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Chapter 4

Results and Discussion

The purpose of this chapter is to present the results for this study and to discuss the 

findings. The results and discussions are addressed in terms of the six research questions 

presented in Chapter One. 

4.1 The Results of Questionnaire II before the MRST by HPG & LPG

Table 4.1 presents the results of Questionnaire II before the MRST, between high

(HPG) and low proficiency group (LPG) in the target class. The descriptive results

and discussions are addressed in terms of the first research question: What are the

differences and similarities between the high-proficient and the low-proficient readers

in the awareness of metacognitive reading strategy use before the MRST? First, the

classroom observation was mainly focused on participants’responses and attitudes to

the coming Metacognitive Reading Strategy Training program, and also their 

emotional reaction during the Questionnaire II-answering period was described and

presented. Second, the results of the Questionnaire II (QOMRS), which measures the

participants’awareness of strategy use in the reading process, were discussed

according to the frequency of strategy usage between the HPG and LPG.    

According to the classroom observation, most participants, especially the 

high-proficient readers, showed highly curious and interested attitude toward the training 

program which they had never experienced before. Some low-proficient readers had 

puzzled expressions on their faces and some had uninterested responses to the program. 

When asked if they had ever been informed that successful reading needs effective 

reading strategies, most participants responded to the instructor with a negative answer, 

and just a few of them showed agreement that effective reading might need some skills. 



However, when asked further about if they have any idea of what effective reading 

strategies are, most of the participants kept silent and failed to respond with any 

constructive information, except that one participant told the whole class that knowing a 

lot of English words is a fundamental factor for successful English reading. And this 

participant belongs to the HPG readers. When the participants answered the 

Questionnaire II, high-proficient readers showed more confident attitude and facial 

expression, while some low-proficient readers had unconfident and uneasy expressions on 

their faces. Besides, the high-proficient readers were more capable of controlling their 

time to answer the Questionnaire II. In contrast, many low-proficient readers spent much 

more time on answering each question and finished the questionnaire in a longer period of 

time.

In Table 4.1, HPG readers, in general, showed more metacognitive awareness of 

using reading strategies than LPG readers did in reading process. The mean scores for 

HPG and LPG were 11 and 8, respectively. For the HPG readers, following strategies are 

the most frequently used before the MRST. Item 6 “In a short time, it’s a good idea to 

read the sentences that tell you the most about the text.” (100%), Item 7 “Before I begin 

reading for remembering general meaning, it’s a good idea to skim through the text to 

find the main parts.” (100%), Item 12 “During reading, it’s a good idea to check to see if I 

can answer any of the questions I asked before I started reading.” (93%), Item 14 “When 

meeting an unfamiliar word, use words around it to figure it out.” (93%) and Item 15 

“When reading, keep thinking of what I already know about the things and ideas in the 

text to help me decide what is going to happen.” (93%). On the other hand, the two least 

frequently used strategies by HPG are Item 3 “Before reading, decide on whether reading 

for fun or for a test.” (20%), and Item 4 “Before reading, it’s a good idea to ask myself 

questions that I would like to find the answers in the text.” (40%). 

For the LPG readers, the two most frequently used strategies by LPG are Item 14 



“During reading, when meeting an unfamiliar word, use words around it to figure it out.” 

(100%) and Item 2 ”Before reading, use the title or pictures to help me make guesses 

about what will happen in the reading.” (87%), while the two least frequently used 

strategies by LPG are Item 3 “Before reading, it’s a good idea to decide whether reading 

for fun or test.” (27%), Item 17 “When reading, skip the unimportant parts that don’t 

mean anything for the story.” (27%) and Item 18 “After reading, it’s a good idea to check 

to see if I met my purpose for reading the story. (13%). LPG students also performed low 

awareness in Items 1, 4, 5, 8, 9, 11, 13, and 19.

Table 4.1 Frequency and Percentage of Metacognitive Reading Strategies Used by 

HPG and LPG in Questionnaire II before the MRST

                                                                   

Items                    HPG    HPG     LPG    LPG    

                          N       %       N       %              

Before reading

1                          12       80%      6       40%

2                          13       87%     13       87%

3                           3       20%      4       27%

4                           6       40%      7       47%

5                          10       67%      8       53%

6                          15      100%     10       67%

7                          15      100%     12       80%

8                          10       67%      8       53% 

While reading

9                          10       67%      6       40%               

10                         12       80%      9       60%

11                         12       80%      5       30%

12                         14       93%      8       53%

13                         10       67%      5       33%

14                         14       93%     15      100%

15                         14       93%     11       73%

16                         13       87%     11       73%

17                         10       67%      4       27%                   



After reading

18                         11       73%      2       13%

19                          9       60%      5       33%

20                          9       60%      9       60%

21                         13       87%      9       60%

The mean score (M)     11              8                                                                 

(1) N＝15

(2) M= the average mean score

The above results from the Questionnaire II may possibly correspond to what the 

researcher observed in the classroom before. The reason why the HPG readers spent less 

time answering the QOMRS may be that they were more capable of using the 

metacognitive reading strategies in their real reading process. Accordingly, they were 

much aware and conscious of their reading behaviors mentioned in the Questionnaire II. 

In contrast, the reason why the LPG readers needed much more time to read may be that 

they relied mainly on bottom-up strategies to read and were not capable of using the 

metacognitive reading strategies in the Questionnaire II. According to previous findings, 

good readers are much more in control of their reading and show more awareness to 

acknowledge the purpose for reading, to retrieve their background knowledge, to 

implement effective strategies, and to monitor comprehension (Anderson et al. 1985; 

Brown & Smiley, 1977). Nevertheless, less skilled readers most often put their focus on 

lexical meanings rather than on text meaning (Garner, 1992). Additionally, poor readers 

fail to use self-questioning monitor comprehension during reading (Andre & Anderson, 

1978-79). Therefore, LPG readers may fail to understand precisely the statements of some 

items and to respond efficiently to the Questionnaire II. Since they may get lost in the 

Questionnaire II-answering period, LPG readers may not be able to control their reading 

and unaware of some poor reading practices, like allowing the mind wandering while 

reading (Garner, 1992). Therefore, it can be inferred that making sense of these 



questionnaire questions took them longer time to realize their awareness of the reading 

process and caused more pressure for the LPG participants who had unconfident and 

uneasy facial expression in the answering period.   

Table 4.1 showed one can observe several similarities of the metacognitive 

awareness of strategy use between HPG and LPG. First, both LPG and HPG readers were 

able to use prediction strategy to guess the unknown words in texts. The possible reason 

may be that they had been guided to use the strategy by the instructor in some reading 

experiences before the training. Second, most readers in both groups failed to decide the 

purpose of the reading, if reading for fun or for tests. It was the least used strategy for 

both groups of readers before the MRST. This result was corresponding to previous 

finding that English, as their first foreign language, did not appear to be a language for 

pleasure reading (Chern, 1994). Third, quite a few of readers for both groups, before 

reading, would ask themselves questions about the reading before they start to read. Also, 

in the reading process, both high-proficient and low-proficient readers performed low 

awareness of using strategies after reading, such as checking if the purpose of reading is 

met or if previous predictions are right or wrong. A possible reason for the phenomenon 

may be that, in ESL environment in Taiwan, most English reading chances for the 

participants are mainly for taking tests, rather than for fun. Therefore, the participants 

failed to decide the purpose of reading or to ask themselves questions before starting to 

read since the reading comprehension questions have been designed for them to answer in 

the tests. That is, their reading behaviors have been set or restricted to meet the purpose of 

taking tests, without even considering reading for pleasure or other reading opportunities.

On the other hand, numerous differences existed between the LPG and the HPG 

readers before the MRST. First, high-proficient readers were more aware of engaging in a 

variety of top-down strategies by processing information at sentence level. They used 

comprehension-monitoring strategies much more often than low-proficient readers did 



during the reading process. Second, high-proficient readers also demonstrated more 

awareness of using fix-up strategies to get the meaning from the text when compared to 

low-proficient readers. Many HPG readers were more aware of their reading back and 

forth in order to maintain their comprehension when cognitive failure happened. As for 

the low-proficient readers, decoding seemed to play a vital part in their reading process, 

and they were aware to utilize contextual clues to guess the unknown words as the 

high-proficient readers were. However, LPG readers appeared to expend so much effort 

on bottom-up strategies that they failed to venture more guesses of the general meaning of 

the texts. The differences between HPG and LPG before the MRST were in line with 

previous findings (Baker & Brown, 1984; Brown & Champione, 1977; Dole et al., 1991; 

Garner, 1987; Nist & Holschuh, 2000; Masur, McIntyre, and Flavell, 1973).

Generally speaking, the LPG readers favored word-based processing strategies and 

failed to recognize the importance of top-down strategies when compared to the HPG 

readers, who had more inclination to use globally meaning-based ones (Block, 1992). 

