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Ooverview

This paper reviews the recent theoretical and empirical literature relevant to
metacognition and reading comprehension. The first chapter presents a
definition of metacognition and considers different types of metacognitive
knowledge and the interaction among these types. The second chapter is
concerned with the methods of teaching cognitive/metacognitive reading
strategies. The third chapter deals with the instruments for assessing students’
metacognitive knowledge. The last chapter presents the conclusions drawn
from the previous literature and the author’s recommendations for

incorporating metacognitive knowledge into reading lessons.



Chapter One

Metacognitive Knowledge

1.0 Introduction

Metacognition has received a considerable attention by language teaching
theoreticians and researchers alike for three main reasons. The first reason
is that metacognitive knowledge develops good thinkers and lifelong learners
who can cope with new situations in this rapidly changing world (Eggen and
Kaucbak, 1995). The second reason is that integrating metacognitive
knowledge into language instruction develops learners who can take charge of
their own learning (Bonds et al., 1992; Garb, 2000). The final reason is that a
metacognitive knowledge base is essential for effective language learning. As
Devine (1993) puts it, a successful language learner is “one who has ample
metacognitive knowledge about the self as learner, about the nature of the
cognitive task at hand and about appropriate strategies for achieving

cognitive goals” (p. 109).

1.1 Definition of Metacognition

In the literature, some educators (e.g., Biehler and Snowman, 1993; Eggen and
Kaucbak, 1995) argue that metacognition is one’s knowledge about one’s own
cognition. For example, Biehler and Snowman (1993) define metacognition in

relation to cognition in the following way:

[T]he term cognition is used to describe the ways in which
information is processed —i.e. the ways it is attended to, recognized,
encoded, stored in memory for various lengths of time, retrieved

from storage and used for one purpose or another. Metacognition



refers to our knowledge about these operations and how they might

best be used to achieve a learning goal. (p. 390)

Other educators (e.g., Collins, 1994; Leahey and Harris, 1997; Maitland,
2000) expand the definition of metacognition to include self-regulation of one’s
own cognition. As defined by Leahey and Harris (1997) metacognition is “[t]he

knowledge, awareness, and monitoring of one’s own cognition” (p. 221).

As indicated--from the aforementioned definitions—metacognition can be
defined as the conscious awareness of one’s own cognition and the conscious

control of one’s own learning.

1.2 Metacognitive Knowledge

In line with the definitions stated earlier, some educators (e.g., Devine, 1993;
Jung, 1992) identify metacognitive knowledge as knowledge about one’s own
cognition, while others (e.g., Anderson, 2001; Conner, 2002a; Hertzog, 2002)
argue that metacognitive knowledge involves, among other things, knowledge

about self-regulation of one’s own learning.

As gleaned from the preceding information, it can be argued that
metacognition involves two major types of knowledge: (1) knowledge about
one’s own cognition and (2) knowledge about self-regulation of one’s own
learning. The former type involves knowledge about self, task, and cognitive
strategies, while the latter involves knowledge about metacognitive strategies.
These subcategories of metacognitive knowledge are discussed next in relation

to the area of reading.



1.2.1 Knowledge about Self

Knowledge about self refers to the reader’s perception of his or her reading
abilities as well as his or her background knowledge about the topic he or she
Is going to read (Alderson, 2000; Kohonen et al., 2001).

With regard to self-perception, it is argued that students’ judgments of their
own capabilities to accomplish a specific task are closely related to the their
success on this task. More specifically, when students believe they can succeed
in a task, they are more likely to undertake this task (Alderman, 1999).
Moreover, Pajares and Miller (1994) assert that students with strong self-
efficacy are less likely to give up than those who are paralyzed with doubts
about their capabilities. Consistent with this view, McCabe and Margolis
(2001) claim that

Students whose self-efficacy for reading is low often resist reading or
apathetically go through the motions of learning to read. In contrast,
the same student often exert considerable effort, tenacity, and
discipline in activities they feel self-efficacious, such as athletics or

drawing. (p. 1)

Bandura (1997) proposes that the level of self-efficacy affects students’
learning strategies in the following ways:

(@) The higher students perceive self-efficacy, the higher the goals they set
for themselves and the firmer their commitment to these goals;

(b) Students who are efficacious visualize success scenarios that provide
guides and support for performance while those who have a low sense of
efficacy visualize failure scenarios; and

(c) Students with higher self-efficacy use more cognitive and metacognitive

strategies and persist longer than those with low sense of efficacy.



Bandura (1994) also proposes that students’ beliefs about their capabilities
come from four main sources: (a) prior task accomplishments, (b) vicarious
experiences (observing others), (c) verbal persuasion, and (d) psychological

states.

Julaeha (1994) and Pajares (1996) suggest that the following strategies can
be used for developing students’ self-efficacy:
(@) giving low-self efficacy students opportunities to read to other students,
(b) allowing low-self efficacy students to experience easy suCCesses,
(c) allowing low-self efficacy students to see other students manage task
demands successfully, and
(d) persuading low-self efficacy students that they possess the capabilities to

master a certain skill.

In the same vein, McCabe and Margolis (2001) offer the following

suggestions for enhancing readers’ self-efficacy:

(a) using materials at the student’s proper instructional and comfort levels,

(b) creating expectations of success by giving students small, meaningful
tasks that require only moderate effort to produce success,

(c) starting with tasks similar to those on which students achieved frequent
success,

(d) showing students how to use a simple, step-by-step strategy to achieve
success on a specific task,

(e) providing students with frequent, immediate feedback and assistance
when introducing something new,

() providing multiple opportunities for supported and independent
practice,

(9) providing moderate, competitive challenges,

(h) helping students set and monitor realistic, short-term goals,

(i) meeting with students privately and listening carefully for their needs,
9



(J) making students aware of their success,

(K) helping students focus on their achievements,

(I) employing self-attribution strategies,

(m) making encouraging comments and providing needed information,

(n) having students observe models and engaging them in important
reading behaviors that they could succeed at with modest-to-moderate
effort and practice,

(0) having students verbalize the specific rules and strategies they are using
to succeed at the task,

(p) assigning tasks that students immediately recognize as interesting or
valuable such as reading about films they want to see,

(q) providing reinforcers to students shortly after completing a task that
aroused feelings of inadequacy,

(r) surrounding struggling readers with good readers whom they respect
and who value reading,

(s) providing opportunities for struggling readers to excel,

(t) having students engage in paired reading with a supportive adult,

(u) reducing anticipated anxiety, and

(v) listening carefully to students to learn about their interests and

capitalizing on an interest each and every day.

With regard to the reader’s background knowledge, it is argued by many
educators (e.g., Crandall et al., 2001; Day, 1994; Lin, 2002; Singhal, 1998) that

students’ background knowledge plays a critical role in reading comprehension

and that good readers draw on prior knowledge to understand what they read.

It follows from this that readers must activate their prior knowledge base or

build a base if one does not exist in order to comprehend what they read.

To build students’ background knowledge, Christen and Murphy (1991)

suggest that the teacher should remember to: (a) show information through

10



demonstrations, multimedia and graphics, (b) use outside resources such as

trips, and (c) tell about the topic from his/her own experience.

