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Abstract 21745 3

The purpose of this research was to study how to slove English reading problems of
Industrial Education Students at King Mongkut’s Institute of Technology Ladkrabang (KMITL).
The sample of this study in cludes 102 KMITL first year Industrial Education students enrolling
the five-year Bachelor Degree Programs during the second semester of the 2007 academic year.
The research instrument used to collect data was questionnaires and the data were analyzed using
SPSS for windows. The statistics used were frequency, percentage, arithmetic means (i ), t-test,
One-way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) and Least-Significant Different (LSD) for Post Hoc
Comparisons. The hypothesis testing was set at the 0.05 level of significance. The results were as
follows:

1. Students used every strategies for solving English reading problems but they used
them in different levels. That is, the strategies during the process of “Plan Your Reading” and the
process of “Monitoring Your Understanding” were used at high level (total mean = 3.55 and 3.85
respectively). However, the strategies during the process of “Evaluate Your Reading” were used
to moderate level (total mean = 3.03)

2. Students’ differences in sex and departments indicated no significant differences in
how to slove English reading problems at the 0.05 level.

3. Students having different levels of reading ability, that is, students with high, mid, and
low reading abilities indicated significant differences in the majority of strategies used for solving
English reading problems at the 0.05 level. Interestingly, the LSD Post Hoc test indicated that
students with high and mid reading ability levels indicated no significant differences in using
some minor strategies (5 of all 23 stretegies) in solving English reading problems at the 0.05
level. However, both of the students had significant differences in using those strategies with the
students with low reading ability at the 0.05 level. In other words, the result showed that the
students with low reading ability level had significant differences in using those first strategies in

solving English reading problems with the high and mid reading ability students at the 0.05 level

as well.