Nevertheless, neither all HPG readers nor LPG readers were familiar with all effective 

reading strategies, especially top-down ones. Both high-proficient and low-proficient 

readers even had the false belief that knowing every word in text would guarantee 

successful reading before the MRST. In addition, they were never instructed to be 

conscious of their reading behaviors before, and to use metacognitive reading strategies to 

amend cognitive failure. Accordingly, in order to equip the participants with effective 

reading strategies and to enhance their metacognitive awareness in the reading process, it 

is suggested that explicit instruction and practice in using reading strategies could 

override the language proficiency limitations and improve their reading ability (Abromitis, 

1994; Anderson et al., 1985; Carrell, 1989; Grabe, 1991).



4.2 The Results of Questionnaire II after the MRST by HPG & LPG

Before presentation and discussions of the Table 4.2, classroom observation was first 

presented and focused mainly on the participants’attitudes and responses to the 

Questionnaire II-answering period and the MRST program. Second, with the Table 4.2, 

the results of the strategy use for both groups of participants after the MRST were shown. 

According to the results, the differences and similarities of strategy use between HPG and 

LPG were discussed and analyzed. Following the discussions of Table 4.2, the 

Questionnaire II items which are related to the three instructed strategies were elicited 

and discussed further in order to examine the effect of the MRST and the differences of 

strategy use before and after the MRST for each participant in both groups. The 

descriptive results and discussions are addressed in terms of the second research question: 

Is there any alternation in the high-proficient and low-proficient readers’awareness of 

metacognitive reading strategy use after the MRST? 

According to the researcher’s classroom observation, it seemed that the 

high-proficient readers became more capable of answering the questionnaire efficiently in 

a short time and the low-proficient readers became more confident to answer the 

questionnaire than they did before the MRST. Therefore, both groups of readers spent less 

time on answering the Questionnaire II after the MRST than before the training. Also, 

when asked if they were much more capable of using effective strategies when 

confronting different reading difficulties, some participants answered positively to the 

researcher and some participants smiled and nodded in agreement. Compared to their 

responses before the MRST, most participants showed more confident attitude and 

pleasant facial expression after the MRST. When all participants had finished answering 

the Questionnaire II, they stated that it was easier for them to answer the questionnaire for 

the second time. Their improved awareness of reading strategy use after the MRST was 

also supported by the outcomes of the Questionnaire II in Table 4.2.    



Table 4.2 shows the results of Questionnaire II after the Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies Training between the high (HPG) and low proficiency group 

(LPG) in the target class. They are listed as follows. 

First, the overall percentage of metacognitive reading strategies used by HPG is

higher than that by LPG. The mean scores for HPG and LPG are 13 and 11, respectively.

The result shows that HPG participants tended to show more metacognitive awareness of 

strategy use than LPG.

Second, the strategies most frequently used by HPG after the instruction are Item 1”

Before reading, it’s a good idea to make some guesses about what I think will happen in 

the reading.” (100%), Item 2 “Before reading, it’s a good idea to use the title or pictures

to help me make guesses about what will happen in the reading.” (100%), Item 6 “Before 

I begin reading and I could only read some of the sentences in the text in a short time, it’s 

a good idea to read the sentences that tell you the most about the text.” (100%), Item 7 

“Before I begin reading for remembering general meaning, it’s a good idea to skim 

through the text to find the main parts.” (100%), Item11 “During reading, it’s a good idea 

to see if the text is making sense by seeing if I can tell what happened so far.” (100%), 

and Item 21 “After I’ve read a text, I’d like to tell others the main points of the whole text 

and it’s a good idea to tell others the general meaning of the text in my own words.” 

(100%). It is worth noting that, after the treatment, all of the HPG readers became aware 

of using these strategies during reading. The second-most frequently used strategies by 

HPG are Item 8 “Followed every reading are some reading questions to answer. When 

time is limited, I think it’s a good idea to read these questions before starting to read the 

text.” (93%), Item 14 “When meeting an unfamiliar word, use words around it to figure it 

out.”(93%), and Item 18 “After reading a text, it’s a good idea to check to see if I met my 

purpose for reading the story.” (93%). Nevertheless, the least frequently used strategies by 

HPG are Item 3 “Before reading, it’s a good idea to decide whether reading for fun or 



test.” (67%), Item 5 “Before reading, it’s good to check if time is enough for my reading.”

(60%) and Item 13 “After reading, retell the main points of the whole text so that I can 

check to see if I have understood it.” (60%). 

Third, for the LPG participants, the most frequently used metacognitive reading

strategies are Item 2 “ Before reading, it’s a good idea to use the title or pictures to help 

me make guesses about what will happen in the reading.” (100%). For the LPG 

participants, the second-most frequently used strategies are Item 1”Before reading, it’s a 

good idea to make some guesses about what I think will happen in the reading.” (93%) 

and Item 14 “When meeting an unfamiliar word, use words around it to figure it out.” 

(93%). And the three least frequently used strategies after the MRST are Item 3 “Before 

reading, it’s a good idea to decide whether reading for fun or test” (33%), Item 17 “While 

reading, it’s a good idea to skip the hard words and parts you don’t understand.” (40%), 

and Item 18 “After reading, it is a good idea to check if the purpose of reading is met.” 

(40%).

The analysis was based on the data presented in Table 4.2, which demonstrated 

the strategy use by HPG and LPG participants after the MRST. It showed that both groups 

of readers increased their metacognitive awareness of reading strategies after the MRST 

even though HPG readers performed much higher metacognitive awareness of strategy 

use than LPG did. In this study, students first received explicit modeling of strategy use, 

then practiced the selected metacognitive reading strategies with appropriate scaffolding, 

and finally became independent readers. This finding lends support to an argument of 

Paris and Winograd (1990) that students’awareness of the reading process could be 

enhanced by systematic and direct instruction, which assisted a reader in extending his 

strategy use and ultimately increased his capacity to read effectively and efficiently. It 

also corresponds to previous findings that some readers may need direct instruction 

regarding to the application of certain reading strategies and the underlying processes in 



L2 reading (Grabe, 1991), and readers not only have to have an adequate knowledge of 

reading strategies but also need to have teacher modeling to practice these metacognitive 

strategies within the context of texts, and become independent readers at last (Anderson et 

al., 1985; Brown et al., 1986; Duffy, Roehler & Hermann, 1988; Otto, 1985; Smith, 

1991). 

Table 4.2 Frequency and Percentage of Metacognitive Reading Strategies Used by 

HPG and LPG in Questionnaire II after the MRST

                                                                   

Items                    HPG     HPG      LPG     LPG      

                           N       %        N        %                

Before reading

1                           15       100%      14       93%

2                           15       100%      15      100%

3                           10        67%       5       33%

4                           12        80%       9       60%

5                            9        60%      12       80%

6                           15       100%      13       87%

7                           15       100%      12       80%

8                           14        93%       9       60%             

While reading

9                           12        80%      12       80%

10                          12        80%       9       60%

11                          15       100%       9       60%

12                          12        80%      11       73%

13                           9        60%      11       73%

14                          14        93%      14       93%

15                          13        87%      12       80%

16                          13        87%      13       87%

17                          13        87%       6       40%           

After reading

18                          14        93%       6       40%

19                          13        87%       8       53%                         

20                          12        80%       8       53%



21                          15        100%     13       87%

The mean score (M)      13               11                                                        

(1) N＝15

(2) M= the average mean score

Even though both groups of readers had enhanced their metacognitive awareness of 

strategy use after the training, the differences and similarities of strategy use between 

HPG and LPG can still be observed and differentiated according to the Table 4.2.

Both HPG and LPG readers showed similar metacognitive awareness of strategy 

use in several items in Table 4.2. First, both groups of readers were capable of using titles 

or pictures to predict the content of the texts, and were also aware that skimming is an 

efficient strategy in remembering general meaning of the text when time is limited. It can 

be inferred that semantic mapping and summary strategies improved both HPG and LPG 

readers’awareness of using the strategies when necessary in their reading process. Second, 

it’s worth noting that both HPG and LPG readers improved much awareness of reading 

back and forth when meeting reading difficulties and monitoring their comprehension.

Such finding indicated that an interactive nature of reading stresses that the readers 

continuously shift from one focus to another in the processing of reading: adopt a 

top-down approach to predict the possible meaning in text and then move to the 

bottom-up approach to verify whether the prediction is right (Anderson, Reynolds, 

Shallert, & Goetz, 1977; Rumelhart, 1980; Carrell, 1992; Nuttall, 1996; Spiro, 1980).

Third, both groups of readers still performed low awareness of deciding whether reading 

for fun or for test before reading. The factor accounts for this phenomenon may be that 

most of their English activities are mainly reading for tests or textbook learning. Seldom 

do they have opportunities to read for fun or pleasure reading, as a result; deciding the 

purpose of reading did not raise much awareness for them even after the MRST. And this 

English learning dilemma is quite corresponding to the phenomenon mentioned in 



Chern’s (1994) study.   

