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A ROAD TO SUCCESS: STRATEGIC APPROACH TO TEACHING
ACADEMIC READING IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE CLASSES
FOR INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS STUDENTS MAJORING
IN SOCIAL COMMUNICATIONS AND REGIONAL STUDIES

Abstract. In recent years, universities place more heavy emphasis on
developing the ability of EFL students to cope with specialized authentic
academic material in order to be successful in the programs of study. Reading
complex specialized texts in English is part of the academic load in the English
language classes at the Faculty of Law and International Relations of Borys
Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University in Ukraine. Raising awareness of the
use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies that International Relations
undergraduate students can use in EFL classes in completing their reading
assignments seems to be of crucial importance. The present study examines
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies of second year (bachelor level)
students of Social Communications and Regional Studies academic programs
enrolled in the First Foreign Language (English) classes. The data for this study
were collected by means of a well-known reading strategies survey (MARSI)
modified and tailored to fit the needs of the study, The correlation analysis and t-
tests demonstrated that gender correlates with the use of cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies. The study clearly indicates the need for raising
awareness of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies that the English
language International Relations students could use because these strategies are
directly involved in cognitive processing of the academic reading materials. In
addition, the study generally showed that gender influences selection and use of
reading strategies.

The results revealed that, in general, females used slightly more often
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies than males. In edition the mean
difference between the use of metacognitive reading strategies among males and
females was slightly greater than the mean difference between the uses of
cognitive reading strategies across genders. The findings further indicate that
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females used slightly more metacognitive reading strategies than cognitive
strategies, and males use more often cognitive strategies than metacognitive ones.
That males used fewer metacognitive reading strategies might indicate that they
might be better in top—down processing mechanisms, that is in identifying various
linguistic signals and arranging them in a sequence of a successful reading
problem solving. In addition, males affectively compensate for strategic
manipulation of the text by using various cognitive strategies such as activating
their background knowledge or schemata.

In contrast, as one could infer from the results, females are more detail
oriented that males and prefer bottom-up processing of information. That is, they
tend to use diverse factors, such as life experiences, cultural knowledge and
situational sensitivity during the reading process. They have a better strategic
ability and employ metacognitive strategies in order to comprehend the text in a
slightly larger degree than males. This gendered approach to selection and use of
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies could have useful implications for
successful reading group activities in which both genders would complement
each other in the application of text processing skills.

Keywords: teaching English, teaching reading, International Relations
students, Social Communications, Regional Studies, metacognitive reading
strategies, cognitive reading strategies, EFL, gender, MARSI reading strategy
survey.
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JIOPOT A JIO YCIIIXY: CTPATETTYHUMN MIIXII J10
HABYAHHS AKAJTEMIYHOMY YUTAHHIO HA 3AHSTTSIX 3
AHTJIIICHKOT MOBM JUIS CTYJIEHTIB MIDKHAPOJHUKIB

CHELIAJBHOCTEN CYCHIJAbHI KOMYHIKALIT TA
PETTOHAJILHI CTY i

AHoTanisi. B ocTanH1 poku yHIBEpCHUTETH NPUAUISIIOTH OLIBIIY yBary
PO3BUTKY 3HaTHOCTI cTyneHTiB EFL copaBmstucs 31 croeriamizoBaHuM
ABTEHTUYHUM aKaJeMIYHUM MarepiajioMm, 00 JOCATTH YCHIXy B Mporpamax
HaBYaHHS. UNTaHHA CKJIQJIHUX CHEI1a]i30BaHUX TEKCTIB aHIIINCHKOI MOBOIO €
YAaCTHHOI HABUYAJHLHOTO HABAHTAXKCHHSI HA 3aHATTSAX 3 AHTIIMCHKOT MOBU Ha
@dakynbTeTl MpaBa Ta MDKHAPOAHMX BIZHOCHMH KHIBCBKOTrO CTOJIMYHOIO
yHiBepcuTeTy iMeH1 bopuca ['pindenka B Ykpaini. [ligBumierss 0613HaHOCTI ITPo
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BUKOPUCTAaHHS KOTHITMBHUX 1 METaKOTHITUBHMX CTpaTeriil, skl CTYyJIEHTHU
OakanaBpaTy 3 MXXHAPOJAHHUX BIIHOCHH MOXYTb BUKOPHUCTOBYBATH Ha 3aHATTSIX
3 aHIJIHCHLKOI MOBH IT1JT YaC BUKOHAHHS CBOIX 3aBJIaHb 3 YUTAHHS, 3J1a€THCSI, Mac
BUpiIaibHe 3HaueHHs. L{s poboTa nocnijaKye KOTHITUBHI Ta METaKOTHITHUBHI
cTpaTerii YNTaHHS CTYJEHTIB MIXHAPOJIHUKIB JPYroro Kypcy OakaliaBpChKOTO
piBHS akagemidyHuX nporpam «CycrnijibHI KOMYyHIKaIii» Ta «PerioHaibH1 CTyaii»
Ha 3aHATTAX Kypcy «llepima iHo3eMHa MoBa ( aHTJIICHKA)».

