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 Reading strategies are processes used by a learner to enhance reading and to 

overcome comprehension failures. In order to better help students overcome such 

difficulties, training in reading strategies is necessary. Only with the appropriate use 

of materials and techniques, can reading strategies be best taught to students. 

 The objective of this study was to investigate teachers’ perceptions of 

strategy training in their reading instruction at Eastern Mediterranean University, 

School of Foreign Languages (EMU SFL). Additionally, the study attempted to 

explore what reading strategies teachers teach, how they decide which strategies to 

teach, and how they make use of the materials to teach reading strategies. The 

findings of the study might contribute to the design of the reading materials in terms 

of more effective usage of reading strategies. 

 A questionnaire was administered to the 46 teachers who taught at the 

intermediate level during the third module of the 2001-2002 academic year in EMU 

SFL and 33 of them returned the questionnaire. The questionnaire consisted of five 

parts, reflecting the different research questions. The aim of the questionnaire was to 

gather a general picture of the perceptions of the teachers towards reading strategies 



and their presentation through the materials. After the analysis of the questionnaire, 

semi-structured interviews were conducted in order to gather more in-depth 

information about the teachers’ teaching practices, reading strategies, and how they 

make use of the reading materials both in the Headway course book and the 

intermediate pack with six participants. 

 Data collected through the questionnaire were analysed through quantitative 

methods by employing descriptive statistics, such as frequencies and percentages. In 

order to support the results and see the distribution of answers for each question, chi-

square values were also calculated using the Statistical Packages for Social Sciences 

(SPSS). Data collected through the interviews were analysed by using cross sectional 

and non-cross sectional categorization. Through cross sectional categorization, 

teachers’ responses were categorized under the heading of three phases of reading 

instruction, and through non-cross sectional categorization, unexpected themes 

within the individual participants were analysed separately and interpreted by the 

researcher. 

 The data results revealed that the majority of teachers at EMU SFL are 

somewhat familiar with the concept of reading strategies. The results show that 

teachers use the materials in the Headway course book and the intermediate pack to 

teach certain reading strategies. According to the results, all the teachers teach pre-

reading strategies, and they rely on the activities designed for the reading materials to 

teach while-reading strategies. However, teachers are likely to neglect the use of 

post-reading strategies as they claim there are few such activities in the materials and 

students are easily bored with them. 



Apart from the reading strategies taught, some teachers mentioned some 

materials that are culturally unfamiliar to students. Therefore, they claim that it is 

difficult for them to use some strategies as well as to adapt the materials. Some 

teachers mentioned the issue of training for teachers so that they could be more 

aware of the use of reading strategies other than skimming, scanning, and guessing 

meaning from the context. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Background of the Study 

Oxford (1990, p. 8) defines the term learning strategies as “specific actions 

taken by the learner to make learning easier, faster, more enjoyable, more self-

directed, and more transferable to new situations”. Without a doubt, strategy use 

directly affects a learner’s new knowledge as well as his/her motivational and 

affective state (Weinstein, 1987). Therefore, learning strategies can be seen as 

attempts by the learner to gain linguistic competence in the target language.  

Learners learn best when they use specific procedures while performing 

various learning tasks. As Wallace (1992) points out, “strategies involve ways of 

processing text which will vary with the nature of the text, the reader’s purpose, and 

the context of situation” (p.57).  Selecting the appropriate strategies according to 

type of the text, the purpose for reading, and what the reader is required to do with 

the text, is important in the process of reading. For example, if a reader applies 

several techniques while completing a reading task and performs appropriate uses of 

strategies, his or her success on the particular task is more likely to be achieved 

(Richards, 1996). In this case, the use of strategies and selection of the most 

appropriate strategy depend to a large extent on how the strategies have been taught, 

as not every student is equally successful at applying various ways to increase their 

comprehension of a text. 

Anderson (1991) argues that successful reading does not only depend on 

knowing what strategy to use but also knowing how to use it together with other 

strategies. According to Duffy’s (1993) definition, reading strategies are “plans for 

solving problems encountered in constructing meaning” (p.232). In planning how to 
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solve these problems, various strategies are used during the process of reading. 

Metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective are strategies used by the reader to 

figure out the meaning and enhance the learning from a text.          

Training in the use of reading strategies has been shown to help improve 

student performance on tests of comprehension and recall (Carrell, 1985; Carrell, 

Pharis, & Liberto, 1989; Pearson & Fielding, 1991 as cited in Janzen, 1996). If 

students are trained to learn long-term strategy use and if they are helped to become 

more aware of the range of possible strategies that they can consciously select during 

language learning and use, language learning will be facilitated (Cohen, 1998).  

In the process of reading strategy training, the use of different types of 

strategies is emphasized. For instance, while teaching a cognitive skill, O’Maley and 

Chamot (1990) suggest the advantage of using strategies that are embedded in a task. 

Devine (1993) exemplifies the process by stating that skimming a text occurs by 

using a cognitive strategy. The knowledge on how to do it belongs to the 

metacognitive sphere, in other words, “assessing the effectiveness of skimming” to 

have information clues about the text is a metacognitive strategy. Therefore, training 

is a necessary process to help students learn how to use different strategies in a single 

task.  

Many studies have been done to find out if strategy training in reading 

instruction enhances students’ reading comprehension and success. It has also been 

indicated that strategy training is successful in improving the effectiveness of 

students’ learning and attitudes (Danserau, 1988). By using strategies, students will 

be reading the way that expert readers do. Strategies help readers to process the text 

actively, to monitor their comprehension, and to connect what they are reading to 
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their own knowledge and to other parts of the text (Janzen, 1996). As an added 

result, their attitudes toward language learning are likely to be much more positive. 

Along the same line, Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto, (1989) and Cotterall (1990) 

found that metacognitive and cognitive strategy instruction had positive results in 

that it enhanced students’ reading comprehension. They came to a conclusion by 

saying that students may gain benefit from metacognitive strategy instruction if the 

program includes it in the curriculum.  

The Curricular Team at EMU SFL takes the responsibility of supplying the 

most appropriate training materials. Their duty is to select useful and suitable 

material to be used in class. Also, they should be seeking ways to design class 

materials in such a way that while working on the materials, students should use the 

strategies they have been taught.  

Statement of the Problem 

Education at Eastern Mediterranean University, School of Foreign 

Languages, (EMU SFL) is based on a modular system. An academic year consists of 

four modules and each module lasts for eight weeks. The students, who are placed at 

beginner to intermediate levels, receive their instruction based on integrated skills at 

EMU SFL. For all levels of instruction, Headway course books are used. 

Additionally, the Curricular Team has developed packs for each level, which have 

both complementary and supplementary materials for all skills.  

In recent years, during weekly held teaching team meetings, it was observed 

by the researcher that teachers have reported that they have been encountering 

certain problems in their reading instruction at EMU SFL. The main complaint has 

been that students have difficulty in coping with the reading texts in terms of 
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comprehending them, dealing with vocabulary, and completing the activities. In 

order to better help students to cope with the difficulties mentioned above, the 

Curricular Team added into the packs some materials that explicitly presented certain 

reading strategies in the 2000-2001 academic year. However, teachers complained 

that students found those materials boring and they were not successful in using 

those same strategies in other reading texts. For the 2001-2002 academic year, the 

Curricular Team again redesigned the reading materials in the packs. They excluded 

the explicit reading strategy training materials and subtly integrated certain reading 

strategies in almost all the reading texts. 

Therefore, the aims of this study were to gain a general idea of whether 

strategy training is taking place in reading instruction, and if so, what reading 

strategies are being taught, how they are being taught, and how the current reading 

materials are being used to teach them. To approach these questions, the study opted 

to investigate the teachers’ perceptions of strategy training in reading instruction, and 

collected data on their reported teaching practices and the appropriateness of the 

textbooks for teaching reading strategies. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to explore the understandings and the 

perceptions of the reading strategies of the teachers who work at EMU SFL. The 

study also investigated the reading strategies the teachers include in their reading 

instruction, how they decide which strategies to teach, and how they make use of the 

materials to teach reading strategies. 
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Significance of the Problem 

“Reading strategies indicate how readers conceive of a task, how they make 

sense of what they read, and what they do when they don't understand. Such 

strategies are used by the reader to enhance reading comprehension and overcome 

comprehension failure” (Reading strategies, n.d.). In order to help students overcome 

comprehension failure, teaching them reading strategies is essential. However, before 

teaching the appropriate strategies to students, teachers should be aware of what 

strategies to teach and how best to teach those strategies to help students cope with 

the reading materials. Another important point is that teachers should be aware of 

how to make use of reading materials in the most efficient way to teach the 

appropriate reading strategies and how to turn strategy training into an ongoing 

process in which students can continue to employ the strategies outside of class.  

With this in mind, investigating teachers’ perception of strategy training in 

reading instruction is an essential first step. It is also helpful to have an idea about 

what teachers report doing in terms of reading strategy instruction and how they use 

certain reading materials to teach reading strategies. The results of this study were 

intended therefore, to contribute to the Curricular Team in redesigning the reading 

materials and including certain reading strategies in the packs. For the following 

academic year, the teachers might be provided certain guidelines on reading 

strategies and how to teach reading strategies to students.  

Additionally, the results of this study might contribute to the discussion in the 

literature about the importance of integrating certain and varied reading strategies in 

the reading materials with useful guidelines for teachers on how to utilize those 

strategies in their reading instructions.  
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Research Questions 

This study addressed the following research questions: 

1. What are teachers’ understandings and perceptions of reading 

strategies and the purposes for teaching them? 

2. According to teachers’ self-reports, 

a. What reading strategies (if any) do they teach? 

b. How do they decide which strategies to teach? 

c. How do they make use of the course materials to teach 

reading strategies? 

Conclusion 

 In the succeeding chapters of this thesis, a review of the literature will be 

presented and related studies to the present study will be discussed. In chapter three, 

methodological procedures, setting and participants, research tools, and how they 

were utilized will be discussed. Chapter four presents the data obtained through 

questionnaires and interviews, and in the final chapter, the study will be summarized, 

the results will be discussed, the limitations of the study will be mentioned, and 

pedagogical implications on the study will be drawn.  
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CHAPTER 2 LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

 This chapter starts with a brief definition and characteristics of reading, 

which serves as a basis for the study. This is followed by a discussion on reading 

process. Next, since various reading models are related to certain reading strategies, 

three basic reading models will be presented. The discussion of reading strategies 

will be the succeeding part. Finally, in order to support the significance of the present 

study, previously conducted studies based on training students on reading strategies 

and teachers’ perceptions on reading strategy training will be discussed. 

Characteristics of Reading 

 In the literature, fluent reading has been characterized as “rapid, purposeful, 

interactive, comprehending, flexible, and gradually developing” (cf. Anderson, 

Hiebert, Schott, & Wilkinson, 1985; Grabe, 1988; Hall, White, & Gutherie, 1986; 

Smith, 1982 as cited in Grabe 1991, p. 378). In further explaining the features of 

fluent reading, Grabe (1991) states that for a reader to retain the message conveyed 

in a written text, and to make the necessary inferences and connections, rapid reading 

is essential. He says reading is purposeful because the reader has a purpose for 

reading (e.g., skimming or scanning). Reading is interactive because an interaction 

occurs between the constructed meaning and the reader’s background knowledge and 

also in the sense that many skills work together in the reading process concurrently. 

Reading is comprehending, because the reader expects to understand. Reading 

develops gradually because the reader employs a range of strategies to read 

efficiently, such as adjusting the reading speed, skimming ahead, considering titles, 
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headings, pictures, test structure information, and anticipating information to come 

and so on (pp. 378-379). 

The Reading Process 

 Opposing views on the nature of the reading process have been stated. Based 

on what has been argued in the literature, Zakaluk (1996) mentions two contradicting 

ideas; one being that reading is a passive skill in which readers only decode what is 

written, and the other, that readers actively add their possessed knowledge to the text 

in order to get the message. Even when defined as a passive skill, he argues, reading 

involves quite active mental processes, and therefore, can be considered as an active 

process (Zakaluk, 1996). Despite the controversy among views on passivity of the 

reading process, it is widely agreed upon that reading is an involved and complex 

process (Allan & Bruton, 1998; Carrell & Eisterhold, 1987; Carrell, Pharis, & 

Liberto, 1989; Grabe, 1991; Zakaluk, 1996) of making meaning from text for a 

variety of purposes and in a wide range of contexts (Allan & Bruton, 1998). The 

process involves people actively processing information (Vacca, Vacca & Gove, 

1991) during which “an interaction between thought and language” (Grabe, 1988, p. 

57) occurs. Because of this complexity, the process of reading, Wallace (1992) states 

that it “is not possible to identify specific skills which can be built up in any 

hierarchical way to produce an effective reader” (p. 42).  

 Early discussion over whether reading is a passive or an active process 

reached a climax when Goodman published his article on reading theory in 1967. In 

his article Goodman called reading as a ‘psycholinguistic guessing game,’ in which 

he claimed, an interaction occurs between the reader and the text (Goodman, 1988). 

The argument gained ground and served as a basis to those claims of reading as an 
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interactive process, not simply an information decoding process (Grabe, 1991). 

Goodman’s psycholinguistic perspective on reading, which is based on insights 

derived from contemporary linguistic and cognitive psychology, has had a strong 

influence on views of second and foreign language reading. From this perspective, 

reading is viewed as a complex information processing skill (Goodman, 1988).  

 Based on changing views on the reading process, the role given to the reader 

as passive decoder has changed into one of “an active, planning, decision-making 

individual who coordinates a number of skills and strategies to facilitate 

comprehension” (Silberstein, 1987, p. 30). Goodman (1988), drawing on his own 

argument, points out that the reader does not use all the information available to him, 

s/he picks and chooses from the available information just enough to select and 

predict a language structure, which is decodable.   

 Later, Smith (1971, 1979, 1982 as cited in Grabe, 1991) supported 

Goodman’s arguments that reading is a “hypothesis-driven” process. Smith makes 

his agreement explicit by saying that effective readers make use of their pre-existing 

knowledge when necessary during the course of reading a text, so in other words 

they do more than merely decoding written symbols. 

 Goodman (1988) claims that an effective reader constructs meaning from 

written language by using the knowledge of graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic 

systems of language through 'assimilation or accommodation, and coming to an 

agreement’ with what the writer intends to mean. Readers should use strategies to 

reduce uncertainty and be selective about the use of the cues. Later, Wallace (1992) 

defined Goodman’s ‘graphophonic, syntactic, and semantic’ cues.  He defines 

‘graphophonic’ cues as “readers’ knowledge of phonetic and visual features of 
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English”, which are “generally agreed conventions about the nature of the writing 

system”. ‘Syntactic’ cues refer to a “possible kind of word order” and ‘semantic’ 

cues refer to word meaning, collocation, and schematic knowledge (Wallace, 1992 

p.20).  

 Coady (1979) also shared the same views with Goodman and Smith on the 

reading process and developed a psycholinguistic model for ESL/EFL readers. He 

emphasized three components of the reading process, which are “process strategies, 

background knowledge, and conceptional abilities”. Coady diagramed his view as 

follows: 

Conceptual abilities                         Background knowledge 

                                  

                                Process strategies 

Figure1. Coady’s (1979) Model for ESL/EFL Readers. 

 According to Coady, conceptual abilities involve intellectual capacity such as 

the ability to analyze, synthesize, and make inferences. Process strategies are abilities 

or skills to reconstruct the meaning of the text through sampling based on the 

knowledge of grapheme-morpheme correspondences, syllable-morpheme 

information, and lexical, meaning and cognitive strategies (Mei-yun, 1989). Grabe 

(1991) interprets Coady’s model by saying that low level readers are more dependent 

on word decoding, for which he gives the example of ‘word identification’, whereas 

more proficient readers move their attention to more abstract conceptual abilities and 

make better use of background knowledge. These more proficient readers use only as 

much textual information as is necessary for confirming and predicting the 

information in the text. Grabe (1991) points out the importance of notinge that the 
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interpretation of the reading process as emphasized by Coady, is operationalized by 

Clarke and Silberstein (1977 as cited in Grabe 1991) in their pedagogical 

implications such as “guessing meaning from context, defining expectations, making 

inferences about the text, skimming ahead to fill the context, etc” (p. 378), in which 

they characterized reading as an active process of comprehending and therefore, 

emphasized the importance of teaching strategies to facilitate more effective reading. 

   Schema Theory, Different Reading Models and Strategy Training  

 Training students on reading strategies is related to different models of 

reading. Schema theory has long been dominant among the different reading models 

known as bottom-up, top-down, and interactive. The term schema refers to the 

background knowledge of the reader. In this section of chapter the term ‘schema’ 

will be defined, different reading models will be discussed and finally the importance 

of strategy training will be considered. 

Schema Theory 

 Barlett was the first person to use the term ‘schema theory’ (Nunan, 1991). In 

his classic book ‘Remembering’, Barlett defined the term schema as “an active 

organization of past reactions or past experience” (Barlett, as cited in Anderson & 

Pearson, 1988, p.204). 

 Although the term schema theory is not well defined (Garnham, 1985; 

Kintsch, 1988; Riner & Polatsek, 1989 as cited in Grabe, 1991), it is known that it 

describes prior knowledge and considers how this previous knowledge facilitates 

comprehension. Some researchers (Carrell & Eisterhold, 1987; Cook, 1996; 

Silberstein, 1987) argue that the background knowledge of the reader is the most 

important factor that facilitates text comprehension. According to Silberstein (1987), 
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schema is “pre-existing knowledge structures stored hierarchically in the brain, the 

more general subsuming the more specific” (p. 31). Nunan (1991) defines schema as 

“the knowledge we carry around in our head … organized into interrelated patterns. 

