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LES EFFETS DES APPROCHES COLLABORATIVE ET NON-COLLABORATIVE POUR LES STRATEGIES
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ABSTRACT

In an EFL context reading is a very important skill in language learning. This study
aims at finding if instruction of reading strategies in two different collaborative and
non-collaborative approaches affects reading comprehension and attitude toward
reading differently. Forty-five Iranian adult female EFL learners at pre intermedi-
ate general English proficiency level in Iran Language Institute (ILI) were selected
and divided into three groups of 15 students. One group functioning as the con-
trol group did not receive any strategy instruction; the second group, as the first
experimental group, received reading strategy instruction in collaborative groups
(Collaborative Strategic Reading or CsR), and the third group considered as the
second experimental group received reading strategy instruction in a non-collab-
orative way. A reading comprehension test and a reading attitude questionnaire
were given to all three groups at the beginning of the term as pretests and after the
experiment as posttests. The results obtained through one-way ANOVA indicated
that though both experimental groups outperformed the control group, there was
no significant difference between the two experimental groups in reading com-
prehension and attitude toward reading. Therefore, it is up to teachers to weigh
the advantages of using the collaborative approach to teaching reading against its
disadvantages.

Keywords: collaborative reading instruction; non-collaborative reading instruc-
tion; attitude toward reading; reading comprehension.

RESUMEN

En el contexto de ensenanza del inglés como lengua extranjera, la lectura es una
habilidad de gran importancia. El presente estudio indaga si la formacién en estra-

Received: 2017-11-22 / Accepted: 2019-04-22 / Published: 2020-01-28
http://doi.org/10.17533/udea.ikalav25n01a05

fkala, Revista de Lenguage y Cultuoa
MepeLLin, CoLomsia, VoL. 25 Issue 1 (January-ApriL, 2020), pp. 55-73, ISSN 0123-3432

www.udea.edu.co/ikala

99


mailto:a_rajai@yahoo.com
mailto:a_rajai@yahoo.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1183-0520
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1183-0520
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1183-0520
mailto:hstalebi@umz.ac.ir
mailto:hstalebi@umz.ac.ir
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7222-1537
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7222-1537
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7222-1537
mailto:abadikhah@umz.ac.ir
mailto:abadikhah@umz.ac.ir
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3765-8856
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3765-8856
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3765-8856
http://doi.org/10.17533/udea.ikala.v25n01a05

56

thala

AzapeH RaJael, SEYED HAsSAN TALEBI AND SHIRIN ABADIKHAH

tegias de lectura en dos ambientes diferentes —colaborativo y no colaborativo— afecta
la comprensién lectora y cambia la actitud de los estudiantes hacia la lectura. Para descu-
brirlo, se eligieron cuarenta y cinco mujeres adultas iranfes, estudiantes de inglés como
lengua extranjera en un instituto de lenguas en Irdn, con un nivel pre-intermedio de
suficiencia en la lengua. Estas se dividieron en tres grupos de 15 estudiantes cada uno.
El primer grupo, de control, no recibié ninguna instruccidn sobre estrategias; el segun-
do grupo, experimental, recibi6 capacitacién sobre estrategias de lectura en modalidad
colaborativa (Lectura Estratégica Colaborativa o CSR); y el tercer grupo, también ex-
perimental, recibié instruccion en estrategias lectoras en modalidad no colaborativa. A
los tres grupos se les administré una prueba de comprensién lectora y un cuestionario
de actitud hacia la lectura al inicio (pretest) y al final del experimento (postest). Los
resultados obtenidos mediante ANOVA unidireccional indicaron que, aunque ambos
grupos experimentales presentaron mejores resultados que el grupo de control, no hubo
diferencias importantes entre los dos grupos experimentales en comprension lectoray en
actitud hacia la lectura. En consecuencia, corresponde a los docentes evaluar las ventajas
y desventajas del enfoque colaborativo para la ensefianza de la comprensién lectora.

Palabras claves: enfoque colaborativo lectura en inglés; enfoque colaborativo; enfoque no
colaborativo; actitudes hacia la lectura; comprension lectora.

RESUME

Dans le contexte de 'enseignement de l'anglais langue étranggre, la lecture est une ha-
bileté tres importante. La présente étude examine si la formation dans de stratégies
de lecture dans deux environnements différents —collaboratif et non collaboratif—
affecte la compréhension de la lecture et modifie l'attitude des éleves envers la lecture.
Pour le découvrir, nous avons choisi quarante-cinq iraniennes, étudiantes d'anglais
langue étrangere inscrites dans un institut de langue en Iran, avec un niveau pré-in-
termédiaire de compétence linguistique. Celles-ci ont été divisés en trois groupes de
15 étudiantes chacun. Le premier groupe, de contréle, n'a reu aucune instruction sur
les stratégies; le second groupe, expérimental, a requ une formation sur les stratégies
de lecture en mode collaboratif (collaborative strategic reading ou csr); et le troisi¢me
groupe, également expérimental, a recu une formation sur des stratégies de lecture non
collaborative. Les trois groupes ont re¢u un test de compréhension de la lecture et un
questionnaire d'attitude envers la lecture au début (prétest) et a la fin de l'expérience
(posttest). Les résultats obtenus par anova unidirectionnelle ont indiqué que, bien que
les deux groupes expérimentaux aient présenté de meilleurs résultats que le groupe té-
moin, il n'y avait pas de différences significatives entre les deux groupes expérimentaux
dans la compréhension de la lecture et dans I'attitude envers la lecture. Par conséquent,
il appartient aux enseignants d'évaluer les avantages et les inconvénients de I'approche
collaborative pour enseigner la compréhension en lecture.

Mots clés : approche collaborative pour la lecture en anglais langue étrangere ; approche
collaborative ; approche non collaborative ; attitudes de lecture ; compréhension de lecture.
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Introduction

Reading has long been considered the most impor-
tant skill in the context of English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) in Iran. Traditional language teach-
ing methods are teacher-oriented, and learners
mainly focus on competing with each other on indi-
vidualized reading activities and doing translation
workandotherexercisestolearnvocabularyandgram-
mar. Recently, however, educationalists turned their
attention regarding effective teaching from teacher-
oriented to learner-oriented approaches (Richards
& Rodgers, 2001). Trends in the development of
materials and teaching methods are shifting toward
employing learner-oriented approaches to learning,
These changes should be introduced with care, and
sufficient consideration should be given to ensure
the most appropriate learner-centered approach is
chosen for a given educational setting. For exam-
ple, communicative language teaching (crT),
which is very effective in boosting the learning of
language skills, such as writing and reading, and
sub-skills, such as grammar and vocabulary, might
not work effectively if employed in classes whose
students have low motivation to learn or are not
socially and emotionally prepared for collabor-
ative learning. Though cLT is proven as a useful
method of language teaching, many studies have
revealed that its success is not guaranteed (Deckert,
2004; Dordinejad, Ashouri, Hakimi, Moosavi, &
Atri, 2011; Vaezi & Abbaspour, 2014).