Jlani nnst 11poro IOCHIKeHHS Oynu 3i0paHi 3a JOMOMOTOIO BiJIOMOTO
OTMUTYBaJIbHUKA MociimkeHHs ctparerid untanas (MARSI), moaudikoBanoro
Ta aJanToOBaHOTO I LbOro AociipkeHHs. Kopensuiiauii aHamiz 1 t-rectm
MOKa3alid, M0 CTaTh KOPENIOE 3 BUKOPUCTAHHSM KOTHITUBHUX 1 METaKOTHI-
TUBHHMX CTparerii uyurtaHHd. JlOCHI)KEHHs 4YITKO BKa3ye Ha HEOOXIIHICTb
M1JIBUIIIEHHS! 0013HAHOCTI PO KOTHITUBHI T4 METAaKOTHITUBHI CTpaTErii YNTaHHS,
Kl CTYACHTH MDKHAPOJHUKH MOXYTh BHKOPHUCTOBYBATH Ha 3aHATTIAX 3
aHTJIINCHKOI MOBHM, OCKUIBKM II1 CTparterii 0Oe3mocepeaHbO 3aaydeHi 10
KOTHITUBHO1 0OpOOKHM MaTepialiiB JIJIsl aKaJeMIYHOTO YUTAHHS .

Pe3ynpraTy mokaszanu, 110 3arajoMm >KIHKH JICII0 4YacTillle BUKOPHUCTO-
BYBaJIM KOTHITUBHI Ta METAKOTHITUBHI CTPATEr1i YUTAHHS, HI’K YOJIOBIKHU. Takox,
CepenHs PI3HUISI MK BUKOPUCTAHHSM METAKOTHITUBHUX CTPATETi YWUTaHHS
cepell YOJOBIKIB 1 JKIHOK Oylia TpOXH OLIBIINOI, HIK CEPENHS PIZHMII MIX
BUKOPUCTAHHSM KOTHITMBHHMX CTpaTerii YWTaHHS MK cTaTsMmu. Pe3ynbratu
TaKOX MOKa3yI0Th, 10 KIHKM BUKOPUCTOBYBAIHM TPOXU O1IbIIIE METAKOTHITHUB-
HUX CTpaTerii 4YWTaHHsS, HDK KOTHITHBHI CTpaTerii, a 4YOJIOBIKM YacTiIe
BUKOPUCTOBYIOTh KOTHITUBHI CTpAaTerii, HK METaKOTHITUBHI. Te, 1110 YOIOBIKU
BUKOPHCTOBYBQJIM MEHIIIE METAKOTHITUBHUX CTpaTerii YUTaHHS, MOXKe
BKa3yBaTH Ha Te€, III0 BOHM MOXYTh OyTH KpallMMU B MeXaHi3Max 00poOKu
3BEpXY BHU3, TOOTO B iicHTU(IKAIIII PI3HUX MOBHHMX CUTHAIB 1 BIOPSIKYBaHHI
iX y HOCHIJOBHOCTI YCHIIIHOTO BHpIIIEHHA NpoOiemu uuTaHHA. Kpim Toro,
YOJIOBIKM a(eKTUBHO KOMIICHCYIOTh CTpPATEriuHe MAaHIMyJIOBAHHS TEKCTOM,
BUKOPHCTOBYIOUH Pi3HI KOTHITUBHI CTPATET1], TaKl SK aKTUBAIIisl CBOTX (POHOBHX
3HaHb 200 CXeM.