Research related to knowledge about self in the area of reading suggests
that: (a) students’ self-perceptions of their reading abilities influence their
motivation, attitudes, and reading comprehension (O’Sullivan, 1992; Simpson
and Nist, 2000); (b) good readers possess more positive beliefs about their
reading abilities than poor readers (Enrlich et al., 1993; Fan, 1999); (c) poor
readers are less confident than good readers (Pearson, 1994); (d) students’ self-
perceptions of their reading abilities are closely related to their strategy use
(Brenton, 1997; Chan, 1994); (e) efficacy-building instruction positively affects
students’ reading comprehension and their use of reading strategies (Bouffard
and Vezeau, 1998; Shawaker and Dembo, 1996); (f) students’ self-perceptions
as readers are related to their reading comprehension (Legge, 1994; Brown,
1993; Whiteway, 1995); (g) focusing students’ attention on their own
conditional strategic repertoire before they proceed with a task alleviates the
effects of self-efficacy on reading comprehension (Bouffard-Bouchard, 1995);
(h) successful readers relate information in the texts to their previous
knowledge, whereas less successful readers show little tendency to use their
background knowledge to understand the text at hand (Ono, 1993); (i) content
background knowledge significantly influences readers’ processes and
comprehension (Ai, 1995; Clapham, 1998; Droop and Verhoeven, 1998; Faris
and Smeltzer, 1997); and (j) students with high metalinguistic awareness
outperform those with low metalinguistic awareness on measures of reading
comprehension (Demont and Gombert, 1996; Griffith and Olson, 1992; Isaacs,
1996).

1.2.2 Knowledge about Task
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Wenden (1995) defines task knowledge as “what learners need to know about
(i) the purpose of a task, (ii) the task’s demands, and (iii) implicit in these

considerations, a determination of the kind of task it is” (p. 185).

With respect to task purpose/goal, Van-Duzer (1999) contends that good
readers read with a purpose and understand the purpose of different reading
tasks (e.g., ads to encourage buying, editorials to present opinions, recipes to
give instructions). Alderman (1999) adds that an awareness of the task goal
directs students’ attention and action toward a certain target, helps them to
marshal their resources toward the accomplishment of this goal and to develop
plans and strategies to reach this goal. Moreover, Knutson (1998) contends that

goal setting enhances readers’ interest and performance in the following way:

Because reading is more interesting and text information is
understood and recalled better when reading is purpose driven, it
follows that creating purpose in the classroom reading situation will

enhance readers’ interest and performance. (p. 3)

To provide students with a concrete purpose for reading, Conner (2002b)
suggests that learners should employ the following strategies:
(a) Anticipation Guides,
(b) DRA,
(c) DR-TA,
(d) KWL,
(e) Semantic-Feature Analysis,
() SQSR,
(9) SQ4R, and
(h) Think Alongs.

12



With respect to task demands, Wenden (1995) notes that expert learners
construct mental representations of the task demands in order to determine
how best to go about completing them. She further mentions that these
representations include possible states through which the task will pass on its

way to completion and the constraints under which the task is to be done.

With respect to task type, many educators (e.g., Bakken and Whedon, 2002;
Grossen and Carnine, 1992; Kane, 1998; Pearson and Camperell, 1994) claim
that students’ awareness of task type affects their reading processes as well as
their reading comprehension and that readers who are more knowledgeable
about task characteristics comprehend and recall more of a task than those

who lack this attribute.

A survey of recent research related to task knowledge in the area of reading
reveals that: (a) good readers are more aware of their purposes for reading
than poor readers and adjust their reading strategies accordingly (Loranger,
1994; Martin, 1994); (b) setting goals for reading has positive effects on
readers’ strategy use, comprehension and recall (He, 2001; Jung, 1992; Schraw
and Dennison, 1994); (c) a combination of awareness of reading purpose and
self-regulated strategies improve students’ reading comprehension (O’Shea
and O’Shea, 1994); (d) students’ knowledge of task characteristics influences
their reading behavior, comprehension, and recall (Carrell, 1992; Chen, 1995;
Dymoc, 1998; Leon and Carretero, 1995; Spires et al., 1993); and (e) good
readers are considerably more aware of task characteristics than poor readers
(Ballantyne, 1993).

1.2.3 Knowledge about Cognitive Strategies

Jung (1992) defines knowledge about strategies as the learner’s awareness of
the utility, importance, and effectiveness of cognitive strategies. More
specifically, this type of knowledge refers to the reader’s knowledge about the

13



reading strategies that are likely to succeed in achieving specific goals in

different cognitive undertakings (Biehler and Snowman, 1993).

McDonough (1999) contends that direct instruction in effective strategies
enhances the metacognitive knowledge base of readers and results in
improved reading performance. Garner (1992) adds that for strategies to
enhance reading, they must be employed flexibly and that flexible application
of the strategy demands that ”a reader decides when the strategy is

appropriate...and where to apply it” (p. 245).

Urquhart and Weir (1998) contend that information on effective and
ineffective reading strategies can help improve students’ reading efficiency.
They further claim that awareness of top-down (reader-driven) and bottom-up

(text-driven) processing strategies can benefit readers.

Oxford (1992-1993) contends that readers often use strategies that reflect
their preferred learning styles. For example, readers with an analytic learning
style use strategies such as contrastive analysis, while readers with a global
style use strategies that help them find the big picture (i.e., guessing, scanning,
predicting). She further suggests that students can stretch beyond their
learning style to use a variety of valuable strategies that were initially
uncomfortable to them. However, such strategy training may lead to “style

wars’” between teachers and students (Scarcella and Oxford, 1992).

Van-Duzer (1999) claims that good readers are capable of choosing and
using a variety of strategies depending on the task. Moreover, Many et al.
(1996) contend that good learners approach a reading task in different ways
using different strategies. Chamot and Rubin (1994) add that the use of
strategies varies from one good learner to another “indicating that the good

language learner cannot be described in terms of a single set of strategies but
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rather through the ability to understand and deploy...effective strategies” (p.
772). This, in turn, led some educators (e.g., Machowicz, 1998; Zhang and
Feng, 1997) to suggest that students should be introduced to various reading
strategies to select those that match the type of text and the purpose for which
they are reading. Chan (1996) further suggests that strategy instruction
should be highly individual, depending on “differences in short term

memory, knowledge base, learning style, and student preferences” (p. 125).

Many educators (e,g., Bock, 1993; Harvey and Goudvis, 2000; Keene and
Zimmermann, 1997) have categorized cognitive strategies that can be used to
enhance readers’ comprehension. These strategies include: visualizing,
anticipating information, questioning, inferring, scanning, summarizing,
synthesizing, analyzing, paraphrasing, making connections, chunking,
underlining, using mnemonics, etc. Beckman (2002) suggests that identifying
the most effective one of these strategies depends on the needs of the learner
and the requirements of the task. Oxford (1994) further suggests that these

strategies are most effective when used in combination.