The concept of learner-orientedness emphasizes
the personal concerns of learners in language teach-
ing and encourages learners to take an active and
effective role in their own learning processes (Larsen-
Freeman, 2000). One way to create alearner-oriented
classroom in a reading course is to teach reading strat-
egies (see Celce-Murcia, 1991; Clark & Silberstein,
1977; McNamara, 2007; Molelo & Cowieson,
2003). Reading strategies make the reading activity
a learner-centered endeavor as they are concerned
with the how of reading (Davis, 2010). Using
quantitative and qualitative data analyses, Phakiti
(2003) investigated the relationship of cognitive and
metacognitive strategy use with reading test perfor-
mance. A total of 384 Thai EFL university students in

a fundamental English course took an 85-item, mul-
tiple-choice reading comprehension achievement
test followed by a cognitive-metacognitive ques-
tionnaire as a retrospective measure of strategy
use. In addition, eight of them (four highly suc-
cessful and four unsuccessful) were also selected
for retrospective interviews. The results showed
a positive relationship between the use of cog-
nitive and metacognitive strategies and reading
test performance and that successful test-takers
employed metacognitive strategy more than the
unsuccessful ones.

Even today, the reading activities in English courses
in Iran are mostly based on the traditional method
of focusing on translation, vocabulary and grammar.
Only recently have there been changes in English
course books to make them learner-centered and
based on crT claims. However, before the practi-
cality of this movement goes under investigation
in the Iranian educational system, researchers can
investigate the necessity of employing the cooper-
ative teaching approach to teach a course’s target
skills when these skills are also strategy-based.
As strategy-based instruction is learner-centered in
itself (Nguyen & Gu, 2013), how much do we really
need to employ another learner-centered approach
simultaneously—namely, collaborative learning—
to teach the desired skills effectively enough to
ensure a significant improvement in comprehcn—
sion is observed? This study investigates the effect
of collaborative and non-collaborative approaches
to the teaching of reading strategies on Iranian
EFL learners’ reading comprehension and attitude
toward reading,

Theoretical framework

According to Clark and Silberstein (1977), students
need to be taught strategies for effective reading
comprehension. Janzen (1996) posited that reading
strategy instruction helps to develop awareness about
the reading process in students. Reading strategy
instruction (RSI), first proposed by Rubin (1975),
is a strategic approach to explicitly teaching reading
strategies that aim at boosting students’ text com-

prehension (Williams, 2002). Shokrzade (2010)
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studied the impact of metacognitive strategies and
critical thinking ability on learner comprehen-
sion. Sixty EFL learners who were assigned to four
groups were presented with the strategies of fram-
ing questions, gathering information, understanding
arguments, and advancing arguments. The results
of this study revealed that metacognitive strategy
instruction had a positive impact on learners’ read-
ing comprehension. He also found that there was a
significant relationship between reading compre-
hension and critical thinking. Hence, he concluded
that metacognitive strategies affected the relation-
ship between reading comprehension and critical

thinking.

Many approaches have been utilized to teach reading
strategies: direct explanation; transactional strategy
instruction, which combines direct explanation with
the ability of teachers to facilitate discussion; and
collaborative strategic reading (CsR), which com-
bines reading strategy instruction with cooperative
learning (Klingner & Vaughn, 1999). Another way
to create a learner-oriented classroom in a reading
course has been to use cooperative language learn-
ing (cLr) (Crandall, 1999). The literature review in
this study examined both cooperative and collabor-
ative learning through the lens of cLT. Meanwhile,
Cuseo (1992, in Kaufman, Sutow, & Dunn, 1997)
treated cooperative learning as a subcategory of col-
laborative learning, and Jacobs and Farrell (2003)
equated them with each other when they said,
“cooperative learning, also known as collaborative
learning, offers many ideas for addressing various
issues which arise when students work in groups”
Cooperative learning is one of Grabe’s (1991) seven
guidelines for reading instruction, with Crandall
(1999) adding that it creates interdependence in
learners because success depends on the efforts of
all members of the group in a cooperative activity.
Using a set of comprehension strategies designed
to improve understanding of expository texts,
Klingner, Vaughn, Arguelles, Hughes, and Leftwich
(2004) carried a study extending eight years of pre-
vious research using CSR. The researchers engaged
five intervention and five control teachers from
five different schools along with their students in

order to examine the teachers’ yearlong use of CsR.
Results evinced that students who received strategy
intervention in CSR classrooms improved signifi-
cantly in reading comprehension when compared
with their counterparts in control classrooms. It
was also found that comprehension gains were
associated with the quality of implementation of
CSR by the teachers.

Cangelosi (2000) suggested that the use of coopera-
tive learning activities leads to students’ engagement
in lessons and helps them to increase their intrin-
sic motivation. General experience shows that in
language classrooms where the students work in
groups, it scems that their anxiety levels are lower
and a positive attitude toward learning is created.
According to Johnsen (2009) students with more
positive attitudes in the language classroom tend
to use the target language more, which helps them
improve their language proficiency. Furthermore,
an experimental study by Ghaith and Amal (2003)
conducted with the participation of 56 Lebanese
high school English learners showed that the form
of cooperative learning called improved the EFL
reading achievement of the students.

Gee (1999, p. 3) points out that “there is a vital rela-
tionship between affect and reading”According to
Alexander and Filler (1976, in Akbaril, Ghonsooly,
Ghazanfari & Shahriari, 2017) reading attitude is
“a system of feelings related to reading which causes
the learner to approach or avoid a reading situation”
(p-1). According to Smith (1990, p. 215) reading atti-
tude is “a state of mind, accompanied by feelings and
emotions, that make reading more or less probable.”