Besides the similarities shared by both HPG and LPG readers, we can also observe

the differences existing between high and low-proficient readers after the MRST. First, 

high-proficient readers tended to read more efficiently than less-proficient readers in a 

rapid and automatic manner; therefore, they had more control over their monitoring 

process and demonstrated higher metacognitive awareness of strategy use (Baker, 1985; 

Lesgold & Perfetti, 1978; van Dijk & Kinsch, 1983). HPG readers made good advantage 

of skimming and summarizing the text in order to get a full picture of the reading when 

compared to LPG readers. They were much more able to use top-down strategies to 

encode the text rather than focusing on word-level reading difficulty. Second, HPG 

readers also appeared to be more sensitive to inconsistencies in the text and to respond to 

the inconsistencies with fix-up strategies more automatically than LPG readers. The HPG 

demonstrated the reading behavior of slowing down to process and to search for resources 

to overcome the reading difficulties. This situation can be characterized as cognitive 

failure, but metacognitive success. Accordingly, good readers think about their reading 

processes with purposeful intent (Garner, 1987), and they also appear to be more sensitive 

to inconsistencies in the text and to respond to inconsistencies with fix-up strategies more 

automatically than poorer readers (August, D. L., Flavell & Clift, 1984; Baker, 1979; 

Canney & Winograd, 1979; Ehrlich, Remond & Tardieu, 1999; Garner & Kraus, 1982; 

Paris & Myers, 1981; Zabrucky & Ratner, 1989). Third, in the after-reading part, 

high-proficient readers performed higher awareness in checking if the reading purpose 

was met, retelling the main points to check their comprehension, checking previous 

predictions and reforming the semantic map in mind. Nevertheless, it is evident that 

low-proficient readers did not improve a lot of after-reading awareness when they had 

finished reading the text after the MRST. This situation can be explained through their 

response to Item 5 “Before reading, it’s good to check if time is enough for my reading”. 



It’s worth noting that the LPG readers tended to ask more questions during reading and 

then cared much more about time. And the reason for this phenomenon may be that the 

LPG students failed to allocate time according to the difficulty of the task, and could not

apply strategies effectively in the reading process (Masur, McIntyre, and Flavell, 1973; 

Brown & Campione, 1977; Owings et al., 1980; Paris & Lindauer, 1982, p. 339). For 

example, LPG readers were less aware that they could read the comprehension questions

first when time was limited. As for the HPG readers, they were less aware of time in the 

reading process, and the reason for their ignorance of time may be that good readers are 

more confident about their reading proficiency and needn’t worry about time allocation as 

LPG readers do. (August, D. L., Flavell & Clift, 1984; Baker, 1979; Canney & Winograd, 

1979; Ehrlich, Remond and Tardieu (1999); Garner & Kraus, 1982; Paris & Myers, 1981; 

Pintrich and DeGroot, 1990; Zabrucky & Ratner, 1989). 

In summary, the MRST was effective in helping both HPG and LPG readers aware 

of the effective reading strategies when comprehending the texts and to be more 

conscious of their reading behaviors in the reading process. They became more capable of 

activating their background knowledge according to the content and realized their 

motivation to read the text as well as their strength of comprehending the text. The MRST 

leaded them to change their reading strategies for comprehending the text, and this 

adaption for reading sufficiently makes them aware of their comprehension, which is 

called metacognition or metacomprehension (Block, 1992). These reading experiences 

provided by the MRST increased participants’metacognitive knowledge, which includes 

knowledge of general strategies that can be used, knowledge of the content to which the 

strategies are effective, and knowledge of self (Flavell, 1979; Pintrich et al., 2000; 

Schneider & Pressley, 1997). 

To understand specifically whether the MRST had positive influence on the practical 

use of the three instructed reading strategies, that are semantic mapping, prediction and 



summary, in the four-week training, both groups of participants’responses to the items in 

Questionnaire II related to the three instructed strategies were elicited and discussed 

further as follows. The related topics are (1) using titles or pictures in prediction, (2) using 

background knowledge in prediction, and (3) summarizing.

  

4.2.1 Comparison of Strategic Reading of Using Title or Pictures and Using 

Background Knowledge in Prediction for HPG & LPG between the Pretest 

and Post-test.

Table 4.3 shows the results of the two groups’ responses to metacomprehension 

behaviors, including using title or pictures and background knowledge in prediction in 

both the Pretest and Post-test of the QOMRS. With the participants’improved strategy 

use in Item 1,2,4,9,13,14,16, one can infer that the two instructed strategies, that are 

semantic mapping and prediction, had helped the readers to realize the effectiveness of 

the two strategies. It showed that, after the four-week MRST, the two groups of students 

generally performed higher strategic awareness of using titles or pictures and background 

knowledge in prediction measured by the QOMRS. Nevertheless, a few of the

participants did not get higher grades in these items after the MRST. Three participants of 

the HPG didn’t perform better after the MRST, with two of the three participants got the 

same grade before and after the treatment. On the other hand, four participants of the LPG 

didn’t improve the reading behavior of prediction after the MRST, with two of the four 

participants performed the same degree of prediction strategy after the treatment. 



Table 4.3 Comparison of Strategic Reading of Using Title or Pictures, Using Context, 

and Using Background Knowledge in Prediction for HPG & LPG Between 

the Pretest and Post-test. (Item 1,2,4,9,13,14,16)

                              HPG Students                                      

Reading Behavior 1.   2.   3.   4.   5.   6.   7.   8.   9.   10.   11.  12.  13.  14.  15.                                  

Prediction (7)    

Pretest          5    5  6    5   6    5   5    5   3    7    7    5    5    6   5  

Post-test         7    7   7    6   6*   5*   6   7   4    7    6*   6    6    7   6      

                                                                                   

   Note: Number of items within each metacomprehension category is indicated by parenthesis.

        ＊represents the participant did not perform better in the post-test than in the pretest.

                            LPG Students                             

Reading Behavior  1   2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10   11   12   13   14  15                                                    

Prediction (7)

Pretest           5    3    4   5   5   4   4    3   3    6    4    6    6    2    2

Post-test         4*   6    5   4*  7    5   6    7   6    6*   5    7    6*   6    6

                                                                      

Note: Number of items within each metacomprehension category is indicated by parenthesis.

     ＊represents the participant did not perform better in the post-test than in the pretest.

The participants’responses to these items related to the semantic mapping and 

prediction strategies showed improved strategy use in this subcategory. As shown in Table 

4.3, after the MRST, most of the participants more frequently used the strategies to 

increase their comprehension of the text, such as using titles to predict the context (Item 

2), and reading back and forth in the text to find the relationships among ideas in it (Item 

16). It can be inferred that the training of the semantic mapping and prediction helped the 

participants monitor their awareness to read back and forth in the text to find the 

relationships among ideas to verify their understanding.  

To summarize, the findings in this part of study indicate that the MRST was effective 

in increasing metacognitive awareness of reading strategies for both groups of readers. 



Even though some differences still existed between HPG and LPG after the MRST, both 

groups of readers, generally speaking, enhanced their metacognitive awareness in the 

reading process and also their strategy use during reading. They became more willing to 

accept top-down strategies and tended to aware of their fix-up behaviors after training.   

4.2.2 Comparison of Strategic Reading of Summarizing for Students Beteween the 

Pretest and the Post-test

Table 4.4 shows the questionnaire results of the two groups’ responses to the 

summary behavior measured by the QOMRS in both the pretest and post-test. It was 

found that the MRST could help most students’ summarizing reading behavior. The result 

showed that 4 participants in HPG and 6 participants in LPG did not perform better in the 

use of summarization in their reading comprehension after the MRST. Among them, two 

HPG students and four LPG students got the same grade before and after the instruction.

Table 4.4 Comparison of Summarizing for HPG & LPG Students between the 

Pretest and Post-test (Item 6,7,10,17,19,21)

                          HPG Students                                           

Reading behavior 1   2   3    4   5    6   7    8    9   10   11   12  13  14   15                                           

Summary (6)   

Pretest       5   4  4   3   5   5   5   5   5  4  6   6   4  6   5 

Post-test      5*  6  6  6   6   6   6   6   6   5  5*  4*  4   6*  6

                                                                       
  Note: ＊represents the participant did not perform better in the post-test than in the pretest.

        Number of items within each metacomprehension category is indicated by parentheses.

  



                           LPG Students                             

Reading behavior 1  2   3   4   5   6   7   8   9   10   11   12   13   14  15                                                     

Summary (6)

Pretest        0  3  4   4  5   4   6  3   3   5   2   4   1   1   3     

Post-test       4  3* 5   5  3*  6   5* 4   4   5*  5   4*  4   4   3*   

                                                                       
  Note: ＊represents the participant did not perform better in the post-test than in the pretest.

        Number of items within each metacomprehension category is indicated by parentheses.

   

Summarizing, a metacognitive reading strategy, facilitates students to identify 

the most important information in the text. Summary making was explicitly instructed 

in this study to identify the principle ideas, to delete trivia facts, and to promote one’s

short-term memory of the text. After the MRST, both high-proficient and

low-proficient readers performed greater strategy use of summary in this subcategory. 

Therefore, it can be inferred that the MRST may promote the participants’strategy

use of summary and the metacognitive awareness of strategy use in the reading

process.   

From the results above, we can see both groups of readers, generally speaking,

improved their strategy use in activating background knowledge, predicting the texts

and summarizing texts with focus on global meanings after they had been taught the

three instructed strategies. It was suggested that explicit instruction and practice in 

using reading strategies could override the effect of language proficiency limitations

on readers’ reading behaviors (Carrell, 1989; Geva, 2000; Grabe, 1991). Especially

for the low-proficient readers, who had few successful reading experiences and 

limited language proficiency, using effective reading strategies can provide them with 

the capacity to read globally and to focus on the sentence-level meanings.        