A review of recent research on strategy knowledge in the area of reading
reveals that: (a) explicit teaching of cognitive reading strategies improves
students’ reading comprehension and recall (Abdel-Reheim, 1993; Amer, 1993;
Dabbour, 2001; Johnson et al., 1997; Lemons, 1996; Little, 1994; Myers, 1992;
Park, 1994; Ramos, 1996; Snyder, 2002); (b) using personal learning styles as
part of cognitive strategy training increases the effectiveness and transfer of
training (O’Phelan, 1994); (c) reading strategy verbalization with fading and
feedback promotes students’ self-efficacy, fosters reading comprehension, and
leads to higher strategy use (Schunk and Rice, 1994); (d) good readers are
more aware of the strategies they use than poor readers and choose their
strategies in light of their purposes/goals for reading (e.g., Martin, 1994;

Spedding and Chan, 1993); (e) poor readers do not lack strategies, but they
15



inappropriately choose them (Vann and Abraham, 1992); (f) poor readers
know the same number and kind of strategies as good readers, but their
regulation and use of these strategies is far less effective (Kletzien, 1992); (g)
successful readers are more flexible in strategy use than unsuccessful readers
(Galli-Banducci, 1996; Loranger, 1994; Wang and Guthrie, 1997); (h) female
students use more reading strategies than male students (Medo, 2000); (i) most
of the reading strategies used by students are the same when reading
expository texts in both L1 and L2 (Tang, 1996); (j) strategy instruction has a
positive effect on both L1 and L2 reading strategies and L2 reading
comprehension (Salataci and Akyel, 2002); and (k) strategic behaviors in L1
undergird L2 reading behaviors and the level of second language proficiency
plays a less prominent role in second-language strategic reading than does the

level of strategy use in L1 (Hardin, 2001).

1.2.4 Knowledge about Metacognitive Strategies

Knowledge about metacognitive strategies—often referred to as self-regulation
strategies--refers to the reader’s knowledge about the executive processes he or
she employs before, during, and after reading. Such executive strategies are
considered by many educators (e.g., Collins, 1994; Maitland, 2000; Urquhart
and Weir, 1998) as crucial for reading comprehension. As Collins (1994) puts
it:

It is not enough to be aware of one’s understanding or failure to
understand—a learner must be able to self-regulate his or her
reading process in order to read for comprehension. The reader

needs knowledge about metacognitive strategies. (p. 2)

Moreover, Nist and Simpson (1994) argue that metacognitive strategies
develop students’ self-efficacy and help them to succeed with cognitive
strategies.
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Among the numerous metacognitive strategies, there are three main
strategies that receive primary emphasis in the area of reading: (1) planning,
(2) self-monitoring, and (3) self-assessment. These three strategies are discussed

next.

1.2.4.1 Planning

Planning for reading refers to making a comprehensive plan for dealing with
the text at hand (Dutta, 1995). This strategy stimulates students’ interest,
arouses their expectations, and fosters their motivation to discover what will
occur in the text (Sequero, 1998). It also has the potential to clarify the

purposes for reading and to activate different kinds of schemata (ibid.).

As the student prepares to read, he or she needs to think about his or her
purpose(s) for reading. Is s/he reading to entertain? To understand? To gather
information? Unless he or she knows his or her purpose quite well, reading
will be nothing more than allowing the eyes to scan the print (Tompkins and
Hoskisson, 1995).

As the student plans for reading, he or she judges the relevance or
irrelevance of the text to a particular topic, anticipates the content, recognizes
the difficulty level of the text, proposes strategies for handling the task,
connects prior knowledge to the passage topic, and determines the standards
he or she will use to evaluate his or her own comprehension (Craig and Yore,
1996; Simmons, 1994).

Planning may also go on while a task is being performed. In such a case
readers may change their goals and reconsider the ways in which they will go

about achieving them (Thanasoulas, 2000).
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To assist students in planning for reading, many educators (e.g., Chia, 2002;
Readence et al., 2000; Stoller, 1994; Zaid, 1995) suggest that teachers should
involve students in prereading activities such as skimming, semantic mapping,
and self questioning. These educators claim that such activities stimulate
students’ curiosity, lead them to anticipate what they are going to read, focus
their attention on important information, and activate their prior knowledge

about the passage topic.

Also, to assist students in planning for reading, Manzo and Manzo (1995)
suggest a “PreP” technique which stands for “Pre-reading Plan.” The steps of
this technique are the following:

(@) The teacher asks each student about his or her background knowledge
of the text he or she is going to read.

(b) The teacher discusses student’s background knowledge by asking him or
her to respond to the question: “What made you think of this
information?”

(c) The teacher further activates student’s background knowledge by
asking him or her to respond to the question: “Now, we have discussed

that, do you have any further information before reading?”

Schraw (1998) offers these questions to be answered by the student to assist
him/her in planning for doing any task:
(a) What is the nature of the task?
(b) What is my goal?
(¢) What kind of information and strategies do | need?

(d) How much time and resources will | need?

A review of recent research on planning for reading reveals that: (a) good
readers do more planning than poor readers (Soranastaporn and

Chuedoung, 1999); (b) fluent readers use text aids (e.g., pictures) to predict the
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writer’s ideas prior to reading (Brenna, 1995); and (c) prereading activities
improve students’ reading comprehension (Khalaf, 2002; Tang and Moore,
1992).

1.2.4.2 Self-monitoring

Self-monitoring—or comprehension monitoring as it is often called--refers to
the reader’s regulation of his or her own comprehension during reading
(Glazer, 1992). This metacognitive strategy helps students to restore lost
comprehension and to adapt reading strategies to handle failure when
comprehension breaks down (Schunk, 1997). Zimmerman (1995) adds that
self-monitoring enhances reading because it:

(a) increases selective attention,

(b) helps students determine how effective a performance was,

(c) helps students know how effective a learning strategy was, and

(d) provides an opportunity for students to find a better strategy when the

goal is not met.

Many educators (e.g., Baumann et al. 1993; Collins, 1994; Menchaca and
Ruiz-Escalante, 1995; Schwartz, 1997) cite two categories of strategies that can
be used for self-monitoring during reading: (a) fix-up strategies to resolve
comprehension failures, and (b) studying strategies to enhance storage and
retrieval. The fix-up strategies include focusing on what is understood, deciding
on the importance of ideas, slowing down and allocating extra processing to
problem areas, rereading problem areas, looking back at the text to resolve a
problem, rereading to look for clarification, storing the confusion in the
memory as a pending question in hope that the author will soon provide
clarification, taking notes of problem areas, making an educated guess based

on prior knowledge, and consulting an external source (a teacher, a classmate,
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or a dictionary). The studying strategies include underlining, outlining,

notetaking, summarizing, and self-questioning.

To help students monitor their own comprehension during their progress
through a task, Schraw (1998) suggests that a student should ask
himself/herself the following questions:

(@) Do I have a clear understanding of what I am reading?
(b) Does the task make sense?
() Am I reaching my goals?

(d) Do I need to make changes?

Similarly, Young et al. (2002) suggest that self-monitoring can be
accomplished through self-questioning. They further suggest that questions
such as “Why am | reading this selection?”” and “How am | doing?” and
“What could I have done differently?”” can help students monitor their own

comprehension.

Conner (2002a) suggests that the following strategies provide students with
the opportunity to monitor their own comprehension:
(a) DR-TA,
(b) KWL,
() QAR
(d) ReQuest,
(e) Semantic-Feature Analysis,
(H SQ3R, and
(9) Think Alongs.

Furthermore, Clery and Smith (1993) suggest using the reader-response

journals to help students monitor their own comprehension. They claim that
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such journals can help students to control their own reading processes and to

become more conscious of these processes.

Yang (2002) claims that self-monitoring strategies are crucial to foreign
language readers because they can help them to compensate for their limited

knowledge of vocabulary and grammar of the foreign language.

Some educators (e.g.,, Baumann et al., 1993; May 1994; Wilhelm, 2001)
suggest that teachers can model self-monitoring by thinking aloud as they read.
For example, May (1994) suggests that the teacher can model self-monitoring
through verbalizing aloud the following questions while reading:

(@) Am I really reading this with my goal in mind?

