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Abstract

This study aims to find out which reading strategies are giiypemployed by ELT students
while reading a text, and which reading strategies are deedee developed to understand
the text better, and therefore, to continue academic studies sultge3$he population of
this study was composed of thé and 4" year students in ELT Department at Dicle
University. Two different methods were used to collect datahénfirst part, a self-report
guestionnaire consisting of 25 items was administered to 185 studenke $econd part,
Think-Aloud Protocol was conducted with 23 subjects. Reading strategies evaluated
under three headingpre-reading, while-reading, and post-reading in both parts. The results
of TAPs analysis revealed that the students used only one strategy, felating the title

to the text content” in the pre-reading phase. As for the while-reading phase, the most
effectively employed strategies weresing the dictionary parsimoniously, guessing the
meaning of a word from the context, skipping some unkown words, thinking-aloud during
reading, andassimilating the text with the background knowledge. However, none of the
post-reading strategies were found to be used by the participaetslata collected from the
guestionnaire was analysed statistically. The results of tHgsamandicated that there were
some significant differences on the effective use of cogniéiading strategies with regard to
students’ gender, age, and proficiency in reading, school source, andrdumnatearning
English.
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Introduction
In the present study, we investigated the reading stratebieb ®WLT students generally used

while they read a text, and which strategies they needaeMiop to understand a text better

and to continue their academic studies successfully.

The study aimed to find the answers to the following questions:

1. Which cognitive reading strategies are used by the univestsitients in their academic
studies?
2. What sort of cognitive reading strategies should be developeddsyshealents iorder to

continue their academic studies successfully and to get the most out of a tegatiey r

Since the English-medium universities benefit from academierrals written in English,
English proficiency becomes an extremely important requirerf@nthe students. The
students are expected to understand what they read regardless of the sattgechay study.
Therefore, reading skills are of significant importance in suchirenments. However,
according to Brumfit (1980, p. 3) reading is seen as an extremely compiaty actolving a
combination of perceptual, linguistic and cognitive abilities. Asrélla(1998, p.1) claims
“second language learners cannot perform at proficiencyslaliey must so as to succeed
without solid proficiency.” Goodman (1998, p.2), on the other hand, defines proficient readers
as “efficient and effective” because he believes that thayconstruct a meaning by means of
assimilation, accommodation, and they do not make much effort to a@iffegveness. He
further describes reading as a psycholinguistic guessing gewtaah the reader reconstructs
a message that has been coded by a writer as a graphic display.

Metacognitive Strategies in Reading

Reading strategies are divided into two major categoriescomgtdive and cognitive reading
strategies. The strategies that function to monitor or regalagnitive strategies are called
metacognitive strategies. It involves thinking about the learningepsy planning for
learning, monitoring of comprehension or production while it is takingepland self-
evaluation of learning after the language activity is coredle(Skehan, 1993, p.87).
According to Brown (1994, p.115), metacognitive strategies includecking the outcome

of any attempt to solve a problem, planning one’s text move, monittirengffectiveness of
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any attempted action, testing, revising, and evaluating onetega for learning.” In other
words, metacognitive strategies are used to plan, monitor and regulatedthg esait occurs.

Cognitive Strategies in Reading

Williams and Burden state that cognitive strategies are asemental processes directly
concerned with the processing of information in order to learn, tiiat @btaining, storage,
retrieval or use of information (1997, p.148). They are more limitegdoific learning tasks
and involve more direct manipulation of the learning materialfig8ebwn, 1994, p.115). In
general, studies in both L1 and L2 reading research provide a binasiomliof cognitive
strategies as bottom-up and top-down. Goodman refers to the bottom up asothes
“common sense notion” (1986, p.11). In this approach, reading is meant tprbeeas of
decoding; identifying letter, words, phrases, and then sentencesemntordet the meaning.
On the other hand, top-down model advocates “the selection of the feweésmost
productive elements from a text so as to make sense ofyiticfL& Hudson,1991, p. 218)
and views the reading process as an active “psychological ggessne” (Carrell, 1998, p.2).
Top-down rejects the notion that identification of letters to formdaoand the derivation of
meaning from these words is efficient reading. On the contiagssumes that efficient
reading requires the readers to make predictions and hypotlhesis the text content by
relating the new information to their prior knowledge and by usinigwdanguage clues as
possible. It is further assumed that the readers can checkewtiehhypothesis are correct or

not by sampling the text.

