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The study explores the university undergraduate biotechnology
students’ perceived use of foreign language reading strategies, their
perception of EFL classroom reading activities, and their potential
relationships. For this purpose, a total of 91 university biotechnol-
ogy students, learning English as a foreign language at the Faculty of
Agronomy, University of Kragujevac, participated in this quantitative
research. Two instruments were used in the study - the Inventory of
Reading Strategies in a Foreign Language and Students’ Foreign Lan-
guage Reading Activities Evaluation Scale. The measures of internal
consistency, descriptive statistics, and Pearson correlation analysis
were used for data processing. The obtained data were analyzed using
SPSS 20.0 statistical software. The study demonstrates that the students
used EFL reading strategies at a moderate level when reading texts in
English and that their attitude toward EFL classroom reading activities
was positive. The perceived use of reading strategies showed positive
correlations with the students’ perceptions of EFL classroom reading
activities. The students considered EFL classroom reading activities
and reading comprehension testing as effective practices in developing
foreign language reading skills.

Keywords: English as a foreign language, evaluation, reading strat-
egies, reading activities

1. INTRODUCTION

For most foreign language (FL) students in higher education setting
reading is a basic academic competency and a crucial segment of foreign
language learning, according to Engineering Competency Model 2015
(Laslie 2016). It is a complex activity which is not easy to define. Various
definitions, both in the fields of mother tongue acquisition and foreign lan-
guage learning, exist: reading is considered as a psycholinguistic process as
it uses language to get to the meaning (Goodman 1973: 3-14), as extracting
the information from the text (Gibson, Levin 1975: 5), or as receiving and
interpreting information encoded in language form via the medium of print
(Urquhart, Weir 1998: 22). Reading is a complex process of understanding
the meaning of a written text, employing various cognitive skills such as
letter and word recognition, knowledge of syntax, and recognition of text
types and text structure (Richards, Schmidt 2010: 483).
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The ultimate purpose of reading is text comprehension, the identification
of the intended meaning of written communication (Richards, Schmidt 2010:
108). To understand the main ideas, purpose, and details in the text, and to
be able to critically analyze and integrate information, the foreign language
readers need to consolidate the grammar knowledge, expand vocabulary, and
develop reading strategies. Reading in a foreign language involves readers’
interaction with the text to gain information and reduce uncertainty (Hudson
1989: 143-170). This interaction involves the activities the FL readers are to
perform and their reading strategies.

This paper starts with a theoretical discussion on relevant issues to FL
reading strategies and FL reading activities, then presents and discusses the
results and implications of the present study.

2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

This section mainly focuses on defining language learning strategies with
a particular emphasis on FL reading strategies and reading activities. Addi-
tionally, related studies on these topics are presented.

2.1. Language learning strategies and FL reading strategies

Strategies are deliberate cognitive steps taken by the learners to aid
the acquisition, storage, and retrieval, and use of new information (Ehr-
man, Oxford 1989; Paris et al. 1983). As one of the earliest researchers in
the field of foreign language learning, Rubin provided a very broad defi-
nition of FL learning strategies as “techniques or devices that learners
apply in order to acquire knowledge of a foreign language” (Rubin 1975:
43). Language learning strategies are also referred to as learning tech-
niques, behaviors, or actions which can lead learners to proficiency in a
foreign language (Oxford, Crookall 1989). Strategies may be used con-
sciously, but they can also become habitual and automatic with practice.
Language learning strategies are purposeful, situated (in a real setting)
mental actions, used for learners to meet learning needs; they are some-
times observable helping learners in developing self-regulation, com-
pleting tasks in a foreign/second language, and moving forward foreign/
second language proficiency; language learning strategies are dynamic,
complex, and fluid (they are not part of rigid categories or used only
for certain functions) used consciously or at least partially consciously;
they can be discussed in terms of functions (metastrategic, cognitive,
emotional/affective, motivational, and social), and they can be taught,
assessed, and researched (Oxford 2017).

Two approaches to categorizing strategies involve: 1) categoriza-
tion according to their psychological functions into memory, cognitive,
compensation, metacognitive, affective, and social strategies (Oxford
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1990), or cognitive, metacognitive, affective or social (Cohen 2010); and
2) categorization according to the skill area to which they relate into
listening and reading strategies (receptive skills), speaking and writing
strategies (productive skills), vocabulary learning, and translation strat-
egies (Cohen 2001, 2010), grammar learning strategies (Oxford 2017;
Pawlak 2018), strategies for learning pragmatics (speech acts) (Cohen
2005). In the latter approach, strategies are viewed in terms of their role
in listening, reading, speaking, and writing. When performing lan-
guage tasks in and out of the language classroom, FL learners can use
language-learning strategies across language skills.