(b) Should I read this slowly to make sure | understand every detail?

(c) Which step goes next?

(d) Why does this step follow the last one?

(e) Now that I know the first event, what do | think the next event will be?

(F) Does this statement really follow from the last statement? (Or is this
author selling me a used car?)

(g) Can I picture the steps (or events) the author wants me to follow?

A review of recent research on comprehension monitoring indicates that: (a)
good readers are more able to monitor their own comprehension than poor
readers (Block, 1992; Devine, 1993; Rubman, 1995; Schmeck, 1993); (b) less
proficient readers utilize fewer comprehension-monitoring strategies than their
proficient peers and apply them more superficially (Lenhart, 1994); (c) direct
instruction in self-monitoring strategies improves students’ reading
comprehension (Cheng, 1995; Hoppes et al., 1997; Jitendra et al., 1998; Malone
and Mastropieri, 1992; Myette, 1993; Payne and Manning, 1992); (d) there is a

positive correlation between self-monitoring and reading comprehension
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(Kinnunen and Vauras, 1995); and (¢) comprehension monitoring increases
with age and reading ability (Hacker, 1997; Pledger, 1992).

1.2.4.3 Self-assessment

Self-assessment is considered by many educators as an important
metacognitive strategy (e.g., Benson, 2001; Maitland, 2000; Shoemaker,
1998; Wenden, 1998b). As Shoemaker (1998) puts it:

Self-assessment has its foundations in metacognition and self-
regulated learning and is seen as having the potential to provide
teachers and students with opportunities to understand and
enhance the ways students monitor and adjust strategic thinking

in literacy learning. (p. 410)

A review of theoretical literature reveals that self-assessment has several
advantages. The first of these advantages is that it promotes students'
autonomy (Ekbatani, 2000; Williams and Burden, 1997; Yancey, 1998). The
second advantage is that the involvement of students in assessing their own
learning improves their metacognition which can, in turn, lead to better
thinking and better learning (Andrade, 1999; O'Malley and Pierce, 1996).
The third advantage of self-assessment is that it enhances students'
motivation which can, in turn, increase their involvement in learning and
thinking (Angelo, 1995; Todd, 2002). The fourth advantage of self-
assessment is that it fosters students’ self-esteem and self-confidence, which
can, in turn, encourage them to see the gaps in their own performance and to
quickly begin filling these gaps (Statman, 1993). The fifth and final
advantage of self-assessment is that it alleviates the teacher’s assessment
burden (Cram, 1995).
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Baker (1996) suggests a framework that students could use to evaluate
their understanding of texts. The standards in her framework are: (a) the
lexical standard, (b) the syntactic standard, (c) the internal consistency
standard, (d) the external consistency standard, (e) the cohesiveness
propositional standard, (f) the structural cohesiveness standard, and (g) the

informational completeness standard.

Wenden (1998a) suggests that self-assessment involves the following:
(a) examining the outcome of attempts to learn,
(b) accessing the criteria used to judge the outcome, and

(c) applying these criteria.

Arter and Spandle (1992) make the point that teacher-generated questions
can encourage learners to evaluate their own learning processes. They
further suggest asking students to respond to the following questions to
engage them in self-assessment:

(a) What is the process you went through to accomplish this task?
(b) What are the problems you encountered?

(c) How does this activity relate to what you have learned before?
(d) What are the strengths of your work? And

(e) What still makes you uneasy?

Anderson (2001) suggests that teachers can help students evaluate their
strategy use by asking them to respond thoughtfully to the following
questions:

(a) What are you trying to accomplish?
(b) What strategies are you using?

(c) How well are you using them? And
(d) What else could you do
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Schraw (1998) offers the following questions to be asked and answered by
the student to engage him/her in self-assessment:
(@) Have | reached my goal?
(b) What worked?
(c) What didn’t work?
(d) Would I do things differently next time?

In addition to teacher-constructed questions and self-questioning, a
number of instruments have been developed for encouraging students to
engage in assessing their own metacognitive knowledge. These instruments
include the K-W-L charts, reading logs, and self-assessment checklists. Each

of these instruments is briefly described next.

1.2.4.3.1 K-W-L Charts and K-W-L Plus

The K-W-L chart (what I “Know”/what | “Want” to know/what I’ve
“Learned”) is one form of self-assessment instruments (Gold, 1997,
Shaaban, 2001). The use of this chart develops students’ metacognitive skills,
keeps them focused and interested during reading, and gives them a sense of
accomplishment when they fill in the L column after reading (Shepard,
2000). Conner (2003b) adds that this chart serves the following purposes:

(a) eliciting students’ prior knowledge,

(b) setting a purpose for reading,

(c) helping students to monitor their comprehension,

(d) allowing students to assess their comprehension,

(e) providing an opportunity for the students to expand ideas beyond the

text.

Hopper (2000) suggests adding a fourth step to the K-W-L chart to
maximize its usefulness. This step, as he suggests, stands for “What 1 still

want to know about the given topic.” Bryan (1998) also offers a suggestion to
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extend the K-W-L chart by adding a “where” column in which learners

focus on where specific information can be located. In addition, McLaughlin

(1994) suggests the following additions to the K-W-L chart:

(a) What we think we know, but aren’t sure about.

(b) What’s our evidence for what we know?

(c) How we might find out what we want to know.

(d) What could we find out by interacting with or observing the
materials/phenomena, rather than by reading or asking experts?

(e) What questions do we still have?

Tannenbaum (1996) suggests that the K-W-L chart can be used as a class
activity or on an individual basis and that this chart can be completed in the

first language for students with limited English proficiency.

A survey of recent research on the K-W-L chart revealed that only one
study was conducted in this area in the last ten years. In this study, Burns
(1994) investigated the effect of the K-W-L chart on the reading
comprehension and reading attitude of fifth-grade students. The results
indicated that the K-W-L chart had a significant effect on the subjects’
reading comprehension, but did not significantly affect their reading
attitude.

1.2.4.3.2 Reading Logs

Reading logs go by a variety of names including response journals, literature
journals, and reading journals. Such logs are records of the students’
experiences in reading outside or inside the classroom. Students can use
these logs to record their reading processes, make notes of their awareness of
ambiguities and inconsistencies in the text, and comment on how they dealt
with difficulties (Carlisle, 2000; Cobine, 1995a; Hiemstra, 2001). At regular

intervals, the students reflect on and analyze what they have written in their
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logs to diagnose their own strengths and weaknesses and to suggest possible

remedies for their reading problems (Cobine, 1995b). The advantages of this

instrument include (Commander and Smith, 1996; Conrad, 1995; Kerka,

1996):

(a) encouraging students to become self reflective,

(b) promoting autonomous learning,

(c) fostering students’ self-confidence, and

(d) providing the teacher with assessable data on students’ metacognitive
skills, and with valuable suggestions for improving students’

performance.

However, reading logs require time and effort from students and teachers
(Angelo and Cross, 1993). Moreover, unless a continuing attempt is made to
focus on strengths, this format can leave students demoralized from paying

too much attention to their weaknesses and failures (ibid.).

Macon et al. (1991) suggest that the reader can divide the reading log into
two columns. They further suggest that the left column can be labeled
“Predictions” and the right column “What Happened.” In the left column
the reader predicts what will happen in the passage before reading it. After

reading, he or she writes what actually happened in the right column.

