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Abstract

The objective of the study is to investigate tHecefeness of Strategy-based Reading
Instruction (SBRI) for teaching Reading. It alsashpurpose to examine the students’
Perception toward the implementation of the readimgiruction. The model of strategy-based
instruction that can help students to read moreati¥ely and become independent learners was
suggested by Chamot (2008) namely Cognitive Acaddranguage Learning Approach
(CALLA). There are five phases of the instructisejuence, namely Preparation, Presentation,
Practice, Self-evaluation and Expansion. The sinsglved two classes: one class was treated
as experimental group and another class was trea®dontrol group. The instruction was
carried-out for 12 meetings with one meeting eaceky There were two instruments for
collecting the data namely reading comprehensiost tend a questionnaire of students’
Perception toward the instruction. The finding bé tstudy shows that the students’ reading
ability increases. The mean score of the experiahgrbup is 66.46 as it is in the good level,
while the mean score of the control group is 61s4tas in the sufficient level. The inferential
statistics shows that the t-test is 2.27 highenttiee t-table 2.00 with the significant level 0.027
(< 0.05). The students found that Strategy-baseatiiRg Instruction were helpful and practical
for solving reading comprehension difficulty.
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1. Introduction

As the country become more developed the need glighnskills is urgently required. Reading

as one of the skills is badly needed to advancenéive knowledge and technology that mostly
written in English. Reading has many purposes. Regafibr searching information, reading to

learn from text and reading for general compretmmgGrabe and Stroller, 2013). These give
reason why people read.
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However, reading in foreign language such Englishnat as easy as reading in the first
language. These are often hindered by limited wadeap knowledge, lack of fluency, lack of

familiarity with subject matter, readibility in texevel, inadequate use of effective reading
strategies (Westwood, 2008). In order to be ableetml more effectively in foreign language
learner must be trained with explicit instructionréading comprehension.

Many research on reading had been done by focudihgnguage Learning Strategy (LLS) in
the form of explorative studies by using Strategyehtory for Language Learning (SILL).
These learning strategies had been issued by Owfbich cover Direct Strategies and Indirect
Strategies. Direct Strategies include Memory Sgiiatge Cognitive Strategies and Compensation
Strategies, while Indirect strategies cover Metadoge strategies, Affective strategies and
Social Strategies (Oxford, 1990).

Research in reading had more developed into thdicéxmstruction of teaching learning

strategies. There are a few frameworks which caagpmied for teaching strategy in reading,
namely: (1) The 4-Pronged Comprehension Strategyn€work by (McNamara, 2006); (2)
Cognitive Academic Language Learning Approach (CAlLby (Chamot, 2008); (3) Patterson
Instructional Model by (Patterson, 2010).

The framework that was more recomended is Cognitheademic Language Learning
Approach/CALLA (Chamot, Ph, Robbins, & Ph, 2005asBd on the CALLA framework there
are five stages in teaching the strategies i.epdPa¢ion, Presentation, Practice, Self-evaluation
and Expansion. In this research, the researchetedidhis framework to give instruction in
reading comprehension in the term so call Stratexged Reading Instruction (Chamot, 1995).

In Strategy based Reading Instruction, readingesir@as are taught explicitly; students are told

the names of particular strategies; they are gilierreasons for using the strategy; they observe
the teacher modelling the strategy; and they avengbpportunities to practice the strategies

(Cohen, 1996).

There are some earlier research using this strd@&BRI1). Among them are firstly Yousefv and
Lotfi (2011) focused on investigating reading coetension of graduate students and their
attitude. The findings of the research showed thast of students improved their reading
comprehension and their attitude towards readirgpiine more positive (Yousefvand & Lotfi,
2011). Secondly is Medina (2012) focused on ingasitig the effect of strategy instruction of
EFL reading of effectiveness of this strategy mpioving reading comprehension of
undergraduate students of Colombian university. fEselt revealed that reading instruction is
really useful and students become more self-confided enchanced their motivation (Medina
S. Lopera, 2012). Thirdly is Kashef et al. (20faBused on investigating the impact of SBRI on
students’ reading strategy use. The result of tindysshowed that the teaching intervention had a
significant effect on the use of strategy in regdiifthe fourth is Mohammadi et al. (2015)
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focused on investigating the impact of teachingriesy strategy on reading comprehension
ability and the learners’ believe. The result o ttudy showed that the strategy instruction
could boost the reading comprehension ability @ndould change the learners’ belief
(Mohammadi, Birjandi, & Maftoon, 2015). Finally Allawaldeh (2015) focused on investigating
the effect of reading strategy-based EFL programreading achievement of high school
students and their awareness of strategies. Thdinfnshows that students had better
understanding on texts (Alkhawaldeh, 2015).

The five earliar studies shows that Strategy-bd®edding Instruction (SBRI) has showed its
effectiveness in improving students reading abjpiayticularly in EFL context. In line with the
previous studies above the researcher conductedseanch with the aim to investigate
effectiveness oStrategy-based Reading Instruction (SBRiteachingeading and find out the
the students’ perception toward the instruction.

The following research questions were formulatesketiwe the objective persued in the study.
(1) How is the effectiveness 8trategy-based Reading Instruction (SBRiteaching reading?
(2) How is the students’ perception tow&tlategy-based Reading Instruction (SBRI)

2. Review of Literature
2.1 Reading

Reading is an activity to get information and pssé understand the material from different
kinds of text critically. According to Harmer (20039) reading is called receptive skills are the
ways in which people extract meaning from the disse they see or hear (Harmer, 2007).
Grabe and Stoller (2002: 9) state that readindnésability to draw meaning from the printed

page and interpret this information appropriat&yabe and Stroller, 2013). In other definition
reading comprehension is an active thinking prodéssugh which a reader intentionally

constructs meaning to form a deeper understandimgrepts and information presented in a
text (Blanton et al. in (Westwood, 2008)).