These are constructed from our previous experience of the experiential world, and 

guide us as we make sense of new experiences” (p. 68). From a schematic theory 

perspective, therefore, comprehension in reading takes place as a result of both the 

utilization of linguistic and background knowledge. As students connect different 

background knowledge to relate with the topic/text, the interpretation of text changes 

(Cook, 1996). For example, in order to construct meaning, skilled readers make use 

of various pre-existing information (Rumelhart, 1980), this may include conceptual 

knowledge (content schemata), which involves “knowledge of the world beyond 

text” (Silberstein, 1994), text-structure knowledge (formal schemata), which involves 

“knowledge of rhetorical structures and conventions” (Silberstein, 1994), and 

knowledge about text-processing strategies.  

 The results of Carrell’s (1985) and Carrell and Eisterhold’s  (1987) studies 

support the statements on the importance of background knowledge, which involves 

formal and content schemata. They support that activating content information plays 

a major role in students’ comprehension of reading text. Researchers (Carrell & 

Eisterhold, 1987; Carrell, 1985; Rumelhart, 1980) have emphasized that teachers 

should use various strategies and train students in order to activate their background 

knowledge so that students could better be able to comprehend the given text.  

Carrell (1988) also argues that lack of schema activation leads to difficulty in 

comprehension. Therefore, Carrell (1985) suggests that training on the use of 

background knowledge, especially in the form of pre-reading and comprehension 
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strategies, is very crucial for EFL/ ESL. Such training can help ESL/EFL students to 

grasp the text because, as Hudson (1982) argues, adequate use of background 

knowledge is helpful when coping with a lack of linguistic knowledge. Even if 

students do not have enough background knowledge to link the information in the 

text with their knowledge of the world, teachers should provide students with enough 

background knowledge so that students are able to interpret the text. (Barnett, 1988; 

Carrell, 1988; Dubin & Bycina, 1991). In order to help students reach relevant data 

in the text, pre-reading activities are used to activate schemata or provide students 

with enough background knowledge to deal with the text. Krashen (1981) also 

remarks that pre-reading strategies help students to learn necessary vocabulary and 

syntax if similar contexts are repeated. Moreover, by activating the background 

knowledge of students, they are better able to retain knowledge because such 

activities “encourage readers to consciously interact with and interrogate a text in 

order to create meaning” (p. 32).  

 Researchers also indicate the importance of background knowledge in terms 

of cultural issues. They claim that as much as prior linguistic knowledge (formal 

schemata) affects reading comprehension, so does the prior cultural knowledge 

(content schemata) of the reader. (Carrell, 1984; Pritchard, 1990; Steffenson & Joag-

Dev, 1984 as cited in Grabe, 1991).  Carrell and Eisterhold (1987) emphasize that the 

background knowledge that EFL/ESL readers bring to a text is culture-specific. They 

say that when a reader attempts to read a culture-bound text, s/he will fail to 

comprehend it if not provided with the required background knowledge. Even much 

earlier, one scholar pointed out that different “values and attitudes are one of the 

main sources of problems in foreign language learning. Culture-specific values can 
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be a significant factor in comprehension if the values expressed by the text differ 

from the values held by the reader” (Rivers, 1968, cited in Carrell & Eisterhold, 

1987, p. 83). Therefore, in order to help students understand culture-specific texts 

better, students should be provided with enough content schema.  

Although some of the primary implications of schema theory remain valid in 

different teaching situations, such as the value of stimulating background knowledge 

in reading, certain criticisms have been made on the adequacy of schema as an 

explanatory theory for what occurs in the reading process. The results of some more 

recent studies (Price and Driscroll, 1997; Schwartz et all, 1998 as cited in Widmayer, 

n.d.) show that the reader's background knowledge helps set up context. In terms of 

literary texts for example, Price and Driscoll (1997 as cited in Widmayer, n.d.) claim 

that schema can help the reader understand the genre (e.g., fairy tale, historical novel, 

etc.), and gain a basic understanding of what is going on, but it does not address 

either the emotional/affective side of the reading experience or our deeper 

understanding/appreciation of what the text means. For example, Simon (as cited in 

Miall, 1995), stated in that comprehending certain literary texts such as “Little Red 

Riding Hood” or “Hamlet”, the ‘context schema’, which refers to prior knowledge is 

not sufficient to comprehend the text. Simon says, at this point, the reader has to 

make use of the ‘problem schema’, which  “grows out of the information found in 

the text itself” (p. 1) and has to create his/her own understanding in order to make 

meaning out of the text, thereby, going beyond what is normally considered as 

schema. Nevertheless, as certain studies have convincingly argued (Carrell, 1985; 

Carrell & Eisterhold, 1987), schema still has validity for suggesting instructional 

strategies that can help readers’ comprehension of texts. 
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Reading Models 

  Schema Theory has had a strong impact on many reading models and on the 

use of strategic reading. In the following paragraphs, top-down, bottom-up, and 

interactive reading models will be mentioned. 

 Top-Down Reading Model 

 The top-down reading model is very much affected by the concept of 

background knowledge. Predicting, using titles and illustrations to understand 

reading with purpose, getting the gist of a text by skimming, scanning, and the 

strategies related to textual organization are some of the reading strategies that are 

promoted through the use of a top-down reading model (Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 

1988). This model also suggests that readers use their knowledge of the subject 

(background knowledge), their knowledge of how language works, their own 

motivation, interest, and attitudes towards the content of the texts, in their interaction 

with the text (Zalioğlu, 2000).  

 Bottom-Up Reading Model 

 The argument for bottom-up reading, on the other hand, is that it involves 

“accurately using the words and structures needed” (Zakaluk, 1996, p. 3) to make 

meaning out of the text.  Bottom-up model implies that meaning is constructed 

starting from the smallest units and working up to a broader understanding. This 

model of reading is also called a “data-driven” (Silberstain, 1987) process because 

the reader is dependent on ‘text-based processing’, in which the meaning arises from 

the ‘incoming data’. In bottom-up reading, the comprehension goes from ‘word, [to] 

sentence and [to] discourse’ (Silberstein, 1994, p. 7). That is to say, words are 

combined into meaningful sentences and those are formed as meaningful 
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associations, and finally information is stored. The bottom-up model also includes 

identifying the grammatical category of a word and recognizing meaning through 

word families and word formation. Therefore, relevant strategies are related to 

sound-letter relationships, or sentence, syntax, and text details, etc. (Wade, 1990; 

Barnett, 1988; Carrell, 1988). Considering the traits of the bottom-up model, Grabe 

(1991) comes to a conclusion about less proficient readers. He says that those readers 

often appear to be word-bound which means that students focus on the meaning of 

individual words in order to understand a reading text. 

 Interactive Reading Model 

 In addition to top-down and bottom-up reading models, the interactive 

reading model includes both of the models mentioned above, and is argued to be the 

most dominantly used one in reading activities, especially when “teaching students to 

activate and use background knowledge” Silberstein (1987, p. 31). Silberstein 

supports Carrell & Eisterhold’s (1987) views that reading is an interactive process 

because it is based on the linguistic and background knowledge of the readers. She 

offers a rationale that an interactive reading model is the result of the interaction of 

bottom-up and top-down models, because throughout the reading process, the reader 

tries to decode the information in the text and at the same time s/he makes 

predictions about it. Therefore, an interactive reading model requires both the 

contribution of background information as well as linguistic knowledge of the 

language. 

Reading Strategies 

  As a general definition, strategies are plans applied depending on the type of 

the text, reader’s purpose, and the context of situation in order to work out problems 
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confronted in constructing meaning (Duffy, 1993; Wallace 1992). To plan how to 

solve the problems, various strategies are used during the process of reading. Carrell 

(1998) defines reading strategies as “actions selected deliberately to achieve 

particular goals” (p.2). She, particularly referring to reading strategies, further points 

out that “reading strategies can be virtually impossible to distinguish from other 

cognitive processes related to thinking, reasoning, studying, or motivational 

strategies … reading strategies will include any of a wide array of tactics that readers 

use to engage and comprehend text” (p.2).  

 In order to make the most meaning out of a text, the reader applies various 

reading strategies. From the psycholinguistic perspective, the reader is seen as an 

active planning, decision-making individual, who coordinates a number of skills and 

strategies to facilitate comprehension (Silberstein, 1987, p.30). It has also been 

agreed that pedagogical approach based on the interactive reading model facilitates 

reading as it encourage the reader to utilize more strategies and thereby to be more 

successful in comprehending the text (Silberstein, 1987).  

 Strategies such as metacognitive, cognitive, and social/affective are used by 

the reader in order to facilitate comprehension and enhance learning from the text.  

 Metacognitive Strategies 

 Metacognitive knowledge may be defined as knowledge about cognition and 

self-regulation of it (Baker and Brown, 1984; Grabe, 1991). Grabe (1991) claims that 

metacognitive strategies involve: 

recognizing patterns of structure and organization, and using 
appropriate strategies to achieve specific goals. (e.g. comprehending 
text, remembering information, etc.). As related to reading, this 
would include recognizing the more important information in a text; 
adjusting reading rate; using context to sort out a misunderstood 
segment skimming portions of the text; previewing headings, 
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pictures, and summaries; using search strategies for finding specific 
information; formulating questions about the information; using a 
dictionary, using word formation, and affix information to guess 
word meanings; taking notes; underlining; summarizing information; 
and so on (p.16). 
 

 Baker and Brown (1984) use the following keywords for metacognitive 

strategies: ‘checking’, ‘monitoring’, testing’, ‘revising’, and ‘evaluating’. 

Metacognitive strategies “involve thinking about learning process, planning for 

learning, monitoring of learning while it is taking place and self-evaluation of 

learning after learning actively (Brown & Palinscar 1982). In a way, learners who 

use metacognitive strategies actually monitor their cognitive strategies. Applegate, 

Quinn and Applegate (1994) go one step further and state that effective readers, who 

are metacognitively aware, try to match their own concepts and purpose with text 

details. Such readers test their hypotheses and restate them when necessary.  

 Metacognition plays a vital role in reading (Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto, 

1989). In reading, metacognition involves having conscious knowledge of strategies 

to use, and being able to control one’s own actions while reading for different 

purposes. 

 Anderson (1999) lists various metacognitive strategies as follows: 

• Setting goals for yourself to help you improve areas that are important to you; 
• Making lists of relevant vocabulary to prepare for new reading; 
• Working with classmates to help you develop your reading skills; 
• Taking opportunities to practice what you already know to keep your 

progress steady; 
• Evaluating what you have learnt and how well you are doing to help you 

focus your reading (pp. 82-83). 
 

 Cognitive Strategies 

 To Brown and Palinscar (1982 as cited in Chamot, 1987, p.), cognitive 

strategies “involve manipulation or transformation of the material to be learned 
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which the learner interacts with what is to be learnt (72). In a way, “cognitive 

strategies contribute directly to the solution of a problem” (Schoonen, Hulstijn, & 

Bossers, 1998, p. 75) and cover most of the strategies in which learners “analyze, 

synthesize, and transform new information” (Oxford & Ehrman, 1995 as cited in 

Oxford & Burry-Stock, 1995, p.5). Anderson (1999) lists as cognitive reading 

strategies:  

• Predicting the content of an upcoming passage or section of the text; 
• Concentrating on grammar to help you understand unfamiliar constructions; 
• Understanding the main idea to help you comprehend the entire reading; 
• Expanding your vocabulary and grammar to help you increase your reading; 
• Guessing the meanings of unfamiliar words or phrases to let you use what 

you already know about English; 
• Analyzing theme, style, and connections to improve your comprehension; 
• Distinguishing between opinions and facts in your reading; 
• Breaking down larger phrases into smaller parts to help you understand 

difficult passages; 
• Linking what you know in your first language with words in English; 
• Creating a map or drawing of related ideas to enable you to understand the 

relationships between words and ideas; 
• Writing a short summary of what you read to help you understand the main 

ideas (p. 82). 
 

Social/Affective Strategies  

 Social/affective strategies “concern the ways in which learners select to 

interact with other learners and native speakers” (Ellis, 1995. p. 538). Weinstein’s 

(1987) definition of affective strategies includes “using positive self-talk to reduce 

performance anxiety, finding a quiet place to study, setting a time schedule, using 

rewards, and setting goals” (p. 593). Such strategies are helpful to students when 

they face problems during the course of reading. Promoting social/affective strategies 

in class might prevent possible problems due to affective factors. Since 
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social/affective strategies are not directly related with the materials, however, those 

strategies are beyond the scope of this study. 

Strategy Training  

 The common point among virtually all research results in studies about 

reading strategy training is that even beginning students should be trained in 

strategies to improve their comprehension and reading performance. Training 

students on reading strategies is clearly considered crucial and whether implicit or 

explicit, the benefits of strategy training are largely unargued.   

 Based on Silberstein’s (1987) ideas about reading strategies, implications can 

be drawn about strategy training in classroom environments. Regardless of the level 

of the students or of the reading model primarily considered in the classroom, 

effective reading takes place with the integration of appropriate strategies. Silberstein 

(1987) says that students should be presented and trained on suitable reading 

strategies with an appropriate use of materials. Therefore, the teacher’s duty should 

be to foster successful reading and to train students how to employ various reading 

skills such as extracting the main idea of the text (skimming), getting a particular 

piece of information (scanning), reaching general understanding, drawing inferences, 

and so on according to the purpose of the reading. In order to achieve 

comprehension, students should be introduced to comprehension strategies. 

Silberstein (1987) argues that such reading strategies can be applied even in 

beginning level texts. Thus, not only competent readers but also beginning readers 

with less proficiency should be involved in strategic reading since interaction 

between text and reader takes place at all levels.  Therefore, it can be inferred from 

Silberstein’s argument that strategy training in reading should take place at all levels. 
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For each level of students, an appropriate strategy can be presented by making use of 

students’ existing knowledge and a suitable reading model. 

 In the strategy training process, the use of different types of strategies is 

emphasized. For instance, while teaching a cognitive skill, O’Maley and Chamot 

(1990) suggest the advantage of incorporating strategies in the task implicitly. 

Devine (1993) exemplifies the strategic reading process by stating that skimming a 

text occurs by using a cognitive strategy. The knowledge on how to do it belongs to 

metacognitive knowledge and “assessing the effectiveness of skimming” to have 

information clues about the text requires a metacognitive strategy. 

 Research done on metacognitive strategy training in reading  argues that in 

order to help students use different strategies in a single task, training is a necessary 

process(Carrell, Pharis, & Liberto, 1989). Another research (Anthony & Raphael, 

1989, as cited in Shih, 1992) also strongly supports strategy training, but considers 

strategy training separate from the reading process itself: “research in classroom 

confirms that the most effective way to bring about student control of a strategy is 

through an instructional sequence in which independent use is preceded by direct 

explanation and guided practice” (p. 300). The research further explains independent 

strategy training emphasizing the role of the teacher in the process. In the first phase, 

the teacher introduces to the students the strategy and the rationale behind it. Then, 

the teacher models the strategy through verbalizing the thought process so that 

students get an idea on how to organize information about the text. After modeling, 

guided practice proceeds in which the students take more responsibility for utilizing 

the strategy. The second part entails “repeated practice, feedback, and possible 

reteaching” (Shih, 1992, p. 301). The final stage is called independent application 
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where students apply the strategies by themselves. As reflected in the study, teachers 

model the strategy, monitor and if necessary reteach it. This sequence is similar to 

one described and recommended by Anderson (1991). 

 In explicit strategy training students are informed of why a strategy is useful, 

and how and where to apply it (Fung, Wilkinson & Moore, 1999). Research shows 

that explicit strategy training can be beneficial, especially when students lack or fail 

to activate their metacognitive knowledge, and skills to facilitate their reading skills 

(Anderson, 1999; Anthony & Raphael, 1989 as cited in Shih, 1992; Fung, Wilkinson 

& Moore, 1999). However, a number of research results (Chamot & O’Maley, 1987, 

Oxford 1990, Wenden, 1987 as cited in Ely & Pease-Alvarez  1996; O’Maley & 

Chamot, 1990) recommend the integration of strategy training into language learning 

tasks on an ongoing basis, in other words, implicit training. They claim that in this 

way, students digest strategies and long-term retention is encouraged.  

 Interestingly, Forrester (1997) came up with no difference between implicit 

and explicit reading strategy teaching in his pilot study carried out in Hong Kong. 

The research intended to find out to which degree strategies help learners improve 

their reading performance. He focused in his study on four reading strategies: 

skimming, scanning, inference, and focusing on cohesive elements of reference, and 

substitution and conjunction. Two different groups of students were formed and one 

group received explicit training while the other was given reading strategies 

implicitly from the same teacher. The groups were given pre- and post-tests. When 

the results were compared, “no significant difference in grades was shown for either 

classes” (Forrester, 1997, p.1). The researcher raised many speculations for the lack 

of significant results such as “combination of methodological and other factors like 
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shortness of the course, the reading test use, the age and learning background of the 

students and their poor second language ability and the problematic nature of the 

value of implications itself” (p.1).  

 Whether implicit or explicit, the role of the teacher seems to be very 

important in the strategy training process. Ely and Pease-Alvarez  (1996) stress the 

importance of teachers stating that the teacher in the training process is a crucial 

channel to help students gain their self-awareness in what they can achieve. He also 

points out that teachers are “in the best position to empower students by showing 

them how to empower themselves” (Ely & Pease-Alvarez  and Pease-Alvarez , 1996, 

p. 5). One of the beliefs on strategy training is that it is not just an interesting 

research topic or area; it is a set of concepts and procedures that any intelligent 

teacher can use to help students learn more effectively (Oxford, Crookall, Cohen, 

Lavine, Nyikos, & Sutter, 1990). These beliefs imply that reading strategies can be 

taught to students, and when taught, strategies help improve students’ performance 

on tests of comprehension and recall (Carrell, 1985; Carrell, Pharis, &Liberto, 1989; 

Pearson & Fielding, 1991, as cited in Janzen, 1996). By using strategies, students 

will be reading in the way that expert readers do. Strategies help readers to process 

the text actively, to monitor their comprehension, and to connect what they are 

reading to their own knowledge and to other parts of the text (Janzen, 1996).      

 Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989) and Cotterall (1990) both argued that the 

use of metacognitive and cognitive strategy instruction has positive effects on 

students’ reading comprehension. In their studies, they concluded that students may 

gain benefit from metacognitive strategy instruction if the program includes it in the 

curriculum. The study done by Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989) looked at how 
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reading strategies can be taught and how teaching reading strategies affects students’ 

success in reading. In their research, experimental and control groups were formed. 

The study was based on the concept of semantic mapping, which included a kind of 

brainstorming session. During the session, students verbalized what they associated 

with the reading topic and the teacher put down their ideas on the blackboard. The 

aim of the semantic mapping through brainstorming sessions was to activate 

students’ background knowledge on the topic of reading text. This would prepare 

students for the actual reading by giving them a picture of what the text was about. 

The study suggests that the procedure also helped students learn certain vocabulary 

items and became more motivated for reading. During the post-reading stage, the 

semantic map on the blackboard was used for discussion to help students build the 

bridge between known and new. After training, the students were given post-tests, on 

which the experimental group performed much better than the control group.  

 In line with the beliefs indicated on reading strategies in the above studies but 

in a longer study than the one or two-week training sessions on metacognitive 

awareness conducted by Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto (1989), Auerbach and Paxton 

(1997) designed a semester-long course to help students explore and discover their 

existing strategies, reflect on them, and develop them. The course involved pre-

reading, during-reading, post-reading, and vocabulary strategies. The rationale of the 

research relied on an interactive understanding, in which the reader recalls pre-

existing knowledge to identify text structure and reads interactively by using both 

bottom-up and top-down reading. The study was also based on the argument that 

effective L2 reading does not rely solely on the level of the proficiency in the second 

language. Even if the level of proficiency is low, students still depend on word-for-
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word reading (bottom-up) or they can predict about the content using schemata (top-

down) or combine both (interactive). In addition, the study took into account 

knowledge of using strategies consciously, or in other words, metacognitive 

awareness (Block, 1986; Carrell, Pharis & Liberto, 1989; Cohen& Hosenfeld, 1981; 

Devine, 1993 as cited in Auerbah & Paxton, 1997).  

 At the beginning of the course, students were given a questionnaire to 

investigate their ideas about reading and L2 reading, strategy awareness, and 

comprehension assessment. Students were asked a set of questions about a text they 

had read in order to learn the “strategies the students used, their ability to articulate 

them, and their prior knowledge about the subject” (p. 243). The aim of the reading 

interviews was to learn students’ approaches to a text. The reading inventory aimed 

at finding out students’ choices and reasons for reading in L1. Additionally, the aim 

of giving reading strategy questionnaires in both the L1 and L2 was to get a broader 

general understanding of students’ reading and strategies (pp. 242-243).  

    The findings of the strategy conception questionnaire given at the beginning 

of the course indicated that students varied in their use and concept of strategies. As 

the course progressed, strategies were elicited from students and as they developed 

their awareness of their own existing strategies, they were invited to introduce them 

to their peers. The researchers monitored the changes in the use of students’ 

strategies and they observed that as they progressed, students gained more control, 

thus becoming more conscious of which strategies to use according to the type of the 

text. As one of the students said: 

During the course I feel like I am shopping in the store and strategies 
are like the clothes in the store. I am free to choose any clothes 
(strategy) I want to choose. I just have to buy one or two clothes 
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(strategy) that is really fit (work) to me and the one that I mostly like 
(Auerbach & Paxton, 1997 p. 247). 
 

 Drawing out students’ conceptions of strategies, eliciting students’ actually 

used strategies, giving strategy instruction, and interviewing students, could have 

been the effective factors that contributed to students’ awareness, choice, and control 

in strategy use. The research concludes that through strategy training, students can 

become aware of their existing strategies, expand their choice of strategies, and have 

control over their use of them, thus increasing overall comprehension and recall. 

Students become involved in exploring their own conception of reading strategies 

and applying them in their reading. Similar to Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto’s (1989) 

study, the findings of Auerbach and Paxton (1997) indicate that students can be 

trained to use several strategies and they can gain metacognitive awareness by 

monitoring, controlling, and choosing the use of appropriate reading strategies. 

Auerbach and Paxton (1997) conclude by emphasizing that metacognitive awareness 

in reading and strategy training enhances reading proficiency. 

 In addition to studies investigating the impact of strategy training on only L2 

students, Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001) carried out a study in which they looked at 

and contrasted the use of reading strategies of both native and non-native English 

speakers with reading academic materials. The results of this study revealed three                              

major outcomes, one of which was that both native and non-native students were 

aware of their own reading strategies. Moreover, both groups attributed almost the 

same order of importance to categorizations of reading strategies in the survey, 

regardless of their reading ability or gender. Among metacognitive, cognitive and 

support reading strategies as they were grouped in the survey, both native and non-

native students with higher reading abilities reported more frequent usage of 
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metacognitive and cognitive strategies then “lower-reading-ability” students. 

Moreover, among native speaking students, those of “higher-reading-ability” 

indicated that they place a higher value on support strategies than “lower-reading-

ability” students. However, ESL students indicated that they use support strategies 

more then metacognitive and cognitive strategies, regardless of their reading ability 

level. 

 Turning from students to teachers on the subject of strategy training, Ely and 

Pease-Alvarez ’s (1996) study shows that teachers should also be trained on how to 

train students in the most efficient ways. In his study, he established a teacher-

training program in order to prepare second language teachers’ for strategy 

instruction. The establishment of such training/development programs for second 

language teachers revealed that teachers value strategy training and they would like 

to do their best in class. Ely and Pease-Alvarez ’s study proposed two models to help 

in teacher preparation for strategy instruction. One model of teacher training 

involved teachers being trained on appropriate instruction and the other model aimed 

at preparing teachers for development and to heighten their ability to “observe, 

reflect upon and modify their instructional patterns” (Ely & Pease-Alvarez , 1996, p. 

336).  

 In Ely and Pease-Alvarez ’s proposed teacher-training program on strategy 

instruction, teachers prepare lessons, present them in class, and get immediate peer 

feedback. The program’s major underlying theme is the development or sharpening 

of independent and analytical thoughts related to the cognitive (psychological and 

linguistic) and affective thought processes of learner and teacher. During the 

program, teachers were let to discover the importance of strategy training in ESL 
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instruction in an introspective manner. Teachers discuss the given task, and consider 

appropriate strategies. In a task on reading, teachers admitted the advantages of 

utilizing strategies such as: 

the amount of time that one could save; the way the reader avoided 
getting bogged down by details; the fact that one could use strategies 
to determine the appropriateness the reading material for one’s 
reading purposes; and the possibility that the strategy could serve the 
reader as an advance organizer, a kind of road map for subsequent 
reading (p.338). 

 
 However, the teachers in Ely and Pease-Alvarez ’s study admitted that for the 

most part, they were not taught strategies, and the ones that were taught went 

unpracticed. The teachers argued that the reason for not employing strategies 

themselves was the result of insufficient practice, awareness, the fear of missing 

important points in a given task if those strategies could be used, and being 

undecided about which strategy to utilize according to which purpose. (Ely & Pease-

Alvarez , 1996). The program suggests that it is important not only to teach strategies 

to students but also to develop an understanding of why and when students should 

use those strategies both at present and in the future.  

 The results of Ely and Pease-Alvarez ’s program of strategy training 

instruction display that in order to provide their students with both the ability and the 

understanding required for intelligent control of their own learning, teachers should 

have a strong understanding of the theory and practice of strategy teaching as well as 

an understanding of how to implement, adapt and develop these strategies in their 

own instruction.  

Teachers’ Perceptions of Reading Strategies 

  As teachers’ perceptions of strategy training in reading instruction is the 

focus point of this study, similarly focused studies were also examined. The 
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literature, however, is not rich in studies done on teachers’ perceptions specifically of 

reading strategies, how they perceive those strategies and how they teach them.  

 One project (Allan & Bruton, 1998) that did explore teachers’ perceptions on 

teaching reading and reading strategies to support reading development was carried 

out in a context in which many teachers made explicit their concerns about those 

students who had difficulty in deriving meaning from written text. The study aimed 

at finding out whether strategies are obvious to students, and if they are not, whether 

students are taught strategies. Also, the study aimed to find out teachers’ 

understanding of the reading process and the teaching of reading skills/strategies.  

 The research was conducted in three secondary schools in Scotland. Because 

of the small population, the findings of research could not be generalized. The results 

showed that many teachers in the study had considerable knowledge and 

understanding of how to develop reading skills. Although teachers stated their major 

problem in reading as vocabulary teaching, they indicated teaching some reading 

strategies such as, text-highlighting, sequencing, prediction, close-procedure, text-

completion (Allan & Bruton, 1998, p.4). One teacher stated that she teaches the 

strategies she employs in order to cope with the difficulty of a text: “I’d have to try to 

find a way to squeeze the juice from the text, which is what I was taught when I was 

young…You have to give students strategies for extracting the juice, so they won’t 

panic and give up…”  (Allan & Bruton, 1998, p.6).  

 During the interviews conducted for the study, it was also revealed that 

teachers were very knowledgeable when reflecting on their classroom practice and 

their own reading strategies. Among the findings of the study, there is a parallel with 

the use of strategies by teachers as readers and the way they teach strategies in their 
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own classes. Although teachers were concerned that they were not knowledgeable 

about reading and teaching reading skills, through the course of the study it was 

revealed that they themselves knew more than they had taught. The study implies 

that if teachers make their own reading strategies explicit in class, the reflection may 

help students improve their reading.  

Conclusion 

 To conclude, this review of the literature suggests that the use of reading 

strategies is an important element in reading instruction and that in order to help 

students comprehend text, certain training in reading strategies should be given to 

both students and teachers. As well as training students on reading strategies, raising 

students’ awareness of their already existing strategies and having them use those 

strategies consciously is another important issue in strategy training. 

 In the next chapter, the research tools and the methodological procedures 

followed in order to gather the data will be discussed. Additionally, information 

about the setting and the participants will be provided. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

 Introduction 

The purpose of this study was to investigate teachers’ perceptions of reading 

strategy instruction at Eastern Mediterranean University, School of Foreign 

Languages (EMU SFL). The study aimed at exploring the teachers’ understandings 

of teaching reading strategies through the use of the course materials. It was hoped 

that this study would also reveal information about the presentation of reading 

strategies in these materials, and thereby, contribute to more fruitful outcomes in the 

teaching of reading and reading strategies. 

The study addressed the following research questions: 

1) What are teachers’ understandings and perceptions of reading strategies 

and the purposes for teaching them? 

2) According to teachers’ self-reports, 

a. What reading strategies (if any) do they teach? 

b. How do they decide which strategies to teach? 

c. How do they make use of the course materials to teach reading          

      strategies? 

In this chapter, the methodological procedures for this study are presented. 

First, the background of the methodology for this study is mentioned. Then, the 

participants of the study and the setting in which the study was conducted are 

described. Lastly, the data collection instruments and the ways the data were 

collected and analyzed are presented. 
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Setting and Participants 

This study was conducted at Eastern Mediterranean University, School of 

Foreign Languages (EMU SFL). The education offered at EMU SFL is based on a 

modular system. Each semester is divided into two modules and each module lasts 

for eight weeks. Students are placed at appropriate levels from beginner to 

intermediate at the beginning of the academic year. They take a level test at the end 

of every eight weeks, and those who score 60 or above move up one level. At the end 

of the first semester, students who complete the intermediate level along with those 

who have not exceeded a 30% absenteeism limit in the upper-intermediate level, 

have the right to take the proficiency test to enter into their departments. After each 

level test, the groups of students change. Likewise, the teachers change the groups 

they teach every module. The spring semester starts with the third module. This 

study was conducted during the third module. The questionnaire was administered in 

the fourth week of the module and the interviews were done in the eighth week.  

The participants of this study were the 46 teachers of the intermediate level. 

Nine of the participants were male and 38 of them were female. The questionnaire 

(Appendix A) was distributed on April 3rd, 2002, during the weekly Teaching Team 

Meeting and the participants were asked to return the questionnaire within a week. 

Out of 46 teachers, 33 returned the questionnaire. After the analysis of the 

questionnaire, six of the participants were chosen according to the diversity of the 

answers they gave on the questionnaire.  

Questionnaires 

In order to gather general data from all the participants, a questionnaire was 

utilized. The questionnaire was chosen because it is easier and more practical to 
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gather data from a large population as they have a high range of coverage (O’Maley 

& Chamot, 1990). Davidson (as cited in Cohen & Manion, 1994) states the traits of a 

well-designed questionnaire as “clear, unambiguous, and uniformly workable” (p. 

92). If a high quality questionnaire is designed, it is more likely that a researcher will 

obtain the most accurate data. The questionnaire also should be unbiased and not 

leading the participant to the expected answer. Because they are believed to be useful 

instruments especially in determining opinions and attitudes, Likert-type 

questionnaire items were used in part III, IV, and IV (Turner, 1993). Such type 

questions were thought to be most effective in measuring the participants’ 

perceptions of reading strategies and how they make use of the materials to teach 

those strategies. 

The questionnaire for this study consisted of four parts. The first part aimed 

at gathering background information about the participants: their names, gender, 

years of teaching experience, years of teaching experience at EMU SFL, and degree 

program(s) completed.  

The second part of the questionnaire referred to the first research question, 

which was “what are teachers’ understandings and perceptions of reading strategies 

and the purpose for teaching them?” In this part of the questionnaire, participants 

were asked three questions. The first question aimed at learning the participants’ self-

assessed degree of familiarity with the concept of reading strategies. The second 

question was an open-ended question, which asked the participants to list the various 

strategies they teach in their reading instruction. The third question was comprised of 

a list of reasons for teaching reading strategies and the participants were asked to tick 
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all that applied to them. Also, teachers were provided with an option where they 

could write their reasons apart from the written options given. 

The third part of the questionnaire referred to research question 2a, which 

was “what reading strategies (if any) do they teach?” Part III was comprised of 37 

Likert-type questions in which the participants were asked to tick only one option 

according to the degree of frequency they teach various reading strategies at various 

phases of a lesson. The response options were ‘always’, ‘usually’, ‘sometimes’, 

‘rarely’, and ‘never’. 

 Parts IV and V of the questionnaire were designed in order to get some 

preliminary data as a starting point for the interviews. Part IV aimed at finding out 

how frequently they make use of the materials to teach reading strategies, and 

consisted of eight Likert-type items. Part V was aimed at gathering teachers’ 

perceptions of the materials in terms of the degree of reading strategies they foster. In 

this part, participants were asked four opinion type questions and were asked to tick 

one option among ‘strongly agree’, ‘agree’, ‘neutral’, ‘disagree’, and ‘strongly 

disagree’. 

Table 1 below shows the number of the questions in the questionnaire and the 

focus of each part. 
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Table 1    

Distribution of Questions on the Questionnaire 

Question 
Types 

Part I- 
Background 
Information 

Part II- 
Teachers’ 
degree of 
familiarity 
with the 
concept of 
reading 
strategies 

Part III- 
What 
reading 
strategies 
the teachers 
teach 

Part IV- 
What 
materials the 
teachers use 
to teach 
reading 
strategies 

Part V – 
How they 
perceive the 
presentation 
of reading 
strategies in 
the course 
books 

No. of 
Questions 

      5    3      37    8      4 

 

Piloting the Questionnaire 

 In order to make sure that the items in the questionnaire were clear, 

understandable, and would not prejudge the teachers’ perceptions, the questionnaire 

was piloted on March 19, 2002, with the students enrolled in the MA TEFL program 

and with the instructors teaching in the same program. Their constructive feedback 

was taken into consideration in the process of rewording items, adding new ones, 

modifying ambiguous wordings, and deleting the items that were irrelevant to the 

purpose of the study. Additionally, grammatical mistakes were corrected and 

instructions were modified. For this reason, the pilot study proved to be very 

beneficial. Since parts III and IV aimed at gathering teachers’ perceptions of the 

course materials and the reading strategies presented in those materials, it was 

impossible to pilot parts IV and V with the colleagues at the Bilkent MA TEFL 

program. Therefore, nine teachers who taught at the intermediate level in the second 

module at EMU SFL were also e-mailed the questionnaire on March 28, 2002. They 

were asked to make comments on those parts in particular and return them by March 
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29, 2002. Out of nine questionnaires e-mailed, four questionnaires were received, on 

the basis of which the final changes were made.   

Distribution of the Questionnaire 

The questionnaire was e-mailed to a colleague at EMU SFL on April 1, 2002 

and a request form was also filled in and e-mailed to the head of the teacher-training 

department at EMU SFL. The questionnaire was approved by the council of EMU 

SFL on the same day and distributed to the intermediate level Teaching Teams on 

April 4, 2002 during the Teaching Team Meeting. During the meeting, teachers 

received the questionnaire with the necessary information about the purpose of the 

study and the preparation of the questionnaire, and were asked to complete the 

questionnaires and return them later to the team leaders soon after they filled them in. 

Out of 46 teachers, 33 returned the questionnaires. The data was entered into the 

Statistical Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) program at EMU SFL and sent to the 

researcher through e-mail. Later on, the questionnaire was sent to the researcher via 

mail. Both the data sent through e-mail and the open-ended questions were analyzed 

by the researcher.   

Interviews 

For this study, semi-structured interviews were conducted. Meriam (1998) 

indicates that semi-structured interviews “are guided by a list of questions or issues 

to be explored, but neither the exact wording nor the order of the questions is 

determined ahead of time” (p.74). The aim of designing semi-structured interviews 

for this study was to allow the participants to state their ideas and provide room for 

them to explain their reasons on how they decide which strategy to teach and how 
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they make use of certain reading materials in order to incorporate those strategies in 

detail.  