According to Yamashita (2007), reading attitude as
a complex construct has been defined in various
ways. Reeves (2002, in Yamashita, 2007) argued
that there are three components for reading atti-
tude, namely, cognitive, affective, and conative. The
cognitive domain is represented by personal, eval-
uative beliefs; the affective domain is represented
by feelings or emotions; and the conative domain is
represented by action readiness and behavioral inten-
tions. According to Yamashita (2007), comfort and
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anxiety comprise the affective aspect of EFL reading
attitude, while intellectual value and practical value
make for the cognitive aspect. To Yamashita (2007,
p- 89) comfort is about positive or negative feelings
toward reading (e.g., “Reading books is trouble-
some,” “I feel relaxed if I read books”) while anxiety
shows how students are anxious in reading (e.g., “I
feel anxious if [ don’t know all the words,” “I some-
times feel anxious that I may not understand even
if I read”). In Yamashita’s cognitive domain, intel-
lectual value is about the intellectual benefits that
students believe they might get from reading (“I
can become more sophisticated if I read books,”
can get various information if I read books”), and
practical value concerns students’ beliefs about
the practical values that reading may bring to them
(e.g., “Reading books is useful for my future career,”
“Reading books is useful to get a good grade in
class”). In her investigation into the relationship
of reading attitudes between L1 and L2 among
adult EFL Learners in Japan, Yamashita (2007)
found that students felt more comfortable read-
ingin L1 than in L2 and believed that they would
achieve higher intellectual development from
reading in L1 than in L2. On the other hand, she
found that students believed they would obtain
more practical benefits from reading in L2 than in
L1, but that they felt more anxious reading in L2
than in L1.

Mizokawa and Hansen-Krening’s (2000, in Yama-
shita, 2007) study is a good example of using these
three components in understanding students’ reac-
tions to reading. Regarding the affective domain of
attitude, Saito, Garza, and Horwitz (1999) found
that anxiety in L2 reading is related to learners’
perception of the target language. Investigating
EFL learners’ habits and attitudes toward reading,
Crawford (2001) found that the amount of L1
reading was one of the significant predictors of the
amount of L2 reading and of L2 reading attitudes.
Research studies (e.g., Kim & Krashen, 1997; Tse,
1996) show that leisure reading improves attitudes,
and positive attitudes subsequently assist in increas-

ing reading ability.

Investigating the applicability and effectiveness
of the Modified Collaborative Strategic Reading
(McCSR) approach with 42 first-year university EFL
students in Iran by using a pretest-posttest design,
Zoghi, Mustapha, and Mohammad Maasum
(2010) provided MCsR reading interventions for 90
minutes over 6 weeks. A teacher-made reading com-
prehension test was employed at pretest and posttest
stages. In addition, an opinionnaire was used to
investigate students’ perceptions regarding MCSR.
Quantitative results evinced that students’ reading
comprehension skills did not improve significantly.
However, qualitative data analysis showed posi-
tive attitudes of students toward MCSR, as most of
the participants did have positive attitudes toward
the MCSR technique. From among 38 participants
who received MCSR, the qualitative content anal-
ysis of data demonstrated that nearly 87% of the
participants reported positive perceptions about
the MCSR program, mainly because of their inter-
est in the group work they were engaged in. They
also stressed that through group learning in MCSR
they could easily work on reading materials with the
help of their groupmates. They stressed that MCSR
provided a learning environment which was more
interactive than other non-cooperative classes. On
the other hand, 13% of the participants showed dis-
interest in MCSR due to the oddness of group work
and their perception that individualistic learning
in their other classes is more effective than group
work. Thus, the researchers’ overall conclusion was
that, despite popular thought in the Iranian EFL con-
text dismissing group work due to traditional beliefs,
EFL students have a strong preference for communi-
cative and cooperative activities.

Meanwhile, in his model of reading attitude acqui-
sition, McKenna (2001) asserted that each reading
experience makes a difference in one’s attitude
toward reading and one’s beliefs regarding read-
ing outcomes. As we have seen, positive attitudes
toward cooperative approaches may indirectly
change learners’ attitudes toward language learn-
ing and encourage their interest. In order to probe
into perceptions of and attitudes toward student-
centered learning amonghigher-education students,
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Lea, Stephonson, and Troy (2003) conducted stud-
ies in two data collection phases—qualitative (focus
groups) and quantitative (Internet questionnaire)—
and found out that students often had very positive
attitudes about student-centered learning,

Although studies have shown that reading com-
prehension and attitude toward reading can be
affected by reading strategy instruction, the ques-
tion is whether reading teachers really need to
couple reading strategy instruction, which is a
learner-centered approach to teaching reading,
with the cooperative approach if they want to
emphasize the process-oriented and learner-cen-
tered nature of the course. In some educational
contexts where it might be practically impossible
to run a classroom cooperatively, it might be pos-
sible to obtain the same reading comprehension
results regardless of whether or not the reading
strategy instruction is coupled with the collabor-
ative, or cooperative, approach to reading. As the
researchers’ experience in this study shows, the cur-
rent Iranian EFL educational context is one where
running a reading classroom based on cooperative
approach is difficult if not impossible. There are
also disadvantages inherent to cooperative learning
regardless of context, one of which is the “having
something all at your fingertips” effect, when only
one or a few group members take responsibility
for group work, and other group members ignore
them; the hardworking members may think that
they are being exploited and decrease their efforts
(Slavin, 1999, p. 74). Another disadvantage is the
“growing richer of the rich” effect, where more
advanced students benefit more from the roles they
undertake (Johnson & Johnson, 1990).

In recent educational settings it has become a
trend to teach students in collaborative groups
and engage them in solving their problems collab-
oratively and learning from each other. Because
in some cases it might not be possible to create a
collaborative atmosphere for a reading task, it is
important to know whether cooperative activities
are essential to improving reading comprehen-
sion and attitude toward reading when the reading

course s strategy-based. To that end, this study aims
to compare three methods in teaching reading strat-
egies: first, a traditional method, in which there is no
emphasis on teaching or using strategies; second, the
csR model, in which strategies are stressed, and all
the activities are done collaboratively; and third, a
modified version of CSR, in which reading strategies
are taught but the collaborative factor is eliminated.
To address this issue, the following null hypotheses

are suggested:

1. There is no differential gain from pretest to posttest
in reading comprehension between collaborative
and non-collaborative reading strategy instruc-
tion groups.

2. There is no differential gain from pretest to posttest
in attitude toward reading between collaborative
and non-collaborative reading strategy instruc-
tion groups.

3. Collaborative and non-collaborative reading
strategy instructional approachess do not have
similar impacts on the four subcategories of at-
titude toward reading (comfort, anxiety, intellec-

tual value, and practical value).
Method

This study was designed including a pretest, posttest
control group, with one control and two experimen-
tal groups, in an attempt to study the effectiveness
of teaching reading strategies on reading comprehen-
sion and attitude toward reading in individualistic
and collaborative approaches to reading instruction.
In this section, descriptions about the participants,
instruments employed and data collection proce-

dure will be provided.
Participants

The subjects of this study were Iranian, adult, female,
and at the pre intermediate general English pro-
ficiency level. They were enrolled in classes at the
Iran Language Institute (IL1) in the cities of Ferey-
doonkenar and Babolsar, in Mazandaran Province.

