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Abstract

This study was an attempt to systematically investigate the comparative impact of teaching Metacognitive Strategies
(MS) and Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR) on English as a Foreign Language (EFL) learners’ Reading
Comprehension (RC). The participants were 58 homogenized intermediate level female EFL learners, within the age
range of 18-30 (Mage = 24); they were non-randomly selected and were randomly assigned into two experimental groups
of 29. One experimental group received MS training based on Anderson's (2002) model, and the other experimental
group received training in CSR based on Klingner and Vaughn’s (1998) model. Inspecting the initially-homogenized
participants’ post-treatment performance, through using a piloted PET reading test and running an independent-samples
t-test, revealed that the MS group performed significantly better than the CSR group in terms of RC. The study
concludes with a discussion on the obtained results, followed by presenting some implications for EFL teachers, EFL
learners, and EFL material developers.
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1. Introduction

Reading, functioning as a major channel for receiving information, has always been connected with knowledge
acquisition, maturation of thoughts, and advancement; furthermore, among the different components of language
proficiency, Reading Comprehension (RC) is one of the most essential skills for English as a Foreign Language (EFL)
learners (Lightbown & Spada, 2013). Regarding the pedagogical concerns, testing RC is one of the measures for
estimating the degree of pedagogical success, stated to be a valid measure for evaluating EFL learners’ achievement
(Harmer, 2007). That is why the English Language Teaching (ELT) domain is now witnessing a growing demand for
introducing effective reading instruction techniques and strategies for developing RC (Erten & Topkaya, 2009;
Nosratinia, Mirzakhani & Zaker, 2013).

It has been stated that in addition to linguistic knowledge, topic familiarity, and general experience, the cognitive skills
readers possess and use significantly correlate with their RC in general, especially in ELT contexts and when dealing
with numerous intensive reading tasks (Anastasiou & Griva, 2009). These cognitive skills are believed to develop
through training readers in using different strategies (McNamara, 2007). Furthermore, numerous studies have reported
that once language learners’ awareness of reading strategies improves, their reading performance also improves (Fuchs,
& Fuchs, 2005; McNamara, 2007; Ozgungor & Guthrie, 2004). Based on this premise, ELT programs are now
encouraging the use of strategies in mastering language skills, including RC (Oxford, 1990), and ELT textbooks now
include strategy use for developing RC (Lehr, Osborn, & Hiebert, 2005). Similarly, researchers are now paying more
attention to teaching RC strategies (Murphy, Wilkinson, Soler, Hennessey, & Alexander, 2009).

According to Chamot (2004), learning strategies are "the conscious thoughts and actions that learners take in order to
achieve a learning goal" (p. 14). Among the strategies introduced for developing RC, Collaborative Strategic Reading
(CSR), introduced by Klingner and Vaughn (1998), has proven to significantly contribute to EFL learners’ RC (Katims
& Harmen, 2000; Nosratinia et al., 2013; Wang, 2008). The CSR principles seem to be rooted in valuing cooperation
and employing a combination of strategies simultaneously (Nosratinia et al., 2013; Standish, 2005). CSR was designed
to facilitate RC for students who have different reading problems (Klingner &Vaughn, 2000).

CSR combines cooperative learning and RC strategy instruction (Grabe, 2009). Using CSR, L2 learners work in groups,
activate their prior knowledge, make predictions, monitor their comprehension difficulties, clarify information, restate
significant points, summarize the text, and form proper questions about the text (Grabe, 2009). In practice, the strategies
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implemented in CSR practice are: (a) preview (before reading), (b) click & clunk (during reading), (c) get the gist
(during reading), and (d) wrap-up (after reading) (Vaughn & Klingner, 2000).