The top-down model is influenced by schema theory, which emphasizesptir¢ance of
the reader’s background knowledge in the reading process (Carrell,gl998According to
this theory, so as to comprehend a text, readers make use of botexthand their
background knowledge. Therefore, interaction of the background knowledgbeatekt is
essential for efficient reading. Aebersold and Field (Salat&&8, p.62), also state that while
reading, a variety of processes repeatedly occurs in réadeds. Readers, with the help of
top-down and bottom-up strategies, use pre-reading information to makepsedietions
about the text. Processing information is started at the senf®rele That is to say, they
focus on identification of the meaning and grammatical categayword, sentence syntax,
and text details, etc. While processing information provided themabig sentence, readers
check to see how this information fits, again employing bottom-up @gmddwn strategies

such as background knowledge, prediction, getting the gist of a text, skimming, scatiening, e
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METHOD

Participants

In total 185 students, including 88 first- and 97 fourth-year studentsprismd the
participants in the ELT Department in Ziya Gokalp Education Baa@il Dicle University.
However, only 23 of the students volunteered to join the think-aloud componéhée of

research.
Demographic Features of the Participants
Male Female
Gender 77 108
1" Class 31 57
4" Class 46 51
16-19 20-23 24+
Age 52 101 32
[ 15 Class 52 35 1
4" Class - 66 31
Excellent Good Poor
Reading proficiency 18 144 23
[ 15 Class 6 68 14
4" Class 12 76 9
Yes No
Taking course on |13 172
reading
1% Class 1 87
4™ Class 12 85
*1%' school *2'% school *37 school A school Others
School source 51 34 42 41 17
1% Class 32 16 26 10 4
4" Class 19 18 16 31 13

* In these schools, the curriculum provides students with intensive English langroggam.
Main Study

Data collection procedures used in this study were:

l. The Questionnaire: It consisted of two parts. The first part aimed torgathe
background information, whereas the second part was designed to irteestggparticipants’
cognitive reading strategy use while reading a text. In tbhensepart, 25 Likert-type items
(Bezci, 1998) were used under the headings of pre-reading, wadageand post-reading
phase.

Il. Think-aloud protocols (TAPSs): In the think-aloud sessions, participants agked
to think-aloud in front of a tape recorder as they read an autherticThe text was chosen
after deliberately and carefully considering the participarastiosity and language

competence. The text with a few difficult grammatical and voe@autems was thought to
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be appropriate for this test. As Someren (1994, p. 36) notes, think-atokd better when a

task is difficult so that students cannot solve all of it in an automated manner.

SPSS for Windows was used to analyze data. The questionnaire restdtsanalyzed
quantitatively. Frequencies and percentages were calculatédefguestionnaire items. On
the other hand, TAPs were analyzed qualitatively. Firstlpfhe cognitive reading strategies
used by the participants were identified. Then, the protocols veetedcaccording to the
strategy classification coding scheme. Frequency and pereeogdculations for both the
questionnaires and the TAPs helped the researcher to comparseltireported data
(questionnaires) with the actual reading process (TAPs)nmstef cognitive reading strategy

use.
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RESULTS
II. Table 1 Cognitive Strategy Use of the Students for there-reading Phase
N (=184)
Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never
true of me true of me true of me true of me true of me
1% Year [4" Year [ 1% Year [4" Year | 1% Year [4" Year [1% Year [4" Year [1%Year [4" Year
F F %| F F % | F % F % |F %| F % | F %F %
% %
Que. Strategy
1. Reading the title and imagining
what the text might be about 34 3942 433 26 299 35
36.1 19 218 18 186 7 80 2 2.1 1 11 O 0
2. Looking at illustration/pictures
and trying to guess how they
are related to the text 46 529 39 40.2 14 16.1 30
309 19 218 18 186 8 9.2 8 8.2 0 0 2 2.1
3. Skimming the text quickly to get
the gist 26 29.9 25 258 15 17.2 22
227 18 20.7 23 237 22 253 18 18.6 6 6.9 9 93
4. Reading the first line of every
paragraph to understand what
the text is about 13 149 20 206 14 161 17
175 17 195 24 247 22 253 17 175 21 241 19 19.6
5. Thinking about previous know-
ledge on the topic of the text 17 951 19 196 34 39.1 46
474 0 230 26 268 12 138 6 6.2 4 4.6 0 0

Note: F= Frequency / %= Percentage
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Pre- reading strategies
The questionnaire items in this part were related to activdtamirground knowledge and

understanding what the text is mainly about. The results of theeadeng strategies sections
are displayed in Table 1. As shown in the table, both relatingtkbetid illustration/pictures

to the text content are the strategies employed by more tifaof bize participants “always”

and “usually”, for the ¥ year subjects 69% and 69% and for tHeyéar ones 79.4% and
71.1%.As for skimming the text, “always” and “usually” responsesntakgether make
47.1% for the T year and 48.5% for thé"4/ear participants. In terms of reading the first line
of each paragraph, the percentage for “always” and “usuallporees is 31 for thelyear

and 38.1 for theyear subjects. As indicated in the table, 58.6% of thgear and 67% of

the 4" year participants think about their own knowledge on topic at always and usually level