To reach this level of English, they passed the
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elementary levels at the same institute with a passing
score of atleast 75 out of 100. To further homogenize
them in terms of reading comprehension, a teacher-
made reading comprehension test developed by
Talebi (2013) was distributed to 64 students, out of
which 45 students were selected for the purpose
of this study. The students were randomly classi-
fied into one control and two experimental groups.
One experimental group was taught reading strate-
gies by using collaborative procedures, and the other
experimental group received non-collaborative stra-
tegic reading activities. The third group served as the
control group and did not receive any strategy train-
ing. The variables of age and field of study were not
controlled.

Instruments

At the pretest and posttest phases, a test of reading
comprehension in English, and a questionnaire for
assessing students’ attitude toward reading in the
two groups were distributed among the participants.

Test of Reading Comprehension in English

The reading comprehension test was adopted from
Talebi (2013). It contained five passages selected
from the reading section of book three of the New
Interchange series (Richards, Hall & Proctor, 2004).
The word count in the selected five passages ranged
from 253 to 287 words, which was comparable to
the word count in the participants’ course book
passages. Seven items were developed for each pas-
sage, so the whole test battery contained 35 items.
All the items were multiple-choice questions and
carried one point each. The nature of the items in
terms of recognizing main ideas, vocabulary knowl-
edge, and inferencing was the same for all passages.
The tests included both informational and referen-
tial questions to check students’ direct and indirect
understanding of the texts. Although the topics
of the passages were of interest to the students, an
effort was made to ensure they were also challeng-
ing so that the participants would read critically by
interacting with the text and activating their dif-
ferent cultural and linguistic schemata. This was

intended to get the participants to use the critical
and strategic thinking abilities they learnt during
the intervention for the act of reading.

To secure the psychometric properties of the test,
the instrument was shown to two colleagues in the
Teaching of English as a Foreign Language (TEFL)
field who were familiar with both the testing of
reading skills and the educational context and
purpose of the study. They approved the test
items and suitability of the passages in terms of
readability and content. Therefore, no readability
formula was used to assess the readability levels of
the texts. As Rigg (1986, p.75) put it, “the basic
assumption underlying any readability formula is
that meaningis in the print, in the text. There is no
recognition that meaning is created by each reader
as the reader engages with the text”. The reliability
of the test (0.79) and time limit (40 minutes) were
also taken care of at the piloting stage. As there wasa
considerable time interval between the pretest and
posttest, the authors felt no need to develop a paral-
lel reading test and distributed the same instrument
for pretets and posttest phases. This reading test
served two purposes: Not only was it the reading
comprehension pretest and posttest but also the
criterion for homogenizing the participants.

Questionnaire for Attitude Toward Reading

This questionnaire was adopted from Yamashita
(2007), and the participants were required to answer
the questionnaire items by choosing a number from 1
(“I strongly agree”) to 5 (“I strongly disagree”) on a
Likertscale. Theinstrument,as presented in Appendix
A, measured two aspects of reading attitude, namely,
affect (feeling) and cognition (thinking). The affec-
tive aspect of EFL reading attitude includes comfort
and anxiety, and the cognitive aspect includes intel-
lectual and practical values. Therefore, the 22 items
in the reading attitude questionnaire were divided
into four subgroups: a) comfort (items 3, 9, 13, 16,
18,21); b) anxiety (items 5, 10, 17, 20); ¢) intellectual
value (items 1, 2, 8, 14, 15,22); and d) practical value
(items 4, 6,7,11, 12, 19).
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The English version of the Yamashita question-
naire was translated into Persian so the participants
would be more comfortable and provide more accu-
rate answers to each item. The Persian translation
was shown to two experts to ensure the accuracy
and comprehensibility of the items. The partici-
pants had enough time to answer the questionnaire
items. With regard to the reliability of the test, the
Cronbach’s Alpha values of the four sub-constructs
were 0.78, 0.80, 0.87, and 0.82, respectively. This
confirms that the questionnaire had high reliability.

Procedure

To conduct this quantitative study, the research-
ers first approached the participants, explained the
objectives of the study, and distributed a consent let-
ter to obtain their consent to take part in this study.
Sixty-four students agreed to participate. According
to Dérnyei (2007), a minimum of 15 students is
needed to conduct an experimental study. The read-
ing comprehension test was first administered to the
participants to homogenize them according to their
reading proficiency level. The test was completed
by all 64 students. The learners whose scores were
within +1SD on the normal distribution curve (i.e.,
22-26) were selected for the study. Out of the 64
participants, 45 of them scored within +1sD and
were invited to take part in the study. The 45 par-
ticipating students were then randomly assigned to
three groups in three classes, each with 15 stu-
dents. One of them was the control group, and the
two other groups served as the experimental ones. It
should be mentioned that there were other students
in each class who received the instruction and even
took the tests and answered the questionnaires, but
their data were not considered in this study as they
did not meet its requirements. It was not revealed to
them that their data were not included in the study.

The scores of the first distribution of the reading
test were for homogenizing the participants, but
they also functioned as the reading pretest scores.
After the reading comprehension test, the question-
naire on attitude toward reading was distributed to
the participants. This instrument would indicate the

attitude that students had at the time toward reading
in English. After the pretests, the two experimental
groups received reading strategy instruction along
with their regular classroom instructional content,
but the control group was only taught their regular
content, meaning that they had to rely on what they
learned from their vocabulary work, grammar exer-
cises, and translation assignments to answer their
reading comprehension questions.

The experiment was conducted throughout the
entire spring semester. The participants received
two sessions weekly, each session lasting for one
hour and 45 minutes for a total of 10 weeks. It
should be mentioned that no data was collected
or analysed regarding the students’ strategy use
for the current study as its purpose was to find out
the impact of strategy intervention in cooperative
and non-cooperative groups on reading compre-
hension and attitude toward reading. Reading
passages used during the treatment sessions were
from the students’ course books. They had general
themes (not knowledge-specific) and were there-
fore suitable to be used for strategy training.