Preview, happening before reading actually begins, intends to kindle readers' interest in reading, to activate their
background knowledge, and make them more focused. Click and clunk, taking place during the reading process, intends
to enable the readers to monitor their own reading performance. Click and Clunk is stated o be a self-monitoring and
metacognitive strategy (Vaughn & Klingner, 1999). Get the gist, also happening during the reading process, aims to
enable the reader to determine the main idea. Finally, wrap-up, as a post-reading activity, intends to enable the reader to
review what they have read and review their understanding. This activity, according to Palincsar and Brown (1984), is
also a metacognitive and comprehension monitoring strategy as it highlights self-evaluation.

Table 1. Steps in Collaborative Strategic Reading

CSR Strategies Procedure and Steps
Preview e Brainstorming: Think about what you already know about the topic.
(before reading) e Predicting: Find clues in the title, subheadings, or pictures about
what you will learn. Skim the text for keywords that might give you
hints.
Click and Clunk o Reread the sentence with the clunk and the sentences before or after

(During reading) the clunk, looking for clues.
How can we fix the clunks?
Use fix-up strategies:

° Reread the sentence without the word. Think about what would
make sense.

e Look for a prefix or suffix in the word.

e Break the word apart and look for smaller words.
e Use a picture.

e Ask for help.

Get the Gist e  Summarize or restate the most important idea. Do not include the
supporting details. State the gist in your own words.

(During reading)
e Decide what is the most important person, place or thing? What is
the most important idea the person, place, or thing? Who or what
the paragraph is mostly about (the topic).

e Name the most important idea about the topic.

Wrap-Up e  Ask (teacher-like) questions about the passage.

(After reading) e Review by thinking about what was important that you learned
from the day’s reading assignment.

CSR applies the principles of cooperative learning (Vaughn & Klingner, 2000) by creating meaningful roles for the
participants. Therefore, before the learners take up their role for CSR, they have the chance to practice the specific
responsibilities associated with their roles. The CSR guidelines propose six roles, namely leader, clunk expert, gist
expert, encourager, announcer and timekeeper. Of those six roles, leader, clunk expert and gist expert are essential;
however, the other three roles can be combined or assigned more flexibly (Klingner & Vaughn, 1998).

Besides CSR, Metacognitive Strategies (MS) are believed to be highly crucial and effective in L2 learning (Anderson,
1991; Huang & Newbern, 2012). The term “metacognition” has been defined as the capacity to regulate one’s cognitive
learning activities, acting at a meta-level (Efklides, 2006). According to Flavell (1976, as cited in Wong, 1985), MS
deal with "one's knowledge concerning one's own cognitive processes and products™ (p. 232). MS include "planning for
learning, monitoring of comprehension or production while it is taking place, and self-evaluation after the learning
activity has been completed” (O'Malley & Chamot 1990, p. 8).

Based on O'Malley, Chamot, Stewner-Manzanares, G., Kupper, L. J., and Russo’s (1985) classification, advance
organizers, directed attention, selective attention, self-management, functional planning, self-monitoring, delayed
production, and self-evaluation are included among the major MS.

MS which are applied in RC, are consist of planning for learning, thinking about the process of learning, self-
management, self-monitoring, directed attention, observing, correcting one's comprehension or production, direct
attention and evaluating at the different learning phases, for example, before, during, and after learning (O'Malley et al.,
1985). Table 2 presents some of the main examples of MS involved in learning.
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Table 2. Examples of Metacognitive Strategies (as cited in Rashtchi & Keyvanfar, 2010, p. 181)

Metacognitive strategies Implementation
Planning and organizing for e  Previewing the next unit of the course book
learning

e Deciding in advance to pay attention to general
or specific aspects of language input

Finding ways to make learning e Making word cards

more effective e  Categorizing words in semantic groups

Self-monitoring while learning e Reviewing one's notes while studying
e Monitoring one's production of tenses while
speaking
Evaluating one's work on e Reading the teacher's comments and
language corrections on a written work

e Checking one's writing for accuracy

The significant impact of MS on developing language skills has been confirmed in previous research (Nosratinia,
Ghavidel, & Zaker, 2015). These strategies have been stated to enable L2 learners to monitor the learning process and
act more autonomously (Hauck, 2005; O'Malley et al., 1985). As stated by Anderson (2002), using MS would result in
developed thinking and better learning. Moreover, concerning RC, MS have been considered the most important set of
strategies (Anderson, 2005).