A review of recent research on reading logs reveals that these logs improve
students’ reflection (Matsumoto, 1996), critical thinking skills (Demolli,
1997), reading comprehension (Olsen, 1991; Saunders et al., 1999; Yung,
1995), and metacognitive awareness (EI-Hindi, 1997).

1.2.4.3.3 Self-assessment Checklists
A checklist consists of a list of specific behaviors and a place for checking

whether each is present or absent (Tenbrink, 1999). Through the use of
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checklists students can self-assess their own reading processes and become

aware of these processes (Burt and Keenan, 1995; Harris et al., 1996).

Self-assessment checklists can be developed by the teacher or the students
themselves through classroom discussions (Meisles, 1993). Moreover, some
examples of checklists are now available for students to use for self-assessing
their own reading processes (e.g., EI-Koumy, 2002; Miholic, 1994; Zaza,
2001). The following figure, for example, shows a checklist that can be used

for self-assessing reading processes.

The Reading Process Checklist

Name: Date:

() Read the following strategies, and check (v') in the boxes the ones you
actually employed before, during and after reading the article you have just
finished.

(1) Before reading, |
looked up all the big words in a dictionary. [J
made predictions about what the article was likely to contain. [J
skimmed the text quickly for the main idea. [I
read the title first and imagined what the article might be about. [J
read the title and drew inferences from it. [
used embedded headings as advanced organizers. [J
related the title to my personal experience. [J
previewed the headings and pictures contained in the article and anticipated

information to come. [

decided on why | was going to read this article. [J

27



asked myself questions | would like to have answered in the article. [J
conceptualized the content of the text in a map. [J

thought about what | already knew and how it might relate to the title. [J

Other (please specify): -------------===------

(2) During reading, |
looked up all the words I did not know in a dictionary. [J
asked the teacher for the meanings of unfamiliar words. [J
used the context to guess the meanings of unfamiliar words. [J
skipped words that may add relatively little to total meaning. [J
mentally sounded out parts of the words | did not know. [J
anticipated what would come next. [J
categorized information | understood. [J
made guesses about what would come next and checked to see if my guesses
were right or wrong. [J
tried to answer the questions | asked myself. [
tried to get the overall meaning of the article. [J
tried to get the meaning of each word. [
focused on the grammatical structures of the article. [J
focused on the writer's purpose. [J
focused on the overall structure of the given article. [J
related the text content to my own background knowledge of the subject. [I
underlined important points. [J
took notes in the margin. [J

made up questions and looked for answers to these questions. [J
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made predictions and verified these predictions. [J
formulated hypotheses and tested them. [

looked at the illustrations contained in the text and related them to the

content. [
looked at the illustrations contained in the text without relating them to the

content. []
Other (please specify): ----------=mnmmnmm--

(3) After reading, |
checked to see if I met my purpose for reading the article. [J

checked to see how many words | learned from the article. [J
paraphrased the most important points. [J

made a summary of the information read. [

made an outline of the main idea and supporting details. [J
made a list of all the important points. [J

reread the parts I did not understand. [J

Other (please specify): --------------

(1) In your estimation, to what extent the processes you employed in this
session helped you understand the article you have just read?

(@) notatall (b)alittle (c) more than a little (d) very much

Source: Abdel Salam A. El-Koumy (2002). Effect of self-assessment of reading processes versus
products on EAP readers' comprehension. Journal of Reading & Literacy (pp. 1-22). Ain
Shams University, Faculty of Education: Egyptian Reading & Literacy Association
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A survey of recent research on self-assessment checklists revealed that
only one study was conducted in this area in the last ten years. In this study,
Allan (1995) found that ready-made checklists risked skewing readers’

responses to those the checklist writer had thought of.

In addition to the empirical studies conducted in the areas of the K-W-L
charts, reading logs and self-assessment checklists, other studies were
conducted in the area of self-assessment and reading comprehension in the

last ten years. These studies are briefly reported below.

Block (1992) compared the self-assessments of proficient readers with those
of non-proficient readers. The results indicated that unlike proficient readers,
the non-proficient readers relied most extensively on a lexical standard when
self-assessing their own comprehension. She wrote, “When they [non-proficient
readers] didn’t understand words, they felt they didn’t understand the
sentence, when they did, they felt they had understood the sentence” (p. 334).

Moore and Zabrucky (1992) examined the effects of age and skill on self-
judged reading comprehension. The results showed that more skilled
younger students tended to lower their comprehension judgments while
younger students who were less skilled assessed their comprehension as

superior to their more skilled peers.

Maki et al. (1994) examined the relationship between students’ ability to
comprehend and their ability to self-assess their own comprehension. The
results indicated that better and faster comprehenders judged their levels of

performance more accurately than did poorer and slower comprehenders.

Matthews (1998) investigated the nature of sixth-grade students’ self-
assessment of their literacy performance. The results indicated that low-

performing students who self-assessed their reading performance
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demonstrated a change to a more positive perception of themselves as readers

and reported more strategic behaviors by the end of the study.

Shoemaker (1998) found that fourth-grade students with special
education needs provided evidence of their ability to engage in self-
assessment of literacy learning when they were asked to do so, but their self-
assessments tended to reflect surface elements of reading rather than

reflections of strategic thinking.

1.3 Interaction among Types of Metacognitive

Knowledge

Many educators (e.g., Anderson, 2001; Bandura, 1994; Stallworth-Clark et al.,
2000) assume that the different types of metacognitive knowledge are
interactive. Bandura (1994), for example, argues that students’ self-efficacy

interacts with task and strategy knowledge in the following way:

People with high assurance in their capabilities approach difficult
tasks as challenges to be mastered rather than as threats to be
avoided. Such an efficacious outlook fosters intrinsic interest and
deep engrossment in activities. They set themselves challenging goals
and maintain strong commitment to them. They heighten and
sustain their effects in the face of failure. They quickly recover their
sense of efficacy after failure or setbacks. They attribute failure to
insufficient effort or deficient knowledge and skills which are

acquirable. (p. 1)

Knowledge about the task also interacts with knowledge about self and
strategies. According to Alderson (2000), readers alter their cognitive reading

strategies based on the purpose of the task and task demands. Benson (2001)
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adds that planning for, monitoring, and evaluating one’s own reading
comprehension are dependent upon the task knowledge and performed in
relation to specific goals, and that students’ awareness of these goals promotes

the development of plans and strategies that help to reach these goals.

Strategy use is also related to knowledge about self and task. In this respect,
Cohen (1998) states that the effectiveness of a strategy depends largely on the
characteristics of a given learner. Skehan (1998) adds that the strategies one
adopts “may partly reflect personal preference” (p. 217). Moreover, Singhal
(2001), among others, contends that students choose their reading strategies

depending on their knowledge about the task.

A review of recent research on the interaction among types of metacognitive
knowledge indicates that: (a) students’ choice of reading strategies is affected
by students’ self-perceptions, their background knowledge, and task
characteristics (Liang, 1997; Moran, 1998); (b) reading strategy instruction
promotes students’ self-efficacy (Nicaise and Gettinger, 1995; Schunk and Rice,
1992); (c) self-assessment is influenced by task characteristics, students’
background knowledge, and learner characteristics (Moritz, 1995); (d) goal
setting has a powerful influence on comprehension monitoring (Cheng, 1995);
(e) the use of self-regulating comprehension strategies improves poor readers’
self-efficacy (Nicaise, 1993); (f) self-assessment develops students’ self-
efficacy (Smolen et al.,, 1995); and (g) tasks which invite learners to set
personal goals and to self-evaluate their own performance increase students’

awareness of themselves (Kohonen, 1993).

