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^Äëíê~Åí. The aim of this study was to determine the effects of a Modified Collaborative 
Strategic Reading (MCSR) intervention on reading performance among first-year students in a 
public university in Iran.  A quasi-experiment method using a pre-test-post-test design was utilized.  
The intervention was implemented to 42 Iranian university-level EFL freshmen.  The students 
met once a week and received the MCSR intervention for 90 minutes over six weeks.  A 
researcher-developed reading comprehension test was group administered at the pre- and post-
tests. Upon completion of the study, students’ perceptions regarding the MCSR intervention were 
also evaluated by means of an Opinionnaire®. Quantitative results indicated that participating 
students did not demonstrate significant gains in reading comprehension skills. However, 
qualitative evaluation revealed that students did have positive attitudes towards the MCSR 
intervention.  We postulate that the participants may require intervention of considerably greater 
intensity in terms of instructional dosage than that provided in this research. Additionally, the data 
show that the students have a strong preference for communicative and cooperative activities and 
the popular thinking that they might resist group work (because of their long-standing 
conventional learning tradition) can no longer be true. 

 

hÉóïçêÇëW  Modified collaborative strategic reading; reading comprehension; cooperative 
learning; English as foreign language (EFL); Iran 
 

^Äëíê~âK Tujuan kajian ini adalah untuk menentukan kesan Strategi Pembacaan Kolaboratif 
yang Diubah suai (MCSR) terhadap kemahiran membaca dalam kalangan pelajar tahun satu di 
sebuah universiti awam di Iran. Kaedah Kuasi-eksperimen mengunakan ujian-pra-ujian-pos telah 
dijadikan reka bentuk kajian. Dalam kajian ini, intervensi telah dijalankan terhadap 42 orang 
pelajar universiti tahun satu di negara Iran. Pelajar tersebut telah menerima intervensi MCSR 
selama 90 minit seminggu sepanjang enam minggu. Ujian Kefahaman Pembacaan yang dibina 
oleh pengkaji telah ditadbir sebelum dan selepas intervensi. Persepsi pelajar terhadap MCSR juga 
dinilai menggunakan soal selidik Opinionnaire®.  Dapatan kuantitatif menunjukkan tidak 
terdapat perbezaan yang signifikan dari aspek kemahiran kefahaman. Walau bagaimanapun, data 
kualitatif menunjukkan bahawa para peserta kajian menunjukkan sikap yang positif terhadap  
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MCSR. Data juga menunjukkan peserta kajian cenderung kepada kaedah pengajaran yang bersifat 
komunikatif dan kolaboratif.  Justeru, hasil kajian ini menolak pandangan yang mengatakan 
pelajar tidak gemar terhadap pembelajaran secara kumpulan (kolaboratif). 

 

h~í~= âìåÅáW Strategi pembacaan kolaboratif yang diubah suai; pemahaman pembacaaan; 
pembelajaran koperatif; bahasa Inggeris sebagai bahasa asing; Iran  

 
 

NKM= fkqolar`qflk=
=
As it has often been demonstrated in the reading literature, tailoring an effective 
reading instructional practice is no easy task. Undoubtedly, this is due to such 
complex and complicated factors as linguistic, cognitive and socio-cultural 
variables involved in reading comprehension in general and in English as a foreign 
language (EFL) reading in particular (Hudson, 2007; Nassaji, 2003).  In the late 
70s and early 80s, the pioneers of reading research such as Clarke and Silberstein 
(1979), Coady (1979), Eskey (1986), and Smith (1978, 1982) contended that there 
was very little point in teaching students to read. They underscored that reading 
instructor’s responsibility was to provide real opportunities for students and make 
it possible for them to learn to read. In principle, they advocated developing 
~íí~Åâ=ëíê~íÉÖáÉë or comprehension strategies in any reading programme. Perhaps, 
their contention can best be understood if we take into account Smith’s (1982) 
assertion: “There is far more to reading than meets the eyes” (p. 3). 
  Insights gained from the first language (L1) reading process have now 
highlighted the fact that second and foreign language (L2) reading practitioners 
should concentrate their efforts on developing strategic readers who can easily 
manage independent learning contexts (Baker, 2002; Grabe, 2004). That explains 
why reading comprehension instruction today pays particular attention to strategic 
reading development (Grabe, 2004).  By definition, strategic reading refers to the 
application of reading strategies as heuristics and aids that can facilitate reading 
comprehension and overcome comprehension breakdowns at both the word and 
sentence levels (Aarnoutse & Schellings, 2003).  
  Generally, strategic reading is accompanied by cooperative learning in which 
students work in small groups (Grabe, 2002; Zhang, 1993). The reason is that the 
combination of strategic reading with learning in group creates an opportunity for 
students to (a) interact, (b) help one another increase their understanding, (c) and 
overcome their comprehension problems of the text. A growing number of 
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research studies have demonstrated that the development of reading competence 
can be encouraged by cooperation or interaction with peers (Almasi, 1996; 
Ghaith, 2003; Tok, 2008). Much in the same vein, various lines of research have 
demonstrated the effectiveness of group learning with university-level students who 
must pass reading courses in English (Ghaith & Abd El-Malak, 2004; Razavi, 
2008; Tg Nor Rizan, 2007). 
 
