs. For 

every one standard deviation of change in students’ reading achievement, there will be .29 

standard deviation of change in students’ use of global reading strategies. For every one 

standard deviation of change in students’ reading performance, there will be .29 standard 

deviation of change in students’ reading oral fluency. That is to say, certain knowledge 

epistemological beliefs (Beta= .41) have a relatively higher impact than students’ use of 

global reading strategies and reading fluency (Beta= .29). 

The sign of the coefficients only tells us about the kind of relationship between the 

model variables. As can be noted, the sign of the coefficient of certain knowledge 

epistemological beliefs is negative. Given that the higher students epistemological beliefs’ 

mean scores the less sophisticated their beliefs are, students’ reading performance decreases 

as their certain knowledge beliefs increase. As for global reading strategies, the sign was 

found positive. Students’ reading achievement increases as their use of global reading 

strategies increases. Global strategies are the only strategies that could predict the research 

subjects’ reading comprehension scores.  

5.3.2. The Reading Self-regulation Prediction Model 

Stepwise regression analysis was also used to unveil the predictors of students’ self-

regulation in constructivist learning environment. The constructs that were investigated are: 

all the components of reading self-regulation, the three types of reading strategies (global, 

problem-solving and support strategies) and overall strategy awareness score, students’ 

reading level as demonstrated by comprehension test scores, and the five dimensions of 

epistemic thinking. Students’ self-regulation was represented by the MSRQ overall scale 
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score, and the different self-regulation components were represented by the MSRQ subscale 

scores.  

Table 72: The Reading Self-regulation Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square SD Error of the Estimate 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 

.674a 

.813b 

.881c 

.908d 

.943e 

.956f 

.964g 

.973h 

.980i 

.984j 

.990k 

.994l 

.995m 

.455 

.611 

.776 

.824 

.890 

.914 

.929 

.947 

.960 

.969 

.980 

.988 

.990 

.443 

.647 

.761 

.809 

.878 

.902 

.917 

.937 

.951 

.961 

.974 

.984 

.986 

.22278 

.17742 

.14585 

.13054 

.10444 

.09323 

.08596 

.07514 

.06612 

.05875 

.04812 

.03807 

.03494 

 

 

Thirteen models were suggested. The thirteenth is the model that included all the 

possible predictors. Table 72 shows the 13 variables that entered the prediction model. As 

can be depicted, the adjusted R2 of the thirteen predictors is .986 with an R2 of .99. This 

means that all of the aforementioned variables share 99% of variance with students’ self-

regulation. In other words, 99% of the variance in students’ self-regulation can be explained 

using the aforementioned predictors. The variables that were excluded from the regression 

equation (Sig > .05) are: students’ reading achievement, overall strategy awareness, Global, 

problem-solving and support reading strategies, simple knowledge, innate learning, 

omniscient authority and quick learning epistemological beliefs.  

 

 

Predictors: (Constant), Metacognitive Self-Regulation, Intrinsic Goal Orientation, 
Time/ Reading Management, Critical Thinking, Reading Anxiety, Self-Efficacy, 
Peer Learning, Extrinsic Goal Orientation, Task Value, Control, Help Seeking, 
Effort Regulation, Certain Knowledge epistemological Beliefs 
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Table 73: The Reading Self-regulation Model ANOVA Results 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 

13         Regression 
             Residual 
             Total 

4.324 
.044 
4.368 

13 
36 
49 

.333 

.001 
 

272.867 .000 
 
 

 

Given that the probability (Sig.) of the thirteenth model, the one that incorporates all 

of the predictors, is below .05, we assume that the predictive power of the model is 

significant and that there is a linear relationship between all of variables.  

Table 74: The Reading Self-regulation Model Coefficients 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

t Sig. B SD Error Beta 
13 Metacognitive Self-

regulation 
,141 ,016 ,191 8,736 ,000 

Intrinsic Goal-orientation ,069 ,012 ,142 5,957 ,000 

Time/Reading Management ,113 ,012 ,219 9,669 ,000 

Critical Thinking ,091 ,009 ,204 9,930 ,000 

Reading Anxiety ,075 ,009 ,186 8,036 ,000 

Self-efficacy ,118 ,013 ,203 8,858 ,000 

Peer Learning ,051 ,007 ,155 6,855 ,000 

Extrinsic Goal-orientation ,063 ,008 ,150 7,978 ,000 

Task Value ,103 ,015 ,161 6,878 ,000 

Control Beliefs ,057 ,009 ,129 6,262 ,000 

Help Seeking ,073 ,012 ,138 5,969 ,000 

Effort-regulation ,048 ,008 ,123 5,657 ,000 

Certain Knowledge 
Epistemological Beliefs 

,027 ,009 ,055 2,825 ,008 

 Dependent Variable: Overall MSRQ mean score 

The results of the t-test shown in Table 74 confirm the significance of the relationship 

between the variables (Sig. < 0.05). Moreover, the Beta values show that for every one 

standard deviation of change in students’ reading self-regulation, there will be a standard 
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deviation (check the Beta value) of change in one of the predictors. For example, for every 

one standard deviation of change in students’ self-regulation, there will be .12 standard 

deviation of change in students’ reading effort regulation. And for every one standard 

deviation of change in students’ reading self-regulation, there will be .14 standard deviation 

of change in students’ intrinsic goal orientation and so forth. As can be seen, of all the 

predictors, time/ reading environmental management (Beta= .21) have the highest impact in 

the model. 

5.4. Discussion of the Results 

In curricular reading skill integration perspectives, this study was conducted in the 

hope of demonstrating first-year students’ need for a reading instruction and offering 

tangible instructional solutions for them. The impact of the constructivist-aligned strategy 

based reading instruction on freshmen’s self-regulation and reading achievement was 

examined. The control and experimental groups’ scores were compared to test the research 

hypothesis and answer the research questions. The discussion of the experimental study is 

directed by two main research questions. 

1. What could be the effect of teaching reading strategies in a constructivist 
environment on students’ self-regulation and reading achievement? 

Reading self-regulation, the first dependent variable, has been measured by means of 

the MSRQ. The MSRQ scale statistically allowed for the calculation of different reading 

self-regulation components. The control and experimental groups showed moderate overall 

signs of self-regulation in both the pre and post-testing phases. Although indicating a 

medium post-test mean score, the experimental group experienced a statistically significant 

change in reading self-regulatory skills (M=3.30) with a medium to high treatment effect 

size (eta square= 0.10). However, the control group did not show any signs of improvement 
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in terms of reading self-regulation; the mean difference of 0.3 that was noticed between the 

control group’s pre-test and post-test results was insignificant (p. =.536 >.05).  

The effects of teaching the reading skill in a constructivist environment can be best 

seen in the fact that the experimental group showed more self-management, control of 

distracting variables, and regulated use of reading strategies as demonstrated by the effort 

regulation mean score (M=3.07). They also reported more collaboration with peers 

(M=2.95) and willingness to ask for outside help (M=3.07) to accomplish reading tasks; peer 

learning and help seeking are in fact two key aspects of the constructivist learning 

environment. At the beginning of the study, students reported that they were more 

extrinsically goal-oriented than intrinsically. This implies that students had achievement 

goals and regarded the process of doing reading tasks as a ‘means to an end’ (Pintrich et al., 

1991). Post to the treatment, the opposite could be noticed: students became more 

intrinsically oriented (M=3.56) than extrinsically (M=3.27). Students have significantly 

started to see learning how to read and doing reading tasks as an end in itself. This change 

may be due to the fact that the reading treatment was not mandatory and students were not 

tempted by grades. In addition, students might have felt this time that they are reading for 

the sake of reading and not for the sake of learning content-area subjects. Students also 

showed more metacognitive self-regulation (M=3.37) and self-efficacy beliefs (M=3.13) 

may be because they were taught reading strategies in a learner-centered constructivist 

environment in which they might have felt responsible for their own learning which in 

return helped them gain some confidence. Debating promotes critical thinking (Scott, 2009); 

classroom discussions and debates are the core of the constructivist instruction. Another gain 

of the treatment could be noticed in students’ critical thinking mean score (M=3.26). 

Students reported more use of critical thinking strategies and more personal construction and 

evaluation of knowledge. 
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Self-regulation refers to “the processes whereby learners personally activate and 

sustain cognitions, affects, and behaviors that are systematically oriented toward the 

attainment of personal goals” (Zimmerman & Schunk, 2011, p.1). Reporting on those 

behaviors and cognitions as demonstrated by students’ reading strategy preferences and use 

was another aim of this study. The self-rating scale SORS pre-test based results showed that 

students from both the control (M=3.17) and experimental (M=3.28) group employed 

reading strategies at a moderate level which implies that they sometimes use strategies to 

tackle reading tasks. According to Mokhtari & Reichard (2008), the challenging nature of 

academic reading motivates students to employ many reading strategies. One way to explain 

the control and experimental group’s overall medium reported use of strategies is the fact 

that they may not have been exposed to challenging reading tasks before and did not feel the 

need to use strategies. 

In one research study, Field and Aebersold (1990) claimed that FL students not only 

do not use reading strategies but also are unable to use them for they are cognitively 

demanding for them. They advised researchers and teachers to “remain aware of how culture 

functions as a cognitive filter” (Field and Aebersold, 1990, p. 410). The present research 

findings are in line with Mokhtari & Reichard’s cross-cultural study (2004) which 

demonstrated that foreign language readers of English do use reading strategies and are 

aware to some extent of their importance.   

Of the three types of strategies, problem solving reading strategies were reported the 

most frequently used by both the control and the experimental group before and after the 

treatment. This prevalent utilization of problem solving strategies not only as individual 

strategies but also as a strategy group supports in a way the findings of several previous 

studies which reported that in general EFL students  tend to prefer strategies that help them 

cope with the different reading difficulties such as reading slowly, getting back on track 

http://www.sciencedirect.com.www.sndl1.arn.dz/science/article/pii/S0346251X0400051X#BIB8
http://www.sciencedirect.com.www.sndl1.arn.dz/science/article/pii/S0346251X0400051X#BIB8
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when losing concentration, using reference materials and paying close attention when facing 

difficulty (Mohammadali & Negin, 2014; Mokhtari and Reichard, 2004; Monos, 2005; Al 

Sohbani, 2013; Huang & Nisbet, 2014). However, this finding was found inconsistent with 

other studies whose research have demonstrated that ESL, EFL and even native speakers in 

some learning contexts favour support strategies over the other strategy groups (Sheorey & 

Mokhtari, 2001). It is worth mentioning that all of the previous studies reported in this 

discussion of the results examined readers’ use and awareness level of strategies by means 

of the SORS. 

In the review of related literature and previous studies, three explanations for students’ 

reported preference for problem solving strategies were found. Problem-solving strategies 

are the favourite for efficient readers. According to Alhaqbani & Riazi, readers’ 

“preferences for problem solving-strategies suggest that these readers were, generally, aware 

of their reading process and capable of taking action while reading in order to overcome 

reading difficulties” (2012, p. 240). The second possible explanation is that FL readers tend 

to read slower than natives, for they encounter a lot of comprehension problems, something 

which calls for the use of problem-solving strategies like re-reading and reading slowly 

(Block, 1992; Alsheikh, 2011). The third explanation is that native readers of Arabic transfer 

the use of many strategies in the process of reading in English (ibid, p. 319), and “since 

Arabic readers need to pay more attention to bottom-up processing, frequent use of problem-

solving strategies [when reading in English] occur” (Alhaqbani & Riazi, 2012,  p. 241).  

The five least used reading strategies by both the control and experimental groups 

prior to the treatment were also reported. For the experimental group, four of them were 

global strategies, and one was a problem-solving strategy. As for the control group, three 

belonged to the global, one to the problem solving and one to the support strategy groups. 

The least used strategies are: checking text compatibility with reading purpose; choosing 
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closely reading texts; pausing to reflect on text meaning;  analysing and evaluating texts 

critically; asking oneself questions about the text; adjusting reading pace; using textual 

features and typographical aids and resolving conflicting information. 

 The fact that global strategies were not only reported among the five least favored by 

students but also the least used as a strategy group indicates that freshmen cannot take 

reading actions beyond decoding and prefer more local strategies. This latter confirms one 

of the explanations offered when justifying freshmen’s preference for problem solving 

strategies; students use problem solving strategies for they give more importance when 

reading to bottom-up reading processes like phonemic-awareness and decoding in which 

they get to use local strategies. Local strategies, also known as linguistic text-driven, help 

seek comprehension and details at the word and sentence level instead of the text as a whole. 

This also reveals that students have a low capacity of planning for reading (e.g. setting 

reading purposes, previewing, activating background knowledge and predicting), of making 

reading decision (as in deciding what to read and what to ignore) and of monitoring their 

comprehension of texts (like validating predictions and checking text compatibility with 

reading purpose). 

In the post-test, the control group did not show any difference in their use of strategies, 

reporting a moderate overall awareness of reading strategies. They still favoured problem-

solving strategies (M = 3.57) followed by support strategies (M = 3.11) and global strategies 

(M = 2.95). The experimental group, however, experienced some change in the overall mean 

of strategy use. The difference in students’ pre-test and post-test mean scores (as assessed by 

the t-test) was found significant (p = 0.03 < 0.05). Problem solving strategies (M = 3.62) are 

still the experimental group’s favourite over the other strategy groups. Global strategies (M 

= 3.43) are no longer the least favoured strategies which shows that the experimental group 

is now relatively in control of planning and monitoring reading skills and less dependent on 
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lower-order reading processes to achieve textual comprehension. Support strategies were 

reported the least frequently used strategy group (M = 3.34). 

In short, one can say that the constructivist-aligned reading instruction was successful 

in raising students’ awareness of the different reading strategies. This was clearly evidenced 

by the change in students’ strategy preferences that were to some extent influenced by the 

treatment lessons and the raise in students’ perceived level of strategy use. Though the 

experimental group’s results (M = 3.45) still indicate medium strategy use, students showed, 

statistically speaking, more awareness of the investigated reading strategies than the control 

group (M = 3.11) who was not subjected to any strategy-based treatment.   