FL reading strategies include those for: a) building reading habits
in the target language - e.g. making a real effort to find reading mate-
rial that is at one’s level or within the zone of proximal development; b)
developing basic reading skills — e.g. planning how to read a text, mon-
itoring to see how the reading is going, checking to see how much of it
is understood, and making summaries in one’s mind or in the margins
of the text; and ¢) determining what to do when encountering unknown
words and structures — e.g. guessing the approximate meaning by using
clues from the surrounding context, using a dictionary to get detailed
information of individual words meaning (Cohen 2010: 168). Many of
these reading strategies are accepted in the Survey of Reading Strategies
(SORS), an instrument designed to measure adolescent and adult EFL
students’ perceived use of reading strategies (Mokhtari, Sheorey 2002;
Sheorey, Mokhtari 2001). The SORS measures three broad categories of
reading strategies: 1) metacognitive (intentional and carefully planned
techniques used by learners to monitor and manage their own reading,
e.g. using tables and figures), 2) cognitive (the procedures readers use
while working directly on the text and handling problems that occur
in understanding textual information, e.g. guessing the meaning of
unknown words), and 3) support strategies (the mechanisms intended to
help the reader comprehend the text, e.g. taking notes). In this study, the
concept of reading strategies is based on the combination of language
learning strategies, particularly on Oxford’s language learning strate-
gies (1990), and skill area strategies (speaking strategies in particular).

2.2. FL reading activities

The reading activities are important in authentic FL reading in that
they direct the points of instruction to language and rhetorical struc-
tures, vocabulary or reading skills and strategies. Thus, instruction is
more attentive to the processes and strategies the students should learn
than to mastery of individual language products such as a particular
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grammar structure (Hudson 1989: 145). A recent study (Bojovi¢ 2018)
revealed that the frequency of testing students’ EFL reading comprehen-
sion affects the students’ perception of the overall EFL classroom read-
ing activities. Reading tasks and activities in the FL classroom can be
grouped as pre-reading activities (e.g. previewing, text surveys, predict-
ing, introducing key vocabulary), while reading activities (e.g. reading
for the main idea, reading for details, questioning the text, monitoring
one’s own comprehension), and post-reading activities (e.g. review of the
contents through word roots or discourse markers, consolidation of what
has been read through discussion, debate, role-plays, project work). The
goals of these three stages of reading are (Dubin, Bycina 1991: 202-205):
a) pre-reading activities are to activate or build the students’ knowl-
edge of the subject, to provide language preparation possibly needed for
coping with the text, and to motivate the students to read the text; b)
while-reading tasks are aimed at understanding the specific content, at
perceiving the structure of the text, and at promoting active engagement
with the text and developing reading skills; and c) post-reading activi-
ties are intended to review the content, to work on bottom-up concerns
such as grammar, vocabulary, and discourse features, and to consolidate
what has been read by linking the newly obtained information with the
students’ prior knowledge.

Although many studies are focused on FL reading (Block 1986,
1992; Carrell, Eisterhold 1983; Grabe 1991), the evaluation of FL teacher
education programs (Peacock 2009: 259-278) and programs of FL learn-
ing/teaching (Llosa, Slayton 2009: 35-54; Norris 2009: 7-13), there is a
paucity of research that considers students’ evaluation of FL classroom
reading activities (Ekaningrum, Prabandari 2015). However, a recent
study deals with students’ evaluation of EFL classroom reading practices
(Bojovi¢ 2018) suggesting that a higher testing frequency raises the stu-
dents’ self-confidence in performing reading tasks adequately and gives
rise to students’ affirmative perception of classroom reading practices.

The current study is based on the SORS reading strategies (Mokhtari,
Sheorey 2002; Sheorey, Mokhtari 2001). The FL reading strategies selected
for examination in the current research are: 1) motivation for and purpose
of FL reading; 2) confirming the purpose of reading; 3) choosing autono-
mously which text to read; 4) reading quickly; 5) silent reading; 6) using
background knowledge; 7) predicting; 8) confirming predictions; 9) find-
ing main ideas in the text; 10) using context clues for reading comprehen-
sion; 11) taking notes while reading; 12) re-reading the text; 13) summa-
rizing for better understanding; 14) re-reading the text; 15) searching for
details; 16) using text features (tables, charts); 17) asking others (teachers,
peers, colleagues) for help when discovering the meaning of unfamiliar
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words to understand the text better; 18) discussing what is read with oth-
ers; and 19) visualizing information read in the text. This study also points
out the importance of students’ perception of FL reading activities in an
instructional setting at the level of higher education. The factors which
are particularly in focus are: 1) how often students practice FL reading
activities and testing reading at different education levels, 2) the poten-
tial impact of reading activities and testing reading comprehension in the
classroom context on the students’ FL reading skills, 3) the level of their
self-confidence in performing FL reading tasks in an instructional con-
text, and 4) how difficult these tasks are.

3. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This section focuses on the purpose and hypotheses of the study, the sam-
ple, instruments, and procedures and data analysis applied in the study.

The aim of the study is to determine what FL reading strategies students
in biotechnology engineering use, how they perceive EFL classroom reading
activities, and the potential relationships between these two variables.

Corresponding to the aim of the study, three hypotheses are formulated:

1)  The students’ perceived use of FL reading strategies is high;

2)  The students’ attitudes toward EFL classroom reading activities are posi-
tive; and

3)  The main hypothesis is that there is a positive correlation between the
use of FL reading strategies the students’ perception of the EFL classroom
reading activities.

3.1. Participants

The participants in the study were 91 undergraduate students (juniors
and seniors) of biotechnology engineering (59 females and 32 males) in a four-
year biotechnology bachelor program at the Faculty of Agronomy in Cacak,
University of Kragujevac. All junior and senior students were exposed to com-
pulsory courses in English for Specific Purposes (ESP).

The instruments used for collecting the data were administered to biotech-
nology engineering students by their English language teacher in the last week
of the semester in the 2018-2019 academic year during their regular EFL classes.

3.2. Instruments

Two research instruments were used in the collection of data: the Inven-
tory of reading strategies in a foreign language (IRSFL) and Students’ foreign
language reading activities evaluation scale (SFLRAES).

The IRSFL was used to measure the perceived use of reading strategies
by non-native English readers. This self-report scale comprises 20 Likert-scale
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items with choices ranging from “always or almost always true of me” (1) to
“never or almost never true of me” (5) for 19 items. In order to make the results
obtained easier to compare with other variables, the scales were reversed; the
choices thus ranged from “never or almost never true of me” (1) to “always
or almost always true of me” (5) for 19 of the items. The exception is the item
considering the purpose of EFL reading; the answer options include “for my
university studies” (1), “for my future job” (2), “for educational purposes” (3),
“for searching for and gathering information through different media” (4),
and “reading in EFL is not important to me” (5). The IRSFL instrument was
adapted from the original SORS (Mokhtari, Sheorey 2002; Sheorey, Mokhtari
2001) which consists of 28 items, measuring three broad categories of reading
strategies — metacognitive, cognitive, and support strategies. The items that
had low rotating factor loadings (below 0.3) or did not seem to provide useful
information were excluded from this study. An item referring to the specific
purposes of reading was added. The IRSFL instrument was found to be reliable
and internally consistent based on a Cronbach’s alpha coefficient of a = 0.80.
This result is within the coefficient values found in the literature for the SORS,
which forms the basis for the IRSFL, ranging from 0.74 to 0.93 (Mokhtari,
Reichard 2002; Park 2010; Sheorey, Mokhtari 2001). For the Likert-scale strat-
egy-use items of the IRSFL, the following key helped to interpret the means:
mean values from 3.5 to 5.0 indicate high use, 2.5 to 3.49 indicate medium use,
and 1.0 to 2.49 low use (Oxford 1990).

The SFLRAES is a tool created for measuring students’ perception of read-
ing activities in the EFL classroom (Bojovi¢ 2018). This self-report scale com-
prises eight items which measure the following: 1) the frequency of reading
activities in the university education; 2) whether reading exercises help stu-
dents understand the texts better; 3) whether testing reading comprehension
helps students understand the texts better; 4) the difficulty of reading exer-
cises; 5) the difficulty of reading comprehension test tasks; 6) the frequency
of reading activities at the levels of primary and secondary education; 7) the
frequency of testing reading at the levels of primary and secondary education;
and, 8) the degree of students’ self-confidence in their successful reading per-
formance. It is a five-point Likert scale with item choices ranging from “never
or almost never true of me” (1) to “always or almost always true of me” (5).
The exceptions are two items regarding the difficulty of reading exercises and
the difficulty of reading comprehension test tasks; the response options for
these two items range from “very difficult” (1) to “very easy” (5). The index of
reliability and internal consistency for the SFLRAES instrument (Cronbach’s
alpha) is & = 0.72, which is considered adequate (Dekovi¢ et al. 1991; Holden
et al. 1991). It is not uncommon for contemporary researchers to characterize
reliabilities in the 0.60s and 0.70s as good or adequate. For the Likert-scaled
items of the SFLRAES, the following key may help to interpret the means:
mean values from 3.51 to 5.0 indicate a high frequency of EFL reading activ-
ities or testing reading comprehension, a high degree of the effectiveness of
reading activities and testing reading comprehension on the development of
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students’ EFL reading skills, low level of difficulty of EFL reading tasks, and
high level of students’ self-confidence in EFL reading skills; mean values from
2.51 to 3.50 indicate all these factors being at a medium level; finally, mean
values from 1.0 to 2.5 indicate high levels of difficulty of EFL reading/testing
tasks and low levels of other previously mentioned factors. The interpretation
key is based on the interpretation of means of the Likert-type scales such as
Oxford’s SILL instrument, Version 7.0 (ESL/EFL), for measuring the frequency
of the use of EFL learning strategies (Oxford 1990).