 
OKM= pq^qbjbkq=lc=qeb=mol_ibj=
=
In various academic settings, where English is taught as a foreign language, the only 
skill which seems to be of paramount importance for tertiary education is the EFL 
reading skills (Birjandi & Noroozi, 2008; Farhady & Mirhassani, 2001). Due to the 
dominance of conventional language teaching methodology [i.e., Grammar-
Translation Method (GTM)], a transmission style of teaching language still prevails 
across schools and universities in most EFL contexts. As a result, students’ active 
participation in class activities is commonly frowned upon and the instructor is 
considered the sole provider of the (language) knowledge (Mahdizadeh, 2006; 
Mirhassani, 2007).  
  In addition, English language teaching (ELT) research studies conducted 
throughout the world have lent support to the idea that the majority of EFL 
students who are admitted into tertiary education are quite under-prepared in 
terms of their EFL reading abilities (Dreyer & Nel, 2003; Haghani, 2004). 
Available evidence suggests that the reason for EFL learners’ ill-preparedness in 
reading comprehension performance is in large part attributable to traditional 
language teaching methods. Given the challenges of meeting the needs of tertiary 
level students, there is a need for empirically-based interventions that can (a) 
enhance learners’ engagement in today’s classrooms and (b) facilitate reading 
comprehension by developing strategic behaviour of students in EFL reading. 
Moreover, considering the importance of strategic reading and cooperative group 
work, it seems that reading strategy instruction within the framework of 
cooperative learning pedagogy has remained under-explored in university-level 
education where reading and understanding of English texts play an important part 
in students’ further learning.    
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PKM mromlpb=lc=qeb=pqrav=
=
In order to address the problems, the current study was designed to determine the 
effect of the Modified Collaborative Strategic Reading (MCSR) technique in 
enhancing university-level first-years’ EFL reading comprehension in Iran. The 
MCSR is a modified version of Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR) which 
combines cooperative learning and reading strategy instruction (Klingner & 
Vaughn, 1996). Additionally, this study intended to evaluate the perceptions of the 
students regarding the efficacy of the MCSR. 
 
 
QKM= obpb^o`e=nrbpqflkp=
 
Based on the purpose of the study, the research questions that were formulated 
are as follows: 
(1) Will the students receiving the MCSR treatment demonstrate gains in 

reading comprehension performance, as measured by the researcher-
developed reading comprehension test? 

(2) How do the EFL students respond to MCSR − an instructional practice 
which is a combination of reading strategy instruction and cooperative 
learning? 

 
 
RKM= qeblobqf`^i=co^jbtloh=
=
A specific theoretical perspective that this study capitalized on is commonly known 
as social constructivism. The selection of this particular perspective in this research 
should not imply that the authors believe that it is the most comprehensive view, 
but rather it should be seen as a theory that has potential utility in guiding present 
day reading intervention research. Social constructivism is generally grounded in 
the work of Vygotsky (1962) who asserted that knowledge is not a singular 
construct, but exists in diverse forms and interactive dimensions. In fact, social 
constructivism rests on the assumption that learners are involved in an active 
process of making sense of things through interactions with others (Fosnot & 
Perry, 2005; Felix, 2005). Based on this theory, cognitive development occurs 
when concepts first learned through social interaction become internalised and 



====qeb=bccb`qp=lc=jlafcfba=`lii^_lo^qfsb=pqo^qbdf`=ob^afkd=Ej`poF===OT 

made one’s own. A salient feature of this theory is the interactiveness of the 
learning process. Such a pedagogical model in education has come to be known as 
cooperative learning in which students work together in small groups on a clearly 
defined task. As it is argued, language is “a psychological tool” that can be 
“characterized by being produced through social activity, rather than arising 
organically” (Hedegaard, 1996, p. 173).  Therefore, it can be inferred that a 
learning environment where learners can interact and use language for social 
construction of meaning would probably enhance the language skills in general 
and the reading skill in particular.  
  In social constructivism, the reading process and the reader have undergone re-
definition and reconceptualisation. The reader is seen as a member of a network 
of socio-cultural groups.  Likewise, reading is defined as being involved in reading 
behaviour with the help of those who already did so (Eskey, 2002). In the nut 
shell, reading is viewed as a socio-cultural, collaborative experience (Alexander & 
Fox, 2004). 
  In reading strategy instruction, tasks in cooperative formats provide 
opportunities for learners to model and evaluate the usefulness of comprehension 
strategies as they read (Koda, 2005; Paris, Wasik, & Turner, 1991).  When 
learners work cooperatively in small groups, they can read texts more efficiently 
and employ comprehension strategies to better comprehend the reading material 
(Vaughn & Edmonds, 2006).  The group dynamics generated in cooperative group 
work ensures strategic reading and active engagement with the text (Koda, 2005). 
Cooperative small groups in turn trigger the motivation necessary for 
comprehension to take place (Mathewson, 1994). In fact, the opportunity created 
for interaction helps improve motivation to read.  As the literature suggests, 
cooperative learning is capable of sustaining students as motivated and engaged 
readers by providing opportunities for social interaction and interactive learning 
(Paris et al., 1991). 
  With regards to the perspectives discussed, the following statement represents 
the underpinning logic for designing and conducting this study. If cooperative 
learning encourages active/interactive learning, and if reading strategies can lead to 
development of strategic behaviour in learners, then their selected combination in 
the form of an instructional practice (i.e., MCSR) would consequently enhance 
effective reading comprehension for university-level EFL learners. 
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RKN= `çää~Äçê~íáîÉ=píê~íÉÖáÅ=oÉ~ÇáåÖ=E`poF=
=
An instructional practice in which cooperative learning and reading 
comprehension strategies have been integrated has come to be known as 
Collaborative Strategic Reading (CSR). It was originally developed by Klingner and 
Vaughn  in 1996. CSR creates an instructional context in which students, with the 
help of their peers and also the instructor, become competent at applying a 
number of strategies while reading. Various lines of research on this approach 
indicate that CSR is an effective teaching tool that has the potential to enhance 
reading comprehension of (a) students with learning disabilities, (b) low- and 
average-achieving students, and (c) English language learners (Bryant, Vaughn, 
Linan-Thompson, Ugel, Hamff, & Hougen, 2000; Klingner & Vaughn, 1996; 
Klingner, Vaughn, & Schumm, 1998). However, for the purpose of the present 
investigation, the modified version of CSR (MCSR) was employed.  
  The rationale for using the modification of CSR is that CSR offers a limited 
number of reading strategies with regard to university-level students (Zoghi et al., 
2006). In fact, CSR was originally developed for secondary students. As previous 
research studies on CSR demonstrate, CSR is mainly employed in settings other 
than university-level education (e.g., Klingner & Vaughn, 1996; Klingner, Vaughn, 
& Schumm, 1998). Many approaches to reading strategy instruction for secondary 
students, including CSR, tend to focus on a few reading strategies. Zoghi et al. 
(2006) contend that CSR is limited by a narrow range of reading strategies such as 
activating prior knowledge, summarising main ideas, and formulating questions.   
  Nevertheless, literature supports the idea that optimal combinations of text 
engagement strategies should be taught to university-level students so as to assist 
them to develop a repertoire of effective comprehension strategies (Fotovatian & 
Shokrpor, 2007). In order to give the CSR technique a certain degree of 
enrichment in terms of strategies, a number of effective, research-based reading 
strategies appropriate for university-level students (Zoghi, 2002) have been added 
to the original CSR. It is believed that such a modification could validate the 
application of MCSR in typical EFL reading classes with all types of university-
level learners (Zoghi Éí=~äK, 2006). 
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RKO  jçÇáÑáÉÇ=`çää~Äçê~íáîÉ=píê~íÉÖáÅ=oÉ~ÇáåÖ=Ej`poF=
 