The strategies used in the treatment were adopted
from Mokhtari and Sheorey’s (2002) questionnaire,
which is a survey of reading strategies (SORS). In it,
they viewed the SORS as an effective instrument for
helping learners to “develop a better awareness of
their reading strategies, for helping teachers assess
such awareness, and for assisting learners in becom-
ing constructively responsive readers” (Mokhtari &
Sheorey, 2002, p. 6). This instrument measures three
categories: global reading strategies (GLOB), prob-
lem solving strategies (PROB), and support reading
strategies (SUP). Global reading strategies focus on
how students monitor their reading, problem solv-
ing strategies cover how learners resolve reading
problems, and support strategies serve as tools that
readers seck out to aid comprehension (e.g., using a
dictionary, taking notes, or underlining or highlight-
ing the text). In the SORS, 13 items were allocated
to global reading strategies (questions 1, 3, 4, 7, 10,
14,17, 19, 22, 23, 25, 26, 29), cight items to prob-
lem solving strategies (questions 8, 11, 13, 16, 18, 21,
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27,30), and nine items to support reading strategies
(questions 2, 5,6,9, 12,15, 20, 24, 28).

As the purpose of this study was to investigate
the effect of collaborative and non-collaborative
approaches to reading instruction on reading com-
prehension and attitude toward reading in English,
the csR model proposed by Klingner, Vaughn, and
Schumm (1998) was employed. CsR is an instruc-
tional sequence that combines cooperative learning
and reading comprehension strategies. The underly-
ing assumption behind CsR is that cooperative work
in small groups enables students to read texts more
efficiently and employ comprehension strategies
(Vaughn & Edmonds, 2006). It is also assumed that
cooperative small groups trigger the motivation nec-
essary for comprehension to happen. Empirically,
studies have supported the positive impact of CSR
on the reading comprehension of foreign language
learners (e.g., Klingner, Vaughn & Schumm, 1998).

To teach reading strategies according to CSR, two
phases of modeling and cooperative application
of strategies (Vaughn & Klinger, 1999, p.285)
were conducted. In the first phase, the strategies
were presented to the whole class through explicit
instruction, using modeling and thinking-aloud.
Therefore, the students were taught the target
reading strategies directly for four weeks (eight
sessions). Training in this phase was implemented
in the following steps:

1. Direct explanation and modeling: The teacher
conveys to the students the prerequisite infor-
mation about the target strategy. Following this,
she/he models the strategy by giving examples
and thinking aloud.

2. Guided practice: Students practice the strategies
with theteacher providingguidanceand feedback.
Several examples are employed to bring about
students’ control of the strategies.

3. Assignment: The teacher gives the students an
assignment to do at home. Samples of students’
assignments are checked orally at the beginning

of the subsequent classes in order to ensure stu-
dents’ understanding and correct use of the
strategies. The teacher gradually releases the res-
ponsibility for applying strategies to the students.

Following these steps, the students were instructed
on which strategies to use and when, where, how,
and why to use them for the appropriate reading
activities.

In the second phase, students worked collaboratively.
In the CSR group, students applied target strategies in
groups of four or five students. Students were
assigned the following roles:

1) Leader: Tells the group what to read and what

strategy to use.

2) Clunk expert: Reminds the group of the steps to
follow when trying to figure out the clunk(s) or
difficult parts.

3) Gist Expert: Guides the group toward getting
the gist and determines that the gist contains
the most important idea(s) but not unnecessary
details.

4) Announcer: asks group members to read the pas-
sage and share ideas.

5) Encourager: watches the group and gives feedback.
He or she evaluates how well the group is cooper-
ating and provides suggestions for improvement.

Each student was given a cue card illustrating what
was required of them. Then, researchers gave students
the reading passage and told them to brainstorm and
predict ideas, apply fix-up strategies, summarize para-
graphs, and generate questions on the passage based
on the cue cards.

When CsR is performed, all the students in a group
are actively involved and have an opportunity to con-
tribute to the group’s understanding of the text. CSR
uses four strategies: preview, click and clunk, get the
gist, and wrap up (Vaughn & Klinger, 1999, pp. 285-
289). In preview, students skim the title, subtitles,
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headings, and key concepts. They brainstorm what
they already know about the topic and predict ideas
theymightencounterlaterinthetext. Theywrite their
brainstormed ideas and predictions in learning
logs. This can activate students’ background knowl-
edge and increase their interest in the topic. In click
and clunk, students read the text and apply fix-up
strategies whenever facing a comprehension prob-
lem. Words, concepts, ideas, or other portions of
the text that are understood are clicks; those that
are not understood are clunks. Students apply
the following strategies to fix up clunks: (1) reread the
sentence and look for the key ideas to help them
understand the word, (2) reread the sentence with
the clunk and the sentences following or proceed-
ing the clunk for clues, (3) look for a prefix or suffix
in the word, (4) break the word apart and look for
smaller words. The goal of clicking and clunking is
to teach students to monitor their comprehension,
identify when they fail to comprehend the text, and
use fix-up strategies. In the get the gist strategy, stu-
dents learn to identify the most important idea in a
paragraph. In the wrap-up strategy, students ask and
answer questions about key ideas. Questions should
tap the most important information in the text.

Since the teaching of reading strategies according
to CSR occurs in the two phases of modeling and
cooperative strategy application (Vaughn & Klinger,
1999, p.285), for the second experimental group, the
teaching of the strategies was based on modeling the
strategic reading behavior (as explained above) by
the researchers and excluded the cooperative phase.
It is clear from the training procedures that the only
difference between the two experimental groups was
that students in the non-collaborative group applied
strategies individually, whereas students in the col-
laborative group applied strategies in small groups
with each student having a role to perform.

Two possible outcomes were considered. One was
that cooperative learning leads to better results
because students scaffold each other and share
insightful experiences. The other was that individ-
ual work leads to better results because students have
more of a chance to assume complete responsibility

for and reflect on their strategy use. The current
rescarch was conducted to determine which possi-
bility would come true. At the end of the course, the
reading test and attitude questionnaire which were
given as pretests were also distributed as posttests.

Results

In order to test the first null hypothesis suggesting
that collaborative and non-collaborative reading
strategy instructions do not impact reading com-
prehension differently, the one-way ANOvA was
conducted on the pretest scores. In order to check
whether the variance of the scores was the same for
cach of the three groups, Levene’s test for variance
homogeneity was run. The results are illustrated in

Table 1.

Table 1 Homogeneity of Variances for the Reading Pretest

Levene Statistic dfl  df2  Sig.
438 2 42 .648

As indicated in Table 2, the significance value was
greater than .05 (Sig.>.05), indicating that there was
not a significant difference among the mean scores
of the three groups (control, collaborative, and non-
collaborative). The ANOVA results presented in
Table 2 indicate that the groups variances in scores
were not statistically different.