Although the duration of the MRST was only four weeks, much improvement of the

participants’ metacognitive awareness of the reading strategies could not only be observed 



but also shown in the results of the Questionnaire II. This finding lent support to the 

argument of Paris and Winograd (1990) that a systematic and direct instruction is 

important and necessary to assist readers in extending strategies use and ultimately to 

increase their effectiveness of processing information. It is also in line with the claim that 

a cognitive view of comprehension ascribes more credibility to reading strategies than to 

skills (see, e.g., Duffy, Roehler, Sivan et al., 1987; Pressley, Goodchild, Fleet, Zajchowski, 

& Evans, 1989). And it was also suggested that explicit and direct instruction of 

practicing using reading strategies could override the effect of language proficiency 

limitations on readers (Carrell, 1989; Grabe, 1991).  

According to O’Neil and Abedi (1996), metacognitive processes were self-aware 

processes, which were defined as the conscious and periodic self-checking of whether

one’s goal of reading is achieved and, when necessary, selecting and applying different

effective strategies. In this study, the participants’ effective use of the metacognitive

strategies in solving reading problems may provide positive feedbacks to themselves and 

the feedbacks may promote more metacognition in turn (Brown, 1980).  

4.3 Comparison of Perception of Reading for Students before the MRST

    This section shows the qualitative findings and descriptive results from the

Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 that mainly examine the two groups’ (HPG & LPG)

perceptions of reading in the Questionnaire I (Appendix A) before the MRST. The section

includes two parts: (1) students’ fixed-up behaviors, and (2) students’ perception of 

comprehensive reading and good readers. The descriptive results and discussions are 

addressed in terms of the third research question: What are the students’perceptions 

of reading before the MRST? 



4.3.1 Comparison of Perception of the fixed-up Behaviors for HPG & LPG before 

the MRST

Item 1. When I read an English passage, I will _______ to deal with the, 

unknown word.

     Item 2. If I don’t understand what the sentence means, I usually _______.

     Item 3. When reading English, I usually have trouble              . 

For Item 1, when meeting unknown words, most low-proficient readers would 

skip the words, and some of them would ask the teacher for help or consult a dictionary. 

Just two LPG readers would try to guess the meanings of the words from the context. As 

one student put it, “Whenever I met an unknown word, I spent a lot of effort or time 

figuring it out. But the outcome was not always satisfying”. Compared to LPG, more 

high-proficient readers would guess the meanings from context, but some of them would 

still skip them or ask for help. 

For Item 2, many LPG readers selected either Response B (reread the sentence) or 

Response E (translate it into Chinese word by word) when encountering 

incomprehensible sentences. Some of them would skip the sentences and keep on reading. 

In contrast, HPG readers when responding to Item 2 before the treatment, many of them 

were aware that using context was an useful and effective way to make sense of the 

sentences; nevertheless, a few of them would skip or reread the difficult sentences in the 

reading process. 

For Item 3, many LPG readers chose Response A (too much vocabulary that I 

don’t understand) as their major reading difficulty. And this phenomenon corresponded to 

the result of Item 1. In contrast, in Item 3, many HPG readers thought that the unfamiliar 

content was the main problem for them to comprehend the texts. One HPG participant

selected Response A (too much vocabulary that I don’t understand) and three HPG 

students selected Response B (A slow reading speed) as their main difficulty in reading 



English. 

According to the results above, more high-proficient readers tended to utilize 

top-down strategies, such as using context to comprehend the text and activating 

background knowledge to comprehend the reading, than the low-proficient readers who 

mostly were conscious of their limited vocabulary and tended to use bottom-up strategies. 

Poor readers tended to maintain their understanding by reading word by word at the 

expense of comprehension failure. It corresponded to previous findings that less skilled 

readers will more often detect lexical errors in text rather than put the focus on meaning, 

while many good readers are in control of their reading, to implement effective reading 

strategies, and to monitor comprehension (Anderson et al. 1985, Brown and Smiley, 1977, 

and Garner, 1992).  

In addition to different perceptions of reading, asking the teacher for help and 

skipping the unfamiliar words or incomprehensible sentences are common phenomena 

among some HPG and LPG participants. Also, some HPG and LPG readers tended to 

read the incomprehensible sentences again and again to figure out the meanings without 

using the context to guess the meanings. These ineffective reading behaviors may be 

owing to two reasons: One is that they were instructed to ask for help when meeting 

unknown or untaught words according to their past experiences. And the other reason is 

that they had meager situational strategies for complex reading situations (Forrest and 

Waller, 1980). In ESL learning environment, like in Taiwan, many students rely on local 

reading strategies when reading in English (Cheng, 2000). When they confronted 

unknown words or sentences during reading, they took prediction as a wrong step or the 

last resort. They would rather seek for teacher’s help or skip the unknown parts to 

continue their reading (Cheng, 2000; Ko, 2004; Lin, 2004; Chern, 2005). As a result, 

these findings reveal that English educators should reexamine English reading instruction 

and instruct the learners to recognize the importance of metacognitive awareness as well 



as metacognitive reading strategies in the reading process.

4.3.2 Comparison of Attitudes Toward the Nature of Good Reading for the HPG and 

LPG Before the MRST

Item 4. I think a reader with good comprehension is one who can              .

Item 5. I think learning a reading strategy can help me read better because          .

Item 6. The aim of reading is to             .

In Item 4, most low-proficient readers selected either Response A (I think a 

readers with good comprehension is one who can sound out every word) or Response B (I 

think with good comprehension is one who can understand the meaning of every word). 

Two students selected Response D (I think a readers with good comprehension is one who 

can finish reading as soon as possible). It was worth noting that low-proficient readers 

had wrong attitudes towards reading English before the treatment. On the other hand, 

there were 6 high-proficient readers selected Response C (I think a reader with good 

comprehension is one who can tell the main idea of the reading) and 6 chose Response D 

(I think a good comprehension is one who can finish the reading as soon as possible). 

One of the six participants who selected Response D told the researcher “ I would hope to 

finish the reading as soon as possible if I had no problem about the article, and then I 

would have more time left to check my answers afterwards”. 

Before the participants answered Item 5, they were asked if reading has any 

special skills or strategies. The researcher surprisingly found that many participants, 

especially for the LPG, did not think that there are skills or strategies available for 

enhancing reading comprehension. In response to Item 5, over half of the LPG readers 

had the wrong perceptions toward the function of reading strategies before the MRST. 

They thought “I think a reading strategy can help a reader read better because it can help 



us understand the meaning of each word.” The outcome was partly corresponding to their 

response to Item 4. Compared to LPG, almost half of HPG readers had right attitude 

toward reading strategies before the treatment. However, it’s significant to note that 5 

HPG participants believed that “Learning a reading strategy can help readers read better 

because it can help us read as soon as possible.” According to the interview with the 

researcher, the major reason they hoped to read fast was that most of their reading activity 

was for testing, seldom for pleasure reading. Therefore, time became the main concern for 

these students. 

In item 6, for most LPG readers before the study, the aim of reading is to either 

read out every word or know the meaning of every word. One LPG reader told the 

researcher “I will read word by word to make sure I understand every one. I’ll stop to 

figure out the known words in order to keep on reading; however, the result is not always 

satisfying”. Compared to LPG readers, much more HPG readers had right attitude toward 

the aim of reading before the study. Even so, there were 4 HPG participants felt the need 

to know every word before the study. 

Before the MRST, many a reader, especially LPG, failed to read strategically and 

spontaneously. They do not even recognize the importance of applying strategies to 

accomplish a task at hand. It lent support to previous finding that young and less 

successful learners fail to regulate learning strategically and spontaneously (Paris & 

Lindauer, 1982, p.339). They don’t even recognize the importance of applying strategies 

to accomplish the task (Brown & Campione, 1977; Owings et al, 1980; Paris & Lindauer, 

1982, p. 339). Compared to LPG readers, HPG readers were more active in solving 

cognitive failure problems and had more positive attitudes toward using flexible strategies. 

Even though they were more capable of solving cognitive failures, their consciousness of 

having to know every word and caring about their reading speed was worth noting for the 

instructor.



4.4 Comparison of Perceptions of Reading for Students after the MRST

This section shows the qualitative findings and descriptive results from the

Table 4.5 and Table 4.6 that mainly examine the two groups’ (HPG & LPG)

perceptions of reading in the Questionnaire I (Appendix A) after the MRST. The 

questionnaire consists two sections: (1) students’ fixed-up behaviors, and (2) students’

perceptions of comprehensive reading and good readers. The descriptive results and 

discussions are addressed in terms of the fourth research question: What are the

participants’perceptions of reading after the MRST? 

4.4.1 Comparison of Perception of the fixed-up Behaviors for HPG & LPG after the 

MRST

As shown in Table 4.5, for Item 1, most LPG readers were aware that they could 

use the context to guess meanings. Few of them still failed to guess the meanings from 

the context, but to skip them or ask for help. Two of the LPG participants who chose 

Response A and B told the researcher in the interview that they knew they could use the 

prediction strategy to guess the unknown words, but they were meeting more new words

instead. As For HPG readers, all of them were able to use the prediction strategy to deal 

with the unknown words after the MRST.  

