CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS, DISCUSSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents (1) a summary of the st{@y,a summary of the
findings, (3) discussions of reading comprehensesults and reading strategies, (4)

conclusions and (6) recommendations for furthedystu

51 SUMMARY OF THE STUDY
The objectives as well as subjects, materials andeplures of this study are

summarized as follows:

5.1.1 Objectivesof the Study
This study aimed to investigate 3 areas in otderdentify which
reading strategies and skills of the employees teel@velop. First, to investigate at
what degree they comprehend the reading passagmdseo assess some of the key
problems of the employees in reading the comparinerarticle; and third, to

determine the reading strategies the employeewhide reading the online article.

5.1.2 Subjects, Materials, and Procedures

The subjects of this study were of 30 employdeNielsen Thailand,
selected by convenience sampling from a recentofisn-house English program
participants. However, they represented the paipunleof all business units. The
subjects were categorized into two groups, good @oa readers by the Reading
Comprehension Test scores, regardless of theil lgveroficiency, but based on
Reading Comprehension Test scores. 15 subjects ewbosres over 60% were
referred as good readers; likewise, those whosesdess than 60% were referred as
poor readers.

The reading material for the reading comprehensgst was drawn
from the Nielsen online article ‘2009 Industry (uatk: When times get tough, the
tough go back-to-basics’ which contains a 1,100emMoassage. The subjects were
requested to read the article and took a 10-itemltipfetchoice reading

comprehension test. 1 mark was given to each doareswer, the maximum scores
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was 10 marks. After finishing the reading compredien test, the subjects completed
the Survey of Reading Strategies questionnaire lwluonsists of 3 categorized

strategies: Global Strategies, Support StrategidsPaoblem Solving Strategies.

5.2 SUMMARY OF THE FINDINGS

The results of the study can be summarized aswsll

5.21 TheReading Comprehension Test Findings

It was found that the majority of the subjectemsed to be having
difficulties in reading online articles for compeetsion. As demonstrated from the
Reading Comprehension Test, the overall mean sgaseonly 5.40. It was shown
that none of them fully comprehended the text. Tihyhest score was 9 and 8 but
only 6.7% obtained of these levels, whereas thesbwcore was 2 (3.3% chose only
2 correct answers). 13.3% got 3 correct and thenta(about 50%) got a medium
score range from 4-6 correct response (23.3% gahd, 10% got 5 and 20% got 6
right).

The item analysis indicated that 73.33% of thbjextts chose the
correct answers for item number 5, testing minotaitke and item 7, testing
references. Nonetheless, it appeared they had probtems with more difficult
items such as item 9 making inference, item 1 aagkihg about gist information and
main idea, and item 8 & 10, testing topic sentengaaragraph. More notably, poor
readers have shown remarkable weakness in makieigintes, finding the main idea
and identifying topic sentences in paragraphs artdrpreting word meanings.
However, it was unexpected that good readers sdessdthan the poor ones on item
10, which tested topic sentences in paragraphis dduld be due to many factors: for
example, good guessing, not overanalyzing the muesind careless good readers
might miss the words. Another possibility is thatrect guessing played a part in the

way the results came in.

5.2.2 TheReading Strategies Findings
The Survey of Reading Strategies finding has detnated that the
subjects deployed the problem-solving reading eflia most frequently while they
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used support reading strategies least frequen@yerall, there was no significant
difference between the reading strategies of geaders and poor readers in all three
subcategories. Likewise, the order arranged frowstnfrequency use to least
frequency use of reading strategies claimed by gowtpoor readers appeared very
similar in all three subcategories, particularlg goroblem solving subcategory. It
could be that many readers do not have a cleareamsas of which skills they are
utilizing when they read. Another possibility Isat it is difficult to identify which
strategies or skills are being used when the readee reading beyond their
awareness. For example, it is hard to identifynéyt translate from English into their
native language when reading.

Nonetheless, there was statistical significasrtceome items indicating
that poor readers more frequently utilized thesstesgies than the good readers, such
as strategy number 8 (one of global strategiesgtegty number 2 and 29 (in support

strategies subcategory).

5.3  DISCUSSIONS

5.3.1 TheKey Problemsof the Subjects on Reading Comprehension
From the scoring and item analysis, it was rigtalemonstrated that
the majority of the subjects, especially the poeaders, had most problems with
making inference, finding main idea in paragraphjmmdea and gist information. It
appeared that poor readers had most problems hattditficult items that required
semantic knowledge and advanced reading skills ascfinding the main idea and

making inferences.