While-reading strategies

Table 2 shows the data on the use of cognitive reading sesitdgring the while-reading
phase. The responses given to Question 6 and 7, which are botti teltite dictionary use,
indicate that 54.6% of the'year subjectshose “always” and “usuallyand 60.8% of the'
year subjects “usually” and “sometimes” read without looking up ewekypown word in the
dictionary (Que.6), and if the word seems important, then, 65.5 of'theat and 71% of the
4™ year participants “always” and “usually” use a dictionary. f&s contextual guessing,
73.5% of the T year and 64.9% of the™4year students “always” and “usually” use the
context to guess the meaning of a word. On the other hand, response® gjuessing the
meaning of a word from a grammatical category show that 43.6be df' year and 52.6% of
the 4" year participants use this strategy at “always” and dilgulevel. For the tenth
question, the responses of thiéykar subjects are 48.9% and tffeyéar ones are 62.8% at

the “always” and “usually” level.

As for Question 11, the®lyear subjects state that they “always” (26.7%) and “usually”
(36.0) skip some unknown words whereas tfieydar ones say that they “usually” (43.2%)
and “sometimes” (40.0%) use this strategy. In responses giveretalieg a sentence 87.5%
of the £' year and 87.6% of thé"4year participants “always” and “usually” use it. For the
thirteenth question, thé'year participants (83.9%) and tHB year ones (74.2) “always” and
“usually” consider other sentences in the paragraph to figure omeheaing of a sentence.
70.5 of the T year students and 78.4 of th8 lear ones “always” and “usually” read the

sentences without translating word-for-word.
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IV.  Table 2 Cognitive Strategy Use of the Students for th&hile-reading Phase N (=185)
Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never
true of me true of me true of me true of me true of me
1% Year 4" Year | 1% Year [4" Year |1* Year |4" Year [ 1% Year [4" Year [1%Year [4" Year
F F F F %| F % F %|F %| F % | F %| F %
% % %
Que. Strategy
6. Reading without looking up every
unknown word in the dictionary 21 23.9 14 144 27 30.7 19 19.6 25 28440 41.2 10 11.4 12 12.45 5.7 12
12.
7. Using a dictionary for the
important words 45 51.1 50 515 14 144 26 295 2 2.1 14 159 1 1.0 3 3.4
0 0 0 0
8. Guessing the meaning of a word
from the context 33 379 26 268 31 356 37 381 20 23.0 33D 2 2.3 2
2.1 1 1.1 0 0
9. Guessing the meaning of a word
from the grammatical category 11 126 15 155 370 36 37.1 32 36.8 28 289 13 149 14
14.4 4 4.6 4 4.
10. Remembering a new word by thinking
of a situation in which the word might
be used 18 205 20 206 25 284 40 412 29 30 330 11 125 4
4.1 5 5.7 1 1.
11. Skipping some of the unknownwords 23 26.7 13 13.7 31 36.0 41 432 25 291 38 400 5 58 3 3.2
2 2.3 0 0
12. Rereading a sentence 59 670 52 536 18 205 33 340 8 91 10 103 2 23 1

1 11 1 1.

Note: F= Frequency / %= Percentage
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V. Table 2 (Continued)

Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never
true of me true of me true of me true of me true of me
1 Year 4" Year [ 1% Year [4" Year | 1% Year |4" Year [ 1% Year [4" Year [1%Year [4" Year
F F %| F F %| F F %| F %| F % %| F %
% % %
Que. Strategy
13. Considering the other sentences in the
paragraph to figure out the meaning of
a sentence 36 41.4 30 309 37 425 42 433 11 126 16 165 2 23 6 62 1 1.1
3.1
14. Reading without translating
word-for-word 41 466 41 423 21 239 35 36.1 13 1438 12 124 7 8.0
41 6 6.8 2 2.
15. Having a picture of the events in 39 443 3IB.1 28 318 35 361 13 148 17 175 PB1 8
8.2 0 0 0 0
the text in mind
16.  Thinking aloud during the reading 8 95 773 16 190 10 104 21 250 25 26.0 24 26
323 15 179 23 24
17. Paying attention to words or phrases
that show how the text is organized 21 241 93 21 241 41 423 30 345 29 299 184 14
144 1 11 4 41
18. Taking notes on the important points
of the text 25 284 33 340 25 284 24 247 2086 22 227 17 193 13
134 3 3.4 5 5.
19. Making guesses about what will come
next based on the information already
given in the text. 19 218 19 196 33 379 36 371 29 33B 320 5 57 9
9.3 1 11 2 2.1
9
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20. Relating the text to background
knowledge about the topic to
remember important information 21 24.1 26
4.1 2 23 1 1.0

Note: F= Frequency / %= Percentage
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Besides, 76.1% of the'lyear and 74.2% of thé"4year participants “always” and “usually”
have a picture of the events in the text in mind. On the other hand, 4615% Bfyear and
56.3% of the & year ones “rarely” and “never” think aloud during reading. 51 (58 &%He