The interview questions were prepared by considering a typical reading 

lesson. For example, questions were generated in order to gather data on whether or 

how teachers make use of titles, pictures, or any other aids in order to prepare 

students for actual reading, whether they employ particular strategies to facilitate 

students’ comprehension of texts while reading, or whether they assign any activities 

after completing the reading. Additionally, how teachers do what they do and why 

they do such activities were the follow-up questions for most of the items. In order to 

prepare more realistic and consistent questions, various reading texts in the Headway 

course book and intermediate pack were used as reference points to structure the 

interviews.   

Piloting the Interviews 

For the interview, a number of semi-structured questions were prepared. As a 

first step, two reading texts were chosen from the Headway course book and two 

peers who are enrolled in the MA TEFL program were asked to participate in the 

piloting of the interview. Prior to the pilot interviews, the peers were given the 

reading texts with their tasks in order to have them familiarize themselves with the 

texts. During the piloting the advisor took notes and immediate feedback was given.  

Teacher Interviews 

After analyzing the data gathered from the questionnaires, six teachers were 

chosen for the interview according to the diversity of answers they gave. The 

following criteria were considered while choosing the six participants for the 

interview: 
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• degree of familiarity with the concept of reading strategies (questionnaire 

part II question 1); 

• degree of frequency of the reading strategies taught (questionnaire, part 

III);  

• diversity of reported perceptions of the reading strategies presented in the 

course books (questionnaire parts IV & V).  

   The aim of the interview was to get in-depth answers to the following 

research questions:  

3) According to teacher’s self-reports, 

b.  What reading strategies (if any) do they teach? 

c.  How do they decide which strategy to teach? 

d.   How do they make use of the course materials to teach reading         

strategies? 

In order to select the participants for the interview, teachers who reported 

different degrees of familiarity with the concept of reading strategies were separated. 

While no one reported being completely unfamiliar with reading strategies, two 

teachers said that they were only ‘slightly’ familiar with reading strategies and those 

two teachers (P1 & P2) were selected for interviews. Among the 33 participants, 

seven teachers reported that they were ‘very’ familiar with the concept of reading 

strategies. Among these seven teachers, two were chosen for the interview. To 

choose those two teachers, their answers in Parts III, IV, and V were considered. One 

of the teachers chosen for the interview (P5) reported frequent use for almost all the 

reading strategies including pre-, while, and post- reading strategies in part III. Yet in 

part IV, P5 stated only ‘sometimes’ using the materials provided in the Headway 
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course book and the intermediate pack to teach reading strategies. It was curiosity to 

find out why P5 does not tend to make use of the materials to teach reading strategies 

that led to the selection of this participant. Unlike P5, the next participant (P6) 

reported less frequent use of reading strategies in part III and less frequent use of the 

materials presented in the Headway course book and the intermediate pack in part 

IV.  Among the 24 teachers who reported ‘somewhat’ familiarity with the concept of 

reading strategies, two teachers were selected to be interviewed. One of the 

participants (P3), stated discontent with the reading strategies presented in the 

Headway course book and the intermediate pack in part V of the questionnaire, yet 

nevertheless, reported high frequent use of reading strategies presented in part III. 

The final participant was the one who reported high frequent use of pre-reading 

strategies in part III of the questionnaire compared to post-reading strategies. This 

participant remained ‘neutral’ about the distribution of the reading strategies in part 

V. 

A total of 14 interview questions (Appendix D) were prepared for the 

teachers, but since the interview was semi-structured, additional questions were 

asked to the participants according to the answers received. In addition to the 

common questions prepared for the participants, additional questions were directed 

to them referring to the specific answers they gave in the questionnaire.  

 All interviewees were given a consent form (Appendix C) to sign prior to the 

interview. For the interview, a number of reading texts were selected both in the 

Headway intermediate course book and the intermediate pack (Appendix E). Prior to 

the interview, participants were asked to choose two texts that they had used in class. 

The interviews consisted largely of the teachers going through their chosen lesson 
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texts and explaining to the interviewer what they would or would not do at each step, 

and why or why not they would make those choices. During the interviews, 

participants were asked how and why questions referring to the answers they gave in 

the questionnaire part III, IV, and V in order to get more detailed information. The 

number of the questions asked to the participants varied because of the nature of the 

interview. Additionally, the questionnaires that the interviewees had filled in were 

used as references during the interviews. When necessary, their answers to certain 

items in the questionnaires were referred to as they responded to related questions 

during the interviews. The interviews were carried out in English. 

Data Analysis 

 In this study, quantitative data were collected through questionnaires and 

qualitative data were gathered through interviews.  The questionnaire allowed the 

researcher to gather information about teachers’ understanding and perception of 

reading strategies and the purposes for teaching them. The questionnaire also enabled 

the researcher to obtain preliminary data about how teachers make use of the 

materials and their perceptions about the reading strategies presented in the course 

books. The interviews, on the other hand, were conducted in order to obtain detailed 

information about how teachers decide which strategies to teach and how they make 

use of the materials to teach reading strategies.  

 The questionnaire was prepared by the researcher and was piloted with the 

students enrolled in the MA TEFL program and the teachers who taught at the 

intermediate level at EMU SFL during the second module of the 2001-2002 

academic year. Parts I and II of the questionnaire contained open-ended questions 

and they were analyzed through categorization of the responses. The items in parts 
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III, IV, and V of the questionnaire were analyzed using the Statistical Packages for 

Social Sciences (SPSS). For every item, frequencies and percentages were taken. In 

order to find the significance of the distribution of answers for each item, Chi-square 

tests were calculated.   

 The interviews were taped and transcribed by the researcher. The transcript 

data were first categorized according to the activities in three phases of reading 

instruction called as pre-, while, and post-reading. These phases were analyzed on a 

cross-sectional basis (Mason, 1996). In other words, the practices and rationale 

behind these three phases of reading instruction were compared among the six 

interviewees’ transcriptions. Furthermore, non-cross sectional analysis of individual 

transcripts also revealed additional and unexpected themes. 

 In the next chapter, the data analysis procedures and the results will be 

discussed in detail. In addition, significant results, both quantitative and qualitative, 

will be displayed in tables.  
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CHAPTER 4: DATA ANALYSIS 

Introduction 

The aim of this study was to investigate teachers’ perceptions of strategy 

training in reading instruction. The participants of this study were 46 teachers who 

were teaching at the intermediate level at EMU SFL, in the third module of the 2001-

2002 academic year. As a first research tool, 46 teachers were distributed 

questionnaires, 33 of which were returned. As a second means of data collection, six 

teachers were selected according to the diversity of answers they gave in the 

questionnaire, and interviewed individually.  

The first part of the questionnaire was analyzed quantitatively. Frequencies 

and percentages were taken. The second part was analyzed through categorization. 

The third, fourth, and fifth parts were analyzed quantitatively using the Statistical 

Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS). Frequencies and percentages of every question 

were taken. Additionally, Chi-squares were calculated in order to see whether the 

distribution of the answers for each question was significant.  

For the interview, six participants were chosen. Basically, the participants 

were selected according to the degree of familiarity with the concepts of reading 

strategies they reported. According to this primary criteria, two of the participants 

were ‘slightly’ familiar with the concept of reading strategies, the second pair were 

the ones who reported as being ‘somewhat’ familiar with the concept of reading 

strategies, and the last two were chosen among the participants who said that they 

were very familiar with the concept of reading strategies.  
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Data Analysis Procedure 

Analysis of the Questionnaire 

Questionnaire Part I  

In the first part of the questionnaire, the aim was to get some background 

information about the 33 participants, among whom 28 were female and five were 

male. Table 2 below displays the range of the teachers’ total years of teaching 

experience and the years of teaching experience they have had at EMU SFL. Five of 

the 33 participants who returned the questionnaire indicated  1-4 years of total 

teaching experience, 15 of them indicated 5-8 years of teaching experience, and 10 of 

the participants ticked 9-12 years of teaching experience. Two teachers stated 13-16 

years of teaching experience, and one respondent indicated 17 or more years of 

teaching experience. 

                Table 2  

                Participants’ Teaching Experiences  

 
Total years 
of teaching 
experience 

 
F 

 
P 

Years at 
EMU 
SFL. 

F P 

1-4  5   15.2%  1-4  6  18.2%  
5-8  15   45.5%  5-8  16  48.5%  
9-12  10   30.3% 9-12  11  33.3%  
13-16   2     6.1% 13-16    0    0 
17 +   1     3.0%  17 +    0    0 
Total 33 100.0%  Total 33 100.0%  

                    Note. F= frequency 
                                  P= percentage  

 
The majority of participants chose one of three options when they were asked 

about their teaching experiences at EMU SFL. Just six participants indicated having 

only 1-4 years of teaching experience. Sixteen teachers stated 5-8 years of teaching 
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experience at EMU SFL and 11 participants indicated 9-12 years of teaching 

experience at EMU SFL.  

The results show that the teachers who taught at the intermediate level during 

the third module could be counted as ‘experienced teachers’, both in terms of their 

total teaching experience and their teaching experience at EMU SFL. As is seen in 

table 2, 28 of the 33 respondents (81%) have at least five years of teaching 

experience and 27 of the 33 respondents (more then 80%) have indicated at least five 

years of experience teaching at EMU SFL. Therefore, the conclusion can be drawn 

that the teachers are familiar with the education system in general and with the 

curriculum of EMU SFL in particular. 

Table 3 below presents the information about completed degree programs of 

the participants. 

Table 3 

Degree Programs Completed by the Participants 

Degree completed F P 
BA 21   63.6% 
MA 11   33.3% 
MBA 1     3.0% 
Total 33 100.0% 

                  Note. F= frequency 
                                        P= percentage 

As is seen in the above table, only12 of the participants indicated having a 

post-graduate degree, one of which was an MBA. The remainder of the participants 

specified having only BA degrees. 
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Questionnaire Part II 

The second part of the questionnaire sought to answer the first research 

question, which was “What are teachers’ understandings and perceptions of reading 

strategies and the purpose for teaching them?” 

The first question was about the teachers’ self-assessed degree of familiarity 

with the concept of reading strategies. Table 4 below shows the results for this 

question.  

               Table 4 

Q.1 How Familiar are You with the Concept of Reading Strategies? 

 F P 
Very 7    21.2%  
Somewhat 24    72.7%  
Slightly 2     6.1%  
Total 33  100.0%  

  Note. F= frequency 
            P= percentage 

The results of the first question show that most teachers did not rate 

themselves as being ‘very’ familiar with the concept of reading strategies. Among 33 

participants, only seven of them ticked the ‘very’ option. Twenty-four of the 

participants, in other words, the majority, said that they are ‘somewhat’ familiar with 

the concept of reading strategies, and two of the respondents ticked the ‘slightly’ 

option. None of the teachers indicated the ‘not at all’ option for this question. The 

results show that all the teachers reported having at least heard about reading 

strategies and having some ideas about them.     

The second question was an open-ended question. Participants were asked to 

list any particular reading strategies they teach in class. The results as they were 
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written on the questionnaires are included in their entirety in Appendix B and a 

categorized summary of their responses is shown in table 5 below. 

       Table 5 

       Q. 2 Please List any Particular Reading Strategies You Teach in Class 

Strategies  No. 
Skimming  23 
Scanning  23 
Pre-discussions (Discussion & prediction about the content 
through the use of titles, pictures, aids, etc.) 

  8 

Guessing meaning from the context   7 
Asking referential questions   3 
Pre-teaching the vocabulary   2 
Discussion after reading   2 
Note-taking   2 
Activating schemata   1 
Reading for inference   1 
Reading for prediction   1 

 

As can be seen in table 5, by far the most commonly reported strategies are 

skimming and scanning. Also, fairly commonly reported were pre-discussions such 

as discussion and prediction about the content through the use of titles, pictures, aids 

and guessing meaning from the context. A variety of other strategies received 

mention by only one or two participants.   

Apart from particular reading strategies listed by the participants, some 

teachers referred to reading some activities, which cannot clearly be considered as 

reading strategies. These were using comprehension questions to set the aim when 

reading the text, matching headings and paragraphs, asking T/F statements, jigsaw 

reading, and using realia.  Since these are activities rather than reading strategies, 

they were not included in the table above. Those teachers might have misconceptions 

about reading strategies. 
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The answers reveal that teachers are quite familiar with at least two reading 

strategies, which they identified as skimming and scanning. Several referred to 

various pre-reading strategies such as activating students’ background knowledge by 

generating discussions. Some reported that they make use of the pictures and the 

headlines presented in the course books. Only two participants, however, mentioned 

any post-reading strategies specifically. They further indicated that they generated 

discussions after reading activities as a post-reading strategy. 

 After asking the participants to list the reading strategies that they particularly 

teach, they were asked about the reasons why they teach those reading strategies. The 

third question of part II (see table 6 below) aimed at finding out the teachers’ 

reported reasons for teaching reading strategies. In this question, participants were 

presented various reasons for teaching reading strategies, from which they could 

select as many as they felt were applicable. They were also given an extra option 

where they could state their personal reasons, if any, other than the ones presented. 

   Table 6 

   Q.3 What are Your Reasons for Teaching Reading Strategies in Class?  
 

Items No. of 
respondents 

A- It helps students understand text better. 33 
B- To improve their enjoyment of the texts. 19 
C- Because they are included in the pack.   6 
D- To develop subskills for developing overall reading skills 28 
E- For the appreciation of the text.   6 
F- To have students be aware of the language they are learning. 12 
G- To save time while reading. 17 
H- To prepare students for the text. 19 
 I- To prepare them for outside reading. 23 
 J- To enhance autonomy. 20 
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As is seen in table 6, all the participants agree that teaching reading strategies 

helps students understand texts better and almost all of them report teaching reading 

strategies in order to help students develop subskills for developing overall reading 

skills. Also, during the interviews, out of six teachers, four stated that teaching 

reading strategies helps students’ speaking and writing, especially through the use of 

pre- and post-reading strategies. They stated the necessity of tying those skills 

together as the institution follows an integrated syllabus. Therefore, students should 

be encouraged to practice other skills through reading and strategy training. What 

teachers pointed out is related with what the research in the literature suggests. 

Research suggests that if the strategy straining is integrated in learning tasks on an 

ongoing basis, students digest strategies and long-term retention is encouraged 

(Chamot & O’Maley, 1987; Oxford 1990; Wenden, 1987 as cited in Ely & Pease-

Alvarez , 1996; O’Maley & Chamot, 1990).  

Out of 33 participants, 23 said that reading strategies prepare students for 

outside reading, and similarly, 20 of them reported teaching reading strategies in 

order to enhance autonomy. These answers seem to mean that teachers consider it 

important to train students in how to deal with any kind of reading text they might 

eventually be exposed to. Nineteen teachers indicated that teaching reading strategies 

is essential for preparing students for the text and for improving the students’ 

appreciation of the text. Out of 33 participants, only one respondent (P2) gave a 

reason other than the ones provided, which was “to guide them (make it useful/fun) 

for teaching reading strategies.” 
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Questionnaire Part III 

The purpose of the third part of the questionnaire was to find out what 

reading strategies teachers report actually teaching. In this part, the participants were 

presented 37 Likert-type items and then asked to rate the teaching practices presented 

in this part in consideration of what they actually do while dealing with a reading text 

in class.  

Table 7 below presents the results for the items that are considered as pre-

reading strategies. The general impression is that the teachers do most of the pre-

reading activities in class before they have students read the text. It is clearly seen 

that almost all the teachers (at least 80%) usually or always set a purpose for reading, 

make use of the titles and the pictures in order to help students predict about the text, 

and set a context before actual reading.  From the distribution of the answers, it is 

seen that the use of instructional aids is not common among the teachers. However, 

more than half of the participants (54.5%) use previewing techniques sometimes and 

they report making frequent use of (almost 88%) warm-up questions before having 

students read the text. 
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  Table 7  

  Items Related to Pre-Reading Strategies 

Questions Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never χ 2 
Q.1  17 

(51.5%) 
13 

(39.4%) 
3 

(9.1%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
   9.46** 

Q.2  
 

14 
(42.4%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

5 
(15.2%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

   4.91 

Q.3  
 

9 
(27.3%) 

20 
(60.6%) 

4 
(12.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

 12.18** 

Q.4 13 
(39.4%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

4 
(12.1%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

 11.00* 

Q.5 2 
(6.1%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

    9.79* 

Q.6 2 
(6.1%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

18 
(54.5%) 

5 
(15.2%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

 26.55** 

Q.7 16 
(48.5%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(3.0%) 

 21.75** 

Q.8 4 
(12.1%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

 13.00** 

Q.9 6 
(18.2%) 

8 
(24.2%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

 
 

10.45* 

Q.10 4 
(12.1%) 

8 
(24.2%) 

20 
(60.6%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

 13.00** 

Note. Q.1: I set a purpose for reading. 
          Q.2: I ask students to read the titles and predict what the text is about. 
          Q.3: I ask students to look at illustrations/pictures and try to guess how they relate to the text. 
          Q.4: I set a context before students begin reading. 
          Q.5: I use instructional aids (e.g. realia, music, etc.) to set a context. 
          Q.6: I have the students quickly look over the text before reading. 
          Q.7: I ask students warm-up questions related to the text before reading. 
          Q.8: I teach vocabulary before students read the text. 
          Q.9: Before doing discussion or any other activity, I have students read the text. 
          Q.10: I ask students to relate the text/topic to their experience. 
        χ 2= Chi-square 
         *p <.05   ** p < .01  

 

The findings for questions 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, and 10 were all found to be 

significant on a Chi-square test. Numbers 4, 5, and 9 were significant at a level of  

p <.05 and  1, 3, 6, 7, 8, and 10 were found to be significant  at a level of  p <.01. 