HaBmaku, sk MokHa Oyj0 3pOoOMTH BHCHOBOK 3 PE€3YJIbTaTIB, >KIHKU
OlsIpllIe OpPIEHTOBAHI Ha JETall, HLK YOJIOBIKH, 1 BIAJAIOTh mepeBary oOpoOll
iH(dopMaiii 3Hu3y Bropy. ToOTO BOHM CXWJIbHI BUKOPUCTOBYBAaTU PI3HOMAHITHI
dbakTopu, Taki SK SKUTTEBUM JOCBIM, KYJbTYpHI 3HAHHA Ta CHUTyaTHUBHY
YyTIUBICTH MiJ] Yac mpoliecy YuTaHHs. BoHr MaroTh Kpailli cTpaTerivni 3/110HOCTI
Ta BUKOPUCTOBYIOTh META-KOTHITHBHI CTpAaTerii, MO0 3pO3yMITH TEKCT TPOXH
Ounpie, HiX 4donoBiku. llel reHaepHMii miaxig A0 BUOOPY Ta BUKOPUCTAHHS
KOTHITUBHUX 1 METAaKOTHITHBHUX CTPATETii YHWTAaHHS MOXKE MaTH KOPHUCHI
HACIIIKU JUIsl YCIIIIHOT AISUIBHOCTI YMTAUbKOi IpynH, B sIKIM OOMABI cTaTl
JOTIOBHIOBATUMYTh OJIHA OAHY Y 3aCTOCYBaHHI HABUYOK OOPOOKH TEKCTY.
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KurouoBi cioBa: BHKJIaJaHHS aHIIIMCHKOI MOBU, HaBYAaHHS YHMTAHHIO,
MIKHApOJIHI BIIHOCHMHHU, CyCHUIbHI KOMYHIKallii, perioHalIbHI CTY[li, CTyI€HTU
MIKHApPOJIHUKH, METAaKOTHITMBHI CTpaTerii 4YWMTaHHSA, KOTHITUBHI CTparterii
yutanHs, EFL, rennep, onutyBaibHUK JociikeHHs cTpaTerii untands MARSI.

Introduction. Reading complex specialized texts in English is a crucial
priority for EFL bachelor level students who are enrolled in International
Relations educational programs Social Communications and Regional studies at
the Department of Law and International Relations of Borys Grinchenko Kyiv
Metropolitan University in Ukraine. It is generally assumed from the entry level
test scores in the English language that our undergraduate students in Social
Communications and Regional Studies programs will automatically be
academically successful in their First Foreign Language (English) class.
However, their general knowledge of English does not at all guarantee our
students’™ success in coping with complex, authentic academic or specialized
International Relations reading genres required of them by the syllabi. As an
instructor of English of the second year International Relations students | cannot
help but notice that our students are experiencing difficulties in completing
reading assignments. This might be due to the lack of familiarity either with the
genre of academic reading, low reading ability in a second language in general,
or lack of awareness of reading strategies that are necessary in order to cope with
the academic reading. Therefore, it is crucial to investigate to what degree our
EFL international relations students are familiar with the cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies, what strategies they generally use, and to what
degrees. The present study was conducted in order to help my second year
students of Social Communications and Regional Studies academic programs
with academic reading in English in the First Foreign Language (English) class
at the Department of Law and International Relations of Borys Grinchenko Kyiv
Metropolitan University. The findings might help our students in EFL classes to
raise their awareness of the reading strategies in academic contexts.

Review of Literature. The theoretical research in cognitively complex
process of reading has a long history and covers a variety of topics that can be
applied to second language acquisition as well. Thus, Goodman’s (1970) seminar
article, “Reading: A psycholinguistic Guessing Game”, discusses bottom-up and
top-down processing theory. Bottom-up processing, relates to “linguistic data —
processing mechanisms”, where the readers have to identify various linguistic
signals and arrange them in a certain sequence [12]. Bottom-up processing
focuses on decoding letters in a word, words in a phrase, sentences in a discourse.
Top—down processing, on the other hand, engages the learners’ “intelligence and
experience in the process of understanding the text” [12]. The reader infers the
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meaning of the unknown words and phrases from whole context of the text in a
manner of a guessing game. Thus, reading, according to Goodman (1967), is a
“puzzle-solving process”, where readers have to “decide what to retain and not
to retain, and move on” [3]. Therefore, EFL learners need to master reading skills
using both processes simultaneously and in the appropriate situation to succeed
in academia.

Various studies have been done in attempt to classify reading strategies
that can be used by L2 readers that reflect Goodman’s top-down, bottom-up
processing theory (e.g. Anderson, 1991; Block, 1986; Pritchard, 1990). [1; 16; 2].
Block’s coding system relates reading strategies to two levels: general
comprehension and local linguistic strategies. General comprehension strategies
include methods used for “comprehension-gathering” and “comprehension—
monitoring” [16]. These strategies are classified as top-down, reader-centered
strategies. Local linguistic strategies are concerned with the reader’s attempt to
understand specific linguistic units. These would be regarded as bottom-up, text-
centered strategies.