1% year subjects and 70(72.2%) of tHeyar ones state that they “usually” and “sometimes”
pay attention to the words or phrases that show how the text is zEdabi6.8% of the®1
year and 58.7% of théh4year participants take notes on the important points of theatext
“always” and “usually” level. 620of the®lyear participants (71.2%) and 67 of tffeyéar ones
(69.1%) “usually” and “sometimes” make guesses about what anflecnext based on the
information already given in the text. For relating the text ttkeound knowledge about the
topic to remember important information 66.4% of tiieyear and 68% of the™year

subjects state that they “usually” and “sometimes” use this strategy

Post-reading strategies

This part of the questionnaire was designed to understand what wege#iding strategies
the students were using during the post-reading phase, and theaktuligart are shown in
Table 3. 59.8% of the®year and 58.7% of thé"4year subjects “usually” and “sometimes”
classify the words according to their meaning whereas 59.3%edf'tyear and 68% of the
4™ year subjects “sometimes” and “rarely” classify the wardsording to their grammatical
categories. 58 (66.7%) of th& gear and 68 (70.1%) of th& 4ear participants “always” and
“usually” summarize the main ideas. 76.8% of tfleyéar and 71.1% of thé"4sear subjects
“always” and “usually” re-read the text to remedy comprelmm$ailures. As for the final
strategy, 65.5% of thelyear and 67% of the™year participants “always” and “usually”

reread the text to remember important points.
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VI. Table3
Cognitive Strategy Use of the Students for thBost-Reading Phase N (=184)
Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never
true of me true of me true of me true of me true of me
1% Year 4" Year [ 1% Year [4" Year | 1% Year |4 Year [ 1% Year [4" Year [1%Year [4" Year
F F %| F F F F %| F F % | F %| F %
% % % % %
Que. Strategy
21. Classifying the words according to
their meanings 18 20.7 16 16.5 28 32.2 27 278 24 276 30 309 12138 19 196 5 57 5
5.2
22. Classifying the words according to
their grammatical categories 11 128 5 52 12 140 14 144 29 337 46 474 22 25.6
206 12 140 12 12.
23. Summarizing the main ideas
28 322 27 278 30 345 41 423 16 B4 237 11 126 4 4.1
2 2.3 2 21
24. Rereading the text to remedy
comprehension failures 44512 27 278 22 256 42 433 15 174 20 2.6 35 5
5.2 2 2.3 3 31
25. Rereading the text to remember
the important points 3236.8 25 258 25 287 40 412 21 241 1M®6 5 57 9
9.3 4 4.6 4 41

Note: F= Frequency / %= Percentage
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The results of the Think-Aloud Protocols (TAPS)
Analysis of the TAPs provides insights on the cognitive strategytithe participants during

the actual reading process. Because of the fact that frequértbe strategy changes for
different strategies, frequencies and percentages are detdrfar each strategy type used by
the participants during the actual reading process. The fregseacd percentages for each

strategy are presented in the following table.

As seen in Table 4, the' year participants are observed to employ only three steategi
identified in this category. Reading an interesting text, pagitention to the difficulty level
of the text, reading the first line of each paragraph, and comsgid¢he background
knowledge are not used by any of tiieyear participants. As for thé"4ear students, they
also do not use the same strategies except for consideringckturdaand knowledge. The'l
year students are observed to employ a little more straapgi®ach before starting to read
the text than the"lyear students (19% > 18%).

As for thewhile-reading strategies, the most preferred are not using a dictionary, guessing
the meaning of a word from the context, skipping words, translamd thinking-aloud by
both class students. The second most commonly used strategy fdf fleardstudents is
rereading a sentence and, for tiéykar students assimilating the text with background
knowledge. None of the®lyear students has been observed to employpdbkiereading
strategies, i.e. classifying words according to their meanings, clasgjftihe words according
to their grammatical category, summarizing the main ideaseading a text to remedy
comprehension failures, and rereading the text to remember impiorftarmation. As for the
4" year students, in parallel with th& ylear ones, none of tipest-reading strategies, except

for classifying words according to their meanings, are used.
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14