According to these results, it can be assumed that instruction in pre-reading strategies 

is a widespread, common part of these teachers’ teaching practices. The possible 

reasons might be that such pre-reading activities are widely included in the reading 
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materials in the intermediate pack. Also, teachers instinctively might feel the 

necessity of providing students with a purpose and motivating them through several 

activities for actual reading. For this reason, such pre-reading activities seen as 

warm-up activities and certain pre-reading strategies are utilized during the process.  

Table 8 below presents the results about teachers’ vocabulary teaching 

practices. The results show that teachers do generally pre-teach vocabulary before 

reading. However, they do not tend to teach the entire new vocabulary in a reading 

text.  

    Table 8 

    Questions Related to Vocabulary Teaching 

Questions Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never χ 2 
Q.8 4 

(12.1%) 
12 

(36.4%) 
14 

(42.4%) 
2 

(6.1%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
13.00** 

Q.13 1 
(3.00%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

8 
(24.2%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

  6.85 

     Note.  Q.8: I teach vocabulary before students read the text. 
                Q.13: I teach all the new vocabulary in the text.  
  χ 2: Chi-square    
                ** p < .01 
 

The Chi-square results presented in the table above show that the responses to 

question 8 are significant at a level of p < .01. The significant result for this question 

shows that almost all the teachers teach vocabulary before they have students read 

the text. However, the results for teaching all the new vocabulary is more evenly 

divided and therefore, not significant. From the results, it can be assumed that the 

majority of the teachers tend to teach only the ‘necessary’ vocabulary. This practice 

is in line with arguments in the literature in that preparing students for actual reading 

does not mean to teach students ‘all’ the unknown words but to teach them 

‘necessary’ vocabulary. Such an approach, it is proposed, helps the students deal 
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with the text without being frustrated with language difficulties (Greenwood, 1989 as 

cited in Sarıçoban, 2001).  

The following discussion is about the use of mono and bilingual dictionaries 

in reading instruction. The results for these questions are presented in table 9 below. 

      Table 9 

      Questions Related to the Use of Dictionaries 

Questions Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never χ 2 
Q.14 7 

(21.2%) 
14 

(42.4%) 
5 

(15.2%) 
3 

(9.1%) 
4 

(12.1%) 
11.70* 

Q.15 6 
(18.2%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

8 
(24.2%) 

10 
(30.3%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

5.33 

        Note.  Q.14: I ask students to use a monolingual dictionary. 
                   Q.15: I allow students to use a bilingual dictionary. 

   χ 2= Chi-square    
                  *p <.05 

 As seen in the above table, question 14 is about the use of monolingual 

dictionaries and question 15 is about the use of bilingual dictionaries in reading 

instruction. The Chi-square results show the responses to question 14 to be 

significant at a level of p < .05, which suggests that most of the teachers tend to 

prefer that their students use monolingual dictionaries rather than bilingual ones. The 

results for question 15, however, are not significant, which may suggest that the 

teachers are either flexible about the use of bilingual dictionaries or they do not see 

any harm in using them. Since this issue was not explored deeper during the 

interviews, the rationale behind their responses was not revealed.  

After the discussion of teachers’ use of pre-reading strategies, the succeeding 

discussion is about the while-reading strategy practices of teachers in their reading 

instruction. All the while-reading strategies items in part III of the questionnaire are 

presented in table 10 below, along with the frequencies and the Chi-square results. 
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    Table 10 

    Items Related to While-Reading Strategies 

Questions Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never χ 2 
Q.16 10 

(30.3%) 
17 

(51.5%) 
5 

(15.2%) 
1 

(3.00%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
17.30** 

Q.17 9 
(27.3%) 

17 
(51.5%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

  5.09 

Q.18 1 
(3.00%) 

5 
(15.2%) 

18 
(54.5%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

28.06** 

Q.19 4 
(12.1%) 

11 
(33.3%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

15.33** 

Q.20 3 
(9.1%) 

16 
(48.5%) 

11 
(33.3%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

1 
(3.00%) 

26.24** 

Q.21 1 
(3.00%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

5 
(15.2%) 

10.49* 

Q.22 
 

3 
(9.1%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

8 
(24.2%) 

1 
(3.00%) 

12.30* 

Q.23 1 
(3.00%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

14.12** 

Q.26 1 
(3.00%) 

11 
(33.3%) 

17 
(51.5%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

20.50** 

Q.27 2 
(6.1%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

8 
(24.2%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

15.03** 

Q.28 0 
(0.0%) 

5 
(15.2%) 

11 
(33.3%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

9.55* 

     Note.  Q.16: I teach students how to guess the meaning of unknown words. 
                Q.17: I ask students to guess/predict the meaning of unknown words. 
                Q.18: I tell the students to skip unknown words. 
                Q.19: I ask students to underline unknown words. 
                Q.20: I ask students to underline key words and/or phrases. 
                Q.21: I ask students to take notes while reading. 
                Q.22: I tell students to read carefully and slowly. 
                Q.23: I stress the importance of reading every word. 
                Q.26: I tell students to make guesses about up-coming information in the text. 
                Q.27: I have students read aloud in class one at a time. 
                Q.28: I teach students to read the first and the last paragraphs more carefully. 

                  χ 2= Chi-square    
               *p <.05   ** p < .01 

 

Table 10 presents the results for questions 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 26, 

27, and 28, which are about the instruction of while-reading strategies. Except for 

question 17, the findings for all these questions were found to be significant on a 
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Chi-square test. Questions 21, 22, and 28 were significant at a level of p <.05 and  

questions 16, 18, 19, 20, 23, 26, and 27 were found to be significant  at a level of   

p <.01. The results reveal clear findings about teachers’ teaching of while-reading 

strategies. 

The results for questions 16 and 17 are interesting. Those questions are about 

guessing the meaning of unknown words. The Chi-square calculation is significant at 

the level of p < .05 for question 16. For this question, 81.8% of the teachers report 

that they always or usually teach students how to guess the meaning of unknown 

words. Similarly, 78.8% of the teachers report that they always or usually ask 

students to guess/predict the meaning of unknown words. The Chi-square calculation 

remains negligible for question 17 because none of the teachers reported ‘rarely’ or 

‘never’ asking their students to do this. Nevertheless, it can be confidently said that 

the participants do include the mentioned strategies in their teaching practices.  

For question 18, which was about instructing students to skip unknown words 

as a strategy, the Chi-square calculation is significant at the level of p <.01. 

However, since the majority of the participants (54.5%) reported that they tell 

students to skip unknown words ‘sometimes’, it cannot be said that this is a frequent 

teaching practice. Similarly, despite a significant Chi-square result for question 19, it 

cannot be said that teachers frequently include underlining unknown words in their 

teaching reading strategies instruction because again, the majority of the participants 

(39.4%) reported only that they ‘sometimes’ ask students to underline unknown 

words. However, a majority of the teachers (57.6%) responded to question 20, which 

is about underlining key words and/or phrases, that they usually or always include 

this strategy in their instruction. The Chi-square calculation for this question is also 
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significant at a level of p <.01. From the results, it can be concluded that, the teachers 

might be more concentrated on the key words/phrases then the unknown words while 

having students read a text. Therefore, they do not tend to pull students’ attention to 

unknown words; they focus on the general meaning of a reading text instead.  

As was indicated in table 4, only one of the teachers wrote ‘note-taking’ as a 

particular reading strategy in their reading instruction. For question 21, the results 

support the idea that teachers do not frequently include this strategy in their teaching 

practices. As seen in table 9, 36.4% of the teachers reported that they ‘sometimes’ 

ask their students to take notes and 27.3% of them said that they ‘rarely’ have their 

students use this strategy while reading. 

In the results for question 22, which are about reading carefully and slowly, 

36.4% of the teachers indicate that they ‘usually’ include this practice in their 

reading instruction. The calculation is significant at the level of p <.05 for this 

question. However, when it comes to the results for question 23, the majority of the 

teachers (36.4%) report that they ‘never’ stress the importance of reading every 

single word. During the interview, P5 voiced her thoughts in these words:  

I stress the importance of reading every word but I do not tell 
them to try to understand every single word but read carefully. 
When you are stuck, read the whole paragraph and try to 
understand the whole meaning, main idea. To do this you 
should read it carefully and slowly but do not try to understand 
every single word you read.   

 

The words uttered by P5 and the findings on questions 22 and 23 of the 

questionnaire reveal that teachers differentiate reading a text carefully from reading 

every single word in a text. This also supports the findings that teachers generally 
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teach students to skip unknown words and instruct their students to concentrate on 

the general meaning of a text. 

 Although the Chi-square test for question 26 (I tell students to make guesses 

about up-coming information in the text) revealed significant results at a level of  

p <.05, the majority of the participants (51.5%) reported that they only ‘sometimes’ 

tell students to make guesses about up-coming information in the text. This indicates 

that this strategy is not a very frequently used one among the participants.  

 Questions 27 (I have students read aloud in class one at a time) and 28 (I 

teach students to read the first and the last paragraphs more carefully) are the 

strategies/activities used ‘rarely’ among the teachers. The Chi-square calculation for 

number 27 is significant at a level of p <.05, and number 28 was found to be 

significant at a level of  p <.01. For both questions, 42.4% of the teachers indicated 

that they ‘rarely’ use those strategies in their reading instruction. During the 

interview, P4 commented on question 28, saying that “sometimes the most important 

things are found in the middle”. 

 The succeeding discussion is about the data gathered on teachers’ practices of 

post-reading strategies. Table 10 presents the results for questions 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 

34, 35, 36, and 37, which are about post-reading strategies. Except for question 36, 

the findings for all the other questions were found to be significant on a Chi-square 

test. Numbers 29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, and 35 were found to be significant at a level of 

p <.01, and number 37 was found to be significant at a level of p <.05. According to 

these results, it can be assumed that post-reading strategies are at least ‘sometimes’ 

included in the reading instructions of the teachers. However, the percentages for 
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most of the items displayed in table 11 indicate that post-reading strategies are not as 

frequently used as the pre-reading and while-reading strategies. 

       Table 11 

       Items Related to Post-Reading Strategies 

Questions Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never χ 2 
Q.29  13 

(39.4%) 
17 

(51.5%) 
3 

(9.1%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
9.46** 

Q.30  1 
(3.00%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

11.75** 

Q.31  2 
(6.1%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

16 
(48.5%) 

1 
(3.00%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

22.39** 

Q.32  4 
(12.1%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

13.67** 

Q.33  2 
(6.1%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

16 
(48.5%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

17.06** 

Q.34  0 
(0.0%) 

1 
(3.00%) 

16 
(48.5%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

19.25** 

Q.35  9 
(27.3%) 

16 
(48.5%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

1 
(3.00%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

13.91** 

Q.36 5 
(15.2%) 

11 
(33.3%) 

12 
(36.4%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

  7.58 

Q.37 2 
(6.1%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

4 
(12.1%) 

12.61* 

       Note.  Q.29: I ask comprehension questions about the text. 
                  Q.30: I ask students to draw conclusions about the text they have read. 
                  Q.31: I ask students to discuss the text after reading. 
                  Q.32: I ask students to comment on the text.  
                  Q.33: I ask students to summarize the text (written or oral). 
                  Q.34: I give students a quiz about the text. 
                  Q.35: I give students follow-up activities related to the text. 
                  Q.36: I assign students tasks to do using the information in the text. 
                  Q.37: I ask students to interpret the text. 

                 χ 2= Chi-square    
                  *p <.05   ** p < .01 
 

According to the responses to questions 31, 32, 33, 34, 36, and 37, teachers 

report that they ‘sometimes’ use the strategies indicated in those questions. For 

question 29, however, a strong majority (80.9%) of the teachers stated that they 

‘always’ or ‘usually’ ask students comprehension questions about the text. Similarly, 

drawing conclusions and commenting on the text are among the most commonly used 

post-reading strategies by teachers in their reading instruction. For question 35, 
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virtually all teachers (97%) reported that they at least ‘sometimes’ assign students 

follow-up activities. During the interviews, P3, P4, P5, and P6 emphasized giving 

students follow-up activities such as writing an essay on the related topic. They 

indicated that such activities are essential in terms of getting output from the students 

after getting them to read the text and doing the comprehension questions.  

Questionnaire Part IV 

This part of the questionnaire referred to research question 2 b which was, 

“how do teachers make use of the course materials to teach reading strategies?” 

Since it was not possible to yield detailed information through the questionnaire, the 

purpose of this part was to gain some data as a starting point for the interviews, so 

that more precise questions on how teachers make use of the materials to teach 

reading strategies could be asked to the participants during the interviews. 

Table 12 presents the results for the questions asked in part IV of the 

questionnaire. All the questions shown in the table below aimed at investigating 

whether the teachers make use of the course materials in order to teach reading 

strategies, to some extent how they do so, and whether they add any additional 

materials or aids. 

 The Chi-square calculation for all the items was found to be significant. The 

distribution of responses to questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 were significant at a level 

of p <.01 and that of question 8 was significant at a level of p <.05. At the most 

general level, it can be said that teachers do make use of the course materials in 

different aspects to teach reading strategies. 
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Table 12 

Questions Presented in Questionnaire Part IV 

   Questions Always Usually Sometimes Rarely Never χ 2 
Q.1 8 

(24.2%) 
22 

(66.7%) 
3 

(9.1%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
0 

(0.0%) 
17.64** 

Q.2  1 
(3.0%) 

8  
(24.2%) 

20 
(60.6%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

1 
(3.0%) 

38.97** 

Q.3  1 
(3.0%) 

9 
(27.3%) 

21 
(63.6%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

30.88** 

Q.4  3 
(9.1%) 

6 
(18.2%) 

15 
(45.5%) 

7 
(21.2%) 

2 
(6.1%) 

15.94** 

Q.5  1 
(3.0%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

15 
(45.5%) 

8 
(24,2%) 

4 
(12.1%) 

19.81** 

Q.6  13 
(39.4%) 

14 
(42.4%) 

5 
(15.2%) 

1 
(3.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

14.40** 

Q.7  1 
(3.0%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

15 
(45.5%) 

11 
(33.3%) 

3 
(9.1%) 

22.30** 

Q.8  4 
(12.1%) 

15 
(45.5%) 

13 
(39.4%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

6.43* 

Note.  Q.1: I use the pictures in the Headway/pack. 
           Q.2: I use the instructions step by step provided in the Headway/pack. 
           Q.3: I prefer using the ‘suggested approach’ materials in the pack. 
           Q.4: I try to simplify the materials in terms of language. 
           Q.5: I make changes in the materials in terms of content. 
           Q.6: When the text is culturally unfamiliar to students, I try to relate it to their culture. 
           Q.7: When the text is culturally unfamiliar to students I skip it and use other materials. 
           Q.8: In addition to the reading text provided, I use extra aids. 
           χ 2= Chi-square  
           *p <.05   ** p < .01 
 

For question 1, all the participants stated that they use the pictures in both the 

Headway course book and the intermediate pack. When the interviewees were later 

asked when and why they use those pictures provided in the pack, they said that they 

usually use the pictures as warm-up activities to familiarize students with the context 

of the reading. As all the teachers indicated in question 8, during the interview, the 

interviewees also reported that they use sometimes additional aids. According to the 

interviews, by additional aids they meant their own pictures and some other visual 

aids such as realia. 
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In terms of questions 2, 3, 4, and 5, suggesting either deviation from or 

modification of the material, the responses follow a consistent pattern in that the 

majority of the participants report not always following the instructions step by step 

in the Headway course book / intermediate pack and sometimes trying to simplify the 

materials in terms of language or making changes in terms of content. When this 

issue was explored deeper during the interview, P6 made the following explanation 

for why she does not change the content: “it is maybe because I do not know how to 

change it. Sometimes I do not like the content but I do not know how to change it, 

how to adjust it. That is why I do not touch it.” P3 mentioned simplifying the 

materials in terms of language as follows: 

I make some changes according to linguistic level of the students… 
or the level of understanding, because when you ask one or two 
comprehension questions and you see that they cannot answer those 
questions, you need to make changes in the questions… and maybe 
in the material… text. Make it shorter, make it simpler, such things. 
    

Questions 6 and 7 were about cultural issues in the reading texts. For question 

6, almost all the teachers reported that they try to relate culturally different texts to 

the culture of the students. This was elaborated on in the interviews when, for 

example, P3 stated her reason why she relates culturally different texts to students’ 

own culture as such: 

… while you are discussing something sometimes you need to see the 
Turkish equivalence, because it makes the comprehension easier if you 
know who to visualize, who to think of while you are doing 
something, if you have enough background information about the topic 
it help you to understand the text.  
 
P2 and P4 mentioned that they are required to do the materials in class. 

Therefore, they make necessary adaptation or they have to relate the cultural issues 

that are unfamiliar to students in the materials. P2 said the following: “…we cannot 
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skip them [the materials] because of vocabulary and I try to relate it with our 

tradition. For example…they do not see the point in the British food so I try to relate 

it with our culture”. P4 said that “we are obliged to do them in class, though it is 

difficult and tiring to do them we have to do them.” 

Despite the argument made by the participants in the above paragraph that 

they try to relate culturally unfamiliar texts to the culture of the target students, the 

result for the question 7, which is about skipping culturally unfamiliar texts and 

using others, seems to contradict to some extent with the answers given in question 6 

in the questionnaire part IV. According to the results for the mentioned question, 

45.5% of the participants in fact reported that they do ‘sometimes’ skip culturally 

unfamiliar texts.  

Overall, when the results for questions 6 and 7 are compared, the conclusion 

can be drawn that although teachers say that they relate culturally unfamiliar texts to 

the culture of the students, they at least ‘sometimes’ skip culturally based reading 

materials and prefer to do other materials that students are familiar with culturally.  

Questionnaire Part V 

The purpose of this part of the questionnaire was to elicit data on teachers’ 

perceptions of the reading strategies presented in the course book. In this part, 

teachers were presented four items and were asked to rate their opinions from 

strongly disagree to strongly agree. The aim of this part was again to gather some 

general data in order to prepare in-depth questions for the interview. 