Another aspect of reading comprehension is related to the theory of
schemas (Clarke & Silberstein, 1977; Carell, 1987; Carrell & Eisterhold, 1983;
Widdowson, 1983; Carrell, Pharis & Liberto, 1989) [9; 6; 4; 18; 5]. Schemata, or
schema, have been described by Widdowson, as “cognitive constructs which
allow for the organization of information in long-term memory” [18].
Researchers Carrell & Eisterhold (1983), identified three types of schemata:
content, formal and linguistic. Content schema provides the reader with
background knowledge; formal schema is associated with the knowledge of
different genres, language structures, and it deals with text organization,
vocabulary and grammar [4]. Finally, linguistic schema allows the reader to
identify even the unknown words from the specific way of their collocation. All
three schemata are of outmost importance for successful reading comprehension.

The research in learning strategies in EFL settings has focused on cross-
cultural aspects of using and teaching second language learning strategies
(Levine, Reves & Leaver, 1996; Dreyer & Oxford, 1996) [14; 11], considered the
influence of gender and motivation on strategy use (Kaylani, 1996) [13] and
discussed methods of teaching strategies in EFL settings (Dadour & Robbins,
1996; Chamot, Barnhardt, EI-Dinary & Robbins, 1996) [7; 10]. Among these
topics, the issue of teaching specific academic-related language strategies in
university and college settings (Chamot & O’ Malley, 1996) plays a very
important role in order for the students to succeed [8]. Thus, teaching reading
strategies seems an indispensable part of success in various academic programs.

Reading is a complex process that involves aspects of cognition (the
ability to comprehend the text) and metacognition (the strategic ability to
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manipulate the text in order to achieve a particular goal). Both aspects are crucial
in understanding the academic text. Various factors may influence the readers’
metacognitive knowledge including “previous experiences, beliefs, culture-
specific instructional practices, proficiency in L2” [17]. Sheorey & Mokhtari
(2001) further point out that “the combination of conscious awareness of the
strategic reading process and actual utilization of reading strategies distinguishes
the skilled from unskilled readers” [17].

Research on examination of metacognitive and cognitive awareness of
reading strategies among native and non-native readers in ESL or EFL settings
(Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001: Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002) focused on reading
academic texts, such as textbooks among high school and college students
[17; 15]. However, very few studies had been done that examine cognitive and
metacognitive strategies of university EFL students, focusing specifically on a
particular reading genre of academic scholarly journal articles.

Research Question and Hypothesis. The present study takes up this
question investigating the perceptions of cognitive and metacognitive awareness
of EFL university second year students enrolled in Social Communications and
Regional Studies academic programs at the Department of Law and International
Relations at Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University in Ukraine. More
specifically, I hypothesized that gender might be a significant factor in selection
of cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies.

Method. The participants in this study were 38 EFL undergraduate
International Relations students majoring in Social Communications and
Regional Studies academic programs enrolled in second year First Foreign
Language (English) class at the Faculty of Law and International Relations at
Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University, Kyiv, Ukraine. Two aspects of
the class focus on developing the students” academic reading and writing skills.
The students were involved in a variety of reading and writing tasks that included
reading of a wide range of academic journal articles as a part of their preparation
for a class.

The data for this study were collected by means of a reading strategies
survey modified from the original Metacognitive-Awareness-of-Reading-
Strategies Inventory (MARSI) developed by Sheorey & Mokhtari [17]. The
modified version was used because reading journal articles requires use of
specific reading strategies. The specific strategies (cognitive and metacognitive)
were selected based on the whole class discussions of students’ use of reading
strategies. The students were given an academic journal article to read and then
were interviewed on the use of their reading strategies. The survey was developed
to determine cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies.
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The collected data on 29 reading strategies were analyzed, using
quantitative method of analysis (SPSS). The analysis focused on the following
variables: gender, preference for cognitive and metacognitive strategies, and
tendency and degree of each reading strategy use. In the course of analysis, using
frequency distribution, t-test method, and correlation analysis of cognitive and
metacognitive strategies the following statistics were reported: mean, standard
deviation, and the percentage of use for each strategy. The reliability coefficient
for overall items, metacognitive items, and cognitive items were determined.

Results. The analysis of the basic descriptive statistics for each reading
strategy showed that the most frequently used strategy was a metacognitive one:
“I look at the title before reading the text to get a hint about its content” (M =
4.97, SD = 1.118), followed by the second frequent cognitive strategy “I reread
the text to help me understand it better” (M = 4.86, SD = 1.337). The third most
frequently used strategies were cognitive strategies: “I try to get back on track
when | lose concentration” (M = 4.78, SD = 1.109) and “When the text becomes
difficult, | start reading it carefully” (M = 4.78, SD = 1.058). The least frequent
strategy was a metacognitive reading strategy: “I discuss what | read with others
to check my understanding” (M = 2.46, SD = 1.192), followed by a metacognitive
strategy “I take notes while reading to help me understand what | read” (M =
3.05, SD = 1.508). The third least frequently used strategy was a cognitive
strategy: “I translate the text | read into my native language to understand it
better” (M = 3.16, SD = 1.444). The overall mean of the items in the survey was
M = 4.04, with minimum mean (M = 2) and maximum mean (M =5).