o

grammatical category *

Summarizing the main ideas *

Re-reading the text to remedy comprehension
failures*

Re-reading the text to remember important
information *

Strategies 1% Year (N=10) 4" Year (N=13)
1. Pre-Reading N % N %
a. Using title 5 50 8 62
b. Using illustrations/pictures * 2 20 4 30
Reading over the text * 5 50 3 23
d. Reading the first line of each paragraph * 0 0
e. Considering background knowledge * 0 1
2. While Reading
a. Not using dictionary for every unknown word 10 100 13 100
b. Consulting dictionary for the important words 0 0 0 0
c. Guessing the meaning of a word from the context 90 13 100
d. Guessing the meaning of a word from the
grammatical category * 2 20 3 23
e. Thinking of situation to remember a wo 0 0 0 0
f.  Skipping words 10 100 13 100
g. Re-reading a sentence * 4 40 10 77
h. Considering other sentences to understand the
meaning of a sentence * 2 20 0 0
i. Not translating word for word 10 100 13 100
j- Visualizing events * 1 10 3 23
k. Thinking- aloud 10 100 10 100
I.  Recognizing organization * 1 10 1 8
m. Taking notes * 0 0 0
n. Assimilating the text with the passage evénts 0 3 23
0. Assimilating the text with background infortioa * 5 50 5 38
3. Post- Reading
a. Classifying words according to their meanihgs 0 0 1 8
b. Classifying the words according to their
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Analysis and Discussion
When the results of the questionnaires and the Think-Aloud Protocols)TdPe compared

according to the L and the ¥ year students, the results indicated that there were both

similarities and differences among the students about the cognitive gtust

Pre-reading strategies
One strategy of this type is using the title to anticipatdaekecontent. Similarly, relating the

picturesl/illustrations to the text content allows the reattergve an idea about what the text
is about (Bezci, 1998, p.19). Despite the fact that both years stutkets that they have
perceived the importance of these strategies on the questionnaises, only realized for
using the title, not for using the pictures/illustrations duringlthBs. Another strategy which
helps the readers to understand what the text is about and to attemtschemata is
skimming the text to get the gist (Anderson, 1991, p.462; Barnett, 1988, p.1%3ak $een
that, on the questionnaire, participants from both years statetiétyatged it, whereas th& 4
year ones inefficiently employed it during the TAPs. As feading the first line of each
paragraph, an alternative way of skimming, it was not used bwg@angcts in both classes
during the TAPs, which showed consistency with the questionnairesteBaltides, thinking
about the previous knowledge on the topic of the text was claimed to eloe bysthe
participants but, in practice, it was not used by any of theear and only one of thé"4ear
subjects. It might be said that while they stated that thegtya or usually used these pre-
reading strategies, the realization percentage of thegegts were either too low or zero for
the inefficiently used ones. The reason for the participants’ ntge of these strategies
ineffectively might be that they do not want to spend their timéhem but they directly start
to read the text instead. However, the cognitive strategieshvénable readers to activate
their schemata before reading a text are considered to loalcritherefore, it is essential that
the readers relate their background knowledge to the textoamdsbome expectations about

the topic in order for full comprehension to take place (Anderson, 1991, p.462).

On the other hand, when the independent variables were examined, acctordirg
questionnaire results, it was seen that there were someaghnififferences among them. In
the pre-reading phase, as for gender, it was observed that fentaets were better than the
male ones in terms of using the strategies of skimming (4.2>8aing the I line of each
paragraph (4.2>3.7), and using the title (3.5>3.1). It was also sdahdhawere significant
differences between the 16-19 year old participants and 24+ yean@tdon using the title
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(3.6>2.9) and reading the first line of each paragraph (4.2>3.6). Fdattke the same
difference was also determined between the 20-23 year old sudnec24+ ones (4.1>3.6).
As regards to school source - according to the number of the studenésding the first line
of each paragraph thé' school graduates were better than tfes@hool ones (4.3>3.7). As
to proficiency in reading, another significant difference was destween the ones who
claimed their proficiency as excellent and the ones who eealiaémselves as good or poor
(4.8> 4.4& 4.2). The same superiority was also found in using pictlwssaktions (4.1>3.3)
and in skimming (4.4>3.8) in favor of excellent subjects against the poor ones.

The pre-reading readings which should be developed are the onesdfanefficiently

during the TAPs, that is to say, using the illustration/pictuessing over the text, reading
the first line of each paragraph and considering background knowledge.
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While-reading strategies

As for while-reading phase, in addition to the strategies afimgawithout looking up every
unknown word in the dictionary, consulting the dictionary for important wauasssing the
meaning of a word from the context, skipping some unknown words, readthgut
translating word-for-word, thinking-aloud during reading, which wereh b&¢en in the
questionnaire results and used efficiently during the TAPs by yeatr subjects, the'year
ones also employed the strategy of assimilating the teékttive background knowledge and
the 4" year ones employed the strategies of rereading a sentfiwbently. Actually, a
balanced use of dictionary is recommended because importantshandd be looked up and
the rest that does not seem to hinder comprehension should be skippeddAndénl, p.
463). However, none of the subjects used dictionary during the TAPsh vidivery
interesting. The reason might be that they tried to employhancbgnitive strategy that was
to guess the meaning of a word from the context since good lamtpeagers always look for
the other possible strategies which lead them to solve the problapitdOthe fact that both
years subjects claimed that they used the other strategiesas guessing the meaning of a
word from the grammatical category, thinking of a situation noeraber a word, considering
other sentences to understand the meaning of a sentence, visualizitg eseognizing
organization, taking notes and assimilating the text with the passages, those strategies
were not effectively used during the TAPs. The reason might behihaubjects either do n
not know how to employ them or they are unwilling to use them dineestrategy use
requires closer attention and much time. On the contrary, both ¢lpasgspants stated that
they did not think aloud during reading in the questionnaire but during @aABs them had
to employ this strategy since their thinking-aloud was the onlytavallow the researcher to
find out the strategies used by the participants.