One of the indicators of comprehension and overall reading achievement is oral 

reading fluency (Rasinski, 2011; Rasinski, et al., 2011; Khor, et al., 2014; Seok & Dacosta, 

2014; Hussien, 2014). The control and experimental group were asked in the pre and post-

test to read three standard (neither easy nor difficult) reading texts (cf. chapter # 4), and the 

median score of the three texts was used in the discussion of the results. During the pre-test, 

both the control (78.44%) and experimental group (77.81%) had reading accuracy rates 

below 93% indicating a frustration reading level. Students found standard texts difficult and 

beyond their reading abilities. After being subjected to the constructivist-aligned strategy-

based reading instruction, the experimental group showed an improvement of 14.71% in the 

accuracy rates. Although the experimental group’s post-test accuracy rate 92.52% is still 

below 93%, it shows some amelioration and indicates a reading level very close to the 

instructional level. The experimental group pre and post-test mean difference was found 

statistically significant (p= .00 < .05). Similar to the experimental group, the control group, 

who did not receive the treatment, has had a progress of 9.75% in oral reading fluency as 

indicated by post-test accuracy rate scores (see Table 53).  
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As it can be observed, freshmen from both groups managed to improve their reading 

fluency level, even when the control group was not subjected to any instructional training, 

with a significant pre and post-test mean difference and a large effect size. The effort 

students from both groups made to read their content-area texts has to some degree paid off. 

Although the experimental treatment did not address oral reading fluency as a prime 

instructional objective as a direct oral fluency instruction would do, the treatment 

comparatively accelerated the process of improving the experimental group’s’ oral reading 

performance when reading standard texts as to the control group.  

Students’ reading achievement was shown by both oral reading fluency performances 

and reading comprehension scores. The control group and experimental group obtained in 

the reading comprehension pretest low scores, (M=7.38) and (M=7.70< 8) respectively. At 

the end of the study, the control group did not show any reading comprehension 

improvement; post-test reading comprehension mean score (M=7.11<8) still indicated low 

abilities to comprehend standard texts. The experimental group, however, showed signs of 

enhancement. After the treatment, the experimental group managed to obtain a medium 

(between 9 and 13) reading comprehension mean score (M=9.98). The mean difference 

between the treatment group’s pre and post-test results was found significant (p=.00< .05).  

The findings of the analysis of the reading comprehension test and of the oral reading 

fluency test together with the survey of reading strategies and motivated strategies for 

reading self-regulation questionnaire support to some extent the research hypothesis that a 

constructivist strategy-based reading instruction can help first-year students improve their 

reading achievements and show signs of self-regulated reading behaviors. Reading 

achievements and self-regulated behaviors cannot be attained overnight. Time remains a key 

factor in the success or failure of any instructional method. To see the effect of any strategy-

based instruction, students should be given enough time to choose and use the adequate 
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strategies in different contexts. According to Richardson, Morgan & Fleener, “repetition 

may produce a cumulative effect over time so that students internalize the strategies and use 

them to learn content” (2009, p. 346). However, for time constraints, the researcher could 

not opt for a longitudinal study which could have allowed for a better observation of 

students’ reading progress overtime. 

2. Could students’ epistemological beliefs predict students’ reading performance and 
self-regulation in a constructivist-aligned reading instruction? 

The other aim of this research work was studying the relationship between students’ 

epistemic beliefs and the experimental group’s reading comprehension progress and self-

regulation. The analysis of the obtained data by means of the Epistemological Belief 

Inventory showed that both the experimental and control groups held naive beliefs before 

and after the treatment. Pre-treatment EBI results indicated that students enter college with 

strongly held misconceptions about knowledge and learning. In addition, spending an entire 

academic year at university did not seem to help much in promoting students’ conceptual 

change. The latter supports the finding of many research works which reported that 

undergraduate students in general, as opposed to graduate students, hold naive epistemic 

beliefs, and that time, experience and the course of their tertiary tuition will help promote 

students’ conceptual change (Baxter Magold, 1992; Jehng, Johnson & Anderson, 1993; 

Baxter Magold, 1999; Bock, 1999; Baxter Magold, 2004)). One academic year proved to be 

not enough for freshmen to show signs of sophisticated epistemological thinking.  

The EBI allowed also for the study of the five dimensions of epistemic assumptions: 

the certainty of knowledge, the simplicity of knowledge, innate ability, quick learning 

beliefs and omniscient authority dependence. The following observations are true for the 

pre-test and post-tests’ results, for the two groups did not show any signs of change towards 

more mature beliefs throughout the entire academic-year. The majority of freshmen, from 



 

195 
 

both the experimental and the control groups believe that knowledge is made of completely 

separate and unconnected simple facts rather than integrated concepts. This indicates that 

students are unable to put together information in complex networks and are unable to 

construct their own knowledge, something which is vital for learning and reading 

comprehension. As for the omniscient authority dimension of epistemic beliefs, students 

think that knowledge is inaccessible unless provided by teachers. Despite the fact that 

information nowadays is easier to obtain than any time before, students seem to need to be 

spoon-fed. This could be due to teacher-centred environments in which students are passive 

recipients (Mohamed & El-Habbal, 2013). Students also think that knowledge is fixed which 

leaves literally no room for debate and negotiation.  

Furthermore, in the language learning context, students’ epistemic beliefs were found 

to have a direct effect on student readers’ multiple text comprehension- intertextual 

understanding (cf. Strømsø, Braten & Samuelstuen, 2008; Braten, et, al., 2011). Research 

showed that students with less evolving beliefs about knowledge and learning will find it 

difficult to integrate meaning and to make text-to text connections. Epistemological beliefs 

were also found to affect students’choice and use of learning strategies, problem-solving 

tactics, motivation, learning objectives and regulation of learning (Mellat & Lavasani, 

2011). 

In the same way, epistemic assumptions can affect the way students benefit from 

instructional trainings. Teachers expect their students to know certain things and based on 

those expectations they take instructional decisions. Teachers who take for granted that their 

students hold mature beliefs about knowledge expect them to understand concepts and do 

tasks that might be cognitively taxing for them. When students who believe that knowledge 

is simple and made of isolated facts when, for example, are asked to synthesize, they will do 

poorly and might not even understand what the task is all about (Nist & Holschuh, 2005).  
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When investigating the outcomes of instructional decisions or trainings, many 

influencing variables come into play, namely the instructional environment, and students’ 

affective variables. In the present research, we wanted to investigate how much students 

could benefit, in terms of reading achievement and self-regulation, from the constructivist 

strategy-based instruction by taking into consideration their epistemological beliefs. 

Epistemological beliefs were found to act like a personal “filter” that affects the way 

students process information and conceive teaching methods (Tickle, Brownlee & Nailon, 

2005; Brown, 2003; Richter & Schmid, 2010). For this end, a stepwise regression analysis 

was conducted.  

Of all the research variables, only beliefs about the certainty of knowledge, global 

reading strategies and oral reading fluency had the power to predict students’ reading 

performances. The fact that of the five epistemic dimensions only certain knowledge beliefs 

could predict reading comprehension supports Schommer’s (1989) and Strømsø and 

Braten’s (2008) findings which showed that certain knowledge beliefs were found the 

unique epistemological beliefs that could predict students’ intertextual understanding and 

the nature of conclusions readers draw from their personal interpretation of texts. As for 

global reading strategies, based on the stepwise regression results, it was found that the more 

students use global strategies the more they comprehend expository texts (the texts used in 

the present work are of an expository nature) and better their reading achievement scores. 

The findings go in accordance with the work of Saeedeh (2013) who found that planning 

and monitoring global strategies, as opposed to lexical local ones, are highly predictive of 

students’ reading performance. As for the last predictor in the first regression model, the 

findings proved that oral reading fluency is a classical predictor of comprehension (Young-

Suk, et al., 2010; Khor, Low & Lee, 2014; Young-Suk, et al., 2011).  
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Multiple regression was also used to investigate the different predictors of students’ 

reading self-regulation. All of the self-regulation constructs investigated by means of the 

MSRQ predicted students’ overall reading self-regulation. Time/reading environmental 

management (Beta=.21) had the highest impact in the model. The highest share of first-year 

students’ reading self-regulation could be predicted from the efforts students spend 

scheduling, organizing and creating a healthy reading environment. Certain knowledge 

epistemological beliefs appeared again as a predictor of reading self-regulation; we found 

that the less students believe in the certainty of knowledge the more signs of reading self-

regulation students will show.  

Conclusion 

In the present work we wanted to shed some light on Algerian first-year university 

students’ development of strategic knowledge, reading self-regulation and achievement in a 

constructivist learning environment. The main findings suggest that constructivist 

instructions where students get to learn reading strategies in a learner-centered social 

environment improve both students’ reading achievement (demonstrated by silent 

comprehension and oral reading fluency) and self–regulation. The nature of students’ 

epistemological assumptions, more specifically beliefs about the certainty of knowledge, 

also proved to be an important predictor of both reading self-regulation and comprehension. 

In this chapter, emphasis was put on the importance of giving students enough time to 

internalize learning strategies and allowing them to practice the learned tactics in different 

authentic contexts.  
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General Conclusions and Recommendations  

 

 

Reading is a vital skill for learning. Its teaching grows paramount in our department. The 

present research attempted to explore three facets of teaching the reading skill in tertiary 

tuition: 1. curricular reading skill integration possibilities, 2. the choice of teaching method 

and 3. the effects of such instructional decision on both students’ reading self-regulatory 

behaviors and achievements. Therefore, the following hypothesis was formulated that ‘if we 

provide freshman students with a constructivist-aligned strategy-based instruction, they will 

improve their reading performance and show signs of reading self regulatory behaviors.’ 

This thesis is made up of five chapters; the three first were devoted to the review of 

literature on the main research variables and their sub-constituents. The first chapter 

discussed the reading skill and its different possible curricular integrations. The second 

chapter focused on establishing an understanding of the multidimensional and complex 

nature of self-regulation. The third chapter substantiated students’ epistemological beliefs 

and the existing epistemological dimensions and resources.   The fourth chapter provided an 

explanation of the research design and the analysis of the pilot study presented along with 

the two exploratory methods. Using the data obtained from the teacher questionnaire and 

students’ oral reading fluency test, the exploratory study motivated the importance of this 

thesis and helped the researcher better understand the research context.  

The exploratory analysis of the research context allowed us to discuss that                

content-area teachers, in the absence of a Reading module, are weighted down with the load 

of teaching their students basic reading skills at the expense of teaching them disciplinary 

literacy which is vital for learning the different content-area subjects. The analysis also 

demonstrated that freshman students when they first enter university are not ready to 
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comprehend content-area texts without teachers’ assistance. The examination of some of the 

content texts that first-year students are supposed to read throughout the year indicated that 

some texts were found really difficult while others were easy with high ease of readability 

scores. Such contrast proved to be a source of reading frustration to students.  

The fifth chapter of this thesis was dedicated to the experimental study. A pretest-

posttest experimental design was carried on a sample of 110 first-year students randomly 

chosen from the target population. The results obtained by means of three students 

questionnaires and two reading comprehension and fluency tests showed a statistically 

significant improvement in students’ oral reading fluency and text comprehension. Students 

seemed evenly aware of reading and self-regulatory strategies.  

Allowing students to construct their own meaning and interpretation of texts helped 

them become more self-independent readers. Students developed better self-management, 

effort regulation skills, self-efficacy beliefs and metacognitive self-regulation by help of the 

constructivist 5 E’s instructional model. The social and learner-centered nature of the 

instructional treatment also allowed students to promote positive attitudes towards help 

seeking and collaboration with peers. In addition to the importance of reading as means to 

learn the different content subjects and disciplines, learning how to read was perceived by 

students significant as an end in itself.  

This study also sought to identify the variables that can predict students’ reading 

performances and self-regulation. Certain knowledge epistemological beliefs, global reading 

strategies and oral reading fluency were found predictors of first-year students’ reading 

comprehension. In effect, better reading comprehension results are obtained when students 

do not take the certainty of knowledge for granted; use global reading strategies; and finally 

read fluently with speed, accuracy and proper expression. As for self-regulation, certain 

knowledge epistemological beliefs along with the use of the different self-regulatory 
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strategies explained students’ general reading self-regulation. The aim behind using the two 

prediction models was to encourage teachers and future researchers to focus more on the 

obtained predictors to promote the development of self-regulated readers in the context of 

Department of Letters and English Language, University of Frères Mentouri. In the light of 

these findings, the hypothesis was to some extent confirmed.  

Nonetheless, the present research work has some constraints and limitations. Given 

that the treatment lasted for only 27 sessions of one hour and thirty minutes (a total of forty 

hours and thirty minutes) and given that time is key for both the learning and recycling of 

strategies, a longitudinal study could have enabled the researcher to study students’ reading 

and self-regulation progress over time through more repeated and continuous monitoring. 

Besides, a larger sample, with more proficiency level variances, could have allowed the 

researcher to investigate students’ differences in using reading strategies and self-regulation 

by reading level. It could have also allowed the researcher to expand upon the 

generalisability of the research findings. This study was conducted by an inexperienced 

researcher which might also be considered a limiting factor.  As this study was solely 

limited to investigating the impact of implementing a constructivist-aligned reading 

strategy-based instruction, other instructional conditions could also be studied and their 

results compared to the findings of the present study to obtain better ways to improve first-

year students’ reading achievement and self-regulation. 

Based on the aforementioned findings, we would like to present some 

recommendations for suggesting a careful and serious consideration of the reading skill in 

the Department of Letters and English Language, University of Constantine and a possible 

revisiting of first-year program. The recommendations- not best named first- could be 

summarized in the following. 
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• Students should be made aware of the importance of reading in academic success in 

higher education and more particularly in the development of autonomy.  

• Teachers/ decision makers/ curriculum designers are invited to think of a novel 

syllabus that would integrate the teaching of reading per se in the university departments 

of English. This will give students the opportunity to be introduced to the two types of 

reading competencies, basic and disciplinary, equally and not one at the expense of the 

other. 

• Teachers are asked to analyze the readability ease of texts before administering them 

to students (by using the different existing readability measuring formulas). Leveled, 

approachable reading texts are expected to help students understand better their content-

area subjects and gain confidence in reading in English.   

• Teachers should consider the feasibility of using the different constructivist 

principles in teaching content-area subjects. Giving students the ability to construct 

meaning and strategic knowledge in a social learning environment can be really 

beneficial for language learning and the development of self-regulation. 