Table 2. One-Way ANOVA for the Reading Pretest

Sumof df Mean F Sig.

squares square
Between groups 311 2 Jd56 107 899
Within groups 60.933 42 1.45]
Total 61.244 44

Table 3 One-Way ANOVA for the Reading Posttest

Sumof  df  Mean F Sig.

squares square
Between
90.844 2 45.422 18320 .000
groups
Within
104133 42 2.479
groups
Total 194978 44
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Table 4 Multiple Comparisons for the Reading Posttest

(1) group (J) group Mean Std.  Sig.  95% Confidence

differen-  error interval
ce (I-J) Lower  Upper
bound  bound
Scheffé  Control Collaborative -3.33333° 57496 .000%  -4.7924  -1.8743
Non-collaborative  -2.53333°  .57496  .000*  -3.9924  -1.0743
Colluborative ~ Control 3.33333° 57496 .000*  1.8743 47924
Non-collaborative ~ .80000  .57496  .388  -.6591  2.2591
Non-colla-  Control 2.53333° 57496  .000*  1.0743  3.9924
horative Collaborative -.80000 57496 388 -2.2591  .6591

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

In order to verify whether collaborative and
non-collaborative reading strategy instructions
impacted reading comprehension differently, a
one-way ANOVA was conducted on the posttest
scores to analyze the results.

As indicated in Table 3, the significance value was
less than .05, which means that there was a signifi-
cant difference somewhere among the mean scores
for the dependent variables of the three groups on
the posttest. In order to determine where the dif-
ferences occurred among the groups, Scheffé’s test
was run for the multiple comparisons. The results

are presented in Table 4 and Table 5.

As Table 4 indicates, the mean difference was sig-
nificant between the control and collaborative as
well as the control and non-collaborative groups.
Therefore, there was a significant difference between
the control and experimental groups. On the other
hand, the significance value (sig=.388) was more
than .05 between the collaborative and non-col-
laborative groups, indicating that the difference
between these two experimental groups was not
significant. These results confirm the first null
hypothesis, which asserted that collaborative and
non-collaborative reading strategy instructions do
not impact reading comprehension differently.

Table 5 presents the results of the Duncan
homogenous subset. As indicated in the table, col-
laborative and non-collaborative reading strategy

instructions do not impact reading comprehen-
sion differently. In words, post hoc analysis showed
that collaborative and non-collaborative groups out-
performed significantly the control group, p<.05,
whereas the two groups (collaborative and non-
collaborative) did not differ from each other,
significantly in attitude toward reading.

In order to check the second null hypothesis,
which stated that collaborative and non-collabor-
ative reading strategy instructions do not impact
the participants’ attitude toward reading differ-
ently, a one-way ANOVA was conducted. Table 6
to Table 5 show the pretest results for the three
groups.

Table 5 Score for the Reading Posttest

Group N Subset for alpha =
0.05
1 2
Tukey B*  Control 15 24.4667
Non-collaborative 15 27.0000
Collaborative 15 27.8000
Scheffé®  Control 15 24.4667
Non-collaborative 15 27.0000
Collaborative 15 27.8000
Sig. 1.000 388

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
“Uses harmonic mean sample size = 15.000.
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Table 6 Descriptive Statistics for the Pretest on Attitude Toward Reading

N  Mean Std. deviation Std. 95% Confidence interval for mean Minimum  Maximum
error Lower bound Upper bound
Control 22 58.5909 13.45773 2.86920 52.6241 64.5577 23.00 73.00
Collaborative 22 56.4545 13.67559 2.91564 50.3911 62.5180 27.00 71.00
Non-collaborative 22 522117 11.80872 2.51763 47.0370 57.5084 24.00 68.00
Total 66  55.7721 13.07587 1.60953 52.5583 58.9872 23.00 73.00

As indicated in Table 6, the mean of the three
groups was not statistically different for the pre-
test given before the instruction (mean=55.77).
In order to check whether the variance in the
scores was the same for each of the three groups,
Levene’s test for variance homogeneity was run.
The results are illustrated in Table 7.

Table 7 Test of Variance Homogeneity for the Pretest on
Attitude toward Reading

Levene Statistic  dfl df2 Sig.
152 2 63 .859

As indicated in Table 7, the significance value was
greater than .05 (sig: .859), which means there
was not a significant difference among the mean
scores on the attitude pretest (p<.05). At the
end of the treatment, the subjects were given the
posttest. A one-way ANOVA was run using SPSS
analysis version 21 on the posttest. The results are
illustrated in Table 8.

As indicated in Table 8 and according to the con-
fidence intervals, there were differences among
the means of the control (x= 54.90), collaborative

(x= 64.36), and non-collaborative (x=60.59)

groups. To verify whether the differences were

significant after the intervention, a one-way
ANOVA was run. The results are presented in

Table 9.

As indicated in Table 9, the significance value
(.030) was less than .05, indicating that there was
a significant difference somewhere among the

Table 9 One-Way ANOVA for the Posttest on Attitude to-
ward Reading

Sumof df  Mean F Sig.
squares square
Between groups  996.636 2 498.318 3726  .030
Within groups 8426.227 63  133.750
Total 9422.864 65

mean scores for the dependent variables of the
three groups on the posttest. In order to locate
where the differences among the groups occurred,
the Scheffé test was run on the posttest for mul-
tiple comparisons. The results are presented in

Table 10 below.

As Table 10 shows, the effects were significant
for the control and experimental (collaborative
and non-collaborative) groups. The observed sig-
nificance level is .560 between the collaborative

Table 8 Descriptive Statistics of the Groups on the Posttest on Attitude toward Reading

N  Mean Std. Std. 95% Confidence interval for Minimum  Maximum
deviation error mean
Lower bound Upper bhound
Control 22 549091 15.02984  3.20437 48.2452 61.5729 25.00 74.00
Collaborative 22 64.3636 7.98538 1.70249 60.8231 67.9042 48.00 80.00
Non-colluborative 22 60.5909  10.56345  2.25214 55.9073 65.2745 22.00 71.00
Total 66  59.9545 12.04023 1.48205 56.9947 62.9144 22.00 80.00
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Table 10 Multiple Comparisons for the Posttest on Attitude toward Reading

(1) group (J) group Mean diffe-  Std.  Sig. 95% Confidence
rence (I-J)  error interval
Lower Upper
bound  bound
Scheffé Control Collaborative -9.45455° 3.48698  .031 -18.1968 -.7123
Non-collaborative  -5.68182 348698 272 -14.4241  3.0604
Collaborative ~ Control 9.45455 3.48698 031 .7123 18.1968
Non-collaborative  3.77273 3.48698  .560 -4.9695 12.5150
Non-collaborative  Control 5.68182 3.48698 272 -3.0604  14.4241
Collaborative -3.77273 3.48698  .560 -12.5150  4.9695

*The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

and non-collaborative groups, indicating that the
difference between these two groups was not sig-
nificant. These results confirm the second null
hypothesis, which asserted that collaborative and
non-collaborative reading strategy instructions do
not impact attitude toward reading differently.