For Item 2, most LPG readers were aware that using context is an efficient 

strategy to encode the meanings of sentences, even though few students still failed to 

select the appropriate reading behavior. For HPG readers after the treatment, almost every 

one of them would use the prediction strategy to understand the difficult sentences with 

one student for exception, who selected Response C (skip it and go on reading).

In response to Item 3, after the MRST, many LPG readers were aware that 

background knowledge or reading schema plays an important role in the reading process. 



There were still 5 LPG readers chose Response A, and they represented to the researcher 

in the interview that the limited vocabulary ability put them at a disadvantage in 

prediction and then they had to read word by word. Therefore, even though they realized

that predicting from the context is a useful strategy, they still had to depend on bottom-up 

strategies to read word by word. For the HPG reader, after the treatment, most of them 

knew that familiar contexts are easier to read while contexts without related background 

knowledge tend to be more difficult for them to comprehend. One HPG reader, who chose 

Response B, told the researcher in the interview that he is a slow-speed reader and 

nothing has been changed since he was in elementary.

Table 4.5 Comparison of Perception of the fixed-up Behaviors for HPG & LPG

Students Between the Pretest and Post-test

                         Frequency   LPG                  HPG             

Item                          Pretest   Post-test       Pretest   Post-test        

1. When I read an English passages, 

  I will _____ to deal with the unknown 

  word.

A. ask the teacher for help or consult a       4        2            3          0

dictionary

B. skip it                               9       3             4          0

C. guess word meaning without context       0       0             0          0

D. guess word meaning from context         2       10            8         15

2. If I don’t understand what the sentence

means, I usually _____.

A. reread the article from the beginning of     1      0              0           0

  the reading selection.

B. reread the sentence                     6      2              2           0

C. skip it and go on reading                 3      2             2            1

D. guess sentence meaning from context       0     10             8           14

E. translate it into Chinese word by word      5      1              1           0

F. guess sentence meaning without context     0      0              0           0



G. ask a teacher for help or consult a          0      0              0           0

dictionary

3.  When reading English, I usually have trouble ____.

A. in too much vocabulary that I don’t        10     5              2           0

understand

B. in a slow reading speed                   2     1             2            1

C. understanding the text with too             1     0             1            0

Complicate grammar structures

D. understanding passages that are long        1     1             1            1

E. understanding the content because I         1     8             9           13      

  am not familiar with

                                                                                      

Such findings are consistent with Garner & Kraus’s (1981-1982), Cheng’s (1991), 

and Garner’s (1992) studies. First, a systematic re-examination of classroom instructions 

in reading, here refers to the MRST, helps both HPG and LPG readers, especially for LPG 

readers who are helpless and unmotivated sometimes, better prepared to read efficiently. 

The second additional information is that both groups of readers had the same response 

before the treatment: to ask the teacher when meeting unknown words in texts. And this 

behavior has direct relation to their classroom experiences, which means that, in ESL 

learning environment in Taiwan, when students meet unknown or untaught vocabulary, 

the instructor often tends to give the meanings of words or untaught sentence patterns

when requested. Third, the less-skilled readers will most often detect lexical errors rather 

than put focus on meaning before and after treatment when compared to skilled readers. 

These findings partially corresponded with previous findings that good readers spent 

more time on inconsistency stories than poor readers, who maintained their understanding 

by reading word by word at the expense of comprehension failure. (Baker, 1979; Baker, 

1985b; Baker and Anderson, 1982; Garner, 1980, 1981; Harris et al. 1981; Glenberg, 

Wilkinson, and Epstein, 1982; August, Flavell, and Clift, 1984). Finally, according to the 



response of the slow-speed HPG reader and the limited vocabulary problem for some 

LPG readers, it was also suggested that L2 reading is a highly individual process, and 

individual reading styles should be taken into consideration (Sarig, 1987). In addition, 

basic vocabulary proficiency should be taken into consideration when the Metacognitive 

Reading Strategy Training is to apply.    

4.4.2 Comparison of Attitudes Toward the Nature of Good Reading for the HPG and 

LPG After the MRST

As shown in Table 4.5 and Table 4.6, in Item 4, after the MRST, most of the LPG 

readers held positive attitude toward reading, and some of them thought that the semantic 

mapping helped them utilize their related background knowledge and grasp the main 

ideas of the reading. Two LPG students who selected Response B (understand the 

meaning of each word) after the study told the researcher that they still spent a lot of 

effort guessing the meanings of unknown words even though they were aware that they 

could use the context to guess. But the fact is they were meeting more unfamiliar words 

as they were using the context. On the other hand, after the treatment, 13 HPG readers 

were aware that getting the main idea or the gist of the article is the best strategy for 

reading comprehension. There are 2 participants of HPG selected Response D, and they 

believed reading speed is important in answering comprehension test questions. One of 

the participants held the view that sometimes telling the main idea of the reading doesn’t 

do much help for answering the test questions, especially the ones that deal with 

descriptive facts in the reading. One student said “Even if I have the main idea in mind, 

when answering this type of questions, I still have to go back in the article to find the 

answers or facts. As a result, speed is vital for me. But when reading for pleasure, not for 

the test, the situation will be totally different. I can read generally to get the main ideas”.

We can infer from the participant’s statement that some of the high-proficient students are 



able to detect diverse goals of reading according to their reading experiences. They are 

capable of switch their reading strategies to meet the needs of different reading behaviors.

In response to Item 5, after the treatment, one third of LPG readers chose 

Response B, Response C, and Response D respectively. Most of the LPG readers had 

positive response to the MRST and were willing to apply the learned strategies later in 

their reading. After the treatment, 14 HPG readers were aware that strategies could help 

them facilitate comprehension. Some of them showed that “After learning the reading 

strategies, I was more proficient in solving different kinds of problem I met in the reading 

process”. One HPG participant told the researcher “After learning the strategies, I was 

more aware what I was thinking in my mind and tell others more specifically about my 

reading process”. 

In response to Item6, after the treatment, many LPG participants were aware that 

reading isn’t just to decode the words but to get the main idea instead. One student said 

“If I can not read fluently now, I know I can use the context or the footnotes to guess the 

possible meaning of the words or sentences”. Another participant responded “I will 

comprehend an article by getting the general meaning instead of trying to look up the 

word, especially when reading for pleasure. I will also try to do so when taking a test”.

Nevertheless, after the treatment, almost every HPG participant chose the correct goal of 

reading, to get the main points. The two HPG participants who selected Response C 

“finish it as soon as possible” told the researcher that they cared more about if they could 

finish the reading speedily because it really mattered if the articles got lengthy. However, 

when asked further about their reading comprehension, they showed that they have not

had any serious problem about reading until now; therefore, speed is their main concern 

in reading.



Table 4.6

Comparison of Attitudes Toward Good Reading for Students Between the Pre-test 

and Post-test  

Frequency   LPG                  HPG             

Item                          Pretest   Post-test    Pretest   Post-test        

4. I think a reader with good 

  comprehension is one who can

            .

A. sound out every word                  6       1              1         0

B. understand the meaning of each word     7       2               2         0

C. tell the main idea of the reading          0       8              6         13

D. finish the reading as soon as possible      2       2               6         2

5. I think learning a reading strategy can 

  help readers read better because

A. it can help us sound out words           2      0              0          0

B. it can help us understand the meaning     8      5              3          0

  of each word

C. it can help us facilitate comprehension     1      5             7          14

D. it can help us finish reading as soon as     4      5             5           1

possible

6. The aim of reading is to          .

A. read out every word                   6      2               0         0

B. get the main idea                      0     10              9         13

C. finish it as soon as possible              0     2               2          2

D. know the meaning of each word          9     1               4          0                                                 

Even though there were still a few LPG readers who failed to read sufficiently and 

effectively after the MRST, they were much more aware of their reading insufficiency 

after the treatment because of reflection accumulated from the reading experiences in the 

MRST. According to Dole, et al. (1991), applying strategies implies triggering 

metacognitive awareness from the readers, and readers equipped with strategies are much

aware of whether they have understood what they are reading.     

As one can see from some high-proficient readers’ responses, speed is still their main 



concern during reading and this phenomenon possibly echoed the speculation made by 

Baker (1979) that the reason good readers fail to report or even consciously recognize 

inconsistencies may be owing to their desire to develop a coherent reading of the printed 

text. Accordingly, they cared much about reading speed when they had to answer the 

following reading comprehension questions. 

Also, the researcher found from the interview that high-proficient readers were not 

only more consciously aware about their control over the reading process but were more 

able to verbalize their awareness and feelings for the MRST (e.g. Forrest-Pressley & 

Waller, 1984; Gambrell & Heathington, 1981; Hare, 1981; Smith, 1967; Winograd & 

Johnston, 1982). And this phenomenon also concurs with previous finding that good 

readers think about their reading processes with purposeful intent as they monitor and 

reflect on their reading experience (Garner, 1987). They also appear to be more sensitive 

to inconsistencies in text and respond to inconsistencies with fix-up strategies more 

automatically than poor readers (August, D. L., Flavell & Clift, 1984; Baker, 1979; 

Canney & Winograd, 1979; Ehrlich, Remond and Tardieu, 1999; Garner & Kraus, 1982; 

Paris & Myers, 1981; Zabrucky & Ratner, 1989). 