• Teachers should also be informed of the significance of studying students’ 

epistemological beliefs given that they are strong predictors of school achievements and 

learning success. 
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Appendix # 01 

Teacher Questionnaire 

Dear teachers,  

Listed below are statement about your expertise and perceptions towards teaching reading 

in the Department of Letters and English Language. Please check to what extent you agree 

with items. Thank you in advance for your time and assistance. 

Your  Your highest degree earned: 

       B.A.                              Master’s/ Magister’s                       Ph.D                       Other……… 

2.  C   Years of Experience: 

3. W    What [one] subject are you currently teaching? 

What grade level are you currently teaching? 
 

How many hours per week are allotted to the subject you are currently teaching? 

 

1. I often remind my students of the importance of reading 

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                  disagree             strongly disagree 

7. I e    2. I encourage my students to join the university libraries and the American Corner* 

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                  disagree             strongly disagree 

3. I don’t assign reading as homework  

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                  disagree             strongly disagree 

4. I don’t know my students’ reading level 

       strongly agree            agree                don’t know                disagree             strongly disagree 

5. I practice reading with my students in class 

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                    disagree           strongly disagree 
 

 

*A cultural space where students can borrow books and be members in reading clubs. In 2008, The American ambassador 

inaugurated this library in the University of Constantine 1. 



6. I don’t engage my students in reading comprehension activities 

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                    disagree           strongly disagree 

7. I don’t ask my students to read aloud in class 

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                    disagree           strongly disagree 

8. When planning a lesson, I don’t focus on reading as a language outcome 

      strongly agree           agree                don’t know                    disagree           strongly disagree 

9. I explicitly teach my students reading skills       

     strongly agree            agree                 don’t know                  disagree            strongly disagree 

10. I implicitly integrate reading skills in teaching the content of my module     

     strongly agree            agree                don’t know                  disagree             strongly disagree 

11. I focus on reading just to promote students’ understanding of the content of the module 

     strongly agree            agree                don’t know                  disagree             strongly disagree 

12. I teach students reading strategies that x=can be adapted to other reading contexts 

     strongly agree            agree                don’t know                  disagree             strongly disagree 

13. Students cannot improve their reading level by themselves without teachers’ help 

     strongly agree          agree                don’t know                       disagree            strongly disagree 

14. The time allocated for each lesson is usually not enough to teach both the module’s content and 

the different reading skills 

     strongly agree          agree                don’t know                       disagree            strongly disagree 

15. The content I am currently teaching does not allow for the integration of the reading skill     

     strongly agree          agree                don’t know                      disagree              strongly disagree 

16. I don’t have any formal knowledge of reading (I didn’t study how to teach reading) 

     strongly agree            agree              don’t know                    disagree             strongly disagree 

17. I don’t have any personal experience with teaching reading 

      strongly agree         agree                don’t know                      disagree              strongly disagree 

18. I don’t  need any training  or preparation to instruct my students in the different reading skills 

      strongly agree           agree              don’t know                     disagree              strongly disagree 



19. Teaching reading is the job of teachers of Reading that is why we should have ones 

      strongly agree         agree                don’t know                      disagree             strongly disagree 

20. Every teacher is a teacher of reading and has a responsibility in improving students’ readings 

     strongly agree         agree                don’t know                       disagree            strongly disagree 

21. Integrating reading in the teaching of the different modules is time consuming and not 

particularly efficient 

     strongly agree          agree                don’t know                     disagree           strongly disagree 

22. Teaching the content of the different modules  and teaching reading are two different tasks 

     strongly agree          agree                don’t know                    disagree             strongly disagree 

23. It is important to integrate reading instruction in language teaching 

     strongly agree          agree                don’t know                     disagree             strongly disagree 

24. Teachers should integrate reading in their modules’ courses       

     strongly agree         agree                don’t know                     disagree             strongly disagree 

25.Teachers should be provided with a model of how to integrate properly the reading skill in the 

different modules 

      strongly agree         agree                don’t know                  disagree               strongly disagree 

26. Reading should be taught for its own sake(in a separate module) just like Speaking, Listening, 

and Writing 

      strongly agree         agree                don’t know                  disagree               strongly disagree 

In the two following items, by basic and intermediate literacy we mean reading skills common to 

many reading tasks, and by disciplinary Literacy we mean reading skills specific to ESP, 

civilization and culture, psycho- pedagogy, literature, or any other subject matter. 

 

27. Our students should be first taught basic and intermediate literacy skills 

      strongly agree         agree                don’t know                  disagree               strongly disagree 

28. My students are ready to be presented with disciplinary literacy 

      strongly agree         agree                don’t know                  disagree                strongly disagree 



Appendix # 02 

The Epistemological Belief Inventory (EBI) 
(Adapted from Bendixen et al., 1998) 

 

Please indicate how strongly you disagree or agree with each of the statements listed below. 

Please tick thee box that best corresponds to the strength of your belief. 

1. It bothers me when teachers don’t tell students the answers to complicated problems. 

       strongly agree              agree                 don’t know             disagree          strongly disagree 

2. Truth means different things to different people. 

3. Students who learn things quickly are the most successful. 

4. People should always obey the law.  

5. Some people will never be smart no matter how hard they work. 

6. Absolute moral truth doesn’t exist (moral truth can only be good or evil regardless of any 

circumstances).  

7. Parents should teach their children all there is to know (everything) about life. 

8. Really smart students don’t have to work as hard to do well (succeed) in school. 

9. If a person tries too hard to understand a problem, they will be confused. 

10. Too many theories just complicate things. 

11. The best ideas are often the most simple.  

12. People can’t do too much about how smart they are (intelligence can’t be improved). 

13. Teachers should focus on facts (something that really happened) instead of theories. 

14. I like teachers who present a lot of competing theories and let their students decide which is 

best. 



15. How well you do in school depends on how smart you are. 

16. If you don’t learn something quickly, you will never learn it. 

17. Some people just have a special way for learning and others don’t. 

18. Things are simpler than most teachers would have you believe (teachers make you believe 

things are complicated).      

19. If two people are arguing about something, at least one of them must be wrong.        

20. Children should be allowed to question (not agree with all what they say) their parents’ 

authority. 

21. If you haven’t understood a text the first time through, reading it again will not help. 

22. Science is easy to understand because it contains so many facts. 

 

23. The moral rules (set principles) I live by (respect) should be used and respected by everyone.  
  

24. The more you know about a topic, the more there is to know (you cannot know everything). 

25. What is true today will be true tomorrow (truth never change). 

26. Smart people are born that way. 

27. When someone in authority (like teachers and parents) tells me what to do, I usually do it 

(obey). 

28. People who question authority are trouble makers (they cause problems). 

29. Working on a problem without quick solution is a waste of time. 

30. You can study something for years (long time) and still not really understand it. 

31. Sometimes there are no right answers to big problems of life.        

32. Some people are born with special gifts and talents. 

 



Appendix # 03 

Survey of Reading Strategies (SORS)  
(Adapted from Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002) 

 

 

The purpose of the survey is to collect information about the various strategies you use when 

you read school related materials in English. After reading each statement, tick the box which 

applies to you. Note that there are no right or wrong responses to any items on the survey. 

1. I have a purpose in mind when I read.  

     I never or almost never do this         I do this only occasionally          I sometimes do this 

                    I usually do this                         I always or almost always do this 

2. I take notes while reading to help me understand what I read.  

3. I think about what I already know to help me understand what I read.  

4. I preview the text to see what it’s about before reading it.  

 5. When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to help me understand what I read.  

6. I think about whether the content of the text fits (be acceptable for) my reading purpose.  

7. I read slowly but carefully to be sure I understand what I’m reading.  

8. I review the text first by noting its characteristics like length and organization 

9. I try to get back on track (seriously reading) when I lose concentration.     

10. I underline or circle information in the text to help me remember it.  

11. I adjust my reading speed according to what I’m reading.  

12. I decide what to read closely and what to ignore.  

13. I use reference materials such as dictionaries to help me understand what I read.  

14. When text becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to what I’m reading.  



15.  I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to increase my understanding.  

16. I stop from time to time and think about what I’m reading.  

17. I use context clues (textual indication) to help me better understand what I’m reading.   

18. I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) to better understand what I read.  

19. I try to picture or visualize information to help remember what I read.  

20. I use typographical aids like bold face and italics to identify key information.  

21. I critically analyze and evaluate the information presented in the text.  

22. I go back and forth in the text to find relationships among ideas in it.  

23. I check my understanding when I come across (find) conflicting information (contradiction).  

24. I try to guess what the material is about when I read.   

25. When text becomes difficult, I re-read to increase my understanding.  

26. I ask myself questions I like to have answered in the text.  

27. I check to see if my guesses about the text are right or wrong.   

28. I try to guess the meaning of unknown words or phrases. 

29. When reading, I translate from English into Arabic 

30. When reading, I think about information in English and Arabic 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Appendix # 04 

The Motivated Strategies for Reading Questionnaire (MSRQ)  
(Adapted from Pintrich, 1991) 

 

1. I prefer reading texts that really challenge me so I can learn new things. 

       strongly agree            agree                 don’t know            disagree           strongly disagree 

2. If I read in appropriate ways, then I will be able to understand reading texts. 

3. When I read, I think about how badly I am doing compared with other students. 

4. I think I will be able to use what I read in texts in other modules and contexts. 

5. I believe I will receive an excellent mark for my reading performance, if ever. 

6. I'm certain I can understand the most difficult reading texts presented by teachers. 

7. Getting a good grade for my reading performance is the most satisfying thing for me right 
now. 

8. When I read a text I think about things on the text I can't understand.  

9. It is my own fault if I don't know how to read texts. 

10. It is important for me to learn how to read. 

11. My main concern is getting good marks. 

12. I'm confident I can learn how to read by myself without teachers’ help. 

13. If I can, I want to get better marks than most of the other students. 

14. When I read a text I think of the consequences of not understanding. 

15. I'm confident I can understand the most complex reading technique presented by the teacher. 

16. I prefer reading texts that arouses my curiosity, even if they are difficult to read. 

17. I am very interested in voluntarily attending a reading module. 

18. If I try hard enough, then I will understand reading texts. 

19. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I read a text. 

20. I'm confident I can do an excellent job on the on reading tests 

21. I expect to do well in a reading module. 



22. The most satisfying thing for me is to understand the content of texts as carefully as possible. 

23. I think the content of a reading module is useful for me to learn. 

24. When I have the opportunity, I choose reading texts I can learn from even if they don't 
guarantee a good mark. 

25. If I don't understand a text, it is because I didn't try hard enough. 

26. I would like to learn how to read. 

27. Understanding the techniques of how to read in English is very important to me. 

28. I feel my heart beating fast when I read. 

29. I'm certain I can master the skills that can be taught in a reading module. 

30. I want to get good marks because it is important to show my ability to my family and friends. 

31. Considering the difficulty of reading in English and my skills, I think I will do well in 
reading a module. 

32. When reading, I often try to explain the text to a classmate or friend. 

33. I usually read in a place where I can concentrate on my reading. 

34. When reading, I make up questions to help focus my reading. 

35. I often feel so lazy or bored when I read that I quit before I finish what I planned to read.  

36. I often find myself questioning things I read in texts to decide if I find them convincing.       

37. Even if I have trouble understanding a text, I try to read on my own, without help from 
anyone 

38. I make good use of the time dedicated for my reading. 

39. I try to work with other students from this class to understand reading texts. 

40. When a theory, interpretation, or conclusion is presented in the readings, I try to decide if 
there is good supporting evidence. 

41. I try hard when reading even if I don't like what I am reading.       

42. When reading, I often set aside time to discuss the content of texts with a group of students 
from the class. 

43. I treat the reading text as a starting point and try to develop my own ideas about it.       

44. I find it hard to stick to a reading schedule.  

45. I often find that I have been reading for this class but don't know what it was all about. 



46. I ask the teacher to explain words and expressions I don't understand well. 

47. When the reading text is difficult, I either stop reading or only read the easy parts of the text.  

48. I have a regular place just for reading. 

49. I try to play around with ideas of my own related to what I am reading. 

50. When I can't understand words, expressions or even texts, I ask another student in this class 
for help. 

51. I make sure that I keep up with the weekly readings of my modules. 

52. Whenever I read an assertion or conclusion in texts, I think about possible alternatives. 

53. I read regularly. 

54. Even when reading texts are dull and uninteresting, I manage to keep reading until I finish. 

55. I often find that I don't spend very much time on reading because of other activities. 

56. I rarely find time to review my notes or readings before an exam.  

57. When I read, I outline the material to help me organize my thoughts. 

58. When reading I often miss important points because I'm thinking of other things.  

59. When I read, I go through the text and try to find the most important ideas. 

60. If course readings are difficult to understand, I change the way I read the material. 

61. Before I read, I often skim the text to see how it is organized. 

62. I ask myself questions to make sure I understand the text I am reading. 

63. I try to think through a topic and decide what I am supposed to learn from it rather than just 
reading it over.       

64. I try to identify students in this class whom I can ask for help if necessary. 

65. When reading I try to determine which things I don't understand well. 

66. When reading, I set goals for myself in order to direct my reading. 

67. If I get confused taking notes in class, I make sure I sort it out afterwards. 

 

 

 

 



Appendix # 05 

Reading Comprehension Tests 

‘Learning to Love Oneself’ 

   
Americans nowadays are not learning any of the things that we learned in our day, like 

reading and writing. Apparently these are considered old subjects, invented by white males to 

oppress women and minorities. 

What are they learning? In a Vermont college town I found the answer sitting in a toy store 

book rack. It's a teacher's guide called 'Happy to Be Me', subtitled 'Building Self Esteem'. 

Self-esteem, as it turns out, is a big subject in American classrooms. Many American schools 

see building it as important as teaching reading and writing. They call it "whole language" 

teaching. 

No one ever spent a moment building my self-esteem when I was in school. In fact, from 

the day I first stepped inside a classroom my self-esteem was one big demolition site. All that 

mattered was "the subject," be it geography, history, or mathematics. I was praised when I 

remembered that "near" and "fit" and their opposites took the dative case in Latin. I 

was reviled when I forgot what a cosine was good for. 

Schools have changed. Reviling is out, for one thing. More important, subjects have 

changed. Whereas I learned English, modern kids learn something called "language skills." 

Whereas I learned writing, modern kids learn something called "communication". 