Chapter Two
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Methods of Teaching Cognitive/Metacognitive
Strategy Knowledge

2.0 Introduction

Many theoreticians and researchers recommend that students, particularly
poor readers, need instruction in reading strategies, including metacognitive
ones (e.g., Cohen, 1998; Gersten et al., 1997; Nunan, 1997; Pressley and El-
Dinary, 1997; Swanson and De La Paz, 1998; Williams, 2000). The underlying
premise of strategy instruction is that such instruction helps students to
monitor their own learning. As Cohen (1998) puts it: “Strategy
training...encourages students to find their own pathways to success, and thus it
promotes learner autonomy and self-direction” (p. 67). As far as reading is
concerned, reading strategy instruction may be (1) detached from reading, (2)
embedded in reading, or (3) a combination of the two. Each of these methods is

briefly described next.

2.1 Detached Strategy Instruction

Some theoreticians and researchers (e.g., Casazza, 1993; Hock et al., 1995;
Rosenshine and Meister, 1992) recommend teaching reading strategies in
isolation from authentic contexts. The steps involved in using this method are
the following:

(a) The WHAT step: In this step the teacher identifies the strategy by naming,
defining and describing it.

(b) The HOW step: In this step the teacher explains the procedure of
implementing the strategy.

(c) The WHEN step: This step is intended to help students understand when

they should use the strategy. In this step the teacher illustrates to the
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students under what conditions (types of written texts, purposes for reading,

and so forth) the reading strategy should be used.

(d) The WHY step: This last step is intended to help students understand why

the strategy is important and why it will help them become better readers.
As mentioned previously, detached strategy instruction includes declarative
(WHAT), procedural (HOW), and conditional (WHEN and WHY) knowledge

about strategies.

Those in favor of detached strategy instruction claim that this method
directs students’ attention to the strategy they are learning, thereby leading
them to become more aware of it. However, opponents of this method argue
that teaching a strategy in a meaningful context is more effective than teaching
it in isolation. Additionally, Chan (1996) indicated that “direct and explicit
instruction in the use of prescribed strategies, while found to be beneficial for
poor learners could have an adverse interference effect for good and average
readers” (p. 125).

2.2 Embedded Strategy Instruction

Some theoreticians and researchers (e.g., Carrell et al., 1998; Chamot and
Rubin, 1994; Graham, 1997; Hattie et al., 1996; Janzen and Stoller, 1998)

recommend embedding strategy instruction in the context of reading. As Hattie
et al. (1996) put it: “[I]f strategy training is carried out in a metacognitive, self-
regulative context, in connection with specific content rather than generalized
skills...positive results are much more likely” (p. 101). In this respect, many
teaching strategies are suggested. These teaching strategies include reciprocal
teaching, the directed reading-thinking activity, the SQ3R, the SQ4R, the RAP
and the PLAN. Each of these teaching strategies is briefly described below.

2.2.1 Reciprocal Teaching
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Some educators (e.g., Coley et al., 1993; Hewitt, 1995; Latha, 1999) claim that
reciprocal teaching is a useful technique for integrating strategy instruction
with reading comprehension instruction. This technique focuses on four
comprehension strategies believed to be used by expert readers: predicting,
generating questions, clarifying, and summarizing. In this technique, the
teacher and a group of students take turns leading a dialogue concerning a
section of the text they are jointly attempting to read and understand. This

procedure is stated by Palincsar et al. (1991) as follows:

In reciprocal teaching, teachers and students take turns leading a
dialogue about the meaning of the text with which they are working.
The discussion focuses on (1) generating questions from the text, (2)
summarizing the text, (3) clarifying portions that impair

understanding, and (4) predicting upcoming content. (p. 46)

The major advantages of reciprocal teaching are: (a) developing
comprehension through reading strategies, (b) modeling comprehension
strategies in authentic contexts, (c) activating relevant background knowledge,
and (d) enhancing students’ responsibility for comprehending what they read
(Kerka, 1992; Speece et al., 1997).

A survey of research related to reciprocal teaching revealed that many
studies used this technique for teaching both reading comprehension and
reading strategies in the last ten years. Most of these studies found that this
technique significantly improved students’ reading comprehension (e.g.,
Alfassi, 1998; Aninao, 1993; Boamah, 1997; Bruce and Robinson, 2000; Dao,
1994; Hart, 1996; Kahre et al., 1999; Klinger and Vaughn, 1996; Lovett, 1996),
self-perceptions (Russell, 1997), and strategy awareness (Lijeron, 1993).
However, only two studies found that reciprocal teaching did not significantly

improve students’ reading comprehension (Bradford, 1992; Karlonis, 1995).
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2.2.2 Directed Reading-Thinking Activity
The directed reading-thinking activity (DR-TA) is another instructional

technique for integrating strategy instruction with reading comprehension
instruction (Weaver, 1993). This technique engages students in thinking about
what they read in two phases. In the first phase, students generate predictions
about what they are going to read. In the second phase, they read to confirm or
disconfirm their predictions, then evaluate their initial predictions using
information from the text to support their responses. The major advantages of
this technique are: (a) engaging students in thinking about what they read, and
(b) developing comprehension through reading strategies (Dixon and Nessel,
1992; Young, 1993).

A survey of recent research related to the directed reading-thinking activity
revealed that only one study was conducted in this area in the last ten years. In
this study, Defoe (1999) investigated the effect of the DR-TA on the reading
comprehension of middle grade language arts students who frequently failed to
make passing scores in reading comprehension exercises. The results of the
study indicated that the DR-TA improved the subjects’ reading

comprehension, but not significantly.

2.2.3SQ3R and SQ4R

Many educators (e.g., Abromitis, 1993; Bonds et al., 1992; Conner, 2003a; Irvin
and Rose, 1995; Ruddell, 1993) suggest integrating strategy instruction with
reading comprehension instruction by using the SQ3R. Here is a brief

description of what this acronym stands for (Brown, 1992):

(@) S=Survey: In this step the student surveys the reading text by reading
the title, subtitles, opening and concluding paragraphs. He or she also

glances at any graphs or visuals included in the text.
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(b) Q=Question: In this step the student uses the knowledge he or she gained
from surveying the text as a basis to ask him/herself questions that may
be answered from the material in the text.

(c) R1=Read: In this step the student reads to answer the questions he or
she made. He or she also underlines or highlights the material that
answers his or her questions.

(d) R2=Recite: In this step the student checks whether he or she can recall
the questions and their answers from memory.

(e) R3=Review: In this step the student goes over the text again to see how
the information fits together. He or she also checks his or her

understanding of the text to reinforce it in memory.

To maximize its usefulness, Applegate et al. (1994), among others, suggest
adding a forth “R” to the SQ3R before the last step. In this step, which is called
“Record” or “(w)rite,” the student briefly writes the answers to his or her own

questions in his or her own words.