Accordingly, the MRST had positive influences on the participants’ perceptions of 

good reading, and this finding is in accordance with Garner & Kraus’ (1981-1982) point 

of view that instruction strongly affects the students’ perceptions of reading and the

reading process.

To sum up, first, The MRST provided chances for students to know themselves as

readers, to realize the tasks they face, and to employ the effective strategies. It definitely 

had built up students’ metacognitive knowledge. Secondly, the reading experiences 

helped them to notice the progress toward the goal of completing reading successfully. In 

this study, experiencing the three reading periods, including before, during, and after 

reading, certainly have helped them monitor the information processing and trigger their 



metacognitive experiences. When readers relate the text to prior knowledge, decide which 

parts are important to the summary, draw references to fill in the slots, make prediction to 

encode the reading, metacognitive reading strategies are invoked (Dole et al., 1991; 

Harvey and Goudvis, 2000). Finally, students’ metacognition was reconstructed after the 

MRST and this finding is in with Flavell’s (1981, p.38) claim that metacognition includes 

three parts: metacognitive knowledge, metacognitive experiences, and metacognitive 

strategies.

The findings of this study also have helped substantiated Abromitis’ point that two

factors, the strategies available to readers and the readers’ knowledge of the content, can 

be directly influenced by instruction (Abromitis, 1994). Since spontaneous strategy use 

does not occur automatically, the teacher plays an important role in developing students’ 

at all levels increased metacognitive awareness and strategy use and in helping them 

become independent readers finally.  

4.5 Reading Comprehension Improvement for HPG & LPG 

This section presents the qualitative results and analyses pertaining to the fifth

research question “What are the relationships between the participants’reading 

comprehension performance and the effect of the MRST?”. The discussion focused on 

HPG & LPG readers’ perceptions of reading effectiveness of the MRST and participants’ 

performances of the reading comprehension tests in the four-week training. The 

qualitative analyses were discussed by the Question 12 and 13 in Questionnaire III 

(Appendix E, Response to the Instruction of Metacognitive Reading Strategies), and 

participants’interview excerpts were also presented here with descriptive analysis. Owing 

to the fact that the control group was absent in the research, the participants’

performances in the reading comprehension tests were meant to serve only as ancillary in 

the discussion of reading comprehension improvement. 



4.5.1 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Effect of MRST on Reading 

Comprehension

    Table 4.7 shows the responses of the HPG and LPG to Question 12 of 

Questionnaire III: the effects of metacognitive reading strategy training on reading

comprehension. About 86% HPG participants and 93% LPG participants showed that the

MRST improved their reading comprehension. Only 7% of the participants of the LPG

disagreed that the MRST was helpful to their reading comprehension. Additionally, 14%

of the participants of the HPG held neutral attitudes to the statement. 

Table 4.7 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Effect of MRST on the Reading

         Comprehension

                                                                    

  Metacognitive Reading Strategies can improve my reading comprehension 

                                                                   

                      Yes       No        No Comment       Total

HPG      No          13                   2                15 

       %          86%      0          14%

LPG      No          14        1           0               15

           %          93%      7%         0

                                                                                                   

To further understand the participants’responses to the effect of the MRST on

reading comprehension, the researcher collected the students’ responses to the open

question followed by the Item 12 in Questionnaire III: I think the three instructed

metacognitive reading strategies do good to my reading comprehension, and the reasons

are as follows. The extracted statements from the participants translated from Chinese

into English were presented as follows:

“The MRST improved my reading comprehension because I used to read word by 

word, buy now I realize that I can guess the meaning of the unknown words or 



even sentences by the context, instead.” (LPG A)

“I like the group discussion before and after reading in the instruction of semantic 

mapping. It let me have more integrated and structured way to understand the 

readings.” (LPG B)

“The MRST made me realize that reading has ways or strategies to solve problems 

and to read more easily. Indeed, it improved my reading comprehension in some 

way.” (HPG B) 

“Through the semantic mapping and summary strategies, I can read more 

effectively than before. Now I know the things like topic sentences and the 

relationship between the title and the text, even the writer’s personal opinion in 

the lines.” (HPG A)

In respect to the participants’evaluation of the reading comprehension

improvement after the MRST, it can be seen that both HPG and LPG readers thought 

positively about reading effectiveness of the metacognitive reading strategy training. HPG 

readers tended to become more capable of processing a set of flexible strategies to make

sense of the text and to process the information in text more efficiently than before. On

the other hand, low-proficient readers became more confident of themselves and read

more strategically and effectively. It lent support to previous findings that these strategies

provided fundamental help for poor readers and suggested that good readers also

benefited from the strategy use to integrate into their reading ability. 

As Baker (1979) recommended, metacognitive reading skills help readers 

promote their reading comprehension by identifying the purpose of reading, locating 

the important aspects of messages, monitoring the ongoing activities to determine 

whether comprehension is occurring, engaging in self-questioning, and taking actions

when comprehension failures are detected. Also, metacognitive activities make readers



create the inner conversation in which they relate their own life experiences, determine

the important messages, summarize information, fill in the information gaps, and ask 

questions (Dole et al, 1991; Harvey & Goudvis, 2000; Vogosky 1978 for inner speech). 

Therefore, using all of the metacognitive strategies in the reading process can monitor the 

comprehension of the text and promote readers’comprehension to the full extent. 

The result above revealed that students’effective use of the metacognitive reading 

strategies in solving reading problems enhanced participants’reading comprehension and 

provided positive feedbacks to themselves (Brown, 1980). Accordingly, the result

concurred with previous finding that readers of all skill levels benefited from the

metacognitive reading strategy training (MRST). By teaching readers to be metacognitive 

about their reading process, their reading comprehension was improved after the MRST 

(Paris & Oka, 1986).   

     

4.5.2 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Effect of MRST on Answering 

Reading Comprehension Questions

    In response to Question 13 of Questionnaire III, Table 4.8 shows the responses

of the HPG and LPG to the effects of metacognitive reading strategies on answering

reading comprehension questions. According to Table 4.8, 86% of the HPG participants

and 93% of the LPG participants agreed that the instructed metacognitive reading

strategies helped them answer the comprehension questions in tests more proficiently.

No participants in both groups disagreed that the MRST improved their comprehension of 

the texts and then helped them answer the comprehension questions in turn. Additionally, 

14% of the HPG participants and 7% of the LPG participants had neutral attitudes to this 

statement.



Table 4.8 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Effect of MRST on Answering the 

Reading Comprehension Questions

                                                                   

  Metacognitive Reading Strategies can help me answer the reading comprehension 

questions

                                                                      

                   Agree    Disagree    No Comment      Total

HPG      No           13        0             2           15

           %           86%      0            14%

LPG      No           14        0             1           15

           %           93%      0             7%

                                                                      

The result of Table 4.8 was quite corresponding to the result of Table 4.7, 

which showed that most high-proficient and low-proficient readers held positive

attitude toward the MRST effectiveness in improving readers’comprehension. One can

also infer from Table 4.7 and Table 4.8 that LPG readers held more positive attitude

toward the MRST than HPG readers did. The reason why LPG readers had higher

evaluation toward the MRST may be that they did not know how to read strategically and 

also had limited vocabulary before the MRST; therefore, they had to rely on bottom-up

strategies instead of top-down ones to read, which did not bring successful reading

experiences. However, when experiencing successful reading with the use of

metacognitive reading strategies, they would subsequently think highly of the whole

program and confirm its effectiveness at last. This finding is partly corresponding to

previous finding that these metacognitive reading strategies provided fundamental help

for poor readers (Cross & Paris, 1988), and the reading comprehension strategy

instruction could narrow the gap between low-proficient and high-proficient readers

(Yuill & Joscelyne, 1988).

We can infer from the results above that both high-proficient and low-proficient 



readers held positive responses to the effectiveness of the MRST, and the results also

confirmed that the three instructed reading strategies were helpful in promoting their

reading comprehension. As Pintrich and Degroot (1990) suggested, metacognition

consists of strategies for planning, monitoring, and modifying one’s cognition.

Metacognition in the reading process, readers cognitively set up purposes for reading, 

monitor their comprehension, and modify their reading strategies whenever confronting

cognitive failure. In the final period, when they evaluated their whole reading process,

more metacognition was brought about. 

    Besides the participants’positive responses to the effectiveness of metacognitive 

reading strategies in the reading comprehension, the positive relationship between reading 

comprehension and strategy use can also be confirmed by their performances in the 

reading comprehension tests. 

4.5.3 Results of Reading Comprehension tests for HPG & LPG Between the 

Pretest and the Post-test

Table 4.9 and Table 4.10 show the scores of the reading comprehension tests for 

HPG & LPG students in both the pretest and post-test. The score for both pre-test and 

post-test is 16.