Communication, the book tells us, is seven per cent words, 23 per cent facial expression, 20 

per cent tone of voice, and 50 per cent body language. So this column, with its carefully 

chosen words, would earn me at most a grade of seven per cent. That is, if the school even 

gave out something as oppressive and demanding as grades. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://vlc.polyu.edu.hk/vlc/comp/compre23.htm#Self Esteem
http://vlc.polyu.edu.hk/scripts/cgi-bin/lexicon.cgi?SearchStr=demolition
http://vlc.polyu.edu.hk/scripts/cgi-bin/lexicon.cgi?SearchStr=praise
http://vlc.polyu.edu.hk/scripts/cgi-bin/lexicon.cgi?SearchStr=dative
http://vlc.polyu.edu.hk/vlc/comp/compre23.htm#Reviling
http://vlc.polyu.edu.hk/scripts/cgi-bin/lexicon.cgi?SearchStr=oppressive


Answer the following questions: 

1. Are American students nowadays learning the same things learned by the author in his 

time?                   yes                                        no                              not mentioned 

2. Are the following statements true, false or not mentioned in the text? 

      .The writer’s self-esteem increased in his school years. 

      . Developing Self-esteem is more important than teaching reading and writing. 

      . Both the writer and modern kids studied a subject called ‘English’. 

      . The writer enjoyed his childhood. 

3. In paragraph 1, the word ‘apparently’ is closest in meaning to?           

a) appropriately                                                               b) of course 

b) It seems                                                                       c) naturally 

4. Explain the words ‘grade’ and ‘subject’ in the text. 

5. What is the grade expected by the writer for his text? 

6. What is the general main idea of the text? 

7. In paragraph 3, the word ‘reviled’ could be replaced by which of the following: 

a) criticized                                                          c) retained 

b) reversed                                                           d) praised 

8. Is it a mistake to capitalize ‘How to Win Friends and Influence People’ in the middle of the 

sentence? Justify your answer. 

9. What do the underlined ‘It’ and ‘they’ refer to in the text? 

10. What is the book the writer is talking about in the fourth paragraph? 

11. The writer’s intention is to get us: 

(a) confirm current trends                                               (b) rethink educational strategies 

(c) think about what make communication                    (d) reassure parents 

12. Does the writer have a negative attitude towards giving grades? Explain.  

13. Which of the following does the writer mean the paragraph 4? 

(a) This column does not meet the demanding evaluating criteria of today. 

(b) Evaluating criteria are inappropriate nowadays 

(c) Communication is a more comprehensive category than language skills. 

14. What is the goal behind teaching before and nowadays? 

15. Do you agree with the writer’s point of view? Explain. 

 

 



Appendix # 06 

 

‘The Creative Spirit’ 

 

If creativity is a child’s natural state, what happens on the way to adulthood? Many of us 

will recognize ourselves in the sad tale of little Teresa Amabile, now a specialist in creativity. 

“I was in kindergarten and my beloved teacher, Teresa was thrilled to hear Mrs. Bollier tell 

her mother, “I think Teresa shows a lot of potential for artistic creativity, and I hope that’s 

something she really develops over the years.” 

In kindergarten,” she went on, “I remember rushing in every day, very eager about 

playing with all these bright colours we had free access to all these art materials. I remember 

going home every day after kindergarten and telling my mother I wanted to paint.” 

But kindergarten was to be the high point of Teresa’s artistic career. The next year she entered 

a strict, traditional school, where “Instead of having free access to art material every day, art 

became just another subject,  

Week after week, all through elementary school, it was the same class. And a very 

restricted, even demoralizing one at that. “We would be given small reprints of one of the 

masterworks in painting, a different one every week. So for example, I remember one week in 

second grade, we all got a small copy of Da Vinci’s Adoration of the Magi.“This was meant 

for art appreciation,. Instead we were told to take out our materials and copy it. Second-

graders being asked to copy Da Vinci. An exercise in frustration! 

“You don’t have the skill development at that age to even make all those horses and 

angels fit on the page, let alone make them look like anything. “We weren’t given any help 

developing skills. Worse we were graded on these monstrosities that were produced, so we 

felt a heavy evaluation pressure. My motivation for doing artwork was being wiped out.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Answer the following questions: 

1. Are we born creative?  

2. Are the following statements true, false or not mentioned in the text? 

     (a) Teresa enjoyed painting/copying Da Vinci’s works. 

     (b) It is difficult to be creative when people are expecting too much from you. 

     (c) Art masterpieces were misused by Teresa’s primary teacher. 

     (d)Teresa did not like when Mrs Bollier talked to her mother. 

3. Explain the word ‘grade’ as in “second graders” and “we were graded”?         

4. Explain why the writer thinks that the text is a about a sad story?                      

5. What is the class the writer is talking about in the text?            

6. Explain the difference between the way Teresa studied the aforementioned class in 
kindergarten and primary school.        

7. In paragraph 2, the expression ‘high point’ is closest in meaning to:          

a) a tall place                                                                               b) a period of celebrity 
c) the top of something like a roof or an iceberg                        d) an enjoyable part 

8. Is it a mistake to capitalize the words ‘Adoration’ and ‘Magi’ in paragraph? Justify your 
answer.          
9. What is creativity to you?              

10. Was the writer’s creativity killed or preserved?         

11. In your opinion, what are the factors that have preserved or killed his or her own 
creativity? 

12. Choose the word that best describes the way Teresa felt in paragraph 3?                    

a) bored                                             b) discouraged                                                 c) tired 
                              d) nervous                                          e) excited                     

13. The writer’s intention in the text is to get us:         

a) think about what is creativity                               b) appreciate the effort  teachers spend 
c) rethink educational strategies                              c) love painting 

14. What are the angles and horses the writer talked about in paragraph 4? 

15. What does the word ‘monstrosities’ mean? 

16. If it was up to you, how would you organize schools to encourage students’ creativity?  



Appendix # 07 

A Sample of Reading Lessons 

 

 

Date: January-May 2014 

Grade Level: First-year university English majors 

Language Skill Practiced: Reading 

General Instructional Objectives: 

• Teach students the HOW and WHEN of using reading strategies through 

constructivist-aligned tasks 

• Promote students’ self-regulation 

Lessons:  

(1) Setting  reading purpose(s), (2) skimming and scanning, (3) predicting the meaning of 

unknown words, (4) previewing and predicting, (5) activating background knowledge, (6) 

speed reading, (7) inference making, (8) questioning, (9) critical thinking, (10)     

visualization, (11) reading for the main idea 

N.B. The lesson’s content will follow this sequencing of stages: engagement, exploration, 

explanation, elaboration and evaluation 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



Lesson 1: Setting Reading Purposes 

 

1. Objectives 

• Teach the importance of setting a reading purpose as a pre and while-reading strategy 

• Explain the different authentic reading purposes 

• Reshape students’ reading behaviours  

2. Materials 

• The House (a text) 

• Japan’s Most famous Dog (a text) 

• A recipe of easy chocolate cup cakes 

• The TV schedule of Friday January 31, 2014 on MBC Action 

3. Procedure 

In a five-phase lesson, students will have hands on the experience of setting reading 

purposes prior and when reading and feel the impact of setting purposes on their reading 

behaviours for themselves 

3.1. Engagement 

• Students will be divided into three groups. Students generally sit in three rows, so each 

row will be asked to read the text for a different purpose.  

• Students will be presented with a text entitled ‘The House’ to create interest and raise 

their level of curiosity. 

The House 

     The two boys ran until they came to the driveway.  “See, I told you today was good for 

skipping school,” said Mark.  “Mom is never home on Thursday,” He added.  Tall hedges hid 

the house from the road so the pair strolled across the finely landscaped yard.  “I never knew 

your place was so big,” said Pete.  “Yeah, but it’s nicer now than it used to be since Dad had 

the new stone siding put on and added the fireplace.” 



     There were front and back doors and a side door that led to the garage, which was empty 

except for three parked 10-speed bikes.  They went in the side door, Mark explaining that it 

was always open in case his younger sisters got home earlier than their mother. 

     Pete wanted to see the house so Mark started with the living room.  It, like the rest of the 

downstairs, was newly painted.  Mark turned on the stereo, the noise of which worried Pete.  

“Don’t worry, the nearest house is a quarter mile away,” Mark shouted.  Pete felt more 

comfortable observing that no houses could be seen in any direction beyond the huge yard. 

     The dining room, with all the china, silver, and cut glass, was no place to play so the boys 

moved into the kitchen where they made sandwiches.  Mark said they wouldn’t go to the 

basement because it had been damp and musty ever since the new plumbing had been 

installed. 

     “This is where my Dad keeps his famous paintings and his coin collection,” Mark said as 

they peered into the den.  Mark bragged that he could get spending money whenever he 

needed it since he’d discovered that his Dad kept a lot in the desk drawer. 

     There were three upstairs bedrooms.  Mark showed Pete his mother’s closet that was filled 

with furs and the locked box that held her jewels.  His sisters' room was uninteresting except 

for the color TV that Mark carried to his room.  Mark bragged that the bathroom in the hall 

was his since one had been added to his sisters' room for their use.  The big highlight in his 

room, though, was a leak in the ceiling where the old roof had finally rotted. 

(Pitcher and Anderson, 1977 cited in Tovani, 2000) 

• Each group will be asked to read the text as burglars, house buyers, and seekers of 

general understanding. The groups will not know each others’ reading purposes 

• Students will be asked to underline or highlight the things that attract them the most in 

the text. The teacher will provide help if needed.  

3.2. Exploration 

• Students will exchange answers, read the highlighted segments of the text and report on 

what attracted them the most.   

• While a group is sharing, the two others will be asked to observe and take notes.  

3.3. Explanation 

• The teacher will encourage students to explain the difference in answers and the reasons 

behind that.  



• The teachers will ask them to relate this task with other previous experiences. 

• The teacher will step in, along with the help of students, to define the strategy and give 

examples of the different reading purposes. 

• The teacher will ask: Students when can they use such strategy?  And what are the 

consequences of setting a reading purpose on the choice and further use of other reading 

strategies?  The answer to the latter can be used as an introduction for the upcoming 

lessons and reading strategies. 

3.4. Elaboration 

• Students will be presented with two other reading tasks where all students work 

together to set different reading purposes. 

• Students will be asked to check for understanding among peers when reading the text 

entitled ‘Japan's Most Famous Dog’ and ‘TV Schedule of Friday January 31, 2014 on 

MBC Action.’      

Japan's Most Famous Dog 

In front of the enormous Shibuya train station in Tokyo, there is a life-size bronze statue of a 

dog. Even though the statue is very small when compared to the huge neon signs flashing, it 

isn't difficult to find. It has been used as a meeting point since 1934 and today you will find 

hundreds of people waiting there for their friends to arrive- just look for the crowds. 

Hachiko, an Akita dog, was born in 1923 and brought to Tokyo in 1924. His owner, Professor 

Eisaburo Uyeno and he were inseparable friends right from the start. Each day Hachiko would 

accompany his owner, a professor at the Imperial University, to Shibuya train station when he 

left for work. When he came back, the professor would always find the dog patiently waiting 

for him. Sadly, the professor died suddenly at work in 1925 before he could return home. 

Although Hachiko was still a young dog, the bond between him and his owner was very 

strong and he continued to wait at the station every day. Sometimes, he would stay there for 

days at a time, though some believe that he kept returning because of the food he was given 

by street vendors. He became a familiar sight to commuters over time. In 1934, a statue of 

him was put outside the station. In 1935, Hachiko died at the place he last saw his friend alive 

(Cambridge ESOL, 2015). 

 

 



TV Schedule of Friday January 31, 2014 on MBC Action 

0:00 GMT   03:00 EGYPT   Top Gear USA    
The American version of the British series Top Gear which is a 
primarily a show for gear-heads by gear-heads and showcases all 
things automotive. 

 

01:00 GMT  04:00 EGYPT   The Gravedancers 
After three school friends, Kira, Allison and Sid attend a funeral for 
their mate who died in a car accident they decide to take a walk 
through a cemetery. When one of them reads an incantation on a 
tombstone and three of them start dancing it isn’t long before they are         
stalked by ghosts… 

 

03:00 GMT 06:00 EGYPT  Warehouse 13 
After saving the life of the President in Washington D.C., a pair of 
U.S Secret Service agents are whisked away to a covert location in 
South Dakota that houses supernatural objects that the Regents, an 
Authority above and outside any government, have collected over the 
centuries. Their new assignment: retrieve any lost objects and 
investigate reports of new ones. 

 

• 03:45 GMT  06:45 EGYPT  CSI: New York 
A team of NYPD forensic scientists and police officers unveil the 
circumstances behind mysterious and unusual deaths as well as other 
crimes. 

 

05:00 GMT  08:00 EGYPT Masters of Illusion 

Prepare to be dazzled with the breathtaking performances of some of 
the best street magicians, mentalists, master illusionists and more in 
the amazing new Masters of Illusion… 

(MBC Group, 2014) 

3.5. Evaluation 

• Students will be asked to recapitulate what they learned in the lesson and ask 

questions for more understanding. 

• To assess their knowledge on their own, students will be asked to come up with 

different reasons for reading the text below and try to create context for every reading 

purpose. 

http://www.mbc.net/en/mbc-action/articles/Top-Gear-USA--Season-3.html
http://www.mbc.net/en/mbc-action/articles/The-Gravedancers.html
http://www.mbc.net/en/mbc-action/articles/CSI--New-York-�-Season-3.html
http://www.mbc.net/en/mbc-action/articles/Masters-of-Illusion-�-Season-1.html


• The teacher interferes by changing the students’ reading purpose and asks students to 

adapt their behaviours accordingly. 

Easy Chocolate Cupcakes (The Recipe) 

1. Heat oven to 180C and line a 10-hole muffin tin with paper cases. 

Cut the chocolate into small pieced in a food processor. In the largest 

mixing bowl you have, tip in the flour, sugar, cocoa, oil, 100 ml 

soured cream, eggs, vanilla and 100 ml water. Whisk everything 

together with electric beaters until smooth, and then quickly stir in 

100 gr of the chocolate cut in pieces earlier. Divide between the 10 cases, then bake for 20 

mins until a knife inserted comes out clean.  

2. To make the icing, put the remaining chocolate bits, soured cream and 3 table spoons sugar 

in a small saucepan. Heat gently, stirring, until the chocolate is melted and you have a smooth 

icing. Chill in the fridge until firm enough to put on top of the muffins, and then eat up. 