A survey of recent research related to both the SQ3R and SQ4R revealed
that three studies were conducted in this area in the last ten years. In the first
study, Penkingcran (1992) compared the effects of generating questions with
and without using the SQ3R on the reading comprehension of high school
students in Thailand. The results indicated that students who generated
questions with and without using the SQ3R obtained significantly higher scores
on the reading comprehension posttest than students who did not generate
questions. However, there was no significant difference in the mean scores
between students who generated questions using the SQ3R and students who
generated questions without using the SQ3R. In the second study, Swennumson
(1992) investigated whether the SQ3R is effective in increasing nontraditional
students’ ability to learn through reading. The results of the study revealed

that those students made effective use of the SQ3R and indicated an increase in
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reading comprehension. In the third study, Wander (1996) investigated the
effects of the SQ3R and SQ4R on the reading comprehension and question
generation of upper elementary school students in content area reading. The
results indicated that both the SQ3R and SQ4R significantly improved the
quality of students’ questions as well as their reading comprehension and that
the differences were not statistically significant between the SQ3R and SQ4R

groups.

2.2.4 RAP
Some educators (e.g.,Boudah and O’Neill, 1999) suggest integrating strategy

instruction with reading comprehension instruction by using the RAP. Here is
a brief description of what this acronym stands for:

(a) R=Read a paragraph

(b) A=Ask yourself, “What were the main idea and details in this paragraph?”

(c) P=Put the main idea and details into your own words.

A survey of recent research related to RAP revealed that only one study was
conducted in this area in the last ten years. In this study, Lauterbach and
Bender (1995) investigated the effectiveness of the RAP strategy in improving
paraphrasing, reading comprehension and reading level of seventh graders
with mild to moderate disabilities (n= 3). The results showed that the RAP
strategy helped to raise the reading level of all three students to the appropriate

grade level, and improved paraphrasing and reading comprehension.

2.2.5 PLAN
The PLAN technique was developed by Caverly et al. (1995) for integrating

strategy instruction with content area reading. Here are the basic steps of this

technique:
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(@) P=Plan: In this step the student predicts the structure as well as the

content of the text he or she is going to read by previewing the titles,
subtitles, and graphics in this text. He or she then constructs a map in
the form of a tree with the title as the trunk and the subtitles as the

branches.

(b) L=Locate: In this step the student evaluates his or her prior knowledge

©)

on the map by placing check marks (v) next to old ideas and question
marks (?) next to new ideas.

A=Add: In this step the student reads the text and adds new branches to
his or her map. He or she also confirms those branches checked as old

information to verify his or her existing knowledge.

(d) N=Note: In this step the student notes whether the macrostructure of the

background knowledge, knowledge about the task and comprehension

text is indeed what he or she predicted prior to reading. If the structure
is different, he or she constructs a new map to better represent the

author’s rhetorical structure.

The major advantage of the PLAN technique is that it incorporates

monitoring within authentic reading materials (ibid.).

techniques such as ReQuest (Reciprocal Questioning) and PQRST (Preview,
Question, Read, State, and Test) that can be used for teaching certain reading
strategies within the context of reading. Moreover, the instruments used for

assessing metacognitive knowledge can be used as learning techniques for

In addition to the previously mentioned techniques, there are other

developing metacognitive reading knowledge.

2.3 A Combination of Both Detached and Embedded

Instruction
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Some theoreticians and researchers (e.g., Cohen, 1998; Grant, 1994;
Lvingstone, 1996, 1997; Schumaker and Deshler, 1992) suggest a combination
of both detached and embedded strategy instruction. As Livingstone (1997)
puts it:

While there are several approaches to metcognitive instruction, the
most effective involve providing the learner with both knowledge of
cognitive processes and strategies (to be used as metacognitive
knowledge), and experience or practice in using both cognitive and
metacognitive strategies.... Simply providing knowledge without
experience or vice versa does not seem to be sufficient for the

development of metacognitive control (Livingstone, 1996). (p. 5)

This method moves from informed training to independent application of
reading strategies in authentic contexts. In other words, this method gradually
releases the teacher’s responsibility so that students can use the strategy in
groups or independently. As an example of the combination of both detached
and embedded instruction, Grant (1994) suggests the following four phases for
strategy instruction:

(@) Informed Training: In this phase the teacher informs students of how,
where, and when to use the strategy.

(b) Modeling and Scaffolding: In this phase the teacher implements the
strategy by thinking aloud as he or she performs its procedure.

(c) Self-monitoring and Evaluation: In this phase the teacher shows the
students how to monitor and evaluate their strategy use.

(d) Practice: In this phase students use the strategy, first in small groups
and then independently.

(e) Transfer: In this phase each student uses the strategy independently in

a meaningful context.
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As another example of the combination of both detached and embedded
instruction, Beckman (2002) suggests the following steps for strategy
instruction:

(a) Describe the strategy: In this step students know why the strategy is
important, when it can be used, and how to use it.

(b) Model its use: In this step the teacher models the strategy, explaining to
the students how to use it.

(c) Provide ample assisted practice time: In this step the teacher lets the
students practice the strategy under his/her guidance.

(d) Promote student self-monitoring and evaluation of personal strategy
use: In this step students use the strategy and evaluate its use by
themselves.

(e) Encourage continued use and generalization of the strategy: In this step
students are encouraged to try the strategy by themselves in other

learning situations.

To conclude this section, the writer recommends that effective strategy
instruction should follow these steps:
(a) discovering strategies that good readers use for a specific task,
(b) presenting these strategies to the students by explicitly identifying,
describing and modeling them,
(c) providing students with opportunities to apply these strategies in
authentic, meaningful tasks, and finally

(d) providing opportunities for students to evaluate their own applications.
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Chapter Three

Instruments for Assessing Students’
Metacognitive Knowledge

3.0 Introduction
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Assessing students’ metacognitive knowledge is crucial for both teachers and
students because it guides teachers’ interventions and develops students’
awareness of their own cognition (Nitko, 2001). Assessment specialists (e.g.,
Ericsson and Simon, 1993; O’Malley, 1996; Tittle et al., 1993) have proposed
many instruments for assessing students’ metacognitive knowledge. The
instruments that are well suited for assessing metacognitive knowledge in the

area of reading are described next.
3.1 Verbal Reports and Think-Aloud Protocols

Verbal reports are the most frequently employed instrument for assessing
students’ reading processes (O’Malley and Chamot, 1995). These reports
refer to readers’ descriptions of what they do while reading or immediately
after reading. Such descriptions develop readers’ metacognitive awareness
and make teachers aware of their students’ reading processes (Anderson,
1999; Matsumoto, 1993). Based on this awareness, students can make
conscious decisions about what they can do to improve their own reading
comprehension and teachers can assist those who need improvement in their

reading processes (Chamot and Rubin, 1994).

Verbal reports may be introspective or retrospective. Introspective
reports are collected as the student is engaged in the task. This type of
reports has been criticized for interfering with the processes of task
performance (Gass and Mackey, 2000). Retrospective reports are collected
after the student completes the task. This type of reports has been criticized
because students may forget or inaccurately recall the mental processes they

employed while doing the task (Smagorinsky, 1995; Wenden, 1998a).

To help teachers collect accurate verbal reports, Ericsson and Simon
(1993) offer the following recommendations:

(a) reducing the interval between processing and reporting,
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(b) emphasizing that reports reflect exactly what is being thought,

(c) providing directions to students to help them report their actual
processes, and

(d) recognizing that there are individual differences in students’ abilities

to provide verbal reports.

To help students produce useful and accurate verbal reports, Anderson
and Vandergrift (1996) suggest that the assessor should:

(a) provide training for students in reporting their learning processes,

(b) elicit verbal reports as close to students’ completion of the task as
possible, or even better, during the accomplishment of the task,

(c) provide students with some contextual information to help them
remember the strategies used during doing the task if the report is
retrospective,

(d) videotape students while doing the task, and

(e) allow students to use either L1 or L2 to produce their verbal reports.