Although many studies have highlighted the significance of strategy training in developing language skills, especially
RC, in reality, little strategy training is taking place in ELT contexts (Zahedi & Dorrimanesh, 2008), and in many cases,
the strategy training is not that effective (Carnine & Carnine, 2004; Griffiths, 2008; Tsao, 2004). Furthermore, many
ELT practitioners are concerned about the effectiveness of the available strategic frameworks. However, there seems to
be a dearth of studies which compare the effectiveness of different strategy training models. As a result, the
comparative effectiveness of these training models is unbeknownst to language educators. Rooted in the
abovementioned premises, this study aimed at conducting a systematic comparison between CSR and MS training for
developing EFL learners’ RC. To fulfill this purpose, the following research question was formulated:

Is there any significant difference between the effect of teaching CSR and MS on EFL learners' RC?
2. Method
2.1 Participants

The participants of this study were58 homogenized intermediate level female EFL learners, within the age range of 18-
30 (Mage = 24) who studied at Iran Mehr language school, Tehran, Iran. These participants were non-randomly selected
and homogenized from among 78 EFL learners, employing the Preliminary English Test (PET). The participants whose
scores fell within one standard deviation below and above the mean were selected (n = 58). They were randomly
assigned into two experimental groups of 29, CSR and MS groups.

In addition to the abovementioned individuals, 30 EFL learners, with the same characteristics as the main participants,
took part in the piloting of the PET tests, employed as reading pretest and posttests. Furthermore, besides one of the
researchers as a teacher and rater, another trained rater who was an MA holder in TEFL with six years of teaching
experience participated in the scoring phase of the writing section of the PET test.

2.2 Instrumentation
In order to fulfill the purpose of the study, the following instruments were utilized:

= The Preliminary English Test

= The Rating Scale of the Writing Section
= The Course Textbook

= The Learning Logs

= The Cue Cards

= The Handout of Metacognitive Strategies

2.2.1 The Preliminary English Test (PET)

In order to check the pre-treatment homogeneity of the participants in terms of general language proficiency, the
researcher administered a version of the PET test, adapted from the book PET Practice Test (Quintana, 2008).
However, due to some practicality issues, e.g. the institutional rules, only the reading and writing sections of the test
were administered. The reading section consists of five parts with 35 RC questions, including multiple-choice,
matching, true/false, and four option multiple cloze items. The writing section consists of three parts with 8 questions
including, sentence transformation, writing a short message, and writing a letter or a short story. The allocated time for
these two sections (i.e. reading and writing) is 1 hour and 30 minutes.
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Following selecting the participants, in order to ensure the pre-treatment homogeneity of the participants in terms of RC
in the two experimental groups, their scores of the reading section of the homogenization PET test (with 35 questions;
employed earlier) were analyzed. Furthermore, the reading section of another PET test, adapted from the same book,
was employed as the posttest. Both of the reading sections were piloted with 30 individuals, and the reliability, item
facility, item discrimination, and choice distribution indexes were calculated

2.2.2 The Rating Scale of the Writing Section

The analytic writing scale developed by Cambridge under the name of General Mark Schemes for Writing was
employed to rate the writing section of the PET in this study. It includes a scale of 0-5 based on content, organization,
cohesion, coherence, format, range, mechanical accuracy, word choice, dictation, and sentence structures.

2.2.3 The Course Textbook

The course textbook was the American English File (2nd ed.) by Christina Latham-Koenig, Clive Oxenden, and Paul
Seligson (2014), published by Oxford University Press. The textbook contains 10 lessons, and each lesson contains all
four skills of listening, speaking, reading, and writing and sub skills of grammar, vocabulary, and pronunciation. Four
units (units 1 to 4) were covered during the course of this study. Each unit contains two readings; therefore, eight
readings were covered.