(BBC Good Food Middle East, 2014) 

 

Lesson 4: Preview and Predict 

1. Objectives 

• Teach students the importance of using visual aids and text structure 

• Highlight the significance of referring back to prior knowledge and experiences 

2. Materials 

• An indecipherable version of the Little Red Riding Hood with an illustration 

• Three illustrations expressing some factors contributing to physical health 

• An indecipherable version of a reading comprehension test 

• A blanked book chapter template with only titles and subtitles 

NB. The present lesson plan is adapted from the work of 

 

 

 

 



3. Procedure 

3.1. Engagement 

• Students will be first presented with an indecipherable version of the Little Red Riding 

Hood. 

• As a warm-up activity, students will be asked if they can read the passage; something 

we think will find difficulty to do because they think it is written in a language they do 

not know.  

• Some students will be able decipher some words; still they will not be able to know 

what the text is about. The teacher will allow discussions. 

 

•  This time, the teacher will ask students to read the text again with the help of the 

picture. 

 

 

 



3.2. Exploration 

• In the exploration phase, students will exchange answers in group.  

• We expect students to at least be able to read the title and know what the text is all 

about. 

• By taking into consideration the difficulty they faced reading the first text, we also 

expect students to consider the need for previewing texts for better comprehension. 

• Students might start to recall the story. 

 

3.3. Explanation 

• The teacher will encourage students to explain the difference between reading with and 

without the picture and what the picture enabled them to do.  

• The teachers will ask them to relate this task with other previous experiences and see to 

what extent they rely on visual aids in their daily reading practices. 

• The teacher will ask students when can they use such strategy?  Then, the teacher will 

explain the strategy of previewing and predicting. 

• Along with the help of students, the teacher will list other visual aids that can be of a 

help when reading, including titles, text structure and typographical aids. 

3.4. Elaboration 

 

• Students will be presented with two other reading tasks where all students work 

together to apply the preview and predict strategy in other contexts. 



• Students again will be presented with an indecipherable text. They will be asked if 

they know what the task is about and what they have to do. 

• Students will be encouraged to answer by connecting the text structure with previous 

similar reading situations. 

3.5. Evaluation 

• Students will be presented with three pictures of a related theme. 

                         
 

• Students will have to make connections between the pictures and predict the content of 

the text that comes with them. 

• The teacher will try to check students’ understanding. 

 

 

 



Lesson 10: Visualization 

1. Objectives 

• Encourage students to develop their own imagination to better understand texts, solve 

problems, remember ideas, concepts and even the meaning of words, and  predict the 

text’s content, among others 

• Help students enjoy reading by becoming active participants in the reading experience. 

2. Materials 

• My Tiny Diamond Ring (a text) 

• Two Dr. Quicksolve Mini-Mysteries (texts):  - The Telephone Ring 

                                                                          - Cool Mickey  

• Three cartoon pictures of crime scenes 

3. Procedure 

3.1. Engagement 

• To persuade students to visualize, they will be presented with a text that describes in 

details a ring.  

• They are first asked to read and understand the text. Students will be encouraged to 

use previously learned strategies such as activating background knowledge and 

identifying the meaning of unknown words using context-clues. Dictionaries are used 

if needed; the teacher will also be around to provide support. 

My Tiny Diamond Ring 

On the third finger of my left hand is the pre-engagement ring given to me last year by my 

sister Doris. The 14-carat gold band, a bit tarnished by time and neglect, circles my finger and 

twists together at the top to encase a small white diamond. The four prongs that anchor the 

diamond are separated by pockets of dust. The diamond itself is tiny and dull, like a sliver of 

glass found on the kitchen floor after a dishwashing accident. Just below the diamond are 

small air holes, intended to let the diamond breathe, but now clogged with grime. The ring is 

neither very attractive nor valuable, but I treasure it as a gift from my older sister, a gift that I 

will pass along to my younger sister when I receive my own engagement ring this Christmas. 

(My tiny Diamond Ring, 2014) 



 

 

3.2. Exploration 

• Students will be asked to share the image of the ring that came to their minds as 

reading the text. 

• Students will now be asked to try to draw a picture of the ring as they have visualized 

it in their heads; they will exchange drawings and discuss the details of the ring using 

the language learned from the text. 

• Differences between the drawings will be pointed out and discussed. 

3.3. Explanation 

• Students, with the help of the teacher, will try to explain the strategy and the different 

ways readers can benefit from it. 

• The teacher will also list the different visualization components (Kelly & Clausen-

Grace, 2013, p. 176).  

3.4. Elaboration  

• Students now will get the chance to apply the visualization strategy to solve two 

mysteries. 

• The first is a class activity in which students will try to use think aloud protocols to 

report on what they are seeing when reading the two texts. 

• Characters, the environment, smells, and even facial expressions will be imagined. 

The entire setting of the story will be put together with the help of the teacher to find 

out why Quicksolve arrested the man. 

The Telephone Ring 

Dr. J.L. Quicksolve and Junior sat in the airport waiting for Captain Reelumin’s plane to 

arrive. Junior liked to watch the people going by. He liked to guess things about who they 

might be and where they were going. 

Dr. Quicksolve watched people make phone calls at a round table filled with telephones 

each with its tiny “booth,” small dividers that separated the phones. He noticed one man kept 

a phone to his ear with one hand. He held a pencil with the other hand, as if was getting 

instructions or directions, but he had not written anything down. A man in a jacket took the 

phone in the adjoining booth. He took a card out of his pocket that he looked at as he spoke 



into the phone. The first man finally wrote something down. “See those two me?” Dr. 

Quicksolve asked his son. 

“Yes,” Junior said noticing that his father staring at the two men by the phones. The one 

in the jacket walked away, and the other man suddenly hung up his phone. Then he held it to 

his ear again and began making another call as he looked down at his notepad.  

“Get that man,” Dr. Quicksolve said quietly, pointing to the man in the jacket who had 

just walked by them. Dr. Quicksolve walked up behind the man on the telephone and looked 

over his shoulder. 

What did he expect to see? 

(Sukach, 1997, p. 22-3) 

Cool Mickey 

  Dr. J. L. Quicksolve had just finished packing his things on his last day in Beverly Hills. He 

was anxious to return to his family. 

   "A young woman, Betty Finn, who had a life insurance policy from us, has died," Fred 

Fraudstop explained to Dr. Quicksolve. "It looks like she may have been murdered by her best 

friend right in her own apartment." 

   "Did she have a fight with this friend?" Dr. Quicksolve asked. 

   "The police say they can't find any evidence of a fight or any motive. That's what puzzles 

them," Fred responded. 

   "Whose name was on the policy as beneficiary?" 

"Her husband, of course, but he was out of the apartment when it happened."  Quicksolve 

asked, "How was she killed? 

   "Poison," was the response. 

   "Let's go talk to this friend," Dr. Quicksolve said, getting up from his chair. 

   They arrived at the home of Mary Scapegoat, the accused friend. She was home on bail, and 

she came to the door. 

   Mr. Fraudstop introduced himself and Dr. Quicksolve. Then he asked if they could ask her a 

few questions. She was obviously upset about what had happened, but she said, yes she would 

be glad to answer questions. She let them in and began talking. 

 "I don't know how she was poisoned. I just know that I didn't do it," Mary Scapegoat told 

them. 

   "Tell me just what happened," Dr. Quicksolve said. 



   "Betty, her husband, Mickey, and I were at their house. Mickey went to the kitchen to make 

drinks for us. When he brought the drinks out, he took a little sip of Betty's drink just before 

he gave it to her. She complained and said he gave her too much ice to begin with and then he 

had the nerve to drink some of hers. He laughed and said he was going to get some beer. Then 

he left. He'd been gone about ten or fifteen minutes when Betty collapsed and fell to the floor. 

I couldn't wake her, so I called an ambulance. Mickey got home just as the ambulance pulled 

away. I think he poisoned her, but I can't prove it, especially since I said I saw him drink from 

her glass. I was the last one with her, so I was arrested. I didn't do it, and I'm willing to take a 

lie detector test!" 

   "I think you'll probably pass that lie detector test, too, but I'm not so sure about Mickey. I 

can think of one way he might have done it," said Dr. Quicksolve. 

(Sukach, 1995, p. 54) 

3.5. Evaluation 

• As could be noticed earlier, students’ evaluation did not include any kind of scoring. 

This phase of the constructivist lesson will be dedicated by the teacher-researcher to 

observe students putting into practice the learned concepts. 

• For the final task, students will be asked to imagine what happened in one of the 

pictures below. The pictures will be considered as a starting point.  

• Students will not only visualize what happened but will also write about it. 

 

CartoonStock Ltd., 2014). 

 



Appendix # 08 
A Sample of Content-area Texts 

 

An American Paradox 

Number of Words: 360                              Flesch Reading Ease Score: 44.5 
Number of Sentences: 17                           % of Sentences in the Passive Voice: 11% 

 
The civil rights movement benefited not only African Americans, but all 

minorities in the United States- American Indians, Hispanics, and Asians. Racial 

discrimination in employment and housing was forbidden by law. The civil rights laws 

also advanced the rights of women, and these laws have reinforced the idea of equality 

of opportunity for all Americans. 

However, there is a paradox. Although the amount of diversity in the United states 

continues to grow with each census, the 2000 census reveals that segregation according 

to race and ethnicity has persisted to a much larger degree than many American had 

realized. On the other hand, most young Americans say they would have no problem 

being friends with or even marrying someone from a different race or ethnic 

background. Polls show that the vast majority of Americans believe that segregation is a 

bad thing. On the other hand, races and ethnic groups still tend to live in segregated 

communities. This has been a trend in the cities, and minority groups have moved into 

the suburbs; the trend has continued. Ethnically diverse neighbourhoods are the 

exception, rather than the rule. 

Sociology professor John Logan has studied this phenomenon and reports that the 

2000 census found that the United States as a segregated nation as it has ever been. 

“The majority of Americans”, Logan found, “are living in neighbourhoods that continue 

to separate whites from blacks, Latinos, and people of Asian descent. In fact, the same 

colour barrier that has dominated urban communities for decades has now spread to our 

fast-growing suburbs, where people of colour tend to congregate in neighbourhoods and 

housing developments apart from whites. Moreover, Logan sees this trend continuing 

into the future: 

We need to be aware that segregation is not going away by itself. And that it 

hasn’t been solved by the growth of the black middle class, the softening of white 

attitudes on race, or the laws that prohibit racial discrimination in housing. These are all 

factors that might have had a positive effect on segregation, and the assumption has 

been that they must have had an effect. But it’s very important to realize that they have 

not. 



Wheelchair-bound woman diagnosed her illness online 

Number of Words: 168                              Flesch Reading Ease Score: 46                           
Number of Sentences: 07                           % of Sentences in the Passive Voice: 14%                             

 
An Italian woman who was previously confined to a wheelchair has gone trekking in 

Nepal after diagnosing her illness on the internet. Stefania Vanoni’s illness has puzzled her 

doctors in Baceno in Northern Italy for more than two decades. 

Endless tests failed to find out why she was unable to walk, reported Italian media. But 

after identifying the symptoms that had left her crippled as the condition known as antaxia, 

she is now walking again and has to take one tablet a day. 

After reading how an inability to coordinate muscular movements was a symptom of 

certain nervous disorders, she asked doctors to perform a DNA test which confirmed that she 

had antaxia. 

After six months of physiotherapy and treatments, she was able to walk again for the 

first time in 23 years, and lead a normal life. 

Vanonl now wants to make up for lost time, and following her trekking holiday in 

Nepal, she is planning another trekking trip to Peru. 

 

The stethoscope 

 

       The stethoscope (from the Greek stethos- chest and skopé examination) is an acoustic 

medical device for auscultation, or listening sounds of an animal or human body.  It is often 

used to listen to lung and heart sounds. It is also used to listen to intestines and blood flow in 

arteries and veins. In combination with a sphygmomanometer, it is commonly used for 

measurements of blood pressure.  

      Less commonly, “mechanic stethoscopes” are used to listen to internal sounds made by 

machines, such as diagnosing a malfunctioning automobile engine by listening to the sounds 

of its internal parts. Stethoscope can also be used to check scientific vacuum chambers for 

leaks, and for various other small-scale acoustic monitoring tasks. A stethoscope that 

intensifies auscultatory sounds is called phopendoscope.  

 

Number of Words: 127                             Flesch Reading Ease Score: 38.4 
Number of Sentences: 7                           % of Sentences in the Passive Voice: 85% 



The United States of America 

Number of Words: 354                               Flesch Reading Ease Score: 44.3                            
Number of Sentences: 18                          % of Sentences in the Passive Voice: 33%                             

 

The Constitution and the States: America is so vast that almost everything said about it 

is likely to be true, and the opposite is probably equally true. 

The United States of America is a federation of 50 states which make up almost half of 

North America, the other half being Canada. It was not until 1959 that the last two states, 

Alaska and Hawaii, were included in the federation. The flag “the stars and stripes” or “old 

glory”, had to be changed from 48 white stars on a blue background to 50 stars, symbolizing 

all the states. 

On July 4, 1776, representatives of the thirteen English colonies signed an important 

document, the declaration of Independence. Later, the colonists under George Washington 

defeated the English, what was to be known as the American Revolution. In 1783 the Treaty 

of Paris was signed by which England recognized the new republic, and a new nation was 

born. The American Constitution, which is still a very important document to all Americans, 

was written in Philadelphia in 1787. This was before the French Revolution and long before 

Norway got a constitution of its own. Many of the ideas presented in the American 

Constitution were adopted in the constitutions of these countries. 

The government of the USA is based on the constitution. It specifies that political power 

is to be shared by three branches of government: the courts (led by the Supreme Court), the 

executive (led by the president and his cabinet), and Congress (the representatives of the 

people). The American Congress consists of two houses: the Senate and the House of 

Representatives. Both houses meet in the Capital building in Washington D.C. (District of 

Columbia). Washington is the capital of the United States. Here you will also find the White 

House, where the President of the USA resides, and where his administration has its meetings. 

Washington is not a state, but it has got one non-voting delegate in the House of 

Representatives. Lately, Washington D. C. Together with Puerto Rico have raised the 

question statehood, but so far the idea has received little support. 