MCSR incorporates four comprehension strategies of its original model. They are 
as follows: (a) éêÉîáÉï=ëíê~íÉÖó for activating prior knowledge, (b) Ñáñ�ìé=ëíê~íÉÖó 
for comprehension monitoring and vocabulary development, (c) ÖÉí�íÜÉ�Öáëí=
ëíê~íÉÖó for identifying main ideas, and (d) ïê~é�ìé= ëíê~íÉÖó for generating 
questions. In MCSR, these strategies are complemented by a number of evidence-
based strategies which facilitate identification of text structure (Nuttall, 1996; 
Zoghi, 2002). More specifically, five reading strategies of text organisation 
(comparison and causation) and discourse markers identification (example and 
adding information) are used (Nuttall, 1996). These strategies are added to MCSR 
in the form of Ñáñ�ìé=ëíê~íÉÖáÉë. MCSR is implemented in three stages, which are 
traditionally labeled as presentation, practice, and production stages (Zoghi Éí=~äK, 
2006): 
 
(1) mêÉëÉåí~íáçå=pí~ÖÉKK The instructor introduces a reading strategy of text 
organization (comparison and causation) or discourse markers identification 
(example and adding information) by modeling or think-aloud techniques.  
Students are then asked to activate their prior knowledge about the topic that they 
will read. 

 
(2) mê~ÅíáÅÉ=pí~ÖÉK This is where students become involved in cooperative 
learning. Practice is provided to students in the following way. First, the instructor 
let students form small cooperative groups with five members in each. Students 
are then asked to read their selected reading material (one paragraph or two at a 
time) while acting their specified roles. The following roles are assigned in MCSR: 

• Leader: Leads the group by saying what strategy to apply next. 

• Monitor: Makes sure everyone participates and only one person talks at a  
time. 

• Fix-up Pro: Uses Ñáñ�ìé cards to remind the group of the steps to follow  
when trying to figure out a difficult word or concept. Fix-up pro monitors 
the group’s reading comprehension in order to identify when they have 
breakdowns in understanding, and to use fix-up strategies in repairing 
meaning that is lost. The fix-up strategies are: (a) reread the sentence and 
look for key ideas to help you figure out the unknown word; (b) reread the 
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sentence before and after the difficult word looking for clues; (c) look for a 
prefix or suffix in the unknown word; (d) break the unknown word and 
look for smaller words that you know; (e) identify the text structure; and (f) 
identify the connective words. 

• Encourager: Watches the group and gives feedback. Looks for behaviours  
to praise. 

• Reader:  Has the responsibility of reading the passage to his or her group. 
 
  In this stage, students get involved in the processes of (a) main idea 
summarisation of each individual paragraph that has been read, and (b) question 
generation about the same paragraph. The practice stage is implemented more 
than once, namely, after every one or two paragraphs. 
 
(3) mêçÇìÅíáçå= pí~ÖÉ. The instructor performs a variety of activities to 
ensure that students have identified the most important ideas of the entire material 
in this stage. This is implemented by having students do the following activities 
within their groups once the whole text is read: 

• interviewing with each other on the reading material; 

• retelling what s/he has read; and, 

• performing pro-con debates about the topic. 
 
  Finally, in MCSR, post-production activities are performed to enhance student 
engagement and to also consolidate important concepts learned from the material. 
These activities are designed in the following manner: 

• Number Heads Together (Kagan, 1994):  The students in each group were  
given number from 1-4 or 1-5 (depending upon how many students are in 
each group). The instructor asks a review question. The students in each 
group then éìí=íÜÉáê=ÜÉ~Çë=íçÖÉíÜÉê to discuss the question and make sure 
that everyone in the group knows the answer. Then the instructor 
randomly selects a number from a group to answer. 

• Send-A-Problem (Kagan, 1994): Each group selects the best question it has 
generated and passes that question to a different group to answer. 
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SKM jbqela=
 
This study was designed to determine the effects of the MCSR intervention 
implemented to tertiary-level EFL students. A quasi-experiment method 
employing a pre-test-post-test design was utilised. The intervention in this study 
was a modified version of CSR. Furthermore, qualitative information was collected 
to complement the quantitative data. According to Creswell (2005), the 
quantitative data would provide an overall picture of the study and the descriptive, 
qualitative information would help to refine and explain the results of the obtained 
quantitative data. 
 
 
SKN  `çåíÉñí=
 
The present research was conducted in one public university located in the East 
Azerbaijan province of Iran. The students had been accepted into their selected 
field of study based on the national university entrance exam. According to the 
selected university’s stated policy, signed consent was not a common procedure, 
because it was perceived with suspicion. Therefore, only a verbal consent was 
secured to conduct the investigation. The study was conducted at the end of the 
first semester of the academic year 2007-2008 with only six sessions remaining.   
 