Table 13 below presents the results for the questions asked in part V of the 

questionnaire. The Chi-square calculation for all the items was found to be 

significant at a level of p <.01. Nevertheless, according to the results presented in 
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table 13, teachers do not appear to have strong feelings about the reading materials in 

terms of reading strategy training. 

Table 13 

Questions  Presented in Questionnaire Part V 

Questions Strongly 
agree  

Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
disagree 

χ 2 

Q.1 2 
(6.1%) 

19 
(57.6 %) 

9 
(27.3 %)  

2 
(6.1 %)  

0 
(0.0%) 

24.25** 

Q.2 1 
(3.0%) 

12 
(36.4 %) 

16 
   (48.5 %) 

3 
(9.1%) 

0 
(0.0%) 

19.25** 

Q.3 2 
(6.1 %) 

18 
(54.5 %) 

9 
     (27.3 %) 

3 
 (9.1 %) 

0 
(0.0%) 

20.25** 

Q.4 1 
(3.0 %) 

9 
(27.3 %) 

17 
     (51.5 %) 

5 
 (15.2 %) 

0 
(0.0%) 

17.50** 

Note: Q.1: The way reading materials are designed is appropriate for teaching reading strategies. 
          Q.2: Reading strategies are included in the materials on an ongoing and systematic basis. 
          Q.3: Each text is designed for specific reading strategies. 
          Q.4: The amount of materials on reading strategies presented in the pack is sufficient for                   
                   teaching reading strategies. 
        χ 2= Chi-square  
        ** p < .01 

As seen in the table above, for all four questions, the majority of responses 

were either ‘neutral’ or ‘agree’. For questions 1 and 3, the majority of the participants 

reported their agreement about the appropriateness in design of the reading materials 

for teaching reading strategies and the design of each text for specific reading 

strategies. For questions 2 and 4, the majority of the teachers were neutral. They did 

not state any strong opinions about whether the reading strategies that are included in 

the materials are done so on an ongoing and systematic basis or whether the amount 

of materials on reading strategies presented in the pack is sufficient for teaching 

reading strategies. If any conclusion might be drawn from the results gained from part 

V of the questionnaire, it can be said that the significantly chosen ‘neutral’ choices 

may possibly reveal the teachers’ lack of confidence in their own degree of 

understanding about reading strategies. In other words, when the participants were 
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asked to report their degree of familiarity with the concept of reading strategies, the 

majority of the teachers (72.7%) reported that they were only ‘somewhat’ familiar 

with the concept. In this case, therefore, it might be natural to receive ‘neutral’ results 

in this section, which asks them to pass judgments on the presentation of reading 

strategies in the classroom materials.  

Analysis of Interviews 

For this study, interviews were also used as a research tool. The purpose for 

using interviews was to gather more in-depth and detailed information and to explore 

how teachers decide which reading strategies to teach and how they make use of the 

course materials to teach reading strategies.  

Six of the 33 participants were asked to participate in the interview phase of 

the study. The participants were selected according to the answers they had given in 

the questionnaire. Basically, three pairs of participants were chosen according to their 

stated degrees of familiarity with the concept of reading strategies. P1 and P2 are the 

participants who stated that they were ‘slightly’ familiar with the concept of reading 

strategies, P3 and P4 were ‘somewhat’ familiar with the concept of reading strategies, 

and P5 and P6 were ‘very’ familiar with the concept of reading strategies.  

During the interviews, sample-reading texts were used in order to guide the 

conversation about the teachers’ teaching practices. In order to get the teachers’ ideas 

about the reading texts and strategies, materials from both the Headway course book 

and the intermediate pack were selected. The Curricular Team designs all the 

materials for the intermediate pack, including the reading materials, and puts some 

additional tasks in the pack to complement and supplement the reading texts in the 

Headway course book. During the material selection process, the length of the texts 
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was considered. Some texts were culturally based in the sense that they focused on 

issues from cultures other than the students’ own, and those texts were also included 

in the list to learn how teachers deal with such materials. Since two teachers share one 

class, it was assumed that the interviewees might have not used all the chosen texts in 

class and therefore, they were given a selection. 

Of the selection offered, the following texts were the ones chosen to be 

discussed by the interviewees: 

From the Headway course book: 

• The writer, the painter, and the musician’ (jigsaw) p. 30. (A 

replacement task is in the intermediate pack with a ‘suggested 

approach’, pp. 40-41, Teacher’s (T’s) Pack). 

•   ‘A world guide to good manners’ – how to behave properly in 

different parts of the world. p.40. (A replacement task is in the 

intermediate pack with a ‘suggested approach’, pp. 59-63, T’s Pack). 

•  ‘The modern servant’ – the nanny, the cook, and the gardener 

(jigsaw) p.70. (A replacement task is in the intermediate pack with a 

‘suggested approach’, pp. 142-149, T’s Pack). 

• ‘Death Cigarettes? You must be joking’ – an interview with a man 

who markets a cigarette called Death p.100. (A replacement task is in 

the intermediate pack with a ‘suggested approach’, pp. 261-263, T’s 

Pack). 

From the pack: 

• ‘A Famous Person’ Teachers’ pack. p. 107.  
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Before talking about the texts the interviewees chose, all were asked about the 

reading strategies they use in their own reading process and whether they teach those 

particular strategies in their reading instructions. The answers to these questions were 

quite diverse. Among six interviewees, three participants (P3, P4, and P5) stated clear 

awareness of the use of reading strategies in their daily lives and the use of the 

appropriate reading strategies in their classroom instruction when necessary. One of 

the participants (P1) said that she was not sure about her reading strategies in her 

daily life and the remaining two interviewees (P2 and P6) said that they were not 

aware of using reading strategies in their daily lives. 

However, P5 clearly stated her awareness of reading strategies in her daily life 

as such: “I use some strategies. I do not read everything. I read what I need. I check 

the topic and if I am interested in that I start reading… It saves time." Similarly, P3 

said, “…sometimes I underline, sometimes there are some parts that I do not 

understand totally but I do not spend much time on it. I do not look up every word in 

a dictionary. I try to understand general meaning.” When she was asked whether she 

teaches or uses those strategies in her classroom instruction, she said, “When it is 

appropriate, I use more than one”. 

 P4 stated that he uses certain reading strategies like skimming. He said, “I do 

not like scanning and reading long texts. While reading newspaper articles, first I 

check the headlines and find the ones, which attract me. Most of the time, I do not 

like spending much time on reading”. However, when he was asked if he teaches the 

strategies he uses in his daily life, he said:  

No, if I do that I will be making a mistake. I just use the techniques, 
which the material requires. Most of the time I am stick to the 
instructions. Of course I have strategies myself, and as a teacher, but I 
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do not try to impose my students to read as the way I do, it depend on 
the passage, subject, discussion. 
 
P2 said that she is not sure but she referred to guessing meaning from the 

context and prediction strategies. “I try to guess the meaning of a word by looking at 

the context and by looking at the topic... general background of what you are reading 

also, you need to have an idea of what you are reading…” When she was asked about 

classroom teaching of the strategies she listed she said, “ In classroom, we always try 

to force students into guessing meaning from context… first, we try to relate them 

with the context…  try to think in that situation and then, we try to make them guess 

the meanings…” 

 The other interviewees, P1 and P6, said that they were not aware of their 

personal use of reading strategies. P1 tried to exemplify the classroom situation, 

however, as such: “… realia, objects, and pictures help students understand and have 

an idea about the text”. Additionally, P6 said, “I cannot say that I am aware of 

reading strategies in my daily life. I am not sure if I know all of them in my 

teaching”.  

With four interviewees, two texts were used during the interviews. Although 

the other two interviewees also chose two texts, in each case only one was ultimately 

used because the interview took a long time and the participants said that they were 

tired. Before talking about the texts, interviewees were given some time to look at the 

texts to refresh their minds and consider what they would do and how they would 

handle the texts if they were to teach the reading text in class. Throughout the 

interview, the researcher avoided using the term ‘reading strategy’ but tried to elicit 

evidence of teaching them by asking about the activities. For example, the researcher 

asked the interviewees what they would do before having students read the text, how 
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they would facilitate students’ comprehension of the text while reading or whether 

they would do anything else after doing the comprehension questions. It should be 

noted, however, that terms such as ‘pre-reading’, ‘while-reading’, and ‘post-reading’ 

activities do occur in the intermediate pack. As a follow-up to each question, the 

researcher asked the teachers why and how questions in order to gather still further 

information. The researcher arranged the questions in such a way that the pre-, while-, 

and post- reading strategies actually used by the teachers were grouped together along 

with their responses to ‘how and why’ they teach those particular reading strategies.  

Pre-Reading Strategies  

During the interview, the participants were asked what they would do before 

having their students read the texts. They were also asked whether and how they 

would use aids, such as pictures and titles, and asked to elaborate on their reasons for 

doing so. 

   Table 14 

   Pre-Reading Strategies Participants Mentioned During the Interviews 

 PRE – READING STRATEGIES 
*P1 Follows the steps presented in the Headway course book and the pack, 

asking questions about the characters in the text, and giving some 
tasks.  

*P2 Relates students’ knowledge with the context and pre-teaching key 
words.  

*P3 Providing students with context, activating students’ prior knowledge 
or providing students with necessary background knowledge, 
predicting about the context, and pre teaching the vocabulary. 

*P4 Discussion of the topic, pre-teaching vocabulary, and relating 
knowledge of students to the information in the text. 

*P5 Personalization activities and relating knowledge of students to the 
information in the text. 

*P6 Predicting about the context by making use of the titles and the 
pictures and familiarizing students with the text (schema activation).  

    Note. *P= participant 
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Almost all the participants (five out of six) reported that they try to relate 

students’ background knowledge to the information in the text (activating schemata) 

prior to actual reading. In order to activate students’ schemata or provide students 

with enough background knowledge, participants make use of title and pictures in the 

reading materials.  

Referring to the text, called ‘Death Cigarettes’, two participants said similar 

things about pre reading strategies. P3 mentioned about contextualizing the text, 

saying, “I would use his pictures… I like visuals because they provide students with 

a kind of context. You need to contextualize the topic otherwise they might lose the 

interest”. Then, referring to the particular pre-reading activities provided in the 

headway course book for the chosen text, she added: 

The pre-reading activities presented in the book are suitable to me 
because it is a pair work [activity] and students think about the 
riskiest things and put them in order according to their ideas and give 
reasons. It is related to the topic and that is why it is good. It 
motivates students to relate their ideas to other reasons. 

 

Similarly, P4 mentioned about the importance of discussion as a pre-reading 

strategy:  

This text provides discussion for our students because most of them 
smoke. I ask them easy questions to involve them into a discussion. I 
would use the questions given in the book and I would ask question 
in my mind. I try to give a moral at the end of the discussion that 
smoking is a dangerous habit. 
 
P4 stated her reasons for doing pre-reading activities, including appropriate 

pre-reading strategies as follows: “Students are not interested in reading a passage… 

you cannot do that [starting the reading activity without doing any pre-reading 

activities]… it is necessary to do such activities.  The majority of the students should 

be interested in the lesson so I must do this.” 
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A more theoretically based explanation, which can be counted as a general 

comment about how most of these teachers see pre-reading activities in a way of 

simulating interest in the topic, was made by P6 about the importance of pre-reading 

strategies when she noted, “… these kind of activities activate their own schemata… 

their knowledge about the topic. So, it will be easier for them to understand the text 

better”. P3 also made a comment about stimulating background knowledge, and in 

doing so, raised an interesting problem for the text in the intermediate pack about 

Mahatma Gandhi, entitled ‘A Famous Person’. P3 said that the schema activation 

activity given as task 1, as a pre-reading strategy did not work well. In her words, 

“…you will activate student’s prior knowledge. The person here should have been 

chosen according to the students’ prior knowledge not the teachers’ prior knowledge 

because in my class, there were not many students who recognize him”. She 

explained further when she was asked how she ultimately dealt with the activity: 

It was impossible because the students did know nothing... Some just 
heard the name... rest had no idea when I asked them if they 
recognized him. When I could not activate their prior knowledge 
because they did not have any, I tried to have them guessed some 
information from the picture, and I asked… what else could you say 
about this poor man? How old was he? Is he living or dead? 
occupation? Where does he live?  And it worked. They tried to 
predict some information about him… almost correct ones… 

 

As research claims (Carrell, 1988; Dubin & Bycina, 1991), it is necessary to 

provide students with enough background knowledge if students do not have any so 

that students could interpret the text easier. According to what P3 reported, when she 

could not activate students’ schema through the use of pictures, she tried to ask 

simple questions to involve students in the texts and have them predict about the 
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character mentioned in the text. Such pre-reading strategies, as Carrell (1985) argues, 

are crucial because they help students grasp the text.  

For the same text, P5 also said that she used the pictures, in the following 

manner: “I ask them if they know this person to pull their attention and activate their 

prior knowledge… some simple questions like when he was born, where he was 

born… if they know”. P5 also said that it is important to motivate students and give 

them a purpose for reading and she explained why she values pre-reading activities 

further: “They should do some pre-reading activities. First, the motivation is 

important. We have an integrated program and we should involve other skills. 

Discussion is important and you should give a purpose for reading.” she describes 

her techniques for teaching pre-reading strategies as: “…Using some aids…  students 

do not read something they are not familiar with and they are not interested in so first 

you should find the relation to get their attention.” 

While Reading Strategies 

During the interviews it was observed that teachers relied largely on the tasks 

that were provided in the intermediate pack. In response to a question about what 

they would do to facilitate students’ comprehension of the text, they referred to the 

‘while-reading’ tasks in the intermediate pack or the comprehension questions in the 

Headway course book, and explained how they utilize some reading strategies while 

students read the text. 
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   Table 15 

   While-Reading Strategies Participants Mentioned During the Interviews 

   WHILE READING STRATEGIES 
 *P1  Guessing the meaning of unknown words.  
 *P2  Guessing the meaning of unknown words and skimming1. 
 *P3  Looking over the task before reading the text, connection of what has 

been predicted in the previous stage and what has been read, reading 
for main idea, and guessing meaning of the unknown words from the 
context. 

 *P4  Guessing meaning from the context, reading for gist, and the tasks in 
the course book. 

 *P5  Guessing meaning from the context, reading for gist, skipping 
unknown words, and note-taking. 

 *P6  Guessing meaning from the context, skipping unknown words, 
skimming, and scanning. 

   Note. *P= Participant 

As seen in the table above, all the participants mentioned the strategy of 

guessing meaning from the context strategy. The second most common strategy that 

teachers reported they teach was reading for general idea (skimming).  

When the participants were asked how they teach the strategy of guessing the 

meaning of an unknown word from the context, the answers of P2, who is ‘slightly’ 

familiar with the concept of reading strategies, and P5, who is ‘very’ familiar with 

the concept of reading strategies, were quite different from each other. The 

difference reflects the depth of their understanding and knowledge of reading 

strategies and the reasons for teaching them. P2 described how she teaches the 

mentioned strategy to her students this way:  

… I think maybe something common sense. It is like the word un-; 
usually this means that the word is negative, so simple things like 
this. We try to like pinpoint to them so they wake up and see ‘aah, 
this must be a negative word’ and then, like, we try to show them 
clues. 
 

However, P5 gave a specific example on how she teaches guessing meaning from the 

context by making a link with reading for gist as follows: 
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First read the paragraph and try to understand what the paragraph is 
about and I am interested in specific word I ask them to read the 
paragraph and try to guess if that word is verb, noun, or adjective to 
find out the part of speech and according to the text if that word 
gives positive or negative meaning… 
 
For guessing the meaning of unknown words, the teachers reported using the 

text and asking students to read the whole paragraph, or trying to exemplify and 

contextualize the words. P4 said the following: “I do not like giving the Turkish 

meaning of the word. I try to encourage them to guess… Or I can exemplify the 

word”. By ‘exemplify’ he seemed to mean using the word in an example sentence or 

using it in context. 

Apart from guessing meaning from the context and reading for gist strategies, 

two participants mentioned note-taking strategies they teach. When the participants 

were asked how they use note-taking strategies, the examples of note taking, given 

by P1 and P5 were quite different from each other. For example, P1 referred to a task 

in the example reading text and told how she changed the task after reading the text, 

saying she would have students “…exchange their questions and while group A is 

giving the answers, group B can take notes the answers for this task.” On the other 

hand, P5 mentioned about the same note-taking strategy, but as something she would 

have the students do while reading a text, not while they were doing a follow-up task.  

I tell them to read the paragraph, find out some key words and re-
write it in their own words for example as this is a big paragraph so 
what is important here? When you read it again for the second time 
you know what it is about by looking at the key words. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

73

 

Post-Reading Strategies 

 As might have been expected from the questionnaire results, the teachers in 

general were slightly less concentrated on post-reading strategies than they were on 

pre- and while reading strategies. 

         Table 16 

         Post-Reading Strategies Participants Mentioned During the Interviews 

  POST READING STRATEGIES 
*P1  Productive skills. 
*P2  -- 
*P3  Productive activities such as writing. 
*P4  Discussions from personal to general. 
*P5  Drawing conclusions, summarizing activities, and discussions.  
*P6  Summarizing the text, drawing conclusions, and writing 

         Note. *P= participant 

As seen in table 16, almost all the participants report using the same post-

reading activities, and there are limited to discussing the reading topic or writing an 

essay related to the topic. Summarizing and drawing conclusion activities are the 

secondary activities mentioned by P5 and P6 during their interviews.  

In similar ways, P3, P4, and P5 all mentioned about discussions after reading the text 

‘Death Cigarettes’. P3 said, for example:  

I prefer enlarging the topic and asking them to share their 
experiences as a class. We try to generate a discussion. I would use 
the quotation and I would have students to explain their reasons for 
smoking, and maybe we may have a small discussion. 
 