    The total training period lasted for four weeks. The interval was considered short 

enough to control for any significant learning except for the MRST factor. Therefore, it is 

valuable to compare participants’ reading performances in both pre-test and post-test. It 

shows the mean scores of the pretest and post-test for the HPG are 12.40 and 14.26,

whereas the mean scores of the pretest and post-test for the LPG are 7.73 and 12.80. In 

Table 4.9, the result of the paired-samples t-test for the HPG reaches the significant 

difference (t=-6.089, p=.00＜.05). Also, the result of paired-samples t-test for the LPG 

reaches the significant difference in Table 4.10 (t=-17.843, p=. 00＜.05).



Table 4.9 The Paired Samples T-test for the Pre-tests and Post-test of HPG

                                                                        

          Test      N       M        SD        df        t                    

    HPG  Pre-test    15       12.40        1.12         14         -6.089*

             Post-test    15     14.26       1.16         14         -6.089*                                                       

*Significance at p＜.05

Table 4.10 The Paired Samples T-test for the Pre-tests and Post-test of LPG

                                                                        

           Test     N      M        SD        df        t                    

     LPG Pre-test    15       7.73        1.83         14         -17.843*

             Post-test   15     12.80        1.74       14       -17.843*                                                      

*Significance at p＜.05

Although only three strategies were selected and explicitly instructed in this study, 

significant differences for both HPG and LPG between the pretest and posttest were 

found in Table 4.9 and Table 4.10. From the progress both HPG and LPG made during

the four-week period, one can infer that the three selected strategies had great effects on 

the participants’reading comprehension. The gains in score lent additional support to the 

effectiveness of metacognitive reading strategy training on promoting the participants’ 

reading comprehension and reading performances. According to Abromitis (1994), two of 

the factors, the strategies available to the reader and the reader’s knowledge of the content, 

have important implications for teachers because the two aspects of metacognition can be 

directly influenced by instruction. In other words, readers’awareness of strategy use as 

well as reading schema can be instructed or constructed through teacher’s instruction to 

enhance reading competence at last. Also, the students’effective use of the metacognitive 

strategies in solving reading problems may bring on effective reading comprehension and 



more positive feedbacks to themselves that may promote more metacognition in turn 

(Brown, 1980; Pintrich & DeGroot, 1990).

The findings above concur with previous research which support for a positive 

relationship between students’ metacognitive awareness of reading strategies and their 

reading comprehension (Carrell, 1989; Oxfford, 1990). The results also corresponded 

with previous findings that students need to hear the explanation for why, how, and when 

a particular strategy is effective. Teacher modeling to practice these selected 

metacognitive strategies within the context of texts had positive effect on helping students 

become independent readers finally (Anderson et al., 1985; Brown et al., 1986; Duffy, 

Roehler & Hermann, 1988; Otto, 1985; Smith, 1991). This study illuminates that students, 

whether they are HPG or LPG readers, can make significant progress in their reading 

comprehension with the use of top-down reading strategies. These results consequently 

indicate that students with all levels should be provided with guidance of getting familiar 

with and then practicing the metacognitive reading strategies in different genres of texts 

in language classes. Clearly, direct instruction of strategies increased metacognitive 

awareness of strategy application and enhanced reading comprehension subsequently.

4.6 The Results of Questionnaire III: Evaluation of Responses to the Three 

Metacognitive Reading Strategies for Participants

An ideal metacognitive reading strategies training should be interactive,

contextual, and adaptable to varied needs of readers. In addition, it should take into

consideration about participants’responses and evaluations of the training. In this

final section, the researcher presented the results of the survey with regard to the 

participants’evaluation of the whole MRST.  

Questionnaire III consists of 13 Questions, in which the first 10 questions were

designed to gain the results pertaining to the sixth research question “What are the



high- proficient and low-proficient readers’ responses to the training of the three 

metacognitive reading strategies in this study?”. The participants’ responses to the 

questions in the questionnaire were presented from Tables 4.11 to 4.14. In addition, 

some extracts from the interview were elicited to provide distinct and important 

information about participants’opinions and personal feelings toward the whole 

training program. 

4.6.1 HPG & LPG Students’ Responses to the Effectiveness of the Three 

Metacognitive Reading Strategies

Table 4.11 shows the responses of the HPG and LPG to the effectiveness of

the three instructed metacognitive reading strategies. Questions 1 to 7 were designed 

to evaluate the effectiveness of the three instructed reading strategies used for 

different reading situations. In response to Question 1 “I think the three Three

Metacognitive Reading Strategies are helpful to relate one’s background knowledge to

the content of the text.”, all 15 HPG participants and 13 LPG participants agreed on this

item. In response to Question 2, 13 HPG and 10 LPG participants agreed that the training

is helpful to predict the possible content of the texts before and during reading. In

response to Question 3 “I think the Three Metacognitive Reading Strategies are

helpful to predict the unknown words in texts.”, all the HPG and LPG participants 

expressed the positive responses to the item. In response to Question 4, 8 HPG and 3

LPG agreed that the instruction is helpful to understand the structures and sentence

patterns in the texts. However, 11 LPG and 5 HPG participants disagreed about this

statement. That is the majority of LPG and one third of the HPG readers disagreed

that the MRST is helpful for them to understand the structures and sentence patterns

of the text. In response to Question 5, 9 HPG and 2 LPG participants agreed that the

instruction is helpful to predict the writer’s opinion and position in the text. But 10 



LPG and 3 HPG did not think highly of the effectiveness in the part. In response to

Question 6, all the HPG participants and 9 LPG participants agreed that the instruction is

beneficial to summarize the main points of texts. However, 3 LPG participants

disapproved about this. In response to Question 7, 12 HPG and 8 LPG participants agreed

that the instruction is positive to help them find a suitable title for the text. However, 6 

LPG and 1 HPG students did not agree with this statement.

Table 4.11 HPG & LPG Students’ Responses to the Effectiveness of the Three

Metacognitive Reading Strategies

Items Agree Not Agree No Opinion

HPG LPG HPG LPG HPG LPG

1.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to relate 

one’s background knowledge to the 

content of texts.   

2.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to 

predict the possible contents of texts 

before and during reading.

3.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to 

predict the unknown words in the texts.

4.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to 

15

13

15

8

13

10

15

3

0

1

0

5

2

3

0

11

0

1

0

2

0

2

0

1



understand the structure and sentence 

patterns in the texts.

5.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to 

predict the writer’s opinion and 

position in the texts.

6.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to 

summarize the main points in the text.

7.  I think the Three Metacognitive 

Reading Strategies are helpful to find a 

suitable title for the text.

9

15

12

2

9

8

3

0

1

10

3

6

3

0

2

3

4

1

    

The results show that all participants were aware that to use the contextual

clues to predict the unknown words is an effective strategy in reading. Most

participants also noticed that having abundant background knowledge is helpful to

predict the possible meanings in texts. In addition, all high-proficient readers and

many of the low-proficient readers represented that the MRST helped them to grasp 

the principle ideas of English texts. Therefore, it can be inferred that the training in

metacognitive reading strategies helped both HPG and LPG readers understand the 

organization of the English texts and comprehend the content in both cognitive and 

metacognitive ways. Their positive evaluations of the training of metacognitive

reading strategies made evident that they had experienced the positive impact that

training of metacognitive reading strategies had brought. 



One notable aspect is that most LPG readers and some HPG readers did not

agree that the MRST significantly helped them to understand sentence structures. Two

possible reasons may pertain to this result. First, practicing the sentence structures 

was not the concern of the MRST, which, in fact, instructed the readers to read

strategically and to encode the text with top-down strategies. Accordingly, the focus

of the readers would not be put on the words or sentence patterns, instead, getting the 

gist and reading strategically were the emphasis of the MRST. Second, the reason

most low-proficient readers were aware and conscious of the sentence structure 

problems may be that they failed to use top-down strategies to read, and then put

themselves at a disadvantage to read word by word, sentence by sentence. It appeared

that LPG readers who had meager situational strategies were less aware of detrimental 

factors on reading comprehension, such as focusing on word-level and sentence-level

meanings. Nevertheless, high-proficient readers’responses indicated the importance

of focusing meaning construction and they also realized that effective strategies are

needed to obtain the goal (Forrest & Waller, 1980; Garner & Kraus, 1981-1982; Paris

& Myers, 1981).             

The results from Question 5 to Question 7 obviously revealed that LPG 

readers were still at a disadvantage using top-down strategies, such as summarize the 

context into a suitable title and reading between lines to guess the writer’s indirect 

opinions. Here, finding a suitable for a whole text is related to summary strategy 

which belongs to high- level thinking, and guessing the writer’s opinions which are

indirectly hidden in the lines requires the readers to condense the text and to predict

the writer’s point of view from the conclusion of text. This result offered confirmation 

that good readers employ deliberate techniques to encode and decode the meaning in

text, and monitor their ongoing performances, revise their strategies, and perform at



high-level thinking (Dole et al, 1991; Garner, 1987; Nist & Holschuh, 2000; Wagner

& Sternberg, 1983).

         

4.6.2 HPG & LPG Students’ Response to the Three Metacognitive Reading 

Strategies

Table 4.12 shows the HPG and LPG participants’ responses to Question 8 and

Question 9: which strategy is the most difficult one for them to learn and which is the

most useful. As shown in Table 4.12, 9 participants in HPG and 10 participants in

LPG showed that summary is the most difficult one among the three instructed

metacognitive reading strategies. However, 7 HPG participants selected the summary

strategy as the most useful one among the three instructed strategies. As for LPG, 11

participants chose prediction strategy as the most useful one among the three. 