2.2.4 The Learning Logs

The learning logs were used in the CSR group in order to serve two purposes: (a) helping learners record their ideas and
facilitate cooperative learning, and (b) enabling learners to keep track of learning as it happens. The learning logs ask
learners to identify, what they already know about the topic, what they predict they will learn, their questions about the
passage, and the gist of the reading.

2.2.5 The Cue Cards

The cue cards were given to each member of the CSR to help them stay focused on the task and increase their
confidence (Klingner, Vaughn, & Schumm, 2001). These cards also functioned as reminders, providing information
about participants’ strategies and roles in the learning process.

2.2.6 The Handout of Metacognitive Strategies

Among different types of MS four of them were selected in relation to the course book of this study. Hence, a handout
consisting of the four selected MS in details and examples was distributed to the participants in the MS group.

2.3 Procedure
The researchers followed certain steps, stated in a chronological order in this section.
2.3.1 The Pre-Treatment Phase

Piloting the reading sections of the PET tests was the initial step for implementing this study. These two reading
sections were administered separately to 30 non-participating individuals who had almost the same characteristics as the
participants of the study. The three characteristics of individual items (item facility, item discrimination, and choice
distribution) as well as the reliability indexes (using Cronbach's alpha coefficient; before and after omitting the
malfunctioning items.) were calculated. Accordingly, four malfunctioning items were removed from the first (pretest)
reading section.

The writing part of the homogenization PET test was rated, using the rating scale of the writing section by the two
raters. Calculating the inter-rater reliability indicated that there was an acceptable consistency between the two raters,
making it legitimate to use the mean score of the scores given by the two rates as the writing score of each individual.
Following this, the piloted PET test was administered to the 78 EFL learners, selected non-randomly. Based on the
results, 58 individuals whose scores fell between one standard deviation above and below the mean were selected as the
main participants and were randomly assigned to two experimental groups, CSR and MS.

Following assigning of the participants to the two groups, the scores of the reading section of the homogenization PET
test were analyzed as the pretest scores in order to ensure the pre-treatment homogeneity of the participants in terms of
RC. The two groups were instructed by the same teacher, using the same course textbook. The teacher tried to teach the
relevant grammatical points as well as the essential vocabularies alongside of language skills with special focus on the
reading skill.

Both experimental groups attended their classes twice a week for 12 sessions during six weeks. Each session took about
90 minutes. The teacher divided the time of the class into two parts. The first part lasted 55 minutes. During this part,
she taught the course book to both of the experimental groups in the same way. After a five-minute break, the second
part, which lasted for 30 minutes, was devoted to the treatment of RC sections. This part was different in the two
experimental groups, explained hereunder.

2.3.2 The CSR Group

In the CSR group, the learners were taught reading strategies according to the CSR model proposed by Klingner and
Vaughn (1998). The teaching of reading strategies according to CSR occurred in two phases: modeling and cooperative
application of strategies. The first phase involved teaching the four strategies of CSR through explicit instruction (4
sessions). The second phase involved teaching students to use cooperative groups efficiently as a means of applying the
strategies they learned (Vaughn & Klinger, 1999).
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In the first phase, the teacher explicitly taught the CSR strategies (preview, click-and-clunk, get the gist, and wrap-up)
through four sessions (see Table 1). Each strategy was presented by giving examples. The Preview strategy focused on
brainstorming and making predictions. As for the Click and Clunk strategy, the participants were informed that clicks
refer to parts of the text that they really get, and clunks were those words, concepts, or ideas that they really did not
understand. In the Click and Clunk section, the teacher read a short piece of reading text aloud and asked the students to
record clunks in their learning logs. Students then worked together, using fix-up strategies to discover what their clunks
mean (see Table 1).