 
 
 
 



Appendix # 09       Oral Reading Fluency Results 

The Control Group’s Results 

Pre-test Results Post-test Results 
Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency 
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Pre-test Results Post-test Results 
Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency 
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The Experimental Group’s Results 

Pre-test Results Post-test Results 
Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency 
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97.20 
93.30 
95.10 
91.30 

41.00 
106.00 
108.00 
136.00 
92.00 
107.00 
104.00 
63.00 
81.00 
101.00 
61.00 
97.00 
55.00 
86.00 
90.00 
96.00 
48.00 
105.00 
77.00 
58.00 
84.00 

 



Pre-test Results Post-test Results 
Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency Error Rates Accuracy Rates Oral Fluency 
7.17 
2.45 
2.61 
5.00 
4.13 
4.35 
8.33 
4.36 
5.39 
4.13 
4.83 
4.61 
3.92 
3.47 
3.20 
4.00 
4.56 
3.64 
5.21 
5.15 
4.85 
5.95 
4.24 
4.85 
6.23 
3.95 
6.58 
5.93 
5.12 

86.00 
60.00 
61.00 
80.00 
75.00 
77.00 
88.00 
77.00 
81.40 
75.80 
79.30 
78.30 
74.80 
71.20 
68.70 
75.00 
78.00 
72.50 
80.80 
80.60 
79.40 
83.10 
76.40 
79.30 
83.90 
74.70 
84.60 
83.10 
80.40 

105.00 
35.00 
50.00 
92.00 
46.00 
67.00 
132.00 
76.00 
123.00 
91.00 
92.00 
76.00 
79.00 
57.00 
55.00 
72.00 
89.00 
74.00 
59.00 
79.00 
81.00 
99.00 
81.00 
104.00 
110.00 
68.00 
95.00 
79.00 
99.00 

19.50 
19.75 
6.50 
14.00 
31.50 
13.60 
23.80 
7.22 
17.00 
15.43 
27.60 
28.00 
11.10 
10.78 
10.28 
14.00 
18.67 
23.50 
32.20 
15.57 
27.75 
25.25 
10.80 
4.75 
8.67 
13.50 
14.87 
29.50 
6.36 

94.90 
94.90 
84.60 
92.80 
96.80 
92.60 
95.80 
86.10 
94.10 
93.50 
96.40 
96.40 
91.00 
90.70 
90.20 
92.80 
94.60 
95.70 
96.90 
93.60 
96.40 
96.00 
90.70 
78.90 
88.50 
92.60 
93.30 
96.60 
84.30 

74.00 
75.00 
66.00 
78.00 
61.00 
63.00 
114.00 
56.00 
96.00 
101.00 
133.00 
135.00 
101.00 
88.00 
65.00 
65.00 
106.00 
90.00 
156.00 
102.00 
107.00 
97.00 
49.00 
45.00 
69.00 
50.00 
111.00 
57.00 
75.00 

 



Appendix # 10 
Control and Experimental Groups’ Subscales Results 

The Control Group’s Epistemological Beliefs as measured by the EBI 

 

Simple Knowledge  Pre-results Post-results 
 

1. It bothers me when teachers don't tell students 

the answers to complicated problems. 

10. Too many theories just complicate things.  

11. The best ideas are often the most simple. 

13. Instructors should focus on facts instead of 

theories 

18. Things are simpler than most professors 

would have you believe 

22. Science is easy to understand because it 

contains so many facts 

24. The more you know about a topic, the more 

there is to know 

30. You can study something for years and still 

not really understand it 

Total 

Mean SD Mean   SD  

3.2 

 

3.3 

4.33 

3.86 

 

3.33 

 

3.2 

 

2.41 

 

3.03 

 

3.33 

1.41 

 

1.08 

.65 

.72 

 

1.17 

 

1.13 

 

.96 

 

1.18 

 

.37 

 
4 
 
 
3.83 
 

4.35 
 

3.76 
 
 
3.65 
 
 
3.16 

 

2.36 

 

2.61 

 

.3.46 

 
1.08 
 
 
1.01 
 

.65 
 

1.04 
 
 
.97 
 
 
1.13 
 
 
1.23 
 
 
1.3 
 
 
.38 

 

Certain Knowledge Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

2. Truth means different things to different people 

6.  Absolute moral truth does not exist 

14. I like teachers who present several competing 

theories and let their students decide which is best 

19.  If two people are arguing about something, at 

least one of them must be wrong 

23.  The moral rules I live by apply to everyone 

25.  What is true today will be true tomorrow 

31.  Sometimes there are no right answers to life's 

big problems 

Total 

Mean SD  Mean  SD  
 

3.35 

 

3.08 

2.77 

3.31 

 

3.65 

3.98 

2.38 

 

3.21 

 

1.16 

 

1.14 

1.23 

2.85 

 

1.13 

1.11 

1.04 

 

.62 

 
2.6 
 
 
2.88 
 

2.53 
 

3.6 
 
 
3.68 
 

3.3 
 

2.73 
 
 
3.04 

 
1.12 
 
 
.95 
 

1.08 
 

1.12 
 
 
1.26 
 

1.41 
 

1.2 
 
 
.52 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Innate Ability Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

5. Some people will never be smart no matter 

how hard they work 

8.  Really smart students don't have to work as 

hard to do well in school 

12.  People can't do too much about how smart 

they are 

15.  How well you do in school depends on how 

smart you are 

17.  Some people just have a knack for learning 

and others don't 

26.  Smart people are born that way 

32.  Some people are born with special gifts and 

talents 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 

3 

 

3.33 

 

3.03 

 

3.2 

 

3.83 

 

3.05 

4.38 

 

3.39 

 

1.12 

 

1.19 

 

1.1 

 

1.08 

 

1.01 

 

1.01 

.58 

 

.42 

 
2.73 
 
 
3.58 
 
 
2.9 
 
 
3.18 
 
 
4 
 
 
3.33 
 

4.48 
 
 
3.45 

 
1.19 
 
 
1.04 
 
 
1.06 
 
 
1.21 
 
 
.68 
 
 
1.18 
 

.72 
 
 
.53 

 

Omniscient Authority Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

4. People should always obey the law 

7. Parents should teach their children all there is to 

know about life 

20. Children should be allowed to question their 

parents' authority 

27. When someone in authority tells me what to 

do, I usually do it 

28. People who question authority are trouble 

makers 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 

3.85 

3.77 

 

3.3 

 

3.63 

 

2.87 

 

3.48 

 

.79 

1.17 

 

1.12 

 

.97 

 

1.05 

 

.49 

 
3.36 
 

3.23 
 
 
3.33 
 
 
3.66 
 
 
2.86 
 
 
3.29 

 
1.2 
 
1.36 
 
 
1.28 
 
 
.89 
 
 
1.03 
 
 
.64 

 



 

Experimental Group’s Epistemological Beliefs as Measured by the EBI 

 

 

Quick Learning Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

3. Students who learn things quickly are the most 

successful 

9. If a person tries too hard to understand a 

problem, they will most likely end up being 

confused 

16. If you don't learn something quickly, you 

won't ever learn it 

21. If you haven't understood a chapter the first 

time through, going back over it won't help 

29. Working on a problem with no quick solution 

is a waste of time 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 

3.08 

 

3.45 

 

 

2.18 

 

2.2 

 

2.6 

 

2.71 

 

. 1.28 

 

1.01 

 

 

2.65 

 

1.19 

 

1.24 

 

.75 

 
3.03 
 
 
3.63 
 
 
 

 
2.01 
 
 
1.6 
 
 
2.88 
 
   
2.63 

 
1.16 
 
 
.93 
 
 
 

 
.96 
 
 
.74 
 
 
1.19 
 
 
.50 

 

Simple Knowledge  Pre-results Post-results 
 

1. It bothers me when teachers don't tell students 

the answers to complicated problems. 

10. Too many theories just complicate things.  

11. The best ideas are often the most simple. 

13. Instructors should focus on facts instead of 

theories 

18. Things are simpler than most professors 

would have you believe 

22. Science is easy to understand because it 

contains so many facts 

24. The more you know about a topic, the more 

there is to know 

30. You can study something for years and still 

not really understand it 

Total 

Mean SD Mean   SD  

3.6 

 

4.56 

4.1 

3.26 

 

2.78 

 

3.38 

 

2 

 

2.9 

 

3.32 

1.22 

 

5.79 

1.03 

.90 

 

1.13 

 

1.12 

 

1.12 

 

1.28 

 

.88 

 
3.8 

 

3.82 

4.4 

3.96 

 

3.44 

 

3.3 

 

2.2 

 

2.76 

 

3.46 

 
1.21 
 
 
1.04 
 

.80 
 

.87 
 
 
1.09 
 
 
1.18 
 
 
1.03 
 
 
1.25 
 
 
.47 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Quick Learning Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

3. Students who learn things quickly are the most 

successful 

9. If a person tries too hard to understand a 

problem, they will most likely end up being 

confused 

16. If you don't learn something quickly, you won't 

ever learn it 

21. If you haven't understood a chapter the first 

time through, going back over it won't help 

29. Working on a problem with no quick solution is 
a waste of time 
Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 

2.82 

 
3.04 
 
 
 
1.98 

 
1.8 
 
 

2.78 
 
2.48 

 

1.27 

 
1.08 
 
 
 
1.02 

 
.98 
 

 
1.20 
 
.62 

 

3.04 

 
3.3 
 
 

 
2.24 
 

 
1.96 
 
 

2.88 
 

 
2.68 

 

1.21 

 
.99 
 

 
1.02 
 
 

.94 

 
1.11 
 
.52 

 

Certain Knowledge Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

2. Truth means different things to different people 

6.  Absolute moral truth does not exist 

14. I like teachers who present several competing 

theories and let their students decide which is best 

19.  If two people are arguing about something, at 

least one of them must be wrong 

23.  The moral rules I live by apply to everyone 

25.  What is true today will be true tomorrow 

31.  Sometimes there are no right answers to life's big 

problems 

Total 

Mean SD  Mean  SD  
 

2.26 

 

3.1 

2.58 

3.26 

 

2.94 

3.74 

2.38 

 

2.89 

 

1.13 

 

1.18 

1.24 

1.33 

 

1.28 

1.2 

.61 

 

.61 

 
 

2.12 
 
 

 
2.58 
 

2.7 
 

3.28 
 
 
3.26 
 

3.24 
 

2.08 
 
 
2.76 

 
1.02 
 
 
.97 
 

1.24 
 

1.12 
 
 
1.27 
 

1.33 
 

1.06 
 
 
.60 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Innate Ability Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

5. Some people will never be smart no matter 

how hard they work 

8.  Really smart students don't have to work as 

hard to do well in school 

12.  People can't do too much about how smart 

they are 

15.  How well you do in school depends on how 

smart you are 

17.  Some people just have a knack for learning 

and others don't 

26.  Smart people are born that way 

32.  Some people are born with special gifts and 

talents 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 

2.74 

 

2.96 

 

2.96 

 

3.14 

 

3.7 

 

3.2 

4.56 

 

3.32 

 

1.32 

 

1.29 

 

1.14 

 

1.22 

 

1.09 

 

1.22 
 

.50 

 

.61 

 
2.64 
 
 
3.26 
 
 
3.08 
 
 
2.8 
 
 
4.1 
 
 
3.56 
 

4.22 
 
 
3.38 

 
1.1 
 
 
1.12 
 
 
1.04 
 
 
1.01 
 
 
.70 
 
 
1.05 
 

.86 
 
 
.46 

 

Omniscient Authority Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

4. People should always obey the law 

7. Parents should teach their children all there is to 

know about life 

20. Children should be allowed to question their 

parents' authority 

27. When someone in authority tells me what to 

do, I usually do it 

28. People who question authority are trouble 

makers 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 

3.98 

3.3 

 

2.25 

 

3.42 

 

3.2 

 

3.28 

 

1.23 

1.46 

 

1.38 

 

1.19 

 

1.14 

 

.74 

 
3.6 
 
3.62 
 
 
3.6 
 
 
3.61 
 
 
3.04 
 
 
3.49 

 
1.22 
 
1.39 
 
 
1.26 
 
 
1.0 
 
 
1.12 
 
 
.55 

 



The Control Group’s Percieved Stratey Use as Measured by the SORS 

 

 

 

 

 

Global Strategies Pre-Treatment Results Post-Treatment Results 
 
Setting reading purpose 
Activating background knowledge 
Previewing  text 
Checking text compatibility with reading purpose 
Skimming for identifying text characteristics 
Choosing closely reading texts 
Using textual features to increase comprehension 
Using contextual clues  
Using typographical aids 
Analysing and evaluating texts  critically 
Resolving conflicting information 
Predicting text content 
Validate predictions 
Total 

Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
3.18 
3.26 
3.23 
2.86 
2.98 
2.76 
2.91 
3.11 
3.18 
2.3 
2.68 
3.23 
3.10 
2.97 

1.20 
1.08 
1.49 
1.15 
1.15 
1.36 
1.35 
1.21 
1.47 
1.1.2
1.26 
1.30 
1.37 
.59 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Low 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

2.93 
3.18 
3.16 
2.85 
2.93 
2.85 
3.03 
3.33 
3.18 
1.76 
2.75 
3.20 
3.18 
2.95 

1.00 
1.14 
1.48 
1.24 
1.14 
1.14 
1.30 
1.00 
1.42 
1.15 
1.25 
1.25 
1.30 
.59 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Low 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

Problem Solving Strategies Pre-Treatment Results Post-Treatment Results 
 
Reading slowly to ensure comprehension 
Refocusing when losing concentration 
Adjusting reading pace 
Paying closer attention when facing difficulty 
Pausing to reflect on text 
Visualizing for remembering information 
Rereading to increase comprehension 
Guessing the meaning of unknown words 
Total 

Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
3.86 
3.60 
2.68 
3.50 
2.83 
3.56 
4.03 
3.25 
3.41 

1.71 
1.04 
1.31 
1.31 
1.23 
1.24 
1.24 
1.17 
.61 

High 
High 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 

3.91 
4.11 
2.78 
3.76 
3.06 
3.38 
4.23 
3.36 
3.57 
 

1.10 
.99 
1.30 
1.09 
1.28 
1.29 
1.06 
1.00 
.63 

High 
High 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
High 

Support Strategies Pre-Treatment Results Post-Treatment Results 
 
Taking notes 
Reading aloud 
Highlighting information  
Using reference materials 
Paraphrasing  
Going back and forth to identify relationships 
among ideas 
Asking oneself questions about the text 
Translating from English into Arabic 
Thinking about information in Arabic and in 
English 
Total 

Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
3.01 
2.73 
3.51 
3.96 
3.16 
3.25 
 
2.55 
3.45 
3.63 
 
3.25 

1.57 
1.45 
1.28 
.95 
1.35 
1.11 
 
1.24 
1.14 
1.08 
 
.55 

Medium 
Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
 
Medium 

2..96 
2.98 
3.43 
3.98 
2.46 
2.60 
 
2.5 
3.45 
3.63 
 
3.11 

1.57 
1.45 
1.28 
.95 
1.35 
1.11 
 
1.24 
1.14 
1.08 
 
.54 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
 
Medium 



The Experimental Group’s Percieved Stratey Use as Measured by the SORS 

 

 

 

 

 

Global Strategies Pre-Treatment Results Post-Treatment Results 
 
Setting reading purpose 
Activating background knowledge 
Previewing  text 
Checking text compatibility with reading purpose 
Skimming for identifying text characteristics 
Choosing closely reading texts 
Using textual features to increase comprehension 
Using contextual clues  
Using typographical aids 
Analysing and evaluating texts  critically 
Resolving conflicting information 
Predicting text content 
Validate predictions 
Total 

Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
3.56 
3.44 
3.62 
2.9 
2.76 
2.84 
2.72 
3.08 
2.66 
2.6 
3.52 
3.22 
3.26 
3.09 

.95 
1.09 
1.27 
1.19 
1.25 
1.31 
1.37 
1.24 
1.45 
1.32
1.60 
1.14 
1.22 
.54 
 

High 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
Medium 

3.36 
3.78 
3.72 
3.32 
3.60 
3.48 
3.40 
3.62 
3.50 
2.52 
2.98 
3.76 
3.64 
3.43 

.92 
1.05 
1.10 
1.25 
1.04 
1.14 
1.17 
1.00 
1.03 
1.21 
1.02 
.89 
3.64 
.46 

Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 

Problem Solving Strategies Pre-Treatment Results Post-Treatment Results 
 
Reading slowly to ensure comprehension 
Refocusing when losing concentration 
Adjusting reading pace 
Paying closer attention when facing difficulty 
Pausing to reflect on text 
Visualizing for remembering information 
Rereading to increase comprehension 
Guessing the meaning of unknown words 
Total 

Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
4.10 
3.86 
3.10 
3.84 
2.66 
3.42 
4.24 
3.08 
3.53 

1.01 
1.12 
3.10 
1.20 
1.20 
1.19 
.98 
1.44 
.54 

High 
High 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
High 

3.72 
3.72 
3.32 
3.92 
2.94 
3.66 
4.06 
3.66 
3.62 

1.05 
.94 
1.30 
.96 
1.31 
1.10 
1.13 
1.02 
.53 

High 
High 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
High 
High 
High 
High 

Support Strategies Pre-Treatment Results Post-Treatment Results 
 
Taking notes 
Reading aloud 
Highlighting information  
Using reference materials 
Paraphrasing  
Going back and forth to identify relationships 
among ideas 
Asking oneself questions about the text 
Translating from English into Arabic 
Thinking about information in Arabic and in 
English 
Total 

Mean SD Level Mean SD Level 
3.04 
3.12 
3.26 
3.98 
3.26 
3.2 
 
3.04 
3.42 
3.77 
 
3.33 

1.26 
1.47 
1.42 
1.26 
1.36 
1.32 
 
1.27 
1.32 
1.12 
 
.63 

Medium 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
 
Medium 

2.84 
3.26 
3.52 
4.06 
3.04 
3.06 
 
3.16 
3.42 
3.70 
 
3.34 

1.21 
1.44 
1.31 
1.13 
1.42 
1.13 
 
1.18 
1.32 
1.12 
 
.62 

Medium 
Medium 
High 
High 
Medium 
Medium 
 
Medium 
Medium 
High 
 
Medium 



The Control Group’s Reading Self-regulation as Measured by the MRSQ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intrinsic Motivation Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
1. I prefer reading texts that really challenge me so 
I can learn new things. 

16. I prefer reading texts that arouse my curiosity, 
even if it is difficult to learn. 

22. The most satisfying thing for me in this course 
is trying to understand the content of texts as 
carefully as possible. 

24. When I have the opportunity, I choose texts that 
I can learn from even if they don't guarantee a good 
grade. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.63 
 

3.50 
 

3.50 

 
2.75 
 
 
 
3.34 

 
.99 
 

1.06 
 
 

1.17 

 
1.06 
 
 
 
.61 

 
3.66 
 

3.76 
 
 

3.40 

 
2.55 
 
 
 
3.34 

 
1.03 
 

.92 
 
 

1.09 

 
.99 
 
 

.62 

 

Extrinsic Motivation Pre-results Post-results 
 

7. Getting a good grade in this class is the most 
satisfying thing for me right now. 

11. In general, my main concern is getting good 
mark 

13. If I can, I want to get better grades in this class 
than most of the other students. 

30. I want to do well in this class because it is 
important to show my ability to my family, friends, 
employer, or others. 
Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.35 
 

4.05 
 

4.03 
 

4.03 
 
 
3.68 

 
1.11 
 

.99 
 

1.01 
 

1.04 
 
 
.60 

 
3.16 
 

3.66 
 

3.96 
 

3.91 
 
 
3.67 

 
1.13 

 

1.12 
 

.97 
 

1.02 
 

.67 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Task Value Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
4. I think I will be able to use what I read in texts in 
other modules. 

10. It is important for me to learn how to read. 

17. I am very interested in voluntarily attending a 
reading module.  

23. I think the content of a reading module is useful 
for me to learn. 

26. I would like to learn how to read. 

27. Understanding the techniques of how to read in 
English is very important to me. 
 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.88 
 

4.28 
 

2.73 
 

3.93 

 
4.21 
 
4.25 
 

 
3.88 

 
.78 
 

.90 

1.05 
 

.77 

 
.90 
 
.91 
 
 
.46 

 
4.03 
 

4.38 

2.81 
 
 

4.03 

 
4.01 
 
4.25 
 
 
3.93 

 
.86 
 

.78 

1.09 
 

.73 
 

.68 

.77 

 

.44 

 

Control of Learning Beliefs Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

2. If I read in appropriate ways, then I will be able 
to understand reading texts. 

9. It is my own fault if I don't know how to read 

18. If I try hard enough, then I will understand 
reading texts. 

25. If I don't understand a text, it is because I didn't 
try hard enough. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.26 
 
 

3.28 

3.45 
 

3.41 
 
 
3.35 

 
1.17 
 

1.09 
 

.98 
 

.92 
 
 
.55 

 
3.53 

 

3.26 
 

3.61 
 
 

3.33 
 
 
3.43 

 
1.09 
 

1.19 
 

1.02 
 

1.05 

 

.56 

 



 

 

 

 

Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

5. I believe I will receive an excellent mark for my 
reading performance, if ever. 

6. I'm certain I can understand the most difficult 
reading texts presented by teachers. 

12. I'm confident I can learn the basic concepts 
taught in this course. 

15. I'm confident I can understand the most reading 
texts presented by teachers. 

20. I'm confident I can do an excellent job on the 
reading comprehension tests. 

21. I expect to do well in a reading module. 

29. I'm certain I can master the skills that can be 
taught in a reading module. 

31. Considering the difficulty of reading in English, 
and my skills, I think I will do well in a reading 
module. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.80 
 

2.53 
 

3.13 
 

2.56 
 
 
2.85 
 
 
3.50 
 
3.05 
 
 
2.96 
 
 
 
2.92 

 
.87 
 

.89 
 

1.09 
 

.88 
 

 
.89 
 
 
.85 
 
.96 
 
 

.95 
 
 
 
.51 

 
2.81 
 

2.41 

 

2.80 
 
 

2.45 
 
 
2.90 

 
3.61 
 
3.38 
 
 
3.28 
 
 
 
2.95 

 
.92 
 

.80 
 

1.03 
 

.74 
 

.95 

 

.76 

.92 

 

.92 

 

.48 

 

Peer Learning  Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
32. When reading, I often try to explain the text to a 
classmate or friend. 

39. I try to work with other students from this class 
to complete the course assignments. 

42. When reading, I often set aside time to discuss 
the text with a group of students from the class. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.23 

 

2.91 
 

2.41 
 

 
2.85 

 
1.07 

 

1.13 
 
 

.90 
 
 

 
.76 

 
2.93 

 

2.86 
 
 

2.75 
 
 

 
 
2.85 

 
1.05 
 

1.15 
 

1.06 
 

 

.79 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Reading Anxiety Pre-results Post-results 
 
3. When I read, I think about how poorly I am 
doing compared with other students. 

8. When I read a text,I think about items in the text 
I cannot understand. 

14. When I read a text I think of the consequences 
of not understanding it. 

19. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I read 
texts. 

28. I feel my heart beating fast when I read for my 
teacher, if ever. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.93 
 
 

3.63 
 

3.05 
 

2.81 
 
 

3.36 
 
 
3.16 

 
1.19 
 

.90 

 
1.04 
 

.94 
 
 

1.07 
 
 
.59 

 
2.75 
 

3.40 

 
3.03 
 

2.63 
 

 

3.28 
 
 
3.02 

 
1.21 
 

1.01 

 
1.08 
 
 

.99 
 

1.15 
 

.51 

 

Critical Thinking Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

36. I often find myself questioning things I read in 
texts to decide if I find them convincing. 

40. When a theory, interpretation, or conclusion is 
presented in the text I’m reading, I try to decide if 
there is good supporting evidence. 

43. I treat the text I’m reading as a starting point 
and try to develop my own ideas about it. 

49. I try to play around with ideas of my own 
related to what I am reading. 

52. Whenever I read or hear an assertion or 
conclusion in this class, I think about possible 
alternatives. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.18 
 

2.46 
 
 
 

2.30 
 

3.10 

 
2.86 
 
 
 
2.78 

 
1.06 
 

.85 
 
 

.82 
 

1.03 

 
1.03 
 
 
 
.60 

 
2.96 
 

2.71 

 
2.85 
 

 

3.25 
 
 
2.81 
 
 
 
2.92 

 
1.07 
 

1.04 
 
 

1.00 
 

.96 
 

.99 

 

.58 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
58. When reading, I often miss important points 
because I'm thinking of other things. (reverse 
coded) 

34. When reading, I make up questions to me help 
focus. 

67.  If I get confused taking notes, I make sure I 
sort it out afterwards. 

60. If course readings are difficult to understand, I 
change the way I read the material. 

61. I read, I often skim texts to see how it is 
organized. 

62. I ask myself questions to make sure I 
understand text I am  reading 

45. I often find that I have been reading but don't 
know what it was all about. (reverse coded) 

63. I try to think through a topic and decide what I 
am supposed to learn from it rather than just 
reading it over. 

65. When reading I try to determine which concepts 
I don't understand well. 

66. When reading, I set goals for myself in order to 
direct my readings. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.28 
 
 

3.10 
 

3.25 
 

2.85 
 
 
3.61 
 

 
3.01 
 
 

2.70 
 
 
2.55 
 
 
 
3.60 
 
 
2.75 

 
3.02 

 
.88 
 
 

1.02 
 

1.11 
 

1.03 
 
 
.82 
 
 

1.12 
 
 

.96 
 
 

.90 
 
 
 
.80 
 
 
.96 
 
 

.34 

 
2.41 
 
 

2.81 

 

2.60 
 

3.00 
 
 
3.48 
 
 

2.80 
 
 

2.43 
 
 
2.86 
 
 
 

3.66 
 
 
2.63 
 
 
2.91 

 
1.12 
 

 

1.11 
 

1.45 
 

1.04 
 
 

.91 
 

1.08 
 

.90 
 

1.03 

 

.85 

 

.95 

 

.43 

 



 

 

 

 

Time/Study Environmental Management Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
33. I usually read in a place where I can concentrate 
on my readings. 

38. I make good use of my study time for readings. 

44. I find it hard to stick to a reading schedule. 
(reverse coded) 

48. I have a regular place set aside for reading. 

51. I make sure that I keep up with the weekly 
readings. 

53. I read regularly. 

55. I often find that I don't spend very much time 
reading because of other activities. (reverse coded) 

56. I rarely find time to review my notes or 
readings before any given exam. (reverse coded) 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.91 
 

2.63 
 

2.21 
 

2.50 
 
2.61 

 
2.18 
 
2.08 
 
 
2.71 
 

 
2.60 

 
.86 
 

.99 
 

.71 
 

.94 
 
.90 

 
1.12 
 
.74 
 
 
1.00 
 
 

.40 

 
3.88 
 

2.80 

2.75 
 

2.28 
 
2.63 
 
 

 

2.05 
 
2.33 
 
 

2.90 

 
2.70 

 
1.09 
 

1.08 
 

1.08 
 

.90 

.95 

 

1.08 

.89 
 

1.05 
 

.44 

 

Effort Regulation Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
35. I often feel so lazy or bored when I read that I 
quit before I finish what I planned to do. (reverse 
coded) 

41. I try hard when reading even if I don't like what 
I am reading. 

47. When the text is difficult, I either give up or 
only read the easy parts. (reverse coded) 

54. Even when the reading text is dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep reading until I 
finish. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.08 
 
 
 

2.88 
 

2.90 
 

2.55 
 
 
 
2.60 

 
.67 
 
 

1.05 
 
 

1.00 
 

1.03 
 
 
 
.62 

 
2.43 

 

 

2.96 
 
 

3.03 
 
 

2.48 
 
 
 
2.81 

 
.85 
 
 

1.13 
 
 

.99 
 

1.04 
 
 

.98 

 



 

 

The Experimental Group’s Reading Self-regulation as Measured by the MRSQ 

 

 

 

 

Help Seeking  Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
37. Even if I have trouble learning a text, I try to 
read, without help from anyone. (reverse coded) 

46. I ask teachers to explain words and expressions 
I don’t understand  well. 

50. When I can't understand a text, I ask another 
student in this class for help. 

54. Even when the reading text is dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep reading until I 
finish. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.73 
 
 

3.35 
 

3.41 
 
 
2.55 

 
 
2.48 

 
1.07 
 

1.16 
 
 

1.12 
 

 
1.03 
 
 
 
.62 

 
2.88 

 

3.81 
 
 

3.43 
 
 

 
2.84 
 
 

 
2.68 

 
1.15 
 

.91 
 

1.18 
 

 
1.04 
 

 

.52 

 

Intrinsic Motivation Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
1. I prefer reading texts that really challenge me so 
I can learn new things. 