Table 11 Homogeneous Subset for the Posttest on At-
titude toward Reading

Group N  Subset for alpha
=0.05
1 2
Tukey Control 22 549091
B Non-collaborative 22 60.5909
Collaborative 22 64.3636
Scheffé’ Control 22 549091
Non-collaborative 22 60.5909
Collaborative 22 64.3636
Sig. 27 560

Means for groups in homogeneous subsets are displayed.
*Uses Harmonic Mean Sample Size = 22.000.

Table 11 displays the results of the Duncan
homogenous subset. As indicated in the table, the
collaborative and non-collaborative reading strategy
approaches did not have difterent impacts on the stu-
dents’ attitude toward reading. In words, post hoc
analysis showed that collaborative and non-collabor-
ative groups outperformed significantly the control
group, p<.05, whereas the two groups (collaborative

and non-collaborative) did not differ from each
other, significantly, in attitude toward reading.

To test the third hypothesis stating that collaborative
and non-collaborative reading strategy instructional
approaches do not have similar impacts on the four
subcategories of attitude toward reading (comfort,
anxiety, intellectual value, and practical value), the
ranking of each attitude subcategory was determined
using the Kruskal-Wallis test in both experimental
groups. The data are presented in Tables 12 and 13.

Table 12 Kruskal-Wallis Test Statistics*” for the Reading
Attitude Posttest Subgroups in the Non-Collaborative Group

Non-collaborative Posttest

Score
Chi-square 6.253
df 2
Asymp. sig. .044

*Kruskal-Wallis test
*Grouping variable: Reading attitude subgroup scores

Table 13 Mean Rank for the Non-Collaborative Group

Attitude N Mean

subgroup rank

Non-collaborative  Comfort 6 10.50
Posttest Score Anxiety 4 3.38
Intellectual value 6 9.92
Practical value 6 8.14

o~

Total 1
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As indicated in Table 12, the significance value was
less than .05; therefore, the results suggest that there
was a statistically significant difference among the
continuous variables across the groups. To determine
the ranking of each attitude subgroup, Table 13 pres-

ents the mean rank for the non-collaborative group.

An inspection of the mean ranks in Table 13 indi-
cates that comfort and anxiety had the highest and
lowest mean rank for the non-collaborative attitude
posttest, respectively.

The same procedure was conducted for the collab-
orative group to probe the ranking of each attitude
subgroup. The results of the Kruskal-Wallis test
for the attitude posttest subgroups of the collab-
orative group are presented in Table 14.

Table 14 Kruskal-Wallis Test Statistics*® for the Read-
ing Attitude Posttest Subgroups in the Collaborative
Group

Collaborative
Posttest Score

Chi-square 1.077
df 2
Asymp. sig. .029

*Kruskal-Wallis test

*Grouping variable: Reading attitude subgroup scores

As indicated in Table 14, the significance value
(.029) is less than .05; therefore, the results suggest
that there was a statistically significant difference
among the continuous variables across the groups.
For an examination of the ranking of the attitude
subgroups in the posttest for the collaborative
group, Table 15 presents the collaborative group’s
mean rank.

Table 15 shows that intellectual value and anx-
iety had the highest and lowest mean ranks of
the attitude subgroups in the collaborative post-
test, respectively. Therefore, the third hypothesis
is accepted, indicating that the four different sub-
groups examined in the attitude questionnaire are
impacted differently in collaborative and non-col-
laborative strategy instruction. The mean rank

Table 15 Mean Rank for the Collaborative Group

Attitude N Mean
subgroup rank
Collaborati- Comfort 6 9.67
ve Posttest Anxiety 4 3.13
Score Intellectual
value 1092

Practical value 6 8.46
Total 16

from highest to lowest for the non-collaborative
group was comfort, intellectual value, practical
value, and anxiety, and for the collaborative group it
was intellectual value, comfort, practical value, and
anxiety.

Discussion and Conclusion

Analysis of the data collected through the reading
comprehension test and the questionnaire on atti-
tude toward reading showed that reading strategy
instruction, regardless of the collaborative or non-
collaborative nature of the approach to teaching
reading strategies, affected gains in the two exper-
imental groups when compared to the control
group. Conversely, no differences were observed
between the means of the two experimental groups,
showing that the collaborative or non-collaborative
nature of teaching reading strategies itself has no
significant effect on gains in reading comprehen-
sion or boosting attitude toward reading.

Regarding the four subcategories of the atti-
tude questionnaire, differences did appear. In the
collaborative group, intellectual value had the
highest mean rank, while in the non-collabora-
tive group, comfort had the highest mean rank.
Though this ranking shows that the four attitude
subcategories were affected differently, a cursory
look at the ranking pattern shows that the differ-
ence between the two groups was not very great.
The mean ranks from highest to lowest were com-
fort, intellectual value, practical value, and anxiety
for the non-collaborative group and intellectual
value, comfort, practical value, and anxiety for
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the collaborative group. In other words, in the
non-collaborative group the top two ranks were
comfort and intellectual value and in the collab-
orative group the top two ranks were intellectual
value and comfort. The third and fourth ranks
were the same in both groups.

As Alexander and Jeton (2000) state, students
who are taught strategies start to think metacog-
nitively about strategies to improve their reading.
Findings of the present study resonate with sev-
eral other studies, e.g., Ghaith and Amal (2003);
Jacob, Rottenberg, Patrick, and Wheeler (1996);
Khezrlou (2012); Shokrzade (2010); and Zarei
(2012). Shokrzade (2010) studied the impact
of metacognitive strategies and critical think-
ing ability on learner comprehension and found
that metacognitive strategy instruction had a pos-
itive impact on learners” reading comprehension.
Jacob et al. (1996) found that cooperative learn-
ing activities allowed students to ask their group
members questions and discuss the answers to
these questions, which can lead to much less anx-
iety in them. Employing a set of comprehension
strategies designed to improve understanding of
expository texts, Klingner et al. (2004) conducted
a study involving five intervention and five con-
trol teachers from five different schools along
with their students in order to examine the teach-
ers yearlong use of csR. Results evinced that
students who received strategy intervention in
CSR classrooms improved significantly in read-
ing comprehension when compared with their
counterparts in control classrooms. It was also
found that comprehension gains were associ-
ated with the quality of csR implementation by
the teachers. In another study, Zoghi, Mustapha
and Maasum (2010) investigated the applicability
and effectiveness of the Modified Collaborative
Strategic Reading (MCSR) with 42 university-level
Iranian EFL freshmen by using a pretest-posttest
design. They gave reading instruction according
to MCSR, and the results showed that students
held positive attitude toward McsRr. They con-
cluded that, despite popular thinking at the time
in the Iranian EFL context, which disapproves of

group work due to traditional beliefs, EFL stu-
dents had a strong preference for communicative
and cooperative activities.