Concerning the Get the Gist strategy, the participants were asked to write out the gist for each paragraph in ten words or
less. This was then completed for each of the paragraphs and then students worked in groups to compare their answers.
In order to identify the main idea, the learners were asked some questions (see Table 1). Finally, using the Wrap Up
strategy, the participants were asked to generate questions about the passage and review the important information in
the passage. In doing so, they were also invited to think of questions they would ask if they were the teacher.

In the second phase (after the 4 sessions), having learned the four comprehension strategies, the participants used the
strategies in cooperative learning groups. The teacher explained that each student must have a key role to play. These
roles, as explained earlier (see introduction) included: Leader, Clunk Expert, Gist Expert, Announcer, Encourager, and
Timekeeper (Klingner et al., 2001). In order for the participants to perform their roles properly in the groups, the cue
card, describing the roles was given to them. After the participants learned about the roles, the teacher assigned them in
groups of three in order to apply the strategies according to the cue cards they had. Exercising the CSR model lasted for
six sessions.

2.3.3 The MS Group

In the first session of treatment, this group was provided with the explanation of the definition, nature, purpose,
importance, and procedures of MS in RC. As stated in the introductory section, numerous MS have been proposed by
different individuals and within different frameworks (e.g. O'Malley et al., 1985). Among different types of MS, four of
them, proposed by Anderson (2002), were selected which seemed more pertinent and appropriate for this study.
Following this, a handout, providing explanations and examples pertinent to the four strategies, was prepared and
distributed among the participants. The four selected MS and some of their main components are:

1. Use Background Knowledge
Attempting to establish the link between the reading and readers” life experience and knowledge,
Active participation in reading,
Activating readers’ brain and get it ready to learn about the topic,
Attempting to predict the content of the reading based on the topic and after skimming the text, and
Checking the accuracy of the predictions at the end.
rasping the Main Idea and Theme
Getting what is important and ignoring what is not,
Focusing on important information and excluding peripheral or unimportant details,
Attempting to understand the relationship between main ideas and details, and
Listing significant details.
elective Attention
Promoting the understanding of new information,
Highlighting only the keywords, phrases, vocabulary, and ideas that are central to understand the reading
and important to complete the task,
o Concentrate on the information the reader already knows and key information such as times or dates to
understand or communicate better, and
o Moving eyes as quickly as possible down the page to find the clue.
4. Drawing Inferences from Text
o Making connections between personal experiences and the comprehension of a text,
Reading between the lines,
Recognizing the author's view of the world,
Looking for pronouns and figuring out what to connect them to,
Figuring out explanations for the events,
Making inferences by questioning during the story, e.g. why a character does something, how a character
feels, what will happen next and why?

N
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The strategy instruction took four sessions. The teacher tried to provide examples through a reading task to show the
students clearly how they are used, and why they are helpful. The participants learned how to implement these
strategies based on Anderson's (2002) framework which contains five steps. According to Anderson (2002) all of these
five steps in this framework interact with each other. A brief summary of each component is discussed below:

a) Preparing and Planning for Learning
Students were asked to think about what they needed or wanted regarding the targeted goal of reading a text,
and how they are going to accomplish it.
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b) Selecting and Using Learning Strategies
In this step, students learned how and when they should apply particular strategies in a given context.

c) Monitoring Strategy Use
In this step, learners are encouraged to direct their own progress. They should pause occasionally while
reading and ask themselves questions about what they are doing.

d) Orchestrating Various Strategies
Learners are encouraged to orchestrate the use of more than one strategy. They are encouraged to identify and
select alternate strategies when a strategy is not working.

e) Evaluating Strategy Use and Learning
At this step, all the above-mentioned steps are revisited and evaluated. Learners should actively evaluate their
reading by means of self-questioning to see whether what they are doing is effective or not.

After the teacher instructed the framework step-by-step through examples, she made the participants employ the model
based on the strategies they were taught. While the participants were practicing the model, the teachers' role was to
check their performances, and she continued this practice for six sessions until she realized that almost all of the
participants could employ the model independently.