1) Inference
It was found that the majority of thebjects particularly the low
proficiency readers had problems with item 9 whies$ted inference; only 26.67% of
the subjects were able to choose the correct arievtleis question. 84% of the subjects
who chose the correct answer for this item weredgeaders, similar to item 3, which
also tested inference but in an easier contexta Aessult, 60% of the subjects scored
on this item, in which the proportion of the goahders vs. the poor ones is 2:1.
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It has been seen that the low level proficiencydees encountered more problems
with making inference than the high proficiency sneAccording to Allen (2002, pp.
95-96), to answer an inference question, the relageto understand the main idea of
the passage. In addition, the reader must use dwankground experience or
knowledge to understand what the author is implgng try to not infer beyond what
can be true from the given information. In comcwith the finding on item 10, the
subjects also had problems with the main idea erttpic sentence in a paragraph.
Since many subjects misinterpreted the main idesy tvere not able to accurately
infer the message. Additionally, it would be difflt to understand what the author is
conveying if the readers do not have enough sctematackground knowledge, or
culture-specific knowledge (Carrell, Devine, & Egke2002, p. 2). It was also
possible that the readers did infer more than #o¢ $tated in the text as they were
trying to match their own background knowledge wiitle author's (Allen, 2002;
Nuttal, 2005). It was found that a number of thbjects chose the choice (c) ‘Online
activities will become more popular among the nemegation ..." since for them, it

seemed true and made more sense than other items.

2) Topicsentencein paragraph

One of the key problems that the majooitghe subjects had was
finding the topic sentence in a paragraph. Ssirpyly, good readers found more
difficulty in finding the topic sentence in paraghall (item 10) than the poor
readers. This could be due to many factors. fiassible good readers carelessly
missed the words or they tried good guessing. m@ike, they do not really know
how to determine the topic sentence. Of 33.33%@fsubjects who chose the correct
answer, the proportion of the good readers vsptier ones is 2:3. According to
Nuttal (2005) when readers and authors share the #aings in common, the readers
would likely have no difficulty to comprehend theitten text since they have similar
background knowledge. However, that could leadntthe infer more than what can
be true in the passage (p. 13). From the finding,subjects claimed that they often
thought about what they already know to help themeustand what they read, and
they often try to guess what the content of the texabout when they read; that
indicated that they tried to use their backgroundvidedge to construct the meaning.
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It has been reviewed that background knowledge riscial to inference in
comprehension (Carrell, Divine, & Eskey, 2002; Arsdm, 1999; Nuttal, 2005;
Nunan, 1999) and in this case it highly influenteel readers so that they trusted their
background experience more than the visual teldven though some main idea or
topic sentences in the paragraph were displayedeyascatching highlighted
information in the paragraph. Probably, the sujéacked reading skills or they

were not well trained on finding the main ideaapit sentence.

3) Main idea and Gist

It was also identified that the one of difficudisks for poor readers
was to find the main idea of the article (40% af Bubjects scored on this item; the
proportion is 5:1 for good and poor readers) as aseto identify the gist information
(40% of the readers chose correct answer; in wadh good and poor readers shared
the same proportion). It was demonstrated thatstibjects did not effectively use
the reading strategies to find the main idea, aantbe seen from the material that the
author has used a heading or subheading in boid arlarge font. However, it was
also found that the subjects (both groups) clairttet they almost always used
headlines to increase their understanding (goodiersamean = 4.3, S.D. = 724; poor
readers’ mean = 4.13, S.D. = 7.43). That is uhlike have happened because the
main idea of paragraph 11 is clearly in bold faeadiine. Probably, they have never
been trained to find the topic sentences in L2irgpdnd they were not aware that the
topic sentence usually can be found in the headingubheading. Given that they
have been trained to find the main idea in L1 @ythre good readers in their native
language, their reading skills transfer is unlikedyhave occurred since it has been
blocked out by the limit of linguistic proficiengiNunan, 1999, p. 258).

As Allen suggested, to find the main idea, read&mould ask
themselves ‘what is this about?’. In addition, thader must understand the topic in
order to be able to determine the main idea (AIBI92, p. 32). Likewise, to answer
the question that asks about gist information iorey passage, the readers must be

able to answer this question: ‘What is the autbting me about this topic?’ (p. 51).
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4) Vocabulary

As mentioned in the summary, poor reades more problems
with lexical meaning than good readers. Howetlsy tend to rely on bottom-up
strategy. Nevertheless, decoding the meaningeoivitrd alone is unlikely to be very
helpful in reading process. In addition, probalthey did not effectively use the
context clues in the context to comprehend it. thBgpod readers and poor readers
claimed that they often used context clues to i better understand what they
were reading. Using the context clues is a #kilt can be developed from practicing
and training. According to Allen, knowing how tige context clues and word part
clues will help a reader become a better readdre duthor uses context clues to
define words and to help the reader to understhaddxt. There are six types of
context clues: definition, restatement or synongxample, details or explanation,
comparison, and contrast. Good readers have arajekiowledge of prefixes,

suffixes and root words to determine meaning froondaparts (Allen, 2002, p. 11).

5.3.2 TheReading Strategies of the Subjects
On average, there were no significant differencésthe reading

strategies that good readers and poor readers ins@dsubcategories, the global,
support and problem solving strategies. Base enatferage mean scores of the
frequency use, reading strategies of poor readers mostly claimed as ‘often used’
in all three subcategories; while good readersr@di that they sometimes used the
support categories, but often used the global aodlgm solving strategies. It was
found that the subjects tended to use problem+splvieading strategies most
frequently while they used support reading straetgast frequently.