The current study revealed that the non-collabor-
ative approach to teaching strategies is as effective
as the collaborative approach in improving read-
ing comprehension and attitude toward reading.
However, the use of collaborative instruction is still
more highly recommended if classroom circum-
stances are favorable. Investigating perceptions
of and attitude toward student centered learn-
ing among higher-education students, Lea et al.
(2003) conducted a study using focus group inter-
view and Internet questionnaire data collection
procedures and found that students generally had a
very positive attitude about student centered learn-
ing. However, as the application of student-centered
learning may not be easily applicable in all contexts,
the researchers’ concern was about the adequacy of
current resources to support the effective applica-
tion of such an approach. This study found that in
the event that the employment of a collaborative
approach to teaching reading is not feasible, the non-
collaborative approach can be employed as they have
the same positive effects as long as the reading course
is strategy-based.

Pedagogical Implications

In his model of reading attitude acquisition,
McKenna (2001) asserted that each reading expe-
rience makes a difference in one’s attitude toward
reading and one’s beliefs regarding reading outcomes.
Positive attitudes toward cooperative approaches may
indirectly change learner attitudes toward language
learning and encourage their interest. As Cangelosi
(2000) suggested, cooperative learning activities lead
to student engagement in lessons and help them to
improve their intrinsic motivation. In language class-
rooms where the students work in groups, anxiety is
lowered; therefore, self-confidence and self-esteem
are enhanced, and a positive attitude toward learning
is created (Cangelosi, 2000). Students with better
attitudes in the language classroom tend to use the
target language more, which helps them improve
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their language proficiency (Johnsen, 2009). The
current study has shown that strategy instruction can
have considerable positive effects on learners’ reading
comprehension and attitude toward reading, regard-
less of whether it is delivered using collaborative or
non-collaborative approaches. Therefore, while there
are benefits to employing the cooperative approach
to teaching reading, if it is not possible, the cooper-
ative and non-cooperative learning approaches could
be mixed as needed because they both could improve
learners’ reading comprehension and attitude toward
reading.

All in all, there are many reasons that can motivate
instructors to use cooperative learning techniques,
including increased interaction in the classroom
among students. However, there are some contextual
factorswhich may influence the applicability of coop-
erative methods, such as the availability of teachers
familiar with the basic features of cooperative learn-
ing, the number of students, the characteristics of the
students (for example, age or gender), the time avail-
able for each class, and course requirements.

The educational system in Iran is largely individualis-
tic and competitive. In such a system, it may be very
difficult to convince learners to learn in cooperative
groups and learn from each other, particularly when
they know they will be tested individually. The find-
ings of this study can save teachers from a state of
ambivalence about choosing collaborative or non-
collaborative methods to teach reading when the
course is strategy based. Both methods proved to be
effective and beneficial. Considering the practicality
issues when it is difficult to implement collaboration
in the classroom, and to avoid the possible dis-
advantages and difficulties of cooperative classes,
individualized methods can be used because they are
as effective as the collaborative ones.

In addition, as students often find reading unattract-
ive and difficult, there is a need to find innovative
ways to help them stay interested in it and retain the
intention to read and continue reading (Mathewson,
2004). Findings from this study have shown that, a)
by reading in groups the students had less anxiety

and more willingness to read their texts as they
believed reading would enhance their intellectual
capabilities, and b) by reading individually they
felt more comfortable with the reading texts. Both
increased their positive attitude and finally caused
them to like reading more.

Zarei (2012) investigated the effect of cooperative
activities on Iranian learners’ reading comprehen-
sion, and his study did not confirm a superior effect
of cooperative learning over non-cooperative learn-
ing with respect to reading comprehension among
advanced general English proficiency level stu-
dents. He found that low proficiency level students
gained more from communicative activities than
the more advanced students. As the students of
the current study were at mid-level of reading pro-
ficiency as determined through the reading test, it is
suggested that this study be conducted on learners
of other reading proficiency levels and compare the
results with the results of the current study in both
reading comprehension ability and attitude toward
reading. It is also suggested that the same study be
conducted in non-competitive EFL and ESL con-
texts to see if learners in such contexts show the
same or different results. As the participants in
this study were female English learners, it is also
recommended that gender differences be consid-
ered for further research.
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Appendix A

Questionnaire on Attitude Toward
Reading

1. I can become more sophisticated if I read

English.

2.1 can get various kinds of information if I read

English.

3. Reading English is troublesome.

4. Reading English is useful for my future career.
5.1 feel anxious if I don’t know all the words.

6. I can acquire vocabulary if T read English.

7. Reading English is useful to get a good grade
in class.

8.1 can acquire broad knowledge if I read English.
9.1 feel relaxed if I read English.

10. I sometimes feel anxious that I may not under-
stand even if I read.

11.1 can develop reading ability if I read English.

12. Reading English is useful to get credit for
class.

13. Reading English is dull.

14. T get to know about new ways of thinking if T
read English.

15. I can improve my sensitivity to the English

language if I read English.
16.1 feel tired if I read English.

17. 1 feel anxious when I'm not sure whether I
understood the book content.

18. I feel refreshed and rested if I read English.
19. Reading English is useful to get a job.

20. I don’t mind even if I cannot understand the
book content entirely.

21. Reading English is enjoyable.

22. 1 get to know about different values if I read
English.

How to reference this article: Rajaci, Azadeh; Talebi, Seyed Hassan; Abadikhah, Shirin (2020). The
Effects of Collaborative and Non-Collaborative Approaches to Teaching Reading Strategies on Iranian
EFL Learners’ Reading Comprehension and Attitude toward Reading. Tkala, Revista de Lenguage y
Cultura, 25(1), 55-73, http://doi.org/10.17533/udea.ikala.v25n01a05

MepeLLin, CoLomsia, VoL. 25 Issue 1 (January-ApriL, 2020), pp. 55-73, ISSN 0123-3432

www.udea.edu.co/ikala

73