 
SKO  m~êíáÅáé~åíë=
 
Due to the administrative constraints, we were able to secure consent to select only 
one class (existing group) with 42 students for this study. The participants had 
already been assigned to this class based on their KONKOOR (University 
Entrance Examination) scores. They had already been pre-grouped in classes of 
42-54 students by the university academic administration of the study site. These 
entering freshmen were accepted into different fields of study at the Faculty of 
Engineering and had to complete the compulsory General English course in this 
university. In fact, the students in this class were selected because they were 
expected to improve their EFL reading skills during the course that they had 
taken. In this study, one language instructor was also employed to help deliver the 
intended instruction and collect the necessary quantitative and qualitative data.  
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SKP  fåëíêìãÉåí~íáçå=
 
In this study, a 40-item reading comprehension test was developed by the 
researchers. The test was constructed by drawing on the reading comprehension 
taxonomy proposed by Barrett (1968) because it was assumed that it could assess a 
broad range of reading comprehension skills.  Being in different formats, namely, 
multiple-choice questions (MCQs), true/false (T/F), fact/opinion, and open-ended 
questions, the test consisted of five categories of reading comprehension sub-skills: 
(a) literal comprehension, (b) reorganisation of ideas, (c) inferential 
comprehension, (d) evaluation, and (e) appreciation. The content validity of the 
test was validated by three reading experts from universities. The estimated 
reliability (Cronbach’s alpha) of this reading test for the present L2 sample was α = 
0.78. The test booklets obtained from the pre-test and post-test were scored using 
the accompanying rubrics prepared for its scoring. 
  At the pre- and post-tests, the instructor collected the quantitative data to assess 
the participants’ comprehension achievement.  The pre-test was conducted one 
week prior to the beginning of the intervention, while post-testing took place 
during the week immediately following treatment completion.  A six-week time 
interval between the pre-test and the post-test was considered adequate to control 
for the memory factor among the participants. The same reading passages and 
comprehension questions were administered in the pre- and post-tests.  The main 
reason for using exactly the same test in the pre- and post-test was to ensure that 
they were exactly comparable. In fact, it was thought that utilisation of the same 
pre- and post-tests could remove the concern of equating different forms of pre- 
and post-tests. 
  Additionally, during the week immediately following treatment completion, the 
instructor also collected qualitative data.  Such qualitative, group-administered 
measurement is usually believed to have the potential to elicit a great deal of 
response from the respondents (Jackson, 1995).  The gathering of descriptive data 
was conducted by using Opinionnaire®. Opinionnaire® is a registered trademark 
of the Forum Foundation. Opinionnaire® is an objective survey instrument which 
was developed by the Forum Foundation (www.forumfoundation.org).  It uses 
questions to which participants respond objectively in a manner that allows for 
easy tabulation of participant opinions. In addition, Opinionnaire® also allows 
participants to respond anonymously with either an çÄàÉÅí or ~Äëí~áåK These 
responses are recorded and reported along with all other responses so that 
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participants never feel obliged to come up with an answer to a question when they 
simply are not prepared to make a decision based on the information they 
currently have. The MCSR Opinionnaire consisted of six questions in students’ 
L1 that were intended to evaluate the students’ perceptions regarding the MCSR 
intervention. Students’ first language was used in order to ensure that they would 
have their voices without experiencing any unnecessary pressure that might be 
caused by using L2.  
  Originally, seven questions had been formulated; however, in view of the 
recommendations made by three experts in this field, they were reduced to six. At 
the conclusion of conducting the Opinionnaires, they were duplicated, back-
translated into English and then analysed by both the instructor and the first 
author of the present article. To determine the consistency of the qualitative data, 
rater reliability of the data was calculated by Cohen's kappa. A reasonably 
acceptable level of inter-rater reliability was found (kappa = 0.84). 
 
 
TKM  mol`barobp=
 
General procedures consisted of (a) training workshop, (b) pre-testing of all 
participants, (c) MCSR implementation, (d) post-intervention Opinionnaires, and 
(e) post-testing.  As an initial step, the researcher conducted an all-day workshop to 
train the participating instructor. The training, which took six hours in total (two 
three-hour sessions), consisted of (a) a brief introduction to MCSR, (b) its 
implementation procedures, and (c) the introduction of the research instruments 
and the scoring rubrics and the qualitative content analysis procedures. 
  Before the onset of the study, the students were pre-tested on reading 
comprehension, as measured by the researcher-developed test.  The MCSR 
implementation was accomplished in two phases. First, the participants received 
one orientation session for MCSR. Then, the instructor introduced the MCSR’s 
stages to the participants. After an overall description of the practice, he provided 
explicit instruction on how to use each strategy through modeling and think-aloud 
techniques. Once he ensured that the participants were proficient enough to use 
the strategies of MCSR, five instructional sessions were devoted for the study. 
Each session took one hour and a half. In fact, the students met once a week and 
received the MCSR intervention over the course of six weeks. 
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Post-intervention data collection took place upon completion of the six-week 
intervention. First, Opinionnaires were distributed among the students by the 
instructor. No time limit was set.  Therefore, students were requested to take their 
time to respond to the questions. Then, the same reading comprehension test was 
re-administered to all participating students after the completion of the treatment. 
 
 
UKM  obpriqp=
=
UKN  nì~åíáí~íáîÉ=a~í~=^å~äóëáë=
=
Once data were collected from the pre-test and post-test, their analyses were 
performed through the application of a dependent-samples t-test. This was crucial 
in order to answer the first research question, namely: 
(1) Will students receiving the MCSR treatment demonstrate gains in reading  

comprehension performance, as measured by the researcher-developed  
reading comprehension test? 

  Initially, in order to use parametric inferential statistics which is a correlated t-
test, a normality test should be performed.  To that end, the assumption of 
normality was tested although it is argued that with sample sizes of 30+, violation of 
this assumption does not seem to be a cause for concern (Pallant, 2005). The 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics (p = 0.2) along with the skewness and kurtosis 
values ranging between −1.0 and +1.0 indicated that the normality assumption was 
upheld.  
  Next, a dependent-samples t-test was run to evaluate the impact of the MCSR 
intervention on students’ scores on the reading comprehension test. As is evident 
in Table 1, there was no statistically significant increase in students’ 
comprehension scores from the pre-test (M = 42.17, SD = 5.86) to the post-test [M 
= 42.80, SD = 5.80, t(41)= 1.75, p >.05]. 
  Further, to assess the practical significance of the intervention, the percentage 
of change effected by the MCSR intervention was also calculated. For this 
purpose, the original pre-test and post-test mean scores were used. The result 
revealed a very low percentage of change (i.e., 1.49%). In other words, there is 
little effect of the MCSR intervention on the students’ reading performance. 
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q~ÄäÉ=N  Result for dependent-samples t-test 

jÉ~ëìêÉ= å ãÉ~å pa í é=

Pre-test 42 42.17 5.86   

Post-test 42 42.80 5.80   

íJíÉëí= NKTR MKMUT=

 
 
UKO  nì~äáí~íáîÉ=a~í~=^å~äóëáë=
=
The qualitative data obtained were analysed to find the answer to the second 
research question, namely: 
(2) How do the EFL students respond to MCSR − an instructional practice  

which is combination of reading strategy instruction and cooperative  
learning?  