As for the gender in this phase, the female subjects had supeaigaityst the male ones in
terms of rereading a sentence (4.5>4.2), visualizing events (4.1>3.9)aking hotes
(3.8>3.3). However, the male participants preferred to read sentenitesit translating
word-for-word less than the female ones (4.2>3.9). For the agablgria significant
difference existed in between the youngest subjects and the withegraups in not using
dictionary for every unknown word (3.7>3.3&2.9). They also guessed moresstaity
about assimilating the text with the passage events than then24+3.9>3.4). According to
duration in learning English, the subjects who have studied Englisgh+fgears were found

to be more successful than the other two age groups in using dietsless (3.1< 3.6&3.5)
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and remembering a new word by thinking of a situation in which te& \inight be used
(3.8>3.1&3.5). As regarding the school source, thiesdhool graduates were better than the
3 school graduates in rereading a sentence (4.7>4.2). In termsfimigncy in reading
English, the excellent subjects were more successful than threvathgroups in guessing the
meaning of a word from the grammatical category (4.2>3.4),tmgnlaf a situation to
remember a word in which it might be used (4.2>3.7&3.1), skipping words34&3.7),
not translating word-for-word (4.7>4.0&3.8), visualizing events (4.6>4.0&3.8), Sques
assimilating the text with the passage events (4.4>3.8&3.6). Thare a significant
difference in between the good and the poor subjects in guessinganénmof a word from
the context (4.0>3.6). As for taking courses in reading, the differences were seasduiting
a dictionary for important words (4.6>4.3), thinking of a situation toeraber a word in
which it might be used (4.1>3.8) and assimilating the with the lbagkg information
(4.3>3.8) in favor of the course takers. However, they were lesseatfiin thinking aloud
(2.1<2.6).

The subjects are in need of developing some of the while-readaiggses which are
guessing the meaning of a word from the grammatical categunking of a situation to
remember a word, re-reading a sentence, considering other sentenuoederstand the
meaning of a sentence, visualizing events, recognizing organization, takisgassienilating

the text with the passage events and assimilating the text with the backgraunsiidn.

Post-Reading Strategies

Despite the fact that both years subjects stated on the aqueste that they employed the
strategies of classifying words according to their meansgsmarizing the main ideas, re-
reading the text to remedy comprehension failures and to remémbeatant information at

always and usually level, during the TAPs none of them was usedehyatticipants. For

classifying the words according to their grammatical aategooth years’ students claimed
that they used it at sometimes and rarely level, which sheawgakitive consistency during
TAPs, and none of the subjects employed it. In fact, using the @uBhgestrategies is

considered to be essential. Particularly, classifying words @iocpto their meanings or

grammatical categories after reading a text are consideredrtgobgant strategies especially

for delayed retention (Carrell, 1998, p.3).
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As for the independent variables in the post-reading phase, the fubgets were seen
better than the male ones in terms of classifying words @iogpto their meanings (3.5>3.2),
classifying words according to their grammatical cated@r9>2.6), and re-reading the text
to remedy comprehension failures (4.2>3.7). As for age, the youngest (®dp) stated
that they re-read the text to remedy comprehension failures3(Z)2and re-read the text to
remember important information (3.8>3.3) more than 24+ year old oneshekrtifference
was between 20-23 year old and 24+ year old ones in the use ot¢hestiategy (4.0>3.3).
According to the school source, a difference existed betweenrshéhfiee schools’ graduates
and the other schools’ graduates in re-reading the text to reena@mportant information
(3.9,4.0,3.8>2.6). Another difference was between the fourth school and thechosil's
graduates in classifying the words according to their gramatatategory (3.2>2.4). As
regards reading proficiency, the excellent subjects wererb#ttan the poor ones in
summarizing the main ideas (4.2>3.6).

All of the strategies included in the post-reading phase should vetoged, which are
classifying words according to their meanings, classifyingrd&/oaccording to their
grammatical categories, summarizing the main ideas, ading the text to remedy

comprehension failures and re-reading the text to remember important inbermati
The list of the employed strategies and the percentages lggl@n throws some light on
the first research question which is “What are the cognitivdingastrategies that the students

in the ELT Department at Dicle University use in their academic sttidies?