2.3.4 Administering the Posttest

At the end of the treatment phase, the second piloted PET reading test was administered to the participants in the two
experimental groups, results of which were used as the posttest. Through this, the researchers were enabled to inspect
and compare the effectiveness of the two treatments, reported in the following section.

3. Results

This quasi-experimental study, with the type of treatment as the independent variable and RC as the dependent variable,
aimed at comparing the impact of the two treatments, CSR and MS, on EFL learners’ RC. In order to accomplish this
purpose, the collected data were analyzed using certain statistical techniques. The analyses and the obtained results are
reported in this section.

3.1 The Pre-Treatment Analyses

Initially, the homogenized participants had to be selected based on their PET scores. Prior to this selection, a pilot study
was conducted in order to inspect the reliability indices and the features of the items in the homogenization PET test
and the posttest. These tests were administered to the pilot group (n = 30). The item analysis procedure revealed that
there were four malfunctioning items (items 13, 25, 34, and 38) in the first PET test. These items were removed.
Following this, the internal consistency of the homogenization PET scores in the PET piloting phase was calculated,
using Cronbach's alpha coefficient. The obtained value was 0.862. As for the writing section of the test, running
Pearson's product-moment correlation coefficient indicated a significant and positive correlation between the two sets of
writing scores, r =.90, n = 30, p < .01, indicating a high level of inter-rater reliability between the two raters. Regarding
the posttest, the analyses indicated that there were no malfunctioning items, and the reliability index was 0.895.

The piloted PET test was administered among 78 non-randomly selected intermediate EFL learners. The obtained
descriptive statistics (Mean = 35.93, SD = 7.62) were employed for selecting the homogeneous participants of the study.
Those learners whose PET scores fell within the range of -1 SD and +1 SD (28.32 to 43.56) were selected (n = 58). In
order to ensure the pre-treatment homogeneity of the participants in terms of their RC, an independent-samples t-test
was run between the PET scores of the two experimental groups. The obtained results (Table 3 and Table 4) indicated
that there was not a statistically significant difference between the CSR (n = 29, Mcsr = 18.93, SD = 3.84) and MS (h =
29, Mys = 19.31, SD = 3.69) participants' pre-treatment RC scores (t (56) = .383, p = .703, eta squared = .0026
representing a weak effect size).

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics for Pre-Treatment Reading Scores

Group N Mean Std. Deviation ~ Std. Error Mean
Pretest MS 29 19.31 3.695 .686
CSR 29 18.93 3.845 714

Table 4. Independent t-test on Pre-Treatment Reading Scores

Levene's Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
Mean Std. 95% Confidence
. Sig. (2- . Error Interval of the
F Sig. t f tailed) legeren Differen Difference
ce Lower Upper
Equalvariances 5o 455 383 56 703 379 990  -1.604  2.363
Prete assumed
st Equal variances 383 > 703 379 990 1604  2.363

not assumed 2
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3.2 Answering the Research Question

Prior to answering the research question, the assumptions of (a) the dependent variable being measured at the interval or
ratio level, (b) random sampling (for assigning the participants to the two groups), and (c) the independence of the
subjects were checked and met (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Furthermore, the normality of the distribution of the scores
was checked through checking the descriptive statistics of the experimental groups. The obtained results indicated that
the distribution for the posttest scores, along with the pretest scores, was normal as all skewness ratio and kurtosis ratio
values fell within the range of -1.96 and +1.96, supporting the normality of the distribution of the scores (Tabachnick &
Fidell, 2007). The abovementioned results supported the legitimacy of using a parametric statistical test for answering
the research question. As the pre-treatment homogeneity of participants in term of their RC was confirmed, an
independent-samples t-test was run to compare the two groups' means on the RC posttest.