  First, the Opinionnaires were back-translated into English by the first author of 
the study and then were double-checked by the instructor to ensure the accuracy 
of the translation. Any discrepancies between the two were resolved in a meeting 
that they had before the qualitative content analysis was conducted.   The data 
were  coded by the instructor and the researcher. Coding procedures for the 
Opinionnaire data were based on open coding (theme identification) and axial 
coding proposed by Strauss and Corbin (1998).  According to Strauss and Corbin 
(1998, p.61) open coding involves “…the process of breaking down, examining, 
comparing, conceptualizing, and categorizing data”. During open coding, entire 
interviews were read and reread so that patterns and major themes in the data 
could be identified. After this, the data were categorised around the themes.  Axial 
coding, as Strauss and Corbin (1998) explicate, involves a set of procedures 
through which data are put back together in new ways after open coding, by 
making connections between a category and its sub-categories. During axial 
coding, the identified categories were refined and narrowed down into sub-
categories. Further, the data were re-categorised around the refined/narrowed 
themes. 
  Finally, upon completion of the data coding, many similarities and a couple of 
differences emerged in the ways respondents reported their experiences about the 
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MCSR. In effect, analysis of students' Opinionnaire data generated five major 
themes, as shown in Figure 1: (a) general ideas about MCSR, (b) positive features 
of MCSR, (c) negative features of MCSR, (d) comparison of MCSR with other 
English classes, and (e) willingness to continue with MCSR-like approaches. 
 

oÉéêÉëÉåí~íáçå=çÑ=bãÉêÖÉåí=qÜÉãÉë=
=

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
                                                                                       
                                                                                                             75% against preview strategy 
 

                                                                                                            
                                                                                                       13% against group learning 
 

                                                                                    87% perceiving MCSR classes differently 
                                                                                       
                                                              13% opposing views to MCSR  classes 
                                                               
                                             87% continue with MCSR           
                
                                     13% discontinue with MCSR          

 

              87% positive attitudes 
                  
     13% negative attitudes 
 

cáÖìêÉ=N Graphic representation of emergent themes in the qualitative data 

 
  In the subsequent sub-section where the issue of the data interpretation is 
undertaken, evidence to support the findings will be provided by using original, 
key quotations from among 38 respondents out of 42 students who agreed to 
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answer the MCSR Opinionnaires. To ensure that students stay anonymous, 
respondents received a hypothetical name.  
  dÉåÉê~ä=áÇÉ~ë=~Äçìí=j`po. The qualitative content analysis demonstrated 
that nearly 87% of the students reported positive perceptions about the MCSR 
programme. Their remarks also indicated that students receiving the intervention 
were in favour of the MCSR. A major reason spelled out for their interest in 
MCSR was the group work that they were engaged in. A couple of examples of 
their statements are as follows: 
 

±få=íÜ~í=Åä~ëëI=ïÉ=ÜÉäéÉÇ=É~ÅÜ=çíÜÉêK=fÑ=f=ÇáÇ=åçí=âåçï=~åóíÜáåÖI=f=ïçìäÇ=~ëâ=
ãó=Åä~ëëã~íÉë=~åÇ=íÜÉ=çíÜÉê=ï~ó=êçìåÇK=qÜ~í=ï~ë=êÉ~ääó=ïçåÇÉêÑìäK≤ (Beth) 
 
±f=êÉ~ääó= äáâÉÇ= íÜÉ= áåëíêìÅíáçå=xj`pozK=qÜÉ=êÉ~ëçå= áë=ÄÉÅ~ìëÉ= áå= íÜÉ=Åä~ëë=ïÉ=
ïÉêÉ=ÜÉäéáåÖ=É~ÅÜ=çíÜÉê=~åÇ=äÉ~êåáåÖ=Ñêçã=É~ÅÜ=çíÜÉêK≤ (John) 
 

  However, almost 13% of the students had negative attitudes toward the MCSR 
programme. For their negative responses, they could not really express any 
specific reasons except that they all attributed their disinterest to the “weirdness” of 
group work. This was illustrated in the following statements: 
 

“qç=ÄÉ=ÜçåÉëíI= íÜÉ=Åä~ëë=ï~ë=åçí= äáâÉ= íÜÉ=êÉÖìä~ê=Åä~ëëÉë= íÜ~í=ïÉ=ïÉêÉ=ìëÉÇ= íçK=
tÉ=Ü~Ç= íç= ëáí= áå= ÅáêÅäÉë=~åÇ=ïçêâ= áå=ÖêçìéëK=qÜ~í=ï~ë=åçí=îÉêó= áåíÉêÉëíáåÖK≤=
(Mary)=
=
±f=~ã=åçí=ìëÉÇ=íç=íÜ~í=âáåÇ=çÑ=äÉ~êåáåÖK=f=ÇáÇ=åçí=ÑÉÉä=ÅçãÑçêí~ÄäÉ=áå=íÜÉ=Åä~ëëK=
f=äçîÉ=íç=ëÉÉ=íÜÉ=íÉ~ÅÜÉê=áå=Ñêçåí=çÑ=íÜÉ=Åä~ëë=~ää=íÜÉ=íáãÉK≤=(Jim)=
 

  mçëáíáîÉ= cÉ~íìêÉë= çÑ= j`po.  The most frequently identified strategy as 
“helpful” was the “get-the-gist” strategy. “Get-the-gist” strategy suggests that students 
should read texts paragraph by paragraph and stop to find a main idea for each 
paragraph, rather than read the whole text and then get the main idea. For 
example, a couple of the students remarked: 
 