However, there were statistical significances o ftequency use of strategy
item 8 in global subcategory and item 2 and 29uimpsrt subcategory of good and
poor readers. It was found that poor readersiegpihese strategies much more than
the good ones in these 3 strategies: reviewingetktdirst by noting its characteristics,
like length and organization; taking notes whiladieg to help me understand what |
read; and translating from English into my natiamduage when reading. This
finding was against those of McNeil (1987); SongSoranastaporn (1999) and
(Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). It was possible tkia¢ poor readers did not really
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understand how they read because they lack selfeasas and they sometimes made
the choices that they thought were expected oratd@si According to Smyth and
Pamararat Wiriyakarun'’s study (as cited in Sasil&asitornwetchakun, 2008, p. 54),
Thai learners are viewed as passive learners rdtharactive learners as a result of
traditional teacher-centered instruction, wherel&aeners are not encouraged in self-
monitoring and free thought-expression. It hasmeggested by McNeil (as cited in
Anderson, 1999, p.12) that efficient readers apginaeading tasks in a more active,
strategic, and flexible fashion than poor readdracking prediction and monitoring
strategies, poor readers passively perform. Peadars do not ask themselves
guestions, identify a goal, or check the extentliich answers have been confirmed.
On the other hand, good readers have showrtliegtused some key
reading strategies more than poor readers. Inaglalading strategies number 1, 3, 6,
15 and 17, the findings indicated that they haymugose in mind when they read
(setting a goal); they think about what they alse&idow to help them understand
what they read (using background knowledge); thiéggnothink about whether the
content of the text fits their reading purposegytluse the eye-catching highlighted
information in the paragraph to increase my undedihg (determining the main
idea) and they check their understanding when tteyie across new information
(self-monitoring).  Likewise, in problem solvingrategies, when text becomes
difficult, they pay closer attention to what these aeading (strategyl4); they stop
from time to time and think about what they aredieg (strategy 16); they try to
picture or visualize information to help them rent@mwhat they read (strategy 19).
It was indicated that good readers largely usedettself-monitoring strategies and
other helpful strategies as Aebersold and Fie@®T71 p. 16) suggested; for example,
recognizing words quickly, using text featuresngsiitles to infer what information
might follow, using world knowledge, analyzing umfdiar words, guessing the
meaning of the text, evaluating guesses and trymegy guesses, monitoring
comprehension and keeping the purpose of readiegtekt in mind, adjusting
strategies to the purpose of reading, and usingegbrio build meaning to aid
comprehension. According to Carrell, Devine, & &gk1991); Clarke (1979); Cziko
(1978) (as cited in Anderson, 1984; and MokhtarbBeorey, 2002), there is strong
positive relation between students’ metacognitiwaraness of reading processes and
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their ability on reading proficiency. And this ¢img best described what Anderson
has argued; that there are two factors which affeatling comprehension; first, the
development of models of the reading comprehensioness and second, the role of

metacognitive awareness during reading.

54  CONCLUSIONS

This conclusion receives support from the findingt the key problems of the
subjects in reading online articles were makingnances, identifying the main idea
of the article, gist information and the topic sste in paragraph. The poor readers
were also found to have problems with lexical megniThe research evidence also
points strongly to the ineffective use of readingategies and possibly lack of
background knowledge of lower-ability readers. Amdhree subcategories, it was
indicated that the subjects used problem-solvireglirey strategies most frequently
while they least frequently used support readingtsgies. Although there were some
small points statistically significanct in some sategory strategies, the mean scores
of poor readers were largely higher than the gondso These negative results
probably overestimate the poor readers’ readingtesites. Though poor readers
claimed that they deployed the global reading stias and supportive reading
strategies more frequently than the good readeese twas no significant difference
on the average mean scores of reading strategiesedr® good readers and poor
readers in three subcategories Thus, readingsskild reading strategies training

should be facilitated to help them develop theadiag ability.

5.5 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

Based on the findings and conclusions of this studgommendations for
further research are as follows:

5.5.1 The sample size should be expanded sinceast not possible to
distinguish ‘poor’ readers from good ones in a $mwigke sample. In the case where
participation numbers are limited, a qualitativedst should be considered instead of
guantitative. The researcher can probe more aecarswers in indepth interviews.

5.5.2 The Reading Comprehension Test could incluaeous kinds of
available materials in the website for more vajiditThe alternative testing items
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could be a mixture of deploying multiple-choicenite with True or False (with at
least 30-items) or some short answer questions nfiare reliability reading
comprehension test.

5.5.3 The Oxford standardized test can be useprédiciency test.

5.5.4 The treatment and post-test can be doneghéme study can address
more effective use of reading strategies.

5.5.5 Other factors which can be the barriers aflireg the company online
library as well as the readers’ attitudes, readaensfile and reading habits should also
be accounted for. It might be useful to use annegeded question for other
suggestions.

5.5.6. Other variables such as education backgrowork area, working
experience could also be accounted for when runthieglata.

5.5.7 Another possible limitation on my conclusioiss that the testing
should be done in the same controlled setting.fe@ht timing or places possibly

effects testing as a result of emotional or phydaetors.