As shown in Table 5, the MS group (n = 29, Mus = 26.59, SD = 3.38) had a higher mean than the CSR (h = 29, Mcsg =
22.41, SD = 3.93) group on the posttest of RC. The obtained results of the independent samples t-test are presented in
Table 6.

Table 5. Descriptive Statistics of Post-Treatment Reading Scores

Group N Mean Std. Deviation  Std. Error Mean
MS 29 26.59 3.386 .629
Posttest
29 2241 3.933 730

Table 6. Independent Samples t-Test on Post-Treatment Reading Scores

Levene's Test for

Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
M Std. 95% Confidence
. ean
: Sig. (2- . Error Inte_rval of the
F Sig. t df tailed) lezeren Differen Difference
ce Lower  Upper

Equal variances

Postt assumed 2.639 110 4330 56 .000 4172 .964 2.242 6.103
0S

est i
Equal variances 4330 % 000 4172 964 2241 6104
not assumed 1

As the assumption of the homogeneity of variances was met (F = 2.63, p = .110), the first row of Table 6 was reported.
Based on the obtained results, it was concluded that there was a significant difference between the two groups' means
on the posttest (t (56) = 4.33, p = .000, eta squared = .25 representing a large effect size). That is, the instruction of MS
had a significantly better impact on participants’ RC. It should be noted that the assumption of homogeneity of
variances was met (F = 2.63, p = .110). That is why the first row of Table 6 was reported. Figure 1 demonstrates the
mean of RC scores of the participants in the two experimental groups, before and after receiving the treatments.

30

25

20
W Reading Pretest

15 W Reading Posttest

10

CSR Group MS Group

Figure 1. Pretest and posttest scores in the experimental groups



IJALEL 6(3):158-167, 2017 165
4, Discussion

Considering the significance of RC in ELT domain and developing EFL learners’ language skills (Lightbown & Spada,
2013), ELT researchers and practitioners have been engaged in finding effective reading instruction techniques and
strategies for developing RC (Erten & Topkaya, 2009; Nosratinia et al., 2013). Numerous studies have confirmed the
significant development of RC as a result of employing CSR (Katims & Harmen, 2000; Nosratinia et al., 2013) and MS
(Huang & Newbern, 2012). However, prior to this study, it was not clear which one of these two sets of strategies is
more advantageous for developing EFL learners’ RC. Based on this premise, this quasi-experimental study attempted to
systematically compare the impact of CSR and MS on EFL learners’ RC.

As the pre-treatment homogeneity of the participants in the two experimental groups in terms of RC was confirmed, the
parametric independent-samples t-test was run, after checking the preliminary assumptions, in order to answer the
research question. The obtained results revealed that there was a significant difference between the two groups' means
on the posttest. More specifically, the impact of MS on participants’ RC was significantly higher than the impact of
CSR. It should be stated that in this study, two different PET tests were employed in order to eliminate the factor of test
familiarity which would affect participants’ performance on any subsequent similar test (Best & Kahn, 2006).

The abovementioned finding provides systematic support for the advantage of Anderson's (2002) MS model over
Klingner and Vaughn’s (1998) CSR model regarding developing EFL learners’ RC. However, there are some points
which should be considered while interpreting this result. First and foremost, the current trend in ELT pedagogy is
immensely in favor of collaborative activities among EFL learners (Nosratinia & Zaker, 2013, 2014, 2015), somehow
reflected in CSR. On the other hand, culture is believed to play a major role in the way L2 is mastered (Zaker, 2016).
Furthermore, there have always been concerns if collaborative activities are necessarily compatible with ELT practice
in all contexts and for different cultures. Knowing that many of Iranian EFL learners, based on their cultural beliefs and
upbringings, are not really interested in collaborative activities (Amirkhiz, Bakar, Mahmoudi, 2013), it can be
legitimate to state that the significance of MS over CSR, as reported in this study, might have been contributed to, at
least to some extent, by participants’ cultural beliefs and the peculiarities of the context.