3.3. Method and data analysis

The present study adopts a quantitative research design in order to answer
the following research question: Are there relationships between the students’
perceived use of FL reading strategies and their perception of the classroom
EFL reading activities?

The measures of internal consistency, descriptive statistics (the mean and
standard deviation), and Pearson correlation analysis were used for data pro-
cessing. In order to determine whether the instruments in the study (IRSFL and
SFLRAES) were reliable, Cronbach’s alpha as the measure of internal consist-
ency and reliability was applied to both instruments. Calculating the mean and
standard deviation with descriptive statistics would enhance the understanding
of the tendency of the students’ use of reading strategies and their perception
of classroom reading activities. In order to investigate the potential relations
between students’ perceived use of EFL reading strategies and their perception
of EFL reading activities, the correlation analysis was carried out - the correla-
tion coefficient was calculated with a Pearson product-moment correlation. The
data obtained were analyzed using the SPSS 20.0 Package for Windows.

4. RESULTS

This section presents the obtained results concerning the frequency of the
perceived use of EFL reading strategies, the students’ perception of EFL class-
room reading activities, and the relationships between these two factors.

4.1. The students’ perceived use of reading strategies in EFL

Descriptive statistics (mean value and standard deviation) showed that
the mean value of the perceived overall use of reading strategies is M=3.31
(Table 1), which indicates the participants’ moderate reading strategy use.
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Table 1. The use of reading strategies in biotechnology

EFL reading strategies Possible scores M SD
Motivation for reading in EFL 1-5 3.52* 1.196
Setting purpose for reading in EFL 1-5 2.68 .842
Choosing autonomously what to read 1-5 3.01 1.234
Interest in reading as much as possible 1-5 3.16 1.176
Reading quickly 1-5 2.76 1.186
Reading a text silently 1-5 341 1.316
Using background knowledge 1-5 3.91* 1.050
Predicting 1-5 3.04 1.144
Confirming predictions 1-5 3.04 1.144
Finding main ideas 1-5 3.65* 1.058
Taking notes while reading 1-5 2.48 1.149
Using context clues 1-5 3.58* .944
Asking others for help for better understanding 1-5 3.60* 1.124
Re-reading for better understanding 1-5 4.22* 1.009
Using text features (tables, graphs, pictures) 1-5 3.79* 1.121
Summarizing for better understanding 1-5 247 .970
Discussing what is read with others 1-5 2.73 1.096
Re-reading for details 1-5 4.05% 1.037
Visualizing information read 1-5 3.46 1.401
Confirming the purpose of reading 1-5 3.35 1.259
Overall reading strategies 1-5 3.31 0.527

N=91

*=frequent use where means >3.50; M=mean value; SD=standard deviation

Eight reading strategies were reported as high usage strategies. Re-read-
ing for better understanding (“I re-read the text to increase my understand-
ing”) and re-reading for details (“I re-read to find the details when reading in
English”) are the two most frequently used reading strategies (M= 4.22 and
M= 4.05, respectively). The other reading strategies at the high level of usage
involve: 1) using background knowledge (“When reading a text in English, I
think about what I already know on the topic”) (M= 3.91), 2) using text fea-
tures such as pictures, tables, and graphs (“I use pictures, graphs, and charts
to help me understand confusing/difficult parts”) (M= 3.79), 3) finding main
ideas (“I look for the main idea when reading a text in English”) (M = 3.65),
4) asking others for help for better understanding (“I discover the meaning of
unfamiliar words when reading by asking teacher/fellow student/colleague”)
(M = 3.60), 5) using context clues (“I discover the meaning of unfamiliar
words when reading by using context clues”) (M= 3.58), 6) eagerness to read
in English (“I am interested to read in English as a foreign language”) (M =
3.52). Ten reading strategies were reported as medium usage strategies (2.5 <
Mc< 3.49), as shown in Table 1. The least frequently used reading strategies are
summarizing for better understanding (“I summarize the text to myself after
I have read it”) (M = 2.47) and taking notes while reading (“I take notes when
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reading in English”) (M = 2.48), for both the mean value being M< 2.50, which
indicates low strategy use.