There are different opinions with respect to the validity and reliability of
verbal reports. However, many assessment specialists (Alderson, 2000;
Ericsson and Simon, 1993; Matsumoto, 1993) agree that verbal reports can
be valuable sources of information about students’ cognitive processes when
they are elicited with care and interpreted with full understanding of the

conditions under which they were obtained.

A survey of research on introspective and retrospective verbal reports
indicated that several studies used this format as a research tool for
exploring students’ reading processes (e.g., Chamot and El-Dinary, 1999;
Harmon, 1996; Suh, 1999). In addition to these studies, Allan (1995)

investigated whether students can effectively report their reading processes.
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Results indicated that many students were not highly verbal and found it

difficult to report their reading processes.

With respect to student think-aloud protocols, they are regarded by many
educators (e.g., Kucan and Beck, 1997; Witney and Budd, 1996) as an
important technique for assessing as well as developing students’ reading
processes. These protocols are collected by asking readers to say out loud

whatever goes through their minds while reading.

The major disadvantage of these protocols is that students may need
extensive training in order to produce useful articulations of their reading

processes.

For think-aloud protocols to be accurate, Ericsson and Simon (1993)
suggest that these protocols should be recorded and that the recording

device and the assessor should be out of sight.

A survey of recent research on think-aloud protocols indicated that many
studies used this instrument as a research tool for exploring students’
reading processes (e.g., Crain-Thoreson et al. 1997; Cullum, 1998; Davis and
Bistodeau, 1993; Kucan, 1993; McGuire and Yewchuk, 1996). In addition to
these studies, two other studies used this instrument as an on-going
assessment technique. In one of them, Silven and Vauras (1992) found that
students who were prompted to think aloud as part of their comprehension
training were better at summarizing information than students whose
training did not include this technique. In the other study, Baumann and his
colleagues (1992) found that training students in thinking aloud improved

their ability to monitor their comprehension while reading.

3.2 Structured Interviews
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Students’ metacognitive knowledge can also be assessed by means of
structured interviews. The questions in these interviews are usually
structured to elicit responses from the reader regarding his/her knowledge
about him/herself as a reader, the reading strategies he or she employs, and
his or her knowledge about reading tasks. This instrument can develop
students’ awareness of how they feel about reading and of their reading

processes (Ransom and Snyder, 1991).

To make interviewing intimately tied to the goal of assessment, the
interviewer should use interview sheets (Lumley and Brown, 1996). Such
sheets usually contain the questions the interviewer will ask and blank
spaces to record the student’s responses (ibid.). Additionally, audio and
video cassettes can be made of such interviews for later analysis and

evaluation (Tannenbaum, 1996).

Stansfield and Kenyon (1996) suggest using a tape-recorded format as an
alternative to face-to-face interviews. They claim that such a tape-recorded
format can be administered to many students within a short span of time,
and that this format can help assessors to control the quality of the questions

as well as the elicitation procedures (ibid.).

Alderson (2000) suggests that structured interviews can be extremely
helpful in assessing students’ reading strategies and attitudes towards
reading. He further suggests that, in such a case, students can be asked
about the texts they have read, how they liked them, what they did not
understand, what they did about this, and so on (ibid.).

The following are examples of the questions an interviewer can ask to
detect what a student thinks about while reading (Keene and Zimmerman,
1997):
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(@) When you read that text did it remind you of anything you know
about? What did it remind you of? Did it remind you of any
experiences or things that have happened?

(b) Are there things you know about or things in your life that help you to
understand this text? How does that help?

(c) We have just talked about what this text reminds you of. (The teacher
restates the student’s response.) What do you understand now that

you didn’t understand before?

As with other instruments that assess metacognitive knowledge or
unobservable processes, interviews can lead to distorted and unreliable

estimate of what readers know about their reading processes.

A survey of recent research on structured interviews indicates that several
studies used this format as a research tool for exploring students’ reading
strategies (e.g., Galli-Banducci, 1996; Harmon, 1996; Maclellan, 1996,
Mccrann, 1998) and readers’ self-perceptions (e.g., Nes, 1997).

3.3 Metacognitive Questionnaires

Students’ metacognitive knowledge can also be assessed by means of
guestionnaires (e.g., Brophy and Good, 1999). Such questionnaires can be
used to collect data on readers’ beliefs, strategy use, preferences, etc.
(Fleming and Walls, 1998).

To develop metacognitive questionnaires, Tittle et al. (1993) suggest the
following two-step procedure:
(a) identifying a specific instructional skill on which to focus the items of
the questionnaire (e.g., reading),
(b) using the subcategories of metacognition to write positive and negative
statements that describe students thoughts, beliefs, or awareness
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regarding the specific skill identified before (e.g., “good” and “poor”

readers’ strategies).

Press (1996) contends that in analyzing metacognitive questionnaire data
it is important to bear in mind that the answers given represent evidence of
what the respondents say they believe or do, rather than evidence of what

they actually believe or do.

Many examples of metacognitive questionnaires are now available for
teachers to use for assessing students’ reading processes (e.g., Jung, 1992;
Little, 1994; Torut, 1994). But according to Oxford and Burry-Stock (1995),
some of these questionnaires lack reliability and validity data and do not
systematically cover all the kinds of knowledge viewed as important in

metacognition.

A survey of research on metacognitive questionnaires indicated that
several studies used this format as a research tool for exploring students’
reading processes (e.g., Asquith, 1996; Mokhtari and Reichard, 2002;

Swanson and Trahan, 1996).

To conclude this chapter, the writer suggests that the teacher or the assessor
should use multiple metacognitive instruments to increase the validity of the

results.
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Chapter Four

Conclusions and Recommendations

From the literature reviewed in this paper, the following conclusions can be

drawn:
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(a) There is much research to suggest that readers’ beliefs about their reading
abilities and their background knowledge about the text they are going to
read influence their reading comprehension.

(b) A considerable body of research findings suggest that knowledge about task
purpose and task characteristics influences students’ reading behavior, and
ultimately, their reading comprehension.

(c) A large number of studies provide evidence to suggest that explicit
teaching of cognitive reading strategies improves students’ reading
comprehension.

(d) There is some evidence to suggest that good readers prepare for, monitor
and assess their own reading comprehension.

(e) A considerable body of research findings suggest that direct instruction in
comprehension-monitoring  strategies improves students’ reading
comprehension.

(f) Although there is conflicting evidence, the majority of studies support the
notion that reciprocal teaching improves students’ reading comprehension
and strategy awareness.

(g) Although there are different opinions with respect to the validity and
reliability of the instruments used for assessing students’ metacognitive
knowledge (e.g., verbal reports, think-aloud protocols, structured
interviews, metacognitive questionnaires), many researchers agree that
these instruments can be valuable sources of information when they are
elicited with care and interpreted with full understanding of the

conditions under which they were obtained.

In light of the above conclusions, the writer recommends that English
language teachers should: (a) develop readers’ self-efficacy; (b) build students’
background knowledge; (c) teach text structures to their students; (d) weave

reading strategies training into everyday lessons; () encourage students to
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prepare for, monitor, and assess their own reading comprehension; and (f)
create a supportive environment in which metacognition can work best by

emphasizing independent learning at the end of every reading lesson.

Finally, it is recommended that metacognitive knowledge should be part of
the ELT methodology courses being taught to prospective EFL teachers in the

faculties of education all over the country.
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