Table 5 Effectively used Strategies

Strateqy (' Year- 4" Year)
e Relating the title to the text content (50% - 62%)
e Using the dictionary parsimoniously (100% -100%)
e Guessing the meaning of a word from the context (90% - 100%)
e Skipping some unknown words (100% -100%)
e Reading without translating word-for-word (100% -100%)
e Thinking aloud during reading (100% -100%)

Besides these strategies, tfieygar subjects also employed the strategies of;
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e Reading over the text (50%)
e Assimilating the text with background knowledge (50%)

As for the 4" year participants, the strategy of re-reading a senteasaised by 77% of the
participants.

Cognitive strategies that the students need to develop

The findings gathered from the questionnaires and TAPs revealdabthahe ¥ and the %
year subjects did not employ certain strategies effectiwbigh would help them cope with
the demands of their academic studies and which also give therawstie second research
question which is “What sort of cognitive reading strategies shbeldieveloped by the
students in order to continue their academic studies successfdllp @et out of a text they

read?”

Table 6 Strategies that are not used effectively

Strateqy S'Ydar - 4" Year)
1. Pre-Reading
*  Relating the pictures / illustrations to the text content (20% - 30%)
*  Reading the first line of each paragraph 0% - 0%)
*  Considering background knowledge 0% - 8%)
2. While-Reading
*  Consulting the dictionary for the important words 0% - 0%)

*  Guessing the meaning of a word from the
grammatical category (20% - 23%)
0%)

*  Thinking of a situation to remember a word (0%

*  Considering other sentences to understand

the meaning of a sentence (20% - 0%)
*  Visualizing events (10% - 23%)
*  Recognizing organization (10% - 8%)
*  Taking notes 0% - 0%)
*  Assimilating the text with the passage events 0% - 23%)
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3. Post-Reading
*  Classifying words according to their meanings 0% - 8%)
*  Classifying words according to their

grammatical category 0% - 0%)
*  Summarizing the main ideas (0% - 0%)

*  Re-reading the text to remedy comprehension

failures 0% - 0%)
*  Re-reading the text to remember important
information 0% - 0%)

In addition, the ¥ year students should also develop the strategy of re-reading a
sentence (40%). Thé'4ear students also lacked the use of following strategies:

* Reading over the text (23%)

*  Assimilating the text with background information  (38%)

Conclusion and Implications
This study aimed to determine the cognitive reading stratégisthe i and the il year

students in the ELT Department at Dicle University use and ttedevelop so as to continue
their academic studies successfully. In identifying the cognistrategy needs, current
strategy use of both classes’ students were questioned. Througrethiemuaires and TAPs

the data were collected.

Two sample groups participated in the study: in total 1854ivdtfourth year students. As
for the first step the participants were given the questionnaies included 25 Likert-type
items. The purpose was to obtain self-reported data on the cogngive teading. The next
step was to carry out the TAPs. Ten first- and I3 fourth-yeaestsbjook part in this session.
The aim of using TAPs was to determine the cognitive strategmsoyed during the actual

reading process and to compare the data collected through the questionnaires.

Comparing the results of the questionnaires and the TAPs botarsamd contradictory
results were seen about the cognitive strategy use of the stubeatsarallel results showed
that the I and the % year subjects employed the strategies of relating tleettitthe text
content, reading without translating verbatim and they did not glabsifwords according to

their meanings.
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On the other hand, the results of tfieygar subjects revealed that there was a consistency
between the opinions and the behavior on some strategies such asggtiessneaning of a
word from the context, assimilating the text with background inddiom, and reading the
first line of each paragraph. As for th8 vlear participants, this consistency was only seen on
the strategy of re-reading a sentence. It was also observed ARaresults which were
parallel with the self- reported data were more consisterthéof" year students than th& 4

year ones.

However, there was a positive contradiction on the use of someissatd both year
students such as using the dictionary parsimoniously, skipping some unknods avat
thinking aloud during reading. For the last one the reason could béhéhatubjects were
asked to verbalize their thoughts. In addition, tleydar students employed the strategy of
reading over the text while th§‘4lear subjects guess the meaning of a word from the context.
It can be said that since th& ylear subjects were in their junior year in the department, they
might be in need of getting more information on the topic whereadtjear students were
more experienced and they could predict the meaning of a wardtfre context since they
did too much reading up to that time. As for the negative contradictiotissbts of students

had some in common with each other.