±få=ãó= çéáåáçåI= ØÖÉí�íÜÉ�Öáëí∞=ï~ë= ~= îÉêó=ìëÉÑìä=ï~ó= çÑ= êÉ~ÇáåÖK=bîÉå=åçï= f=
~ééäó=íÜáë=ëíê~íÉÖó=áå=ïÜ~í=f=êÉ~ÇK≤=(Mark)=
=
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±qÜÉ=ãçëí=ÜÉäéÑìä=íÜáåÖ=ï~ë=íÜÉ=ØÖÉí�íÜÉ�Öáëí∞=é~êíK=tÉ=ÇáÇ=åçí=Ü~îÉ=íç=êÉ~Ç=~ää=
íÜÉ=é~ê~Öê~éÜë=~åÇ=íÜÉå=ÑáåÇ=çìí=ïÜ~í=íÜÉ=íÉñí=ï~ë=~ÄçìíK≤=(George)=
=

One feature of the MCSR intervention most popular among the MCSR students 
was the group or cooperative learning component. The students stressed that 
group learning in MCSR allowed them to easily work on reading materials with the 
help of their group-mates, as noted in the following comments: 

 
“f=ÖìÉëë=çåÉ=éçëáíáîÉ=ÑÉ~íìêÉ=çÑ=íÜÉ=éêçÖê~ããÉ=ï~ë=íÜÉ=ï~ó=íÜ~í=ïÉ=äÉ~êåÉÇ=íÜÉ=
êÉ~ÇáåÖ=ã~íÉêá~äë=áå=ÖêçìéëK=qÜ~í=áë=íç=ë~óI=ïÉ=ïçêâÉÇ=íçÖÉíÜÉê=áå=Öêçìéë=~åÇ=
ïÉ=âåÉï=ïÜ~í=ïÉ=ïÉêÉ=ÇçáåÖ=ïáíÜ=íÜÉ=íÉñíK≤=(Paul)=
=
±^Åíì~ääóI= íÜ~í=ï~ë= íÜÉ=Öêçìé=ïçêâK=tÉ=ïçêâÉÇ= íçÖÉíÜÉê=~åÇ=ÅççéÉê~íÉÇ= áå=~=
ï~óK= bîÉå= íÜçìÖÜ= áí= ëÉÉãÉÇ= ~= äáííäÉ= Äáí= ëíê~åÖÉ= çå= íÜÉ= Ñáêëí= Ç~óI= f= íÜáåâ= ïÉ=
êÉ~äáëÉÇ=ä~íÉê=íÜ~í=áí=ï~ë=ãìÅÜ=ãçêÉ=ÉÑÑÉÅíáîÉ=íç=äÉ~êå=íÜáåÖë=áå=Öêçìéë=ê~íÜÉê=
íÜ~å=áåÇáîáÇì~ääóK≤=(Beth)=
 

  kÉÖ~íáîÉ= ÑÉ~íìêÉë= çÑ= j`po.  Approximately 90% of the respondents 
identified the “Preview” strategy component of the intervention as less useful. In 
addition, 13% of the students who did not have positive attitudes towards MCSR 
stated that learning based on group models did not work out for them:  
 

±^åÇI=íÜÉ=éêÉîáÉï=ëíê~íÉÖó=êÉ~ääó=ÇáÇ=åçí=ã~âÉ=~åó=ëÉåëÉK=fí=ï~ë=âáåÇ=çÑ=ìëÉäÉëëI=
íÜ~í=áë=íç=ë~óI=áí=ï~ë=~å=áåÉÑÑÉÅíáîÉ=~Åíáîáíó=íç=ÇçK=f=ï~ë=ïçåÇÉêáåÖ=ïÜó=ïÉ=ÇáÇ=
áíK≤=Ed~ÄêáÉäF=
=
±f=ÅçìäÇå∞í=ÅçåÅÉåíê~íÉ=çå=íÜÉ=äÉëëçåK=f=~äï~óë=ïáëÜÉÇ=f=ÅçìäÇ=Ü~îÉ=ÄÉÉå=~ÄäÉ=íç=
Öç=íÜêçìÖÜ=íÜÉ=äÉëëçåë=~äçåÉK≤=(Peter)=

 
  `çãé~êáëçå=çÑ=j`po=ïáíÜ=çíÜÉê=båÖäáëÜ=Åä~ëëÉë. The majority of the 
students, i.e., nearly 87% of them, perceived the MCSR class differently from their 
other English classes. One major contrast that was identified from students' 
responses was related to the learning environment. Students noted that MCSR 
provided a different type of learning environment. In fact, they pointed out that 
MCSR could provide a learning environment which was more interactive than any 
other English classes that they had had before. They believed that they could 
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actively participate in the learning process. The following comments are excerpts 
from their Opinionnaires: 
 

±qÜÉ=äÉëëçåë=ïÉêÉ=åçí=ÄçêáåÖK=qÜÉ=áåëíêìÅíçê=~äï~óë=íêáÉÇ=íç=ÜÉäé=ìë=íç=ÄÉ=~ÅíáîÉ=
Äó=áåîçäîáåÖ=ìë=áå=~ÅíáîáíáÉë=íÜ~í=ÜÉ=Ü~Ç=ÇÉëáÖåÉÇK=få=çíÜÉê=Åä~ëëÉë=íÜáë=áë=åçí=íÜÉ=
Å~ëÉK≤=E_çÄF=
±få=ëçãÉ=çíÜÉê=Åä~ëëÉë=óçì=Ü~îÉ=íç=ëáí=íÜÉêÉ=~åÇ=àìëí=äáëíÉå=íç=ïÜ~í=íÜÉ=íÉ~ÅÜÉê=áë=
ÖçáåÖ= íç= ë~óK= ^äëçI= áå= çíÜÉê= båÖäáëÜ= Åä~ëëÉë= ïÜÉå= íÉ~ÅÜÉêë= í~äâI= f∞ã= ÖçáåÖ= íç=
ëäÉÉéK=f=ãÉ~å=f=Ççå∞í=Å~êÉ=ïÜ~í=íÜÉó=ë~óK=_ìíI=áå=íÜÉ=j`po=Åä~ëëI=íÜÉ=äÉ~êåáåÖ=
ÉåîáêçåãÉåí=ï~ë=ÇáÑÑÉêÉåíK=fí=ÅçìäÇ=âÉÉé=ìë=ãçíáî~íÉÇK≤=(Tim)=
=