P4 mentioned about the grammar activities that are usually included after the 

reading texts as post-reading activities in the intermediate pack and complained that 

such activities do not help students to produce anything related to the reading topic. 

Therefore, he prefers discussions too: 

The post-reading task given for this text is a grammar activity. 
Actually, this is not very much related to the aim of this passage. In 
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the post activity we may move from personal to general discussion 
and we can ask them to write a report, how it affects people in 
general in their country.  
 
P5 lists the reasons for using post-reading activities in his class as follows: 

“…as a follow up activity… if I think that there is no need to discuss about the topic 

I can get them to write but you must find a good topic to get them to write.” 

Continuing his discussion about the text, ‘Death Cigarettes’, P5 also 

mentioned further discussion-based post-reading activities he recalled using with the 

text: 

We had a discussion based on some questions. We talked about a 
topic. The topic was ‘smoking should be made illegal’ and it was a 
classroom debate. There were two groups. One group was against 
and the other one was for. We did not have enough time so I asked 
them to go home and think about why they are for or against and 
next class we will discuss it… and most of their ideas were related to 
the reading we did the other day. In this case the reading was useful 
for them. 

 
Similar to P4, P5 also listed her reasons for using the post-reading activities 

as follows:  

… reading, speaking, and listening receptive skills, they give some 
kind of input to students and if your aim is to talk on a topic, first 
you should give some input to the students, and this one was on 
cigarettes. It gives some ideas to the students and for that discussion 
they had to read something and get an idea and then express 
themselves, because without input you cannot expect any output. 

 
It is important to note that P5 makes an important connection between using 

the reading text as a source for the development of further skills – be it writing or, in 

this case, speaking. 

Unlike P3, P4, and P5, P1, P2, and P6 said that they usually end their reading 

instructions after doing the comprehension questions presented in the pack. 

Moreover, P6 admitted giving up doing such activities even if they are presented in 
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the pack, saying that students are not interested in doing them. “I have tried some of 

them but I did not get enough output and maybe gave up. Sometimes as teachers, we 

are trying to find an easy way, to be honest.” P6 also gave the following reason for 

not doing the post-reading activities: “Usually the reading texts are very long and 

usually I do not have time for the post-reading. Maybe sometimes, students are not 

familiar with those strategies.” 

Referring to the reading text called ‘Death Cigarettes’, P2 said the following 

about the use of post-reading activities: 

 Usually I do not do any thing else because students get bored with 
it. At first they are happy because they have got something that they 
have knowledge on but once they start to read it, they do not see the 
point in it so I do not do anything but I do discussion on it... ‘Ok 
would you smoke death cigarette’ etc. 

 

 In order to find the answer to the second item of the second research question, 

which was “According to teachers’ self-reports, b) How do they decide which 

strategies to teach?” interviews were used. During the flow of the interviews, as 

teachers reported the reading strategies they teach or utilize in their teaching 

practices, they were asked the rationale behind these choices. The general outcome 

showed that teachers decide to teach the following strategies for the following 

purposes: 

• Prediction strategies: Before having students read the text. In order to 

gain a general understanding of the text; 

• Skipping: When students are overwhelmed about the range of 

unknown words and when those words are not barriers to their 

understanding of the text; 
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• Guessing meaning from the context: When students are stuck on the 

vocabulary and in order to prevent them to be dependent on the use of 

dictionaries 

• Scanning: When the tasks/comprehension questions require this 

strategy; 

• Skimming: Before doing the comprehension questions, in order to 

have students get the general message in the text; 

• Note-taking: When the text is long; 

• Reference strategies: When texts include such tasks in the practice 

sections. 

In general, for the strategies taught, it can be claimed that the teachers do 

have a rationale, even if it may not correlate to an obvious understanding of reading 

theory. 

Cultural Issues and Adaptation of Materials 

Throughout the interviews, P2, P3, and P4 spoke about the adaptation of 

reading materials that are culturally unfamiliar to the students. They all agreed that 

relating cultural issues to things in the students’ own culture is important because it 

helps students to understand the context better. As was discussed in part IV of the 

questionnaire, questions 6 and 7 were about relating culturally unfamiliar texts with 

the culture of students, and the majority of the participants reported relating such 

materials and using them instead of skipping them. The interviewees’ statements 

seem to support the results gained in the questions mentioned above. The participants 

emphasized that they sometimes need to adapt some of the materials because they are 

very unfamiliar to the students’ cultural background. P5 voiced his ideas about the 
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culturally unfamiliar reading texts both in the Headway course book and the 

intermediate pack as follows: “The cultural background of the students is a bit far 

from the reading passages provided in the textbooks so most of them are culturally 

inappropriate for the students…” When he was asked what he would do in such 

cases, he further explained: “…we are obliged to do them in class. Though it is 

difficult and tiring to do them, we have to do them.” 

Teacher Training on Reading Strategies 

    During the interviews, two of the participants mentioned about the training 

issue for teachers. Even at the beginning of the interview, P3 mentioned that teaching 

reading strategies is very important. She continued her words as follows:  

I believe that most of the teachers and the students lack creative 
thinking, we have never been taught how to do planning, how to 
negotiate with others… these are really important skills and we 
have to train students but first of all, we have to train our teachers 
and pay more attention teaching those skills because they are 
crucial. 

 
 She further stated that: “we are not fully aware of reading strategies as 

language teachers and of course our students are affected.” P3 was trying to say that 

since teachers were not taught certain reading strategies they are not very successful 

in teaching those strategies in their reading instructions. Therefore, she points out 

that before training students, training for teachers is essential.  

 Similar to P3, P6, who is very familiar with the concept of reading strategies, 

mentioned the teacher training issue from another perspective. She complained that 

teachers always utilize the same strategies such as skimming and scanning because 

the way the materials were designed forced them to do so. Then she spoke of the 

necessary changes in their teaching reading strategies with the help of training as 

follows: 
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We should change our perspectives. I have been teaching for eight 
years and I see that there are many things to learn about reading. 
We should have some workshops about different strategies, skills. 
So just we are doing skimming, scanning, comprehension 
questions. These are the main things we do in class and it is 
sometimes very boring for us as well. 

  

Although the teacher training on reading strategies was mentioned only by 

two interviewees, it is a crucial point in the sense that the strategies might be taught in 

reading instruction more effectively through the help of training. Moreover, the 

teachers who are not very familiar with reading strategies might gain more awareness 

through training sessions.   

Summary of Data Analysis 

 In the data analysis chapter, both the questionnaire and the interview data 

were analyzed. The questionnaire was analyzed quantitatively and the interviews 

were first categorized according to the three phases of reading instruction as pre-, 

while-, and post-, and then interpreted accordingly.  

 The general impression from the questionnaire is that most of the teachers 

have an idea what reading strategies are and why they need to give strategy training 

in their classrooms. The questionnaire and the interview results reveal that teachers 

value the pre-reading strategies they teach through making use of the pictures and 

titles, and that they tend to focus primarily on skimming, scanning, and guessing 

meaning from the context strategies as while-reading strategies. However, with the 

exception of a few participants, it seems that the teachers are less likely to use post-

reading strategies. 
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For the use of the materials on reading strategies, most teachers make use of 

the visuals and the tasks provided in the course books in order to either stimulate 

students’ use of reading strategies or help train them on the use of reading strategies.  

Although the participants did not report full satisfaction with the presentation 

of reading strategies in the Headway course book and the intermediate pack, 

especially the participants who assessed themselves as only ‘slightly’ familiar with 

the concept of reading strategies seem to agree that the intermediate pack serves as a 

good guide in how to utilize certain reading strategies in their reading instruction. On 

the other hand, the participants who were more familiar with the concept of reading 

strategies mentioned the over-emphasis on the pre-reading strategies, and the lack of 

emphasis on the post reading strategies. Moreover, some of the participants stated that 

the materials designed in the pack mostly present the same strategies such as 

skimming, scanning, and guessing meaning from the context, and they said that this 

“does not add to students”. They further stated that students should be presented more 

challenging reading strategies which would lead them to use their higher thinking 

abilities, such as synthesizing the information in the reading text.  

Another point that the participants raised during the interviews was that of 

culturally unfamiliar texts and the problems they encountered attempting to use these 

texts. The participants reported that some materials are culturally bound and teachers 

have difficulty in familiarizing students with the text before getting them to read it 

and therefore, are forced to adapt the materials according to the students’ needs. 

Overall, it seems that the general outcomes of the interviews are consistent 

with the results gathered from the questionnaire. Considering the answers that 

interviewees gave to certain items in the questionnaire, it was revealed that their 



 

 

80

 

responses during the interviews supported and provided greater insights into these 

previously given answers.  

In the next chapter, the findings of this study, and implications for reading 

strategy instruction and their presentations in the materials design process, and 

reading strategy training for the teachers at EMU SFL will be discussed.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
 

Summary of the Study 
 
 This study investigated teachers’ perceptions of reading strategies at Eastern 

Mediterranean University, School of Foreign Languages (EMU SFL). For this study, 

a questionnaire and interviews were used as data collection devices. The participants 

of this study were the teachers working at EMU SFL, who taught at the intermediate 

level during the third module of the 2001-2002 academic year. The questionnaire 

was distributed to all 46 intermediate teachers in order to get a general picture of 

their reported reading strategy instruction practices, their understandings of reading 

strategies, and their perceptions about the distribution of reading strategies in the 

materials. The responses to the questionnaire were recorded and analyzed 

quantitatively. 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted after the analysis of the 

questionnaires. For the interviews, six participants were selected according to their 

degree of familiarity towards the concept of reading strategies. The aim of the 

interviews was to gather more in-depth information about how teachers make use of 

materials to teach reading strategies as well as exploring their rationale behind their 

reading strategy instruction. The interviews were recorded, transcribed, and analyzed 

by the researcher. The interviews were analyzed for the responses related to the 

research questions, which were subsequently categorized under the subheadings pre-, 

while-, and post-reading strategies. In addition to the above categories, cultural 

issues, adapting materials, and training for teachers on reading strategies were also 

dealt with as they strongly emerged from the interviews. 
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Discussion of Findings 

 In response to the first research question, which is “What are teachers’ 

understandings and perceptions of reading strategies and the purposes for teaching 

them?” the findings of this study showed that in general, teachers at EMU SFL are 

familiar with the concept of reading strategies. All the participants reported their 

familiarity in the questionnaires and they also reported teaching some certain reading 

strategies in their reading instruction. Their purposes for teaching certain reading 

strategies were elicited through interviews, in which teachers made the following 

points: 

• to save time; 

• to motivate students; 

• to give students an aim to read the text; 

• to help students relate their existing knowledge to the information in 

the text; 

• to help students understand the text better while reading; 

• to help students to do the tasks/comprehension questions easier; 

• because the tasks require some specific reading strategies (reference 

questions, reading for gist questions, reading for specific information 

questions); 

• to integrate other skills like speaking and writing in order to get 

output from the students. 

 Along with the questionnaire, the interviews also provided fruitful 

information about the teachers’ teaching practices of reading strategies in response to 

the first part of the second research question: According to teachers’ self-reports, 
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what reading strategies (if any) do they teach?” According to the results gained from 

the questionnaire, teachers reported teaching almost all the listed pre-reading 

strategies, such as predicting about the context by making use of the titles or pictures 

provided in the material, or relating the text to the knowledge that the students 

already possess. During the interviews, all the teachers mentioned using the same 

pre-reading strategies in their teaching practices. The interviews revealed that 

brainstorming strategies were the dominantly utilized pre-reading strategies by the 

teachers before they get students to read the text. Similar to what was stated in 

Carrell, Pharis, and Liberto’s (1989) study, the teachers said that they aim to activate 

students’ prior knowledge on the topic of reading to prepare them for actual reading. 

Supporting the results of the questionnaire teachers said, in the interviews that they 

make use of the topic of the reading text together with the pictures provided in the 

materials or with their own pictures, in order to activate students’ existing 

knowledge. By doing this, teachers reported that they aim to relate students’ 

background knowledge with the information in the text, motivate them to read the 

text, and thereby, to provide them with a purpose for doing the reading. It is also 

important to note that teachers reported trying to familiarize students with culturally 

unfamiliar texts at this stage. Possible reasons for the high usage of pre-reading 

strategies might be that such strategies are emphasized both in the Headway course 

book and the intermediate pack.  

 Additionally, based on various comments about why teachers use pre-reading 

strategies in the materials, it seems that teachers might feel that they need to do some 

warm-up activities using pre-reading strategies prior to actual reading.       
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 As while-reading strategies, teachers reported that they emphasize the 

importance of reading for gist, reading without being dependent on every unknown 

word, and getting the general message in the written text. In order to train students 

away from an over-reliance on dictionaries, teachers also value teaching students to 

guess the meaning of unknown words from the context and, accordingly, they ask 

their students to use this strategy while they are reading the text. During the 

interviews, teachers reported that they teach scanning techniques, especially when 

students are doing comprehension questions. Some of the participants mentioned 

instructing their students in note-taking strategies while reading. They said that they 

ask their students to take notes as they read because it helps them to more easily 

remember the main points in a text.  

 The results of both the questionnaire and the interviews revealed that the 

teachers are either less familiar with or place less value on post-reading strategies 

than they do on the pre- and while-reading strategies in their reading instructions. 

Some of the participants, nevertheless, indicated the teaching of some post-reading 

strategies, such as summarizing a text, drawing conclusions from the readings and 

doing follow-up exercises like discussions or essay writing. During the interviews, 

some teachers emphasized that the curriculum follows an integrated syllabus and it is 

essential to do writing or speaking activities and to get students to produce something 

based on what has been read. As one teacher pointed out, the post-reading strategies 

allow students to produce output through discussions or writings after getting the 

input as a result of reading. On the other hand, some teachers honestly reported that 

they seldom use the provided post-reading strategies, as they find that students get 

bored and do not see the point of going further after the reading. Interestingly, it was 
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those teachers who reported a higher familiarity with the concept of reading 

strategies who were more likely to emphasize the benefits of the post-reading 

activities.  

The second extension of the second research question was: According to 

teachers’ self-reports, how do they decide which strategies to teach? In order to 

answer this research question teachers were directly asked during the interviews their 

reasons for teaching the reading strategies they mentioned. As was discussed in the 

data analysis chapter, teachers are able to list various reasons according to the nature 

of the text and needs of the students for teaching certain reading strategies, though 

their explanations may not be consciously related to a particular understanding of 

reading theories.  

The third extension of the second research question was: According to 

teachers’ self-reports, how do they make use of the course materials to teach reading 

strategies? The partial answer to this question was gained through the questionnaire. 

The aim of part IV of the questionnaire was to get preliminary data about how 

teachers make use of the materials to teach reading strategies. As was discussed in 

the data analysis chapter of this thesis, almost all the teachers reported making use of 

titles, pictures, and the people mentioned in the reading texts as warm-up devices 

before having students begin the actual reading. The same number of teachers also 

indicated that when the context contains unfamiliar cultural issues, they attempt to 

relate it to the students’ own culture. The majority of the teachers indicated using the 

‘suggested approach’ sections for almost all the reading texts about how to deal with 

the reading texts in class. Some of the teachers said that they simplify the materials 

in terms of language. When in-depth questions were asked during the interviews, 



 

 

86

 

teachers said that they usually encourage students, when faced with difficult texts in 

terms of language, not to concentrate on words but on the general message in the 

text. During the interviews, teachers also reported that the tasks themselves play an 

important role in determining which reading strategies are taught. This is so, they 

reported, since some tasks require students to read for gist, and others require them to 

read for specific information.  

 Apart from the mentioned reading strategies, teachers brought up as well the 

issue of culturally unfamiliar texts and the difficulties they face when conducting 

reading classes using such reading materials. As Carrel and Eisterhold (1988) 

mentioned in their study, background knowledge is culture specific and if such 

culture specific values are dominant themes in a reading text and they are not 

familiar to the students’ own culture, those culture specific issues can be a significant 

factor in comprehension of the text. Similar to what Carrell and Eisterhold (1988) 

claimed, the teachers in this study referred to the mismatch between the cultural 

themes provided in the materials and the particular cultural background knowledge 

of students. They pointed out that students do not understand what the text is about 

and subsequently; they have no interest in reading the text. Therefore, as teachers 

stated they have to adapt the materials in order to cater to students’ interest. At the 

same time, however, they asserted they have difficulty in adapting culturally 

different texts for their students.  

Adapting the reading texts in general was another point that emerged during 

the interview sessions, though it was for the most part closely related to the cultural 

issues mentioned above. Other reasons that led teachers to adapt the materials were 

the level of the texts or the tasks, the nature of the tasks, (e.g., ones in which 



 

 

87

 

grammar points were over-emphasized); and the lack of post-reading activities 

provided in the materials. 

During the interviews, two participants mentioned the issue of training on 

reading strategies for the teachers. One of the participants claimed that teachers and 

students lack creative thinking abilities and especially teachers should receive 

training in the use of different reading strategies. Similarly, another participant 

claimed that they always focus on the same strategies such as skimming, scanning, 

and guessing meaning from the context but, as she said, intermediate level students 

need to receive training in, and exposure to different reading strategies, which may 

lead them to use their higher thinking skills, such as synthesizing the information in 

the text or discussing a quotation. However, she said that, in order to teach those 

strategies to the students, first of all, teachers should receive some training. At least 

workshops, she noted, could be established for such specific purposes.  