Despite the fact that the majority of the students (almo&b)/étated that they related the
illustrations/pictures to the text content, during the TAPs theeptage was very low. The
reason might be that since both year students employed the\stratetating the title to the
text content, they might find it enough or they might hesitatelkdheir predictions about the
pictures/illustrations because they did not understand what was in Tinenmajority of the
students also stated that they guessed the meaning of armordhie grammatical context,
considered other sentences to understand the meaning of a sentemakzedisevents,
summarized the main ideas, re-read the text to remedy coemgieh failures, and re-read
the text to remember important information but the realizationepéage of these strategies
was either too low or zero. The reason could be that since jasteahwas used for this
study, it was possible for the students not to be in need of usiregdtrategies because they

knew the words and they understand the text completely.
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Approximately half of both groups also claimed that they emplofedstrategies of
recognizing organization and taking notes but they were not useetifycilt was also seen
that the students did not use the strategies of classifyindsvemcording to their meanings or
grammatical categories after reading the text which ansidered to be important strategies
especially for delayed retention (Carrell et al., 1998, p.3) Anotiterasting finding was that
half of the students stated that they always consulted a dictitorahe important words, but
during the TAPs none of the subjects used the dictionary. The reagbhbmithat they tried
to employ another cognitive strategy which was to guess thaimgeaf a word from the
context. In spite of the fact that nearly half of tfieygar students and more than half of the
4™ year subjects claimed that they thought of a situation tomérmea word on the self-
reported data, during the TAPs nothing was observed related tstridisgy. Although the
majority of the i year students reported that they reread a sentence, theaecomisadiction
between the data and the realization. In addition, none of'tlyeat students employed the
strategy of reading the first line of each paragraph which sthaweasistency with the

strategy of reading over the text.

According to the results of the self reported data and the Teffestively used strategies
by both classes’ students were relating the title to the demtent, using the dictionary
parsimoniously, guessing the meaning of a word from the context, sigpme unknown
words, reading without translating word-for-word, thinking-aloud during nepdBesides
these strategies, thé §ear subjects also employed the strategies of readinglevést and
assimilating the text with the background knowledge. As for thge&r ones, they reread a
sentence. These strategies also comprised the answer tsthesearch question which was
“What are the cognitive reading strategies that the studertte ELT Department at Dicle

University use in their academic studies?”

The findings gathered from the questionnaires and the TAPs revedlédtthahe I' and
the 4" year subjects did not employ certain strategies effecti@dyrell and Carson (1997,
p.54) suggest that “EAP readers must develop the strategiescting teecessary for coping
with the demands of academic reading”. Therefore, the students have smras certain
cognitive reading strategies which will help them to solve the pnadlwhen they read a text.
Research on the effects of cognitive strategies on readingrperice suggests that relating
the title, illustrations/pictures and background knowledge to the t&xtnsng, using

dictionary parsimoniously, guessing, remembering a word throtiggtiens, rereading, using
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the first language as a base, visualizing events, being catefut how the text is organized,
making notes and summaries of the important information, and giagsivords are the
strategies help readers to improve their reading ability faignily and therefore, these
strategies should be neglected in the foreign or second langeadieg curriculum. As
Carrell (Carrell et al., 1989, p.648) puts forward, “strategy rebeauggests that less
competent learners are able to improve their reading skills throaging in strategies”.
Besides, effective reading strategies may help learngirsad deal in improving their reading
proficiency so that, as Grabe (1991, p.27) says, they can read martvetifefor their
academic studies regardless of the type of text they encolihtrefore, in order to find out
the answer to the second research question which was “What sodgoitive reading
strategies should be developed by the students in order to continuadheémic studies
successfully and to get the most out of a text they read?”, basisesd’ subjects should
develop the strategies of relating the pictures/illustratioribe text content, reading the first
line of each paragraph, considering background knowledge, consulting tibaaii for the
important words, guessing the meaning of a word from the granaheitegory, thinking of
a situation to remember a word, considering other sentences tstamdethe meaning of a
sentence, visualizing events, recognizing organization, taking nesasiilating the text with
the passage events, classifying words according to their ngsaand to their grammatical
category, summarizing the main ideas, rereading the text tedsegomprehension failures
and rereading the text to remember important information. Besitlesf' year students
should also develop the strategy of rereading a sentence antl tlearstudents ought to
develop the strategies of reading over the text and assimitagntgxt with the background

information.

In helping readers develop effective reading strategiedjritestep should be identifying
what strategies the students are already using. The think-aletltbancan be used as a
diagnostic tool to analyze students’ strengths and weaknesseading since it reveals rich
information about how readers carry out mental activity, which isosgrwvable (Block,
1986). TAPs provide rich information about how learners solve problems,difhetlties
they encounter and to what extent and in what contexts they usén cstrategies in a
learning task (Someren et al., 1994, p.8).

In future research, it is recommended that the number of the pantisiand the texts which

will be used during the TAP session be increased. Since this retuelgls some inconsistent
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results about the relationship between the self-reported datheustrategy use, the reasons
of these differences can be investigated. The relation betvixeetearner styles and the
strategy use can be another investigating area sincebilisved that differences in the

learning styles of the students may affect their strategy use.

This study also provides the instructors with an opinion about the teanmading
strategies and gives them a chance to understand and to evaltetéheetown knowledge
of what and how to teach reading. Consequently, for further reseantkiatoud protocols
are suggested as a good methodology in spite of being time-consamindifficult to
analyze since they allow the objective observation of both ongoing ibelzand the mental

pictures of the participants.
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