       According to the responses, summary is the most difficult metacognitive

reading strategy for both LPG and LPG learners and regarded as the most useful 

strategy for the HPG readers. As for the LPG readers, the prediction strategy is the most 

useful one for them, followed by summary, and semantic mapping. This finding is in line 

with the claim that summarization appears to be developmental in nature. The ability to 

provide an adequate summary of a lengthy text is a late-developing skill. The youngest 

children and poor readers differ from the oldest participants and good readers in 

production of important ideas and succinct summaries (Brown & Smiley, 1977; Pichert, 

1979; Brown & Day, 1983; Brown, Day, & Jones, 1983; Winograd, 1984; Garner, 1985; 

Dole, et al., 1991). As a result, summary strategy was ranked as the most helpful strategy 

among high-proficient readers since it helped them successfully get the gist of the text 

and learn to skim through the redundant sentences. 



Table 4.12 HPG & LPG Students’ Responses to the Three Metacognitive Reading 

Strategies

Item Option    HPG   LPG

Frequency Frequency

1. Among the three strategies, I 

think the most difficult one 

is        . 

A: Prediction     2     3

B: Summary     9    10

C: Semantic Mapping     4     2

2. Among the three strategies, I 

think the most useful one 

is          .

A: Prediction     6    11

B: Summary     7     4

C: Semantic Mapping     2     0

4.6.3 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Preference for the MRST

    Table 4.13 shows students’ responses to Question 10 about the participants’

preference for the three instructed metacognitive reading strategies. 80% HPG and 86% 

LPG participants revealed their preference for the MRST. Only 13% HPG participants 

and 7% LPG participants did not have preference for the MRST. Additionally, 7% of the 

HPG and LPG participants respectively had neutral comments on this item.

    The results show that the MRST received positive responses from both LPG and 

LPG readers, especially for LPG readers. The possible reason may be that they all 

benefited from the MRST and perceived the effectives of the training (Paris & Oka, 1986). 

As we can see from Table 4.11 to Table 4.14, LPG readers held higher positive evaluation

to the effectiveness of the training than HPG readers did. Accordingly, it can be inferred 

that once they perceived the reading effectiveness and comprehension improvement, they 

had more preference for the training and enhanced their learning motivation. The result 

may partially correspond with Cross & Paris (1988) and Yuill and Joscelyne (1988). They 



found that metacomprehension strategy training had the greatest impact on less-skilled 

readers and narrowed the gap between low-proficient and high-proficient readers. Besides 

discussing the positive evaluation of the MRST, participants’negative evaluation of the 

MRST is also worth further understanding.

    In order to understand the participants’ opposition to the MRST, some extracts were 

illustrated from the interview with the researcher.

    “After the MRST, I am still not sure about my ability to read sufficiently, even though 

I’ve learned the three reading strategies and known that they were helpful to my 

reading” (LPG A)

    “I don’t have much preference for the three instructed reading strategies since I 

don’t have much problem for English reading. The major problem is that I am not 

used to some topics that I am not familiar with.” (HPG A)

    These extracts demonstrate that those who did not have preference for the MRST 

may lack confidence in applying the strategies by themselves. They were worried

about their reading ability in the future. In Cheng’s study (2000), it appeared that EFL 

readers had less confidence in reading English; therefore, they relied much often on 

local reading strategies. However, this phenomenon can be improved through the 

application of the MRST and providing students with more opportunities to practice 

the metacognitive reading strategies in the future. As for HPG learners who already

had less successful reading experiences, offering them a wide variety of reading activities

would enrich their reading experiences and background knowledge as well. It appears that 

readers’experiences, perspectives, and views of reading determine to a substantial degree

on how attention is allocated at the encoding stage and how schema is searched at the

retrieval stage (R. C. Anderson, 1977).  

  



Table 4.13 HPG & LPG Students’ Likes and Dislikes for the MRST

                                                                       

The Preference of Metacogitive Reading Strategies

                                                                         

                         Like     Dislike      No Comment      Total

HPG        No.           12        2             1             15

             %           80%      13%           7%

L PG        No.          13         1             1            15

             %          86%       7%            7%

                                                                                

4.6.4 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Effect of MRST on 

Promoting Interest in English Reading

    In response to Question 14, Table 4.14 shows the responses of the HPG and LPG 

to the effects of Metacognitive Reading Strategies Instruction on promoting students’ 

interest in English reading. 80% of the HPG participants and 87% of the LPG

participants held that the MRST was helpful in promoting their interest in English

reading. No participant of the HPG and the LPG disagreed that the MRST was

beneficial to enhance their interest in English reading. Additionally, 20% of the HPG

participants and 13% of the LPG participants have neutral comments on this item. To

exemplify how the MRST had promoted their interest in English reading, the

following excerpts were extracted from the statements to the open question followed

by Item 14 in Appendix E I think the three instructed metacognitive reading strategies

can enhance my interest in English reading and the reasons are as follows.

“I liked the group discussion before reading, especially the semantic map forming 

part. Reading is not as boring as before. Through the discussion, I understand 

more about the topic. And this background knowledge plays a vial part in our 

reading; therefore, I should build up my background knowledge by reading more.” 

(HPG A)



“Whenever I read the English articles and met some new words I never knew 

before, I would be stuck right there and felt something wrong. Now I know that  

we don’t have to read word by word, just as the way we read the Chinese texts. 

Reading English is easier and more interesting than before. As the English teacher 

said, if you want to know the first-hand world information, you have to read 

English.” (LPG, A)

“I don’t like taking English tests, but I like the MRST program. The MRST 

equipped me with a power to read English more interestingly and effectively. I 

wish to learn more reading strategies instead of taking tests.” (LPG, B)

“The MRST made me feel more confident about myself in reading English. The 

MRST taught me some tricks to guess as well as answer the reading questions. 

That’s quite fun.” (HPG, B)         

Table 4.14 The Responses of HPG & LPG to the Effect of MRST on Promoting

Interest in English Reading 

                                                                   

  Metacognitive Reading Strategies can promote my interest in English reading

                                                                      

                   Agree    Disagree    No Comment      Total

HPG      No           12         0            3             15

           %           80%       0            20%

LPG      No           14         0            2             15       

           %          87%       0            13%

                                                                     

    

The above results and the qualitative findings support that both HPG and 

LPG perceived usefulness and effectiveness of the MRST. These elicited excerpts

showed that the group discussion and brain-storming about the semantic mapping 

helped the participants realize the importance of schema in reading, and encouraged



them to read pervasively to enrich their background knowledge. In addition, the 

MRST provided these participants with new reading experiences different from their 

reading habits in the past. It is notable that LPG readers showed more preference and 

higher evaluation than HPG readers did in the questionnaire. The factor accounts for 

this phenomenon may be that the MRST informed and instructed them to read

strategically rather than to read word by word. Accordingly, the impact of language

proficiency was lowered down to the lowest degree. Once the low-proficient readers

accumulated more successful reading experiences, they became more confident and 

motivated to expend their reading experiences. When they experienced the positive

impacts that the training in metacognitive reading strategies, they evaluated highly of 

this training, and tended to learn more reading strategies. Accordingly, a systematic 

re-examination of classroom reading instructions may eventually help those helpless 

and unmotivated readers and justify instructional unfairness (Borko, Shavelson, &

Stern, 1981; Duffy, 1982; Durkin, 1978-1979; Hiebert, 1983; Mosenthal, 1983).                

As we can observe here in Taiwan, the classroom reading instruction has put

much emphasis on teaching vocabulary and grammar instead of informing reading 

strategies and mecognitve awareness of the reading process. Therefore, students are

often guided to use only bottom-up strategies to solve their reading problems. On the 

other hand, most of their reading activities are for testing, not for pleasure or for fun. 

Accordingly, reading experiences became painful nightmares. This study illuminates 

the facts that when students are provided with top-down reading strategies and guided 

to aware of the reading process, they can make significant improvement in their

reading comprehension. The training not only enhanced HPG and LPG readers’ 

reading comprehension but also their metacognitive awareness. When a reader is able

to verbalize the struggles and success of the meaning-constructing process, the reader

will become a strategic reader at last (Block, 1992). Also, students’ effective use of 



the metacognitive strategies in solving reading problems may provide positive

feedbacks to themselves and the feedbacks from their responses to the learning

program may promote more metacognition in turn (Brown, 1980; Pintrich and

DeGroot, 1990).

The results also echoed the claim that EFL instructors should provide 

guidance for students to learn metacognitive reading strategies and to practice them in

real language classroom practice since successful reading experiences do not occur 

automatically but need to be instructed. Accordingly, for all readers, repetition of 

strategies is essential for their successful use and teacher’s instruction should provide

extensive strategy practice to promote the interaction between the text and the readers.

And there is no single correct answer to apply a particular strategy; instead, the

adaptability and flexibility are highly emphasized (Dole, et al, 1991; Palinscar & Ransom,

1988; Pearson & Dole, 1987). The strategies should be modeled in a variety of ways and 

with different tasks.              