  Nevertheless, only five students, i.e., 13% of the students had opposing views 
about the MCSR programme. They all shared one common idea about the 
contrast that they reported. In fact they all referred to the learning principle that 
MCSR employed that is, cooperative learning. They continuously stressed that 
individualistic learning in their other classes is more effective for them than leaning 
which is based on group models. An example of their comments is as follows: 
 

±^ÇãáííÉÇäóI= çíÜÉê= båÖäáëÜ= Åä~ëëÉë= ïÉêÉ= ãçêÉ= ÉÑÑÉÅíáîÉK= f= ï~ë= ïÉää�çêÖ~åáëÉÇ=
~åÇ=ÅçìäÇ=í~âÉ=åçíÉë=çÑ=ïÜ~í=íÜÉ=áåëíêìÅíçêë=ë~áÇK=få=j`po=Åä~ëëI=f=ï~ë=âáåÇ=çÑ=
ÅçåÑìëÉÇK=f=ÇáÇ=åçí=âåçï=ïÜáÅÜ=é~êí=çÑ=íÜÉ=äÉëëçåë=ï~ë=áãéçêí~åí=Ñçê=íÜÉ=Ñáå~ä=
Éñ~ãK≤=(Roger)=
=

  táääáåÖåÉëë=íç=ÅçåíáåìÉ=ïáíÜ=j`poJäáâÉ=~ééêç~ÅÜÉë. The majority of 
the students, except the very five students who did not have positive attitudes 
towards MCSR, said that they would continue with the MCSR-like classes. Across 
these five students’ responses, the reason for discontinuity with MCSR-type 
instructional methods was found to be attributable to their preferred personal 
learning styles. Their reluctance with MCSR can be noted in their comments: 
 

±fí=ÇçÉë=åçí=êÉ~ääó=ã~âÉ=ëÉåëÉK=bîÉêóçåÉ=ãìëí=í~âÉ=Å~êÉ=çÑ=íÜÉáê=çïå=äÉ~êåáåÖK=
líÜÉêïáëÉI= íÜÉó= ïáää= äçëÉ= íê~Åâ= çÑ= íÜÉáê= äÉ~êåáåÖK= ^ë= áí= xj`poz= áãéÉÇÉÇ= ãó=
ÉÑÑÉÅíáîÉ=äÉ~êåáåÖI=f=Çç=åçí=ï~åí=íç=Öç=çå=ïáíÜ=ëìÅÜ=éêçÖê~ããÉK≤=EeÉåêóF=
=
±kçI=f=ïçìäÇ=åçí=äáâÉ=íçK=qÜÉ=êÉ~ëçå=áë=ÄÉÅ~ìëÉ=f=~ã=ãçêÉ=ÅçãÑçêí~ÄäÉ=ïÜÉå=f=
~ã=ïçêâáåÖ=Äó=ãóëÉäÑ≤K=(Peter)=
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  As stated earlier, 87% of the students showed strong desire for the MCSR. 
They all explained that the main reason that they would continue with the MCSR 
class was that they found group learning effective. Some of the examples of their 
comments are as follows: 

±kçí=çåäó=Çç=f=ïáëÜ=íç=ÅçåíáåìÉ=ïáíÜ=íÜÉ=j`po=Åä~ëëI=Äìí=~äëç=f=Çç=ÜçéÉ=f=Å~å=
ÉñéÉêáÉåÅÉ= çåÅÉ= ~Ö~áå= ~å= ÉÑÑÉÅíáîÉ= áåëíêìÅíáçå~ä= ãÉíÜçÇ= äáâÉ= íÜ~í= áå= çíÜÉê=
Åä~ëëÉëI=íççK≤=(Gary) 
=
±f= íÜáåâ= íÜáë= áë=~=åÉï=ãÉíÜçÇ= áå=çìê=ìåáîÉêëáíóK=pçI= áí=ïáää= í~âÉ= íáãÉ=Ñçê= áí= íç=
ÄÉÅçãÉ=éçéìä~ê=~Åêçëë=íÜÉ=ìåáîÉêëáíóK=páåÅÉ=áí=ï~ë=êÉ~ääó=ÉÑÑÉÅíáîÉ=~åÇ=ÜÉäéÑìäI=f=
ï~åí=íç=ÉñéÉêáÉåÅÉ=áí=~Ö~áåK≤=(Melissa)=

 
 