4.2. The students’ perception of EFL reading activities

Descriptive statistics (mean values and standard deviation) show that the stu-
dents had a positive perception of EFL classroom reading activities since the mean
value for the overall perceived EFL reading activities was M=3.55 (Table 2).

Table 2. Students’ perception of EFL classroom reading activities

EFL classroom reading activities Possible M SD
scores
Frequency of EFL reading activities 1-5 3.71 1.167
How helpful classroom reading practice is for better text
understarll)ding ¢ F 15 396 1.064
Difficulty of EFL reading exercises 1-5 3.05 .584
Frequency of EFL reading practice - former experience 1-5 3.43 1.240
How helpful testing reading comprehension is for better text
understaﬁding ¢ 8o 1-5 392 1.046
Difficulty of reading comprehension test tasks 1-5 3.04 .536
Frequency of testing EFL reading - former experience 1-5 2.99 1.260
Self-confidence in successful EFL reading performance 1-5 3.27 .978
Overall EFL classroom reading activities 1-5 3.42 .591
N=91
EFL - English as a foreign language, M - mean value, SD - standard deviation, N - number of

participants

The study reports that (Table 2): 1) the perceived frequency of EFL class-
room reading activities in a higher education setting was high (M=3.71); 2)
the practice of reading in the EFL classroom had highly positive effects on
students’ reading comprehension in EFL (M=3.96); 3) the difficulty of reading
exercises in English language classes was moderate (M=3.05); 4) the students
perceived the practice of reading in EFL to be less frequent (M=3.43) at the pri-
mary and secondary education levels compared to the tertiary level of educa-
tion (M=3.71); 5) the practice of testing students’ reading comprehension had
positive effects on EFL students’ reading comprehension (M=3.92); 6) the par-
ticipants perceived the difficulty of reading comprehension test tasks as mod-
erate (M=3.04); 7) in primary and secondary education, the frequency of test-
ing reading comprehension was perceived to be at a moderate level (M=2.99);
and 8) the students perceived themselves as moderately self-confident in suc-
cessful EFL reading performance in the classroom context (M=3.27).

4.3. The perceived use of reading strategies and evaluation of classroom
reading activities: the relationships

A correlation analysis was conducted to determine relations between the
students’ use of reading strategies and their perception of reading activities.
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Positive correlations mean that higher scores on the IRSFL scale mean higher
scores of students’” evaluation of reading activities and vice versa. The results
are presented in Table 3.

The overall students’ perceived use of EFL reading strategies shows a very
significant correlation with overall students’ perception of EFL classroom
reading activities (r=0.59, p<0.01, p=0.000). Three factors of students’ per-
ception of EFL classroom reading activities are correlated with the perceived
use of most EFL reading strategies: how helpful classroom reading practice is
for better text understanding, how helpful testing reading comprehension is
for better text understanding, and students’ self-confidence in successful EFL
reading performance.

Table 3. Relationships - reading strategies use and perception of reading activities

EFL classroom reading activities
EFL reading strategies Helpfulness/ | Helpfulness/ | Students’ self-
activities tests confidence Overall

Motivation for reading in EFL 0.22* 0.48** 0.57**
Choosing autonomously what to read 0.29** 0.35** 0.48**
Interest in reading as much as possible 0.31%* 0.43** 0.56**
Reading quickly 0.19 0.23* 0.45**
Using background knowledge 0.30** 0.33** 0.35**
Predicting 0.29** 0.36%* 0.28**
Finding main ideas 0.42** 0.47** 0.30**
Using context clues 0.37** 0.39** 0.30**
Re-reading for better understanding 0.32*%* 0.27* 0.27*
Using text features (tables, graphs, pictures) 0.33*%* 0.24* 0.22
Re-reading for details 0.46** 0.41** 0.39**
Visualizing information read 0.36** 0.43** 0.27**
Confirming the purpose of reading 0.37** 0.44** 0.31**
Overall reading strategies 0.59**