When it comes to working on human beings’ mental constructs, including language proficiency, a myriad of internal
factors might influence how an individual learns and masters new skills (Fahim & Zaker, 2014; Mitchell & Myles,
2004; Nosratinia, Zaker, & Saveiy, 2015; Zaker, 2015). Consequently, in ELT studies, there is always the chance that
our estimation of the levels of language skills and the pedagogical advantage of different treatments be inaccurate. Put
another way, these internal factors might always function as intervening variables in language studies. Consequently,
the advantage of MS over CSR, as observed in this study, might have been influenced by the characteristics of the
participants not considered or controlled, e.g. personality type, learning style, creativity, and intelligence. Another factor
which might have affected the findings is the length of the treatment. According to Nosratinia and Zaker (2017), the
complex characteristics of humans need high levels of manipulation in order to be influenced by an instructor or
treatment. Consequently, a longer treatment phase could result in obtaining different results.

5. Conclusion

The present study aimed at systematically investigating the impact of teaching CSR and MS on EFL learners' RC. In
recent years, the ELT domain has paid more attention to RC, its significance in mastering all language skills, and
finding effective instructions and strategies for developing it (Erten & Topkaya, 2009; Nosratinia et al., 2013). Using a
quasi-experimental design, this study considered RC the dependent variable, CSR and MS the modalities of the
independent variable, being treatment, and the level of participants the control variable.

Investigating the post-treatment performance of the participants revealed that the MS group outperformed the CSR
group in terms of RC. That is, EFL learners would benefit more from focusing on MS, rather than CSR, when RC is
concerned. However, as stated in the previous section (see Discussion), the contextual and learner factors should be
considered when attempting to generalize the findings. All in all, based on the obtained results and considering the
limitations and peculiarities of this study, the researchers came up with the following conclusions:

a) The explicit MS training makes a more significant contribution to EFL learners’ RC, compared to CSR.

b) Employing strategies in ELT practice is not only beneficial for elementary level learners.

c) Collaborative activities and strategies are not always better for achieving pedagogical goals. It is important to
see a bigger picture in which the internal, personal, and contextual factors are given careful attention.

Considering the obtained results, EFL teachers are suggested to improve their awareness of different strategies,
especially RC strategies as this is a problem in many ELT contexts (Finkbeiner & Svalberg, 2015). Mastering MS
implementation is something that would enable EFL teachers to transfer this knowledge to EFL learners and prepare the
learners for facing authentic language and get involved in functional tasks. At the other end of the spectrum, EFL
learners should become familiar with different strategies for tackling learning problems in different situations
(Wilawan, 2013). More specifically, learning and implementing MS would enable EFL learners to function more
autonomously and independently when employing the L2 and functioning in EFL contexts. They are also suggested to
employ MS when engaged in extensive reading and real world tasks.

Finally, and importantly, syllabus designers and curriculum developers should infuse strategies into materials for
comprehending the knowledge embedded in the written texts. In doing so, it is suggested to introduce Anderson's
(2002) model through explicit instruction and providing examples. EFL syllabi should also provide strategy instruction
guidelines for EFL teachers so that EFL learners would master strategy use faster. It is also suggested to integrate MS



IJALEL 6(3):158-167, 2017 166

into prognostic and achievement tests so that the obtained test results would function as a diagnostic tool for developing
learners’ strategy use.

Considering the peculiarities of the present study, there are some possible avenues for future research. First, other
studies can employ other MS and other frameworks in order to inspect their pedagogical value. Second, it is suggested
to inspect the impact of teaching MS through Anderson's (2002) model on other language skills. Third, the impact of
strategy instruction on EFL teachers’ success can be another desirable area of investigation. Fourth, it is recommended
to replicate the same study with a longer treatment phase. Sixth, other studies can be conducted with male participants
or with equal numbers of male and female participants. Seventh, other researchers are recommended to employ
pure/simple random sampling in order to enhance the validity of the findings. Finally, the same study can be conducted
among other levels of language proficiency.
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