VKM  afp`rppflk=
=
In this study, we provided the MCSR intervention to university-level EFL students 
in order to investigate students’ responses to the intervention with regard to the 
gains that they made on a researcher-developed reading comprehension test. We 
also attempted to evaluate their perceptions about the efficacy of the MCSR class.  
  The quantitative evaluation manifested that there was no statistically significant 
difference in the students’ mean scores after the treatment programme. Moreover, 
the effect of the treatment, or rather the practical significance of the intervention, 
was very low. As logic suggests, on the basis of this study alone, it is difficult to 
ascertain about the factors accounting for a multi-dimensional process like reading 
comprehension. In experimental research, the conventional criterion of statistical 
significance testing is still well received despite the criticisms. To our way of 
thinking, the statistical non-significance should not detract from the potential 
benefits and ability of the treatment to enhance EFL reading comprehension 
revealed in the qualitative findings. This does not, however, mean that we can 
ignore the statistically no-difference finding. What is intended is that we should 
look at the situation more realistically. 
  Overall, the students’ minimal responsiveness to intervention in this study may 
be related to both individual and instructional factors. A few possible explanations 
for the lack of statistically significant effects can be summarised as: (a) failing to 
address the language proficiency level of students before conducting the study; (b) 
failing to familiarise students sufficiently well with the intervention at the 
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pretreatment stage; and (c) students failing to realise the importance of reading 
strategy instruction. 
  In addition, it is pertinent to note that students in this study may have had a 
stronger response to the intervention if it had been delivered with greater intensity 
and conducted over a longer period of time. Pedagogically, this refers to the 
notion of instructional dosage (Faggella-Luby & Deshler, 2008), which is 
composed of four interconnected factors: (a) group size, (b) instructional period, 
(c) frequency, and (d) duration. Group size is related to the student-to-teacher ratio 
during instruction. The instructional period refers to the length of each session 
which can be at variance. Frequency is concerned with the number of times 
students are instructed during a week. Duration, the final factor in the instructional 
dosage, refers to both the optimal total number of sessions students should be 
instructed and the optimal length of time from start to finish. In short, what all this 
adds up to is that it is absolutely necessary to ensure that interventional studies are 
being implemented in the right dosage prior to conducting any research. 
Otherwise, research outcomes could be compromised if dosage is not carefully 
addressed. 
  The qualitative evaluation from the post-intervention Opinionnaires, however, 
indicated that most of the participating students did have positive attitudes towards 
the intervention. The researchers postulate that university-level EFL students have 
a high preference for communicative and cooperative activities and the popular 
sentiment that students resist group work because of their long-standing 
conventional learning tradition might no longer holds.  
  A caveat may be of relevance here. Educational experts’ reactions to 
innovations that emerge from different parts of the world differ. Sometimes, 
innovations may be blindly embraced by the enthusiastic practitioners due to their 
newness. Other times, they are likely to be rejected by the prejudiced, local 
practitioners simply because of their first impressions that did not agree with them. 
An all-important lesson that we learned from this study was that learning is 
context-dependent. The one-size-fits-all type of instruction does not seem to work. 
Apparently, students have various sorts of pedagogical needs. Enthusiastic 
researchers attempting to meet these needs in educational settings should be 
attentive to different aspects of the dynamics of the classrooms. Thus, taking an 
extremist view on instructional methods could do irreparable harm to effective 
education. We are all conscious of the issue that “There is not any one way to 
teach reading” (Coady, 1979, p.11). What is hoped for, then, is that academicians 
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come to believe that such instructional approaches as MCSR are just available 
approaches that they can add to their existing repertoire of effective teaching 
techniques. 
  In addition, students’ strong desire for cooperative learning should not blind us 
to the fact that this interest may be due to the novelty effects, a notion that often 
goes unaddressed particularly in interventional studies. Novelty effects in research 
refer to the likelihood that the effects of an intervention can be, to some extent, 
dependent on their newness and novelty in the settings in which they are 
employed. Thus, participating students’ strong preference can be attributed to the 
issue that MCSR was implemented under conditions in which it was particularly 
infrequent and novel. Interventions that are novel to the students may be more 
effective. Future replications of such studies with frequent application of MCSR 
can possibly be informative and enlightening.  
  The other findings of the qualitative evaluation manifested that a few of the 
students show minimal responsiveness to the MCSR intervention. Such a small 
degree of responsiveness may also be related to both individual and instructional 
factors.  Possible explanations that can be offered for the lack of students’ interest 
in such instructional programmes are that individual differences and their personal 
learning styles are not taken into account before conducting studies and most 
importantly the delivery of the instruction in terms of intensity is not properly 
addressed. The reluctant students may have had a different response to the 
intervention if MCSR had been delivered with a higher degree of intensity and 
duration. 
  The present study was, in no uncertain terms, limited in view of its research 
design. Due to the constraints imposed by the research site on this study, we were 
unable to include a control group. Thus, the use of only one group could have had 
a weakening effect on the quantitative outcome of the study. In fact, the lack of a 
control group in interventional research is a major weakness which should be 
taken into serious consideration. Admittedly, another limitation is related to the 
instructional dosage (i.e., its frequency and its remarkably brief duration). It is not 
unlikely that an intervention with proper instructional dosage would have resulted 
in greater gains. In addition, it is also possible that the researcher-developed 
reading comprehension test did not have strong psychometric properties for the 
subjects in this study.  
  Moreover, a small sample size and the limited number of the questions 
incorporated in the Opinionnaire may have been unable to provide a 
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comprehensive picture of students’ perceptions on MCSR. It should also be noted 
that since students were requested to complete the Opinionnaires before their 
final exam, they might have shown unreal positiveness in order to impress their 
instructor. These limitations should be taken into serious consideration in future 
MCSR studies. Thus, the results in the current study should be interpreted with 
caution. One lesson that we learned from this study is that enthusiastic researchers 
searching for quick fixes in educational settings would, in the end, feel dismayed 
by the outcome of their research and, accordingly, could do a disservice to 
students who are in need of effective (EFL reading) instruction. Therefore, we 
wish to initiate a call for further research on MCSR effectiveness with appropriate 
instructional dosage and also with a stronger research design. Inclusion of a 
control group is the first, vital step that needs to be taken in order to provide a 
more comprehensive picture of MCSR and its effectiveness.  
 
 
NMKM  `lk`irpflk=
=
Overall findings manifest that EFL learners can benefit from these two effective 
reading instructional elements. Undoubtedly, well organised small-group learning 
combined with research-based reading strategy instruction is a structure that holds 
great promise. We therefore suggest that reading instruction for university-level 
EFL students include a bridging strategy that can provide reading strategy 
instruction combined with much-needed, scaffolded learning.  Moreover, if we 
intend to extend the notion of cooperation beyond the classroom confines, then 
teachers, instructors, and lecturers play influential roles in implementing MCSR or 
MCSR-like practices in classrooms. On a general note, a learning experience 
should be ÉÇìÅ~íáîÉK In other words, as it helps build up knowledge generation, it 
must also increase the possibility that students could seek similar but expanded 
experiences in the future. With regard to the fact that current instructional 
approaches in some EFL contexts fall short of being ÉÇìÅ~íáîÉ, the findings of this 
study are important in helping EFL academicians modify or adjust their practices 
in meeting their students’ educational needs. Students in this study voiced their 
preferences; however, what remains to be seen are the new avenues such student 
voices might open for EFL language pedagogy in general. Hence, to meet 
students’ unique educational needs, constant attempts should be made to insert 
additional studies of this nature high on the research agenda.  In sum, we envision 



QQ============================j^plra=wldefI=o^jibb=jrpq^me^=C=qdKklo=ofw^k==

a great payoff in terms of EFL students’ reading comprehension outcomes, 
provided that we can effect a change in current instructional practices and prompt 
our colleagues to consider adopting more appropriate evidence-based methods of 
teaching for the settings in which they teach EFL reading. 
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