The coefficient of internal reliability (Cronbach’s Alpha) of the instrument
was .878, which is relatively high. This means that all the respondents’ answers
were consistent and trustworthy, indicating that the repeated application of the
survey would produce similar results. Furthermore, a t-test was used to analyze
the difference between the gender and the frequency of strategy use. The .05
alpha level of significance was established for testing. The calculated t-value was
-1.243 (p = .222). The p-value for this t-test indicates that there was no statistical
significance between the two means; that is, both genders showed similar number
of reading strategies use, even though female mean (M = 4.17) was slightly higher
than the mean of males (M = 3.92).

The strategies were divided into metacognitive and cognitive, and a t-test
was used to analyze the correlation between male and female genders and
strategies use. At the alpha level of .05, the calculated t-value for the use of
cognitive strategies by male was -.550 (p = .586) and the use of cognitive
strategies by female was -.554 (p = .583). These t-test results indicate that there
was no statistical significance of reading strategies between the mean of male
(M = 3.9474) and the mean of female (M = 4.0794) participants. The calculated
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t-value for metacognitive strategies was for male -1.663 (p =.105) and for female
-1.681 (p = .103) at the alpha level .05. These t-test results indicate that there was
slightly higher significance in the use of metacognitive strategies in male (M =
3.8877) than female (M = 4.2593). Thus, these statistical data indicate that
females overall used strategies slightly more often than males. The correlation
between the use of cognitive and metacognitive strategies was r = .581; p<.01,
indicating a moderate significant linear relationship. The reliability coefficient
for metacognitive items calculated by Cronbach’s Alpha was .8171 and for
cognitive strategies .8155. Both coefficients show high reliability; however, the
reliability of the metacognitive strategies was slightly higher.

Discussion and Conclusion. The objective of this study was to examine
the use of metacognitive and cognitive reading strategies of male and female
undergraduate university EFL students at the department of Law and
International Relations of Borys Grinchenko Kyiv Metropolitan University. More
specifically, this study focused on reading strategies of International Relations
undergraduate university EFL students in Social Communications and Regional
studies academic programs enrolled in a First Foreign Language English) class
where students were reading academic journal articles.

The results revealed that, in general, females used slightly more often
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies than males. More specifically, for
example, the mean difference between the use of metacognitive reading strategies
among males and females was slightly greater than the mean difference between
the uses of cognitive reading strategies across genders. The findings further
indicate that females used slightly more metacognitive reading strategies than
cognitive strategies, and males use more often cognitive strategies than
metacognitive ones. That males used fewer metacognitive reading strategies
might indicate that they might be better in top—down processing mechanisms, that
Is in identifying various linguistic signals and arranging them in a sequence of a
successful reading problem solving. In addition, males affectively compensate
for strategic manipulation of the text by using various cognitive strategies such
as activating their background knowledge or schemata.

In contrast, as one could infer from the results, females are more detail
oriented that males and prefer bottom-up processing of information. That is, they
tend to use diverse factors, such as life experiences, cultural knowledge and
situational sensitivity during the reading process. They have a better strategic
ability and employ metacognitive strategies in order to comprehend the text in a
slightly larger degree than males. This gendered approach to selection and use of
cognitive and metacognitive reading strategies could have useful implications for
successful reading group activities in which both genders would complement
each other in the application of text processing skills.
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The results also showed that all the students used metacognitive and
cognitive strategies linearly. That is, when the students read academic journal
articles, they used a similar number of metacognitive and cognitive strategies.
Such discovery indicates that reading academic journal articles requires both
types of strategies in order to comprehend the texts.

The fact that the correlation of cognitive and metacognitive strategies
across genders was not statistically significant might be explained by the
relatively small number of participants (n=38). More correlational studies need
to be done among gender, cultural, and educational variables. Finally,
participants mainly were EFL students coming from Ukraine; therefore, the
findings might vary with the different population or settings.

The study clearly indicates the need for raising awareness of cognitive and
metacognitive reading strategies that the English language International
Relations students could use because these strategies are directly involved in
cognitive processing of the academic reading materials. In addition, the study
generally showed that gender influences selection and use of reading strategies.
This gendered approach to selection and use of cognitive and metacognitive
reading strategies could have useful implications for successful reading group
activities in which both genders would complement each other in the application
of text processing skills.
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