Considering the points these two participants raised during the interviews, a 

teacher-training program similar to that done by Ely (1996) might be conducted. In 

his training program, teachers prepared lessons, presented them in class, and got 

immediate peer feedback. With such a training program, teachers at EMU SFL may 

gain more awareness about the importance and the variety of reading strategies in 

their classroom practices. Similar to Ely’s findings, the reason why teachers in this 

study complained about the restricted number of reading strategies in their 

instruction might be because they have insufficient practice, lack of confidence, or 

are undecided about which strategy to utilize according to which purpose. Therefore, 

if teachers are given similar training even in workshop format, their understanding of 

reading strategies might be strengthened and therefore, contribute to their ability to 
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implement, adapt, and develop those strategies in their own instruction. Moreover, as 

Allan and Bruton (1998) stated, through such training sessions, teachers may learn 

from each other how to utilize different reading strategies. Additionally, they may 

gain awareness of their existing reading strategies that they use in their daily lives 

and how to use them in their classroom instructions.      

Pedagogical Implications 

 Based on teachers’ complaints about the restricted number of reading 

strategies presented in the materials, more varied reading strategies other than 

skimming, scanning, and guessing meaning from the context, might be recommended 

to include in the intermediate pack.  

 Especially for the teachers who are not very familiar with the concept of 

reading strategies, more explicit instructions and guidelines on how to utilize 

different strategies could be included in the intermediate pack as attached to certain 

reading texts. Basic guidelines on why to use those strategies could also be added for 

teachers. If the teachers can pass on to their students an understanding of ways in 

which certain strategies may be useful, they might begin to address the problems of 

students not being interested in certain strategy-teaching activities.  

 Also, given teachers’ complaints that the number of skimming, scanning, and 

guessing meaning from the context strategies in the intermediate pack exceed the 

number of while-reading and post-reading strategies, the overall number and type of 

strategies to be taught could be increased. As results from both from the 

questionnaires and the interviews showed, post-reading strategies are often neglected 

in reading instruction at EMU SFL. Some of the participants (e.g., P3 and P4) stated 

that the use of post-reading activities are beneficial, in that students are given an 
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opportunity to practice what has been learned through speaking or writing, or they 

practice language work that is relevant to what has been presented in the reading text. 

With respect to these listed benefits, more post-reading activities might be included 

in all the materials. Additionally, teachers might be reminded about the importance 

of post-reading strategies. Necessary guidelines and instructions for the teachers 

might be attached to the activities, explaining both why and how they might utilize 

appropriate post-reading strategies in their teaching practices. In order to further 

emphasize the benefits of post-reading activities, teachers might be reminded during 

the weekly held Teaching Team Meeting about different uses of post-reading 

activities and given tips on how they might utilize different post-reading strategies 

for specific reading materials. Moreover, teachers might be invited to exchange ideas 

on the issue during those meetings. It has been suggested that posing the following 

questions might be useful in order to get ideas for post-reading work when reading 

texts are considered:  

1. Do the learners know of a similar situation to that presented in  
the text? 

2. Does the text present a situation that calls for  
recommendations? 

3. Does the text present a situation that invites completion? 
4. Does the texts present views that might need to be counter- 

balanced? (Sarıçoban, 2001, p. 3). 
 

 In order to raise students’ interests and involve them in the texts easily, a 

needs analysis process could be conducted. In this way, their affective needs could be 

determined and more contemporary texts could be included as reading selections. In 

such a case, it would be easier to activate students’ schema and involve them in the 

reading process. 
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 Through a needs analysis process, culturally bound texts could also be 

determined and perhaps discarded, and materials according to students’ needs and 

interests could be selected. If this is done, teachers might not need to adapt the 

materials to cater for students’ interests and could concentrate more on effective 

instruction. 

 Teacher training was another issue raised during the interviews. Various 

workshops might be conducted for teachers. Through workshops, teachers might be 

informed about different reading strategies and how to train students on those 

strategies. Moreover, teachers might gain more awareness and familiarity through 

such workshops. 

Limitations of the Study 

 The research study investigated the perceptions towards reading strategies of 

46 teachers who taught at the intermediate level during the third module of the 2001-

2002 academic year at EMU-SFL. Since the research was done with a limited 

number of participants, the results of the study cannot be generalized to other 

intermediate level teachers outside of EMU SFL. It is, however, likely to reflect the 

general picture of the nearly 120 EFL teachers at EMU SFL, since they rotate 

teaching levels each module, and thus the particular 46 teachers were a more or less 

randomly selected sample of the overall population.   

 The study was also limited in that it relied only on teachers’ reports, and was 

unable to include any classroom observation to support the findings. 

Suggestions for Further Research 

 Because of the time and distance constraints, involving all the teachers 

working at EMU SFL in the research was not possible. Therefore, the study was 
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limited to the number of teachers who taught at the intermediate level. The same 

study could be replicated to include a greater number of instructors teaching at 

different levels. This would allow for a greater exploration of reading strategy 

instruction at various class levels. Moreover, the questionnaire survey could be 

conducted at other institutions, thereby yielding more generalizable results.  

 Another possibility for future research would be to add an observation 

element to the study to find out whether and how teachers really teach the reading 

strategies they report. Additionally, students could be included in a future study. 

Their perceptions of reading strategies might also be investigated in order to allow 

for a comparison of teachers’ and students’ ideas. Alternately, students could be 

traced after completing their studies at the School of Foreign Languages in order to 

explore whether they apply any of the taught reading strategies during their later 

content course studies. 

Conclusion 

 The research investigated teachers’ perceptions of reading strategies, 

exploring how they teach certain reading strategies and how they make use of the 

course materials to teach them. The study revealed that the teachers dominantly use 

pre-reading strategies. In terms of teaching while-reading strategies, teachers rely on 

the tasks. According to the results, post-reading strategies are the most neglected 

ones for certain reasons such as the lack of activities in the materials that might 

promote the use of post-reading strategies and the students’ boredom.  

 Apart from the strategies mentioned above, cultural issues and related 

adaptation problems were raised by the teachers. The need for teacher training on the 
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use of different reading strategies was another issue that was raised by the 

participants during the interviews.  

 The results of the studies and the pedagogical implications made in this 

chapter might be used for better results in strategy training in reading instruction.  
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APPENDIX A 
 
 

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

Dear Colleagues,   

I am currently enrolled in the MA TEFL Program at Bilkent University. I am 

conducting a study on teachers’ perceptions of strategy training in reading 

instruction at Eastern  

Mediterranean University, School of Foreign Languages. 

 

The purpose of the study is to find out how teachers perceive teaching reading 

strategies and how they make use of the course materials to teach them. These 

findings may contribute to the design of the intermediate pack and to the adaptation 

of the reading materials in the Headway course book, and therefore, may be of 

benefit to you as teachers, to the administration, and ultimately to the students.   

 

This questionnaire is the first phase of the study. The second phase is the interviews, 

which will be held with teachers selected according to diversity of answers given. 

Therefore, in order to get in touch with those teachers, I will ask you to provide your 

name and surname in part I. The personal information provided will be kept strictly 

confidential and under no circumstances will be used or shared. 

 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or my thesis advisor. 

 

Thank you in advance for your help and cooperation.  

 

Ayşegül Sallı    Julie Mathews-Aydınlı 

MA TEFL     MA TEFL  

Bilkent University, Ankara  Bilkent University, Ankara 

Tel.: (090) 312 290 6487        Tel.: (090) 312 290 2015 

 ayseguls@bilkent.edu.tr   julie@bilkent.edu.tr  
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PART I:  

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

Please circle the appropriate choices and provide the necessary information below.  

1. Name: ………………………………...  

2. Surname:…..…………………………. 

 

3. Gender:               a. male              b. female 

 

4. Years of teaching experience:  

a. Less than 1 year 

b. 1-4 

c. 5-8 

d. 9-12 

e. 13-16 

f. 17 or more 

 

4. Years of teaching experience at EMU SFL: 

a. Less than 1 year 

b. 1-4 

c. 5-8 

d. 9-12 

e. 13-16 

f. 17 or more 

 

5. Degree Program(s) completed: 

a. BA/BS in _____________________________at 

(university)___________________ in (year)_________. 

b. MA/MBA in ___________________________ at 

(university)___________________  in (year)_________. 

c. PhD in ________________________________ at 

(university)___________________ in (year)_________. 
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PART II: 

Please answer the questions as frankly as possible.  

 

1. How familiar are you with the concept of reading strategies? Please put a tick  

      ( ) in the appropriate box. 

 

 Very 

 Somewhat 

 Slightly 

 Not at all 

 

2. Please list any particular reading strategies you teach in class. 

 

 

3. What are your reasons for teaching reading strategies in class? (Tick ( ) all 

that apply) 

 

 It helps students understand texts better. 

 To improve their enjoyment of the texts. 

 Because they are included in the pack. 

 To develop subskills for developing overall reading skills. 

 For the appreciation of the text. 

 To have students be aware of the language they are learning. 

 To save time while reading. 

 To prepare students for the tests. 

 To prepare them for outside reading. 

 To enhance autonomy. 

  Others 

____________________________________________________ 
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PART III: 

 
While answering the questions in this part, please consider what you actually do 

while dealing with a reading text. Tick ( ) only one option for each item. 

 

5 – always, 4 – usually, 3 – sometimes, 2 – rarely, 1 – never 

No Items 5 4 3 2 1 

1.  I set a purpose for reading.      

2.  I ask students to read the titles and predict what the text is about.       

3.  I ask students to look at illustrations/pictures and try to guess how 

they relate to the text. 

     

4.  I set a context before students begin reading.      

5.  I use instructional aids (e.g. realia, music, etc.) to set a context.      

6.  I have the students quickly look over the text before reading.      

7.  I ask students warm-up questions related to the text before reading.      

8.  I teach vocabulary before students read the text.      

9.  Before doing discussion or any other activity, I have students read 

the text. 

     

10.  I ask students to relate the text/topic to their experience.      

11.  I ask students to relate what they read to what they already know.      

12.  I set a time limit for reading in class.       

13.  I teach all the new vocabulary in the text.      

14.  I ask students to use a monolingual dictionary.       

15.  I allow students to use a bilingual dictionary.      

16.  I teach students how to guess the meaning of unknown words.      

17.  I ask students to guess/predict the meaning of unknown words.      

18.  I tell the students to skip unknown words.      

19.  I ask students to underline unknown words.      

20.  I ask students to underline key words and/or phrases.      

21.  I ask students to take notes while reading.      

22.  I tell students to read carefully and slowly.      

23.  I stress the importance of reading every word.      
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5 – always, 4 – usually, 3 – sometimes, 2 – rarely, 1 – never 

No Items 5 4 3 2 1 

24.  I ask students to read the text more than once.      

25.  I ask students to try to visualize what they read.      

26.  I tell students to make guesses about up-coming information in the 

text. 

     

27.  I have students read aloud in class one at a time.      

28.  I teach students to read the first and the last paragraphs more 

carefully. 

     

29.  I ask comprehension questions about the text.      

30.  I ask students to draw conclusions about the text they have read.      

31.  I ask students to discuss the text after reading.      

32.  I ask students to comment on the text.      

33.  I ask students to summarize the text (written or oral).      

34.  I give students a quiz about the text.      

35.  I give students follow-up activities related to the text      

36.  I assign students tasks to do using the information in the text      

37.  I ask students to interpret the text      

 

 

PART IV: 

 

Please answer the questions below considering the reading materials in the Headway 

intermediate textbook and the intermediate pack as course materials. 

 

5 - always, 4 – usually, 3 – sometimes, 2 – rarely, 1 – never 

No. Items 5 4 3 2 1 

1.  I use the pictures in the Headway/pack      

2.  I use the instructions step by step provided in the Headway/pack.      

3.  I prefer using the ‘suggested approach’ materials in the pack.       

4.  I try to simplify the materials in terms of language.      
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5.  I make changes in the materials in terms of content.      

6.  When the text is unfamiliar to students, I try to relate it to their 

culture. 

     

7.  When the text is culturally unfamiliar to students I skip it and use 

other materials. 

     

8.  In addition to the reading text provided, I use extra aids.      

 

 

PART V: 

 

Answer the questions below considering if the reading materials foster reading 

strategy training. 

5 – strongly agree, 4 – agree, 3 – neutral, 2 –disagree, 1 – strongly disagree 

No. Items 5 4 3 2 1 

1.  The way reading materials are designed is appropriate for teaching 

reading strategies. 

     

2.  Reading strategies are included in the materials on an ongoing and 

systematic basis. 

     

3.  Each text is designed for specific reading strategies.      

4.  The amount of materials on reading strategies presented in the pack 

is sufficient for teaching reading strategies. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

Teachers’ Self Reported Reading Strategies in Questionnaire Part II 

 
Participants Strategies  
P 1 -- 
P 2 Using aids/objects/pictures/titles/headlines (warm-up), having 

something to do (aim for reading), help (guide) what they look for, 
where/how they find the answer. 

P 3 Skimming, scanning. 
P 4 Pre-discussion, pre-reading, silent reading (skimming, scanning), post-

reading, post-discussion.  
P 5 Reading for gist, reading for specific information, reading for 

inference, reading for prediction, etc.  
P 6 Scanning, skimming, comprehension questions, true/false statements, 

matching the headings with the paragraphs, referential questions, 
guessing vocabulary 

P 7 Skimming, scanning, matching the topic with the correct paragraph. 
P 8 Pre-teach vocabulary, talk about the topic before reading the text, I ask 

comprehension questions so that they have an aim to read the text. 
P 9 Reading for general information, reading for specific information, 

skimming, scanning. 
P 10 Skimming, scanning. 
P 11 --- 
P 12 Skimming, scanning. 
P 13 Skimming/scanning, reading for gist, for comprehension. 
P14 Guessing meaning from the context, skimming, scanning, taking notes. 
P 15  Jigsaw, skimming, scanning. 
P 16 Pre-reading: discussion, prediction, guessing meaning of the words 

While reading: skimming, scanning. 
Post reading:  writing, discussion 
 

P 17 Skimming, scanning, guessing meaning from the context, reading for 
gist. 

P 18 Guessing meaning from the context, text coherence, reference words, 
sentences, prediction, skimming, scanning. 

P 19 Skimming, scanning.  
P 20 Skimming, scanning.  
P 21 Reading for gist/specific information, skimming, scanning.  
P 22 Skimming, scanning. 
P 23 Pre-teaching vocabulary if the vocabulary in the text is higher than the 

students’ level that they cannot guess from the context, discussions 
before and after reading the text, using realia and real life experiences 
then, relating it to the text.  

P 24 Scanning, skimming, gist. 
P 25 Skimming, scanning, gist.  
P 26 -- 
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P 27 Skimming, scanning, reading for gist. 
P 28 Most of the items mentioned in the following pages. 
P 29 Predicting the content from the title or pictures set a context before 

getting students to read the text, guessing the meaning of unknown 
words.  

P 30 Reading for the gist, reading for specific information, reading for 
referential information, reading for guessing meaning from the context, 
skimming, scanning.  

P 31 Reading for gist, specific information, etc. 
P 32 Discussing the topic with students before they start reading. Students 

do this by looking at the pictures if there are or reading the headline of 
the article. 

P 33  --- 
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APPENDIX C 

Informed Consent Form 

Dear Participant; 

 You have been asked to participate in a survey. The aim of the study is to 

investigate the perceptions of teachers towards strategy training in reading 

instruction at Eastern Mediterranean University. In order to achieve the goal, first 

you answered a questionnaire, which investigated your degree of familiarity of 

reading strategies, your teaching practices of them, and your perceptions of the 

presentation of reading strategies. Second, you are going to be interviewed in order 

to have deeper insights of how you teach the reading strategies, how you make use of 

the materials to teach them, and the reasons behind your teaching those strategies. 

 Your participation in the study will bring invaluable contributions to future 

implementation of reading strategies into the course materials. Any information 

given to me will be kept confidential and your name will not be released. This study 

involves no risk to you.   

I would like to thank you for your participation.  

                                                                                                     Ayşegül Sallı 
                                                                                                     MA TEFL Program  
             Bilkent University 
 

I have read and understood the information given above. I hereby agree to my 

participation in the study. 

Name: …………………………. 

Signature: …………………… 

Date: ……………………… 
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APPENDIX D 

Interview Questions 

 Hello, thank you for coming for the interview. As you remember I have been 

carrying out a research on teachers’ perceptions of reading strategies.  

 First I will ask you some general questions. Then, we will continue the 

interview with specific reading texts that you used during the 3rd module with 

intermediate level students.  

1. Briefly, are you usually aware of using any specific reading strategies 

in your daily life? For example, when you read newspapers, novels, or 

even ads.? 

* If yes, What are they? What are your reasons? 

2. Do you present any of those strategies in your reading instruction? 

why/why not? 

3. Here is one of the reading texts I chose would you take a minute or so 

to take a look at it. When you are ready, could you tell me how you 

would deal with it as a start of before you get students to read it?  

4. Would you use the pictures here or skip them?  

*If yes, how would you use them, why? *If no, why not? 

5. What other points would you consider before you have students read 

the text? 

(vocabulary, setting context, use of aids, activating schemata, etc.) 

6. For example, the book presents some pre-reading activities, would 

you use them, how would you use them? What are the reasons? 
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7. The text is long (reading p. 30 Headway) how would you design the 

reading activity? Why? 

8. What are the steps you take as you invite students for reading 

(purpose, etc.)? 

9. Let’s say, although you taught some vocabulary before having 

students read, what would you do if they ask the meaning of other 

words?  

10. Do you suggest any ways to make comprehension easier for students? 

If yes, what do you suggest? 

a. For this particular text, what would you say? Why? 

11. (X) text has some additional activities in the intermediate pack, would 

you use them? Why? / Why not? 

12. What do you do after students read the text? What reading strategies 

do you think student should know in order to do the questions? 

13. Would you do anything else with students about this text? Why? 

(Why not?) 

14. In general, what do you think about the presentation of various 

reading strategies both in the Headway course book and intermediate 

pack? 

a. Is the amount of strategies presented enough? 

b. Do you think the reading strategies presented in the materials 

is beneficial? 

c. Do you observe any improvement in students reading ability 

by the end of eight-week module? 
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d. What would you suggest to better help students cope with the 

texts easier? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
