N=91 p<0.05* p<0.01**
EFL - English as a foreign language, N — number of participants, p - statistical significance

Efficiency of classroom reading practice shows a positive correlation
with the students’ perceived use of the following individual reading strate-
gies (Table 3). It shows a positive mild correlation with students’ eagerness to
read in English (r=0.22, p<0.05, p=0.037). It also shows positive significant
correlations with: 1) their inclination to choose the text for reading auton-
omously (r=0.29, p<0.01, p=0.006), 2) their interest in reading in English as
much as possible (r=0.31, p<0.01, p=0.003), 3) using background knowledge
(r=0.30, p<0.01, p=0.005), 4) predicting what the text is about (r=0.29, p<0.01,
p=0.006), 5) using context clues (r=0.37, p<0.01, p=0.000), 6) re-reading for
better understanding (r=0.32, p<0.01, p=0.002), 7) using text features such
as tables, graphs (r=0.33, p<0.01, p=0.002), 8) visualizing information read
in the text (r=0.36, p<0.01, p=0.000), 9) confirming the purpose of reading
(r=0.37, p<0.01, p=0.000). And finally, it shows positive strong correlations
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with students’” finding main ideas in the text (r=0.42, p<0.01, p=0.000) and
re-reading to find details in the text (r=0.46, p<0.01, p=0.000).

Efficiency of classroom reading comprehension testing practice is posi-
tively correlated with the students’ perceived use of the following individual
reading strategies (Table 3). It shows positive and mild correlation with the
students’ inclination to read quickly (r=0.23, p<0.05, p=0.031), with re-reading
the text for better understanding (r=0.27, p<0.05, p=0.010) and with using text
features such as tables and graphs (r=0.24, p<0.05, p=0.021). It shows positive
and significant correlations with autonomous text selection (r=0.35, p<0.01,
p=0.001), using background knowledge (r=0.33, p<0.01, p=0.002), predicting
(r=0.36, p<0.01, p=0.001), and using context clues (r=0.39, p<0.01, p=0.000). It
also shows positive and strong correlations with students’ motivation for read-
ing in EFL (r=0.48, p<0.01, p=0.000), interest in reading in English as much
as possible (r=0.43, p<0.01, p=0.000), finding main ideas in the text (r=0.47,
p<0.01, p=0.000), re-reading for details (r=0.41, p<0.01, p=0.000), visualizing
information read in the text (r=0.43, p<0.01, p=0.000), and confirming the
purpose of reading (r=0.44, p<0.01, p=0.000).

The students’ self-confidence in successful EFL reading performance
is correlated with the perceived use of the following strategies of reading in
EFL (Table 3). It shows positive very weak correlation with using text features
such as tables or graphs (r=0.22, p>0.05, p=0.832), and mild correlation with
re-reading the text for better understanding (r=0.27, p<0.05, p=0.011). It also
shows positive significant correlations with using background knowledge
(r=0.35, p<0.01, p=0.001), predicting (r=0.28, p<0.01, p=0.008), finding main
ideas in the text (r=0.30, p<0.01, p=0.004), using context clues (r=0.30, p<0.01,
p=0.005), re-reading for details (r=0.39, p<0.01, p=0.000), visualizing infor-
mation read in the text (r=0.27, p<0.01, p=0.009), and confirming purpose of
reading (r=0.31, p<0.01, p=0.003). It shows positive strong correlations with
the students” motivation to read in English (r=0.57, p<0.01, p=0.000), autono-
mous text selection (r=0.48, p<0.01, p=0.000), interest in reading in English as
much as possible (r=0.56, p<0.01, p=0.000), and reading as quickly as possible
(r=0.45, p<0.01, p=0.000).

The difficulty of reading comprehension test tasks is correlated with two
individual EFL reading strategies. It shows a positive mild correlation with
the students’ frequency of discussing what is read with others (r=0.25, p<0.05,
p=0.018) and a negative, mild correlation with taking notes while reading (r=-
0.22, p<0.05, p=0.040).