16. I prefer reading texts that arouse my curiosity, 
even if it is difficult to learn. 

22. The most satisfying thing for me in this course 
is trying to understand the content of texts as 
carefully as possible. 

24. When I have the opportunity, I choose texts that 
I can learn from even if they don't guarantee a good 
grade. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.70 
 

3.48 
 

3.26 

 
2.54 
 
 
 
3.24 

 
1.14 
 

1.05 
 
 

1.27 

 
1.01 
 
 
 
.62 

 
4.10 
 

3.88 
 
 

3.50 

 
2.76 
 
 
 
3.56 

 
.83 
 

.91 
 
 

1.07 

 
1.00 
 
 

.61 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Extrinsic Motivation Pre-results Post-results 
 

7. Getting a good grade in this class is the most 
satisfying thing for me right now. 

11. In general, my main concern is getting good 
mark 

13. If I can, I want to get better grades in this class 
than most of the other students. 

30. I want to do well in this class because it is 
important to show my ability to my family, friends, 
employer, or others. 
Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.60 
 

3.14 
 

4.10 
 

3.28 
 
 
3.53 

 
1.01 
 

1.16 
 

.83 
 

1.16 
 
 
.64 

 
3.28 
 

2.78 
 

3.84 
 

3.20 
 
 
3.27 
 

 
1.06 

 

1.32 
 

1.03 
 

1.19 
 

.70 

 

Task Value Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
4. I think I will be able to use what I read in texts in 
other modules. 

10. It is important for me to learn how to read. 

17. I am very interested in voluntarily attending a 
reading module.  

23. I think the content of a reading module is useful 
for me to learn. 

26. I would like to learn how to read. 

27. Understanding the techniques of how to read in 
English is very important to me. 
 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.98 
 

4.60 
 

3.28 
 

3.94 

 
4.22 
 
4.74 
 

 
4.12 

 
.82 
 

.63 

1.14 
 

.76 

 
.67 
 
2.87 
 
 
.61 

 
3.88 
 

4.46 

3.14 
 
 

3.82 

 
4.36 
 
4.24 
 
 
3.98 

 
.96 
 

.78 

1.21 
 

.89 
 

.69 

.89 

 

.46 

 



 

 

 

Control of Learning Beliefs Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

2. If I read in appropriate ways, then I will be able 
to understand reading texts. 

9. It is my own fault if I don't know how to read 

18. If I try hard enough, then I will understand 
reading texts. 

25. If I don't understand a text, it is because I didn't 
try hard enough. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.44 
 
 

3.32 

3.78 
 

3.30 
 
 
3.46 

 
1.07 
 

1.11 
 

.81 
 

.99 
 
 
.61 

 
3.62 

 

3.70 
 

4.20 
 
 

3.24 
 
 
3.69 

 
1.02 
 

1.12 
 

.72 
 

1.06 

 

.67 

 

Self-Efficacy for Learning and Performance Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

5. I believe I will receive an excellent mark for my 
reading performance, if ever. 

6. I'm certain I can understand the most difficult 
reading texts presented by teachers. 

12. I'm confident I can learn the basic concepts 
taught in this course. 

15. I'm confident I can understand the most reading 
texts presented by teachers. 

20. I'm confident I can do an excellent job on the 
reading comprehension tests. 

21. I expect to do well in a reading module. 

29. I'm certain I can master the skills that can be 
taught in a reading module. 

31. Considering the difficulty of reading in English, 
and my skills, I think I will do well in a reading 
module. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.68 
 

2.36 
 

2.76 
 

2.76 
 
 
2.78 
 
 
3.44 
 
2.90 
 
 
3.20 
 
 
 
2.86 

 
.86 
 

.87 
 

1.17 
 

.93 
 

 
.97 
 
 
.83 
 
.90 
 
 

.90 
 
 
 
.47 

 
3.16 
 

2.92 

 

2.74 
 
 

2.90 
 
 
3.38 

 
3.42 
 
3.26 
 
 
3.32 
 
 
 
3.13 

 
.93 
 

1.00 
 

1.00 
 

.97 
 

.80 

 

.88 

.92 

 

.93 

 

.51 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Peer Learning  Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
32. When reading, I often try to explain the text to a 
classmate or friend. 

39. I try to work with other students from this class 
to complete the course assignments. 

42. When reading, I often set aside time to discuss 
the text with a group of students from the class. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.58 

 

2.38 
 

2.86 
 

 
2.60 

 
1.03 

 

1.08 
 
 

1.04 
 
 

 
.70 

 
3.14 

 

2.88 
 
 

2.84 
 
 

 
 
2.95 

 
1.04 
 

1.25 
 

1.11 
 

 

.91 

 

Reading Anxiety Pre-results Post-results 
 
3. When I read, I think about how poorly I am 
doing compared with other students. 

8. When I read a text,I think about items in the text 
I cannot understand. 

14. When I read a text I think of the consequences 
of not understanding it. 

19. I have an uneasy, upset feeling when I read 
texts. 

28. I feel my heart beating fast when I read for my 
teacher, if ever. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.72 
 
 

3.64 
 

3.38 
 

3.38 
 
 

3.24 
 
 
3.07 

 
1.19 
 

.90 

 
1.04 
 

.94 
 
 

1.07 
 
 
.54 

 
3.22 
 

3.86 

 
3.44 
 

2.44 
 

 

3.14 
 
 
3.22 

 
1.28 
 

1.04 

 
1.16 
 
 

1.01 
 

1.30 
 

.73 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Critical Thinking Pre-results Post-results 
 
 

36. I often find myself questioning things I read in 
texts to decide if I find them convincing. 

40. When a theory, interpretation, or conclusion is 
presented in the text I’m reading, I try to decide if 
there is good supporting evidence. 

43. I treat the text I’m reading as a starting point 
and try to develop my own ideas about it. 

49. I try to play around with ideas of my own 
related to what I am reading. 

52. Whenever I read or hear an assertion or 
conclusion in this class, I think about possible 
alternatives. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
3.08 
 

3.12 
 
 
 

2.86 
 

3.04 

 
2.96 
 
 
 
3.01 

 
1.06 
 

.85 
 
 

.82 
 

1.03 

 
1.03 
 
 
 
.69 

 
3.46 
 

2.64 

 
3.20 
 

 

3.66 
 
 
3.34 
 
 
 
3.26 

 
1.03 
 

.85 
 
 

.96 
 

.91 
 

1.09 

 

.66 

 

Effort Regulation Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
35. I often feel so lazy or bored when I read that I 
quit before I finish what I planned to do. (reverse 
coded) 

41. I try hard when reading even if I don't like what 
I am reading. 

47. When the text is difficult, I either give up or 
only read the easy parts. (reverse coded) 

54. Even when the reading text is dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep reading until I 
finish. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.80 
 
 
 

3.20 
 

3.12 
 

2.96 
 
 
 
2.75 

 
.67 
 
 

1.05 
 
 

1.00 
 

1.03 
 
 
 
.69 

 
3.74 

 

 

3.06 
 
 

2.64 
 
 

3.84 
 
 
 
3.00 

 
1.17 
 
 

1.13 
 
 

.85 
 

.95 
 
 

.76 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Metacognitive Self-Regulation Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
58. When reading, I often miss important points 
because I'm thinking of other things. (reverse 
coded) 

34. When reading, I make up questions to me help 
focus. 

67.  If I get confused taking notes, I make sure I 
sort it out afterwards. 

60. If course readings are difficult to understand, I 
change the way I read the material. 

61. I read, I often skim texts to see how it is 
organized. 

62. I ask myself questions to make sure I 
understand text I am  reading 

45. I often find that I have been reading but don't 
know what it was all about. (reverse coded) 

63. I try to think through a topic and decide what I 
am supposed to learn from it rather than just 
reading it over. 

65. When reading I try to determine which concepts 
I don't understand well. 

66. When reading, I set goals for myself in order to 
direct my readings. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.42 
 
 

2.92 
 

3.20 
 

2.60 
 
 
2.96 
 

 
3.44 
 
 

2.50 
 
 
3.16 
 
 
 
3.20 
 
 
2.96 

 
2.94 

 
.90 
 
 

1.24 
 

1.32 
 

1.12 
 
 
1.08 
 
 

1.21 
 
 

1.11 
 
 

1.05 
 
 
 
1.01 
 
 
.96 
 
 

.36 

 
2.60 
 
 

3.54 

 

3.06 
 

3.24 
 
 
3.84 
 
 

3.42 
 
 

2.92 
 
 
3.50 
 
 
 

3.84 
 
 
3.44 
 
 
3.37 

 
1.10 
 

 

.88 
 

1.13 
 

.98 
 
 

.95 
 

1.03 
 

1.02 
 

.93 

 

.73 

 

.97 
 

.40 

 



 

 

 

 

Time/Study Environmental Management Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
33. I usually read in a place where I can concentrate 
on my readings. 

38. I make good use of my study time for readings. 

44. I find it hard to stick to a reading schedule. 
(reverse coded) 

48. I have a regular place set aside for reading. 

51. I make sure that I keep up with the weekly 
readings. 

53. I read regularly. 

55. I often find that I don't spend very much time 
reading because of other activities. (reverse coded) 

56. I rarely find time to review my notes or 
readings before any given exam. (reverse coded) 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.80 
 

2.96 
 

2.60 
 

2.58 
 
2.24 

 
2.44 
 

2.60 
 
 
3.28 
 

 
2.68 

 
1.16 
 

1.08 
 

.98 
 

.94 
 
.74 

 
.97 
 

1.06 
 
 
1.10 
 
 

.39 

 
3.74 
 

3.02 

2.82 
 

3.00 
 
2.78 
 
 

 

2.60 
 
2.00 
 
 

3.26 

 
2.90 

 
1.17 
 

1.05 
 

1.08 
 

1.22 

1.03 

 

1.26 

.83 
 

1.20 
 

.57 

 

Help Seeking  Pre-results Post-results 
 
 
37. Even if I have trouble learning a text, I try to 
read, without help from anyone. (reverse coded) 

46. I ask teachers to explain words and expressions 
I don’t understand  well. 

50. When I can't understand a text, I ask another 
student in this class for help. 

54. Even when the reading text is dull and 
uninteresting, I manage to keep reading until I 
finish. 

Total 

Mean SD Mean SD  
 
2.74 
 
 

2.48 
 

3.22 
 
 
2.60 

 
 
2.76 

 
1.02 
 

1.01 
 
 

1.23 
 

 
1.04 
 
 
 
.61 

 
2.66 

 

3.22 
 
 

3.32 
 
 

 
3.10 
 
 

 
3.07 

 
1.11 
 

1.11 
 

1.18 
 

 
1.03 
 

 

.56 

 



Résumé 

La présente étude est basée sur une étude exploratoire et une expérience qui vise à 

décrire et analyser l'impact de la mise en œuvre d'une instruction dont on utilise les 

stratégies de  la  lecture dans un environnement constructiviste sur le rendement et 

l’autorégulation des étudiants. Pour ce faire, on a émis l'hypothèse suivante : si les 

étudiants de la première année ont une instruction constructiviste à base de stratégies 

de lecture, ils amélioreront leur rendement en lecture et montreront des 

comportements d'autorégulation. Une batterie  de questionnaires et de tests de 

compréhension de la lecture a été utilisée afin de démontrer la nécessité d’enseigner la 

lecture aux étudiants de première année et d’examiner le point de vue des enseignants 

envers son intégration dans le curriculum. Avec le modèle pré-test-post-test et un 

groupe témoin, on a travaillé avec un échantillon de 110 étudiants de première année 

du Département des lettres et langue étrangère de l’Université de Constantine. Les 

résultats montrent d'abord que les instructions constructivistes où les étudiants 

apprennent les stratégies de lecture dans un environnement social centré sur 

l'apprenant aident à améliorer leur capacité de lecture et leur autorégulation, la nature 

des croyances épistémologiques des étudiants et plus particulièrement des convictions 

envers la certitude de la connaissance est avéré être un prédictif important à la fois de 

l'autorégulation de la lecture et de la compréhension. En considération de l'analyse des 

résultats, l'hypothèse a été dans une certaine mesure confirmée (H1) et à la lumière de 

laquelle certaines recommandations ont été présentées. 

Mots Clés: Instruction a base de stratégies de lecture, constructivisme, 

l’autorégulation, croyances épistémologiques. 

 



 ملخص

دراسة استكشافية وتجربة الى وصف  بما فيه يسعى هذا البحث

وتحليل أثر تدريس استراتيجيات القراءة على االستيعاب القرائي 

و ذلك من خالل مجموعة من االستبيانات  والتنظيم الذاتي للطلبة

و عليه، فإن الفرضية هي  .واختبارات في فهم القراءة والطالقة

القراءة فإن   الستراتيجياتبنائية تعليمة توفير تم انانه 

الهدف هو  . للقراءةالذاتي سلوكيات التنظيم الطلبة سيظهرون

و دراسة  لطالب السنة األولى جامعي تبيان الحاجة لتعليم القراءة

االنقليزية حول إدراجها كمادة  أراء أساتذة قسم اآلداب واللغة

 طالب في السنة 110في البرنامج الدراسي .قمنا بالدراسة على 

حسب  االنقليزية، بجامعة قسنطينة األولى من قسم اآلداب واللغة

نموذج االختبار القبلي و البعدي تصميم المجموعة الضابطة .

البنائية في التدريس  التعليمات النتائج أظهرت أوال أن تطبيق

التي يتعلم من خاللها الطالب استراتيجيات القراءة في بيئة 

 على تحسين التحصيل القرائي والتنظيم الذاتي. تساعد اجتماعية

وثانيا، تكون طبيعة المعتقدات المعرفية لدى الطالب، وتحديدا 

المعتقدات حول يقينية المعرفة، مؤشرا مهما للتنظيم الذاتي 

 لى حد إ ووفقا للنتائج، فإن الفرضية أكدت  . للقراءة والفهم

 التوصيات. بعض عرض تم ذلك ضوء في .ما

 : مفتاحية  كلمات

 القراءة و االستعابي القرائي ,التنظيم الذاتي ,التعليمات 

 .البنائية في التدريس ,المعتقدات المعرفية
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