From the definitions above, it can be concluded tenerally reading is about contructing
meaning and understanding of written texts. However understand a written text is not simply
by looking at the symbols, reading is a complekvag that involves both perception and
thought.

2.2 Language Learning Strategy (LLS)

Learning strategies have been described by WenddnRaibin (1987:19) as “any sets of
operations, steps, plans, routines used by thaede#n facilitate the obtaining, storage, retrieval
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and use of information”. It was argued by Richaadd Platt (1992:209) that “learning strategies
are intentional behavior and thoughts that learneke use of during learning in order to better
help them understand, learn, or remember new irdbom’. Learning strategies were also
illustrated by O’Malley and Chamot (1990:1) as ‘spéthoughts or behaviors that individuals
use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain néwmation”.

Hence, learning strategies were seen as speciad whprocessing information that improve

comprehension, learning, or retention of the infation. Whereas prior descriptions of learning

strategies paid more attention to products of legrand behaviors reflecting unobservable
cognitive processes, definitions eventually prodideearer understanding of what learners think
and do during language learning. Furthermore, & s@ated by Cohen (1990:4) that “learning

strategies are processes which are consciouslgteeldy learners and which may result in

actions taken to enhance the learning or use etarsl or foreign language through the storage,
retention, recall, and application of informatidsoat that language”.

Rubin (1987) suggested that there are three kirfdstrategies that contribute directly or
indirectly to language learning: learning stratsgicommunication strategies, and social
strategies. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) proposedaméwork in which three major types of
learning strategies are classified: metacognitoggnitive, and social/affective. Metacognitive
strategies are the ones that involve planningdarrling, thinking about the learning process as it
is taking place, monitoring of one’s productionommprehension, and evaluating learning after
an activity is completed. Cognitive strategies,aading to O’Malley and Chamot (1990:8), “are
more directly related to individual learning tasled entails direct manipulation or
transformation of learning materials”, strategiaschs as repetition, translation, grouping,
deduction, contextualization, and transfer. Soaffdttive strategies concern interaction with
other learners and native speakers and managerhtd affective demands made by language
learning such as cooperation, question for claiion, and self-talks.

Oxford’s model of learning strategies is believed he one of the most comprehensive
classifications. In Oxford’s taxonomy (1990:37)gedflistinguished between direct and indirect
strategies. The strategies under the first cate@aingct), according to Oxford, are memory
strategies, cognitive strategies, and compensaimategies. The second category (indirect)
include metacognitive strategies, social strategies affective strategies. These strategies cover
actions which go beyond purely cognitive devices] ahich provide a way for learners to
coordinate their own learning process.”

2.3 Strategy-based Reading Instruction

According to Cohen et al. (1996) strategy-basettunson is a learner-centered approach that
has two major components: (1) students are eXplicitight how, when, and why strategies can
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be used to facilitate language learning and languesg tasks, and (2) strategies are integrated
into everyday class materials, and may be expli@atl implicitly embedded into the language
tasks. The first of these components has oftendsabane as the approach when strategies are
included in the language classroom. The field leésrred to this approach as "strategy training,"
"strategies instruction,” or "learner training".

In a typical classroom strategy training situatidhe teachers describe, model, and give
examples of potentially useful strategies; thegieddditional examples from students based on
the students' own learning experiences; they leadllggroup/whole class discussions about
strategies (e.g. the rationale behind strategy plsgning an approach to a specific activity,
evaluating the effectiveness of chosen strategiasy] they encourage their students to
experiment with a broad range of strategies.

The second component focuses on integrating ane@aty strategies into classroom language
tasks. To apply this, teachers may start with aosetrategies that they wish to focus on and
design activities to introduce and/or reinforcenthestart with the established course materials
and then determine which strategies might be iededr insert strategies spontaneously into the
lessons whenever it seems appropriate (e.g. to dtetfents overcome problems with difficult
material or to speed up the lesson). In all likediti, teachers will be engaged in strategies-based
instruction with an explicit focus on strategiesyogpart of the time, while the rest of the time the
strategies will be implicitly embedded into the daage tasks. The goal of this kind of
instruction is to help foreign language studentsobge more aware of the ways in which they
learn most effectively, ways in which they can evd®atheir own comprehension and production
of the target language, and ways in which they cantinue to learn on their own and
communicate in the target language after they ldheelanguage classroom. In other words,
strategies- based instruction aims to assist lesinédbecoming more responsible for their efforts
in learning and using the target language. It alats to assist them in becoming more effective
learners by allowing them to individualize the laage learning experience.

Strategy-based reading instruction that proposdsetp students to read more effectively and
independently is based on a learner-centre apprddehfeatures of these instructions are: (1)
reading strategies are taught explicitly; (2) shideare told the names of particular strategies; (3
they are given the reasons for using the stratégythey observe the teacher modelling the
strategy; and (5) they given opportunities to pcacthe strategies with ordinary classroom tasks
(Cohen, Weaver & Li, 1996).

www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and Educationgeats
ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:6, Issue:3, July 2017

2.3 Reading Instruction framework

In this research the writer chose Cognitive Acadeh@nguage Learning Approach (CALLA)
with the reasons that CALLA intructional framewaskmore easily applied and match with the
learners’ need. The proposed framework can be asérilows.

Preparation

$

Presentation

A

Practice

4

Self-
Evaluatior

A

Expansion

Figure 2.1 