5. DISCUSSION

The findings reveal that the most prominent EFL reading strategies used
as reported by biotechnology undergraduate students are re-reading for bet-
ter understanding and details, using background knowledge to relate it with
the text being read, using text features (pictures, tables, charts), which is
in line with the findings of Park (2010) and Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001).
Background knowledge has a significant effect on student performance,
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explaining up to 81% of the variance in posttest scores (Dochy et al. 1999).
Finding main ideas, asking others for help to understand the text better, or
using contextual clues are also frequently used reading strategies in biotech-
nology engineering. The participants are also motivated to read in English,
which is in the line with the finding that motivation is a significant facilita-
tive factor in foreign language vocabulary and terminology learning (Gard-
ner, McIntyre 1991). The reading strategies used moderately include the fol-
lowing ones: 1) visualizing information read in the text (with the tendency
toward frequent use), 2) interest in reading as much as possible, 3) selecting
the text autonomously, reading a text silently, 4) predicting information
to be read in the text, 5) confirming prediction, 6) discussing what is read
with others (students/colleagues), 7) speed reading, 8) setting a purpose for
reading in EFL, and 9) confirming the purpose of reading. Moderate usage
concerning visualizing information read in the text differs from Sheorey,
Mokhtari (2001), who reported frequent use of the strategy.

The biotechnology engineering students had a positive overall perception
of EFL classroom reading activities in a higher education setting. In the stu-
dents’ opinion, the EFL classroom reading activities and exercises, and read-
ing comprehension testing are highly influential in their EFL reading abilities.
This finding is consistent with the results obtained in another research stud-
ying the EFL students’ perceptions of pre-reading activities in an academic
context (Ekaningrum, Prabandari 2015). Furthermore, the reading activities
in EFL are seen as more frequent in the academic learning context than in the
primary or secondary education setting. The reading tasks in university EFL
classrooms are more demanding than the ones in primary/secondary schools,
the selected texts are longer and more complex, and their vocabulary is less
familiar. Hence, it seems wise to increase the frequency of reading activities
and the length of reading instruction. Thusly, the increased intensity of EFL
reading activities allows students to receive targeted instruction and increased
opportunities to practice reading skills (Waughn et al. 2012). In the classroom
setting where the students’ regular reading exercises are in the focus, the stu-
dents may become more self-confident in their reading skills. This finding
is in the line with an earlier study (Bojovi¢ 2018) suggesting that the higher
frequency of EFL testing reading activities may increase students’ self-confi-
dence in their EFL reading skills. In addition, the students think that reading
exercises and reading test tasks are not difficult. This finding may be ascribed
to the students’ exposure to diverse reading materials in the field of biotech-
nology, thus having enough content knowledge to understand the texts with
no particular difficulty (Nguyen 2007).

Those participants who consider classroom reading and testing activi-
ties frequent and helpful for better text understanding use almost all reading
strategies frequently (except taking notes, summarizing, or discussing what
is read with others), which is in line with findings of Aarnoutse and Leeuwe
(1998) and Kirmizi (2010). Furthermore, those students who are self-confi-
dent in successful EFL reading performance use almost all reading strategies
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frequently (except taking notes, asking others for help to understand the
text better, using text features such as tables, graphs, pictures, or discussing
what is read with others). This finding is in line with the results obtained in a
study on the effects of EFL reading strategy instruction (Medina 2012) which
suggests that the increased use of reading strategies facilitates the students’
self-confidence in performing reading tasks. Finally, those students who find
the reading text difficult frequently take notes while reading. This result is
consistent with the findings of several studies (Graham, Hebert 2010; Chang
et al. 2002) which identify note-taking as a highly facilitative reading strategy
for better understanding complex, abstract reading materials with plenty of
new concepts and information. The present study is one of the first studies in
which relationships between the students’ perceived use of EFL reading strat-
egies and evaluation of EFL classroom reading activities are established. It is
a further step in validating both the use of reading strategies and students’
evaluation practices considering reading activities in EFL.

6. CONCLUSION

The study reported in this article is one step towards a better under-
standing of the undergraduate biotechnology students’ perceived use of FL
reading strategies, their perception of EFL classroom reading activities, and
potential relations between these two factors. It reveals that the students use
reading strategies moderately while reading texts in English and that their
attitude toward EFL classroom reading activities is positive. In this study,
it was hypothesized that the students” perceived use of reading strategies is
high, their attitudes toward reading activities are positive, and that there is a
positive correlation between these two variables. Based on the results of the
study, we can conclude that the first hypothesis is not confirmed, the second
one is confirmed, and the main hypothesis is confirmed as the students who
had affirmative views of the classroom reading activities and considered them
helpful practices for better text understanding used a large repertoire of read-
ing strategies frequently.

Evaluation of the classroom procedures by the students is a valuable
post-reading activity (Nuttall 1996: 167, 188-9) as it gives students the oppor-
tunity to become aware of the FL classroom procedures. Evaluation can gen-
erate effective remedial action and contribute to critical decisions on language
policy and educational practice (Harris 2009: 55-76). FL teachers should
attempt to make the students practice and produce knowledge. It is during
reading in a foreign language that the FL reading techniques and strategies
are activated; this leads to acquiring reading skills. The FL teachers can offer
various reading tasks so that the students could be enabled to put the foreign
language into actual use.

The study has several limitations that could be addressed in further
research. The results of the study were based on the use of FL reading strategies
and the perception of EFL classroom reading activities by a limited number
of students in a very complex and specific engineering domain; hence these
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results cannot be generalized to the entire student population. In addition, the
instruments used in the research are self-reporting tools - it means that the
participants’ responses depend on their sincerity and willingness to cooperate
in the research as well as on their awareness of the reading strategies they use
and evaluation of EFL classroom reading practices.

Further research could investigate how the examined strategies and the
studied parameters of the students’ perception of classroom reading activi-
ties correlate with the students’ levels of reading comprehension their reading
habits and styles, particularly when reading a printed text and when read-
ing online. Future studies could also search for other potential factors which
can affect the students’ evaluation of foreign language reading activities in
instructional settings.
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Munesnna [I. bojosuh

OOHOC CTPATETUJA UMTAIBA U AKTUBHOCTU UNTAA
HA EHITTECKOM JE3UKY Y BUCOKOIIKOJICKOJ HACTABU
Pesume

Y oBOM pajiy IIpefiCTaB/beH M Cy Pe3y/NTaTy MCTpaskuBarba Koje je Mo 3a IM/b /ja CTINTA
Jla M Uy KOjoj MepM CTYZIeHTH y BVCOKOIIKOJICKOj HACTaBM Y O6acTy GMOTEXHOTOIIKMIX
HayKa KOPJCTe CTpaTeruje YuTama Ha eHITIeCKOM Kao CTPaHOM je3VKY, KaKaB je BIXO0B JJOXKI-
B/baj aKTMBHOCTH YMTarba Y HACTABHOM OKDYJKemby, U TI0CTOjarbe OfHOCa OBe IBe Bapujabiie.
y TY CBPXY, Y KBAaHTUTATVBHOM JVICTPaXX/Balby y4€CTBOBAO je YKYIIHO 91 CTYIE€HT 61OTEXHO-
TIOIIKMX HayKa Ha ATpoHOMCKOM ¢akynTeTy YHuBepsuteTa y Kparyjesiy, rae cy moxabamm
HACTaBy EHITIECKOT je3uKa CTPyKe Kao ob6aBesHOr npepmera. VIHcTpymenTnu xopuurthenn y
ucTpakuBamy ¢y CKama cCaMOIpoOlieHe YYeHMKOBMX CTpaTernja YUNTama Ha CTPAHOM je3UKy 1
Ckara mopoljeHe HACTaBHMX aKTMBHOCTY YMTakba Ha eHITIeCKOM jesnKy. 3a o6pay mogaraxa
KopuinheHe cy Mepe yHyTpallllbe KOH3MCTEHTHOCTH, AE€CKPUIITUBHe aHanmse u IInpcoHoBe
KopenalioHe aHanuse. J[lo6ujeHy mogary Cy aHanusupaHy momohy cratucTudkor copTaepa
SPSS20.0. lobujeHn pesynraTu MOKasyjy fAa CTyieHTU — 6ynyhn mHxemepn 610TeXHOMOIMjE
YMEPEHO KOPpUCTE CTpaTeFI/Ije YuTamba Ha €HITIECKOM jesl/le 7 0a HACTaBHE aKTUMBHOCTU YN Tabha
Ha eHITIECKOM je3VKYy JIOKVMB/baBajy Kao MO3UTHBHe. PesynTaTy Takohe moxasyjy Aa mocToju
TIO3UTUBHA KOpenalyja usMehy mpumene cTpaTernja yuTama Ha CTPAaHOM je3VKY ¥ TIepIIUIIN-
pama U IpoIleHe AKTMBHOCTY YMTaka ¥ BUCOKOIIKOJICKOM HaCTaBHOM OKpYKemwy. IIpema mpo-
OEHN VICIIMTAaHVKa, aKTUBHOCTN YN Taiba ¥ TECTpaiba pa3yMeBamba IIPOYNTAHOT TEKCTA HA 9aCO-
BJIMa eHITIECKOT je3VKa Cy epyKacHe IpOIiefiype 3a pa3Boj BEIITIHA YNTalba Ha TOM je3NKY.

Kipyune peum: eHITIeCKM je3MK Kao CTPaHM je3UK, eBajlyaljuja, CTpaTeruje 4mrama,
HacTaBHE aKTMBHOCTY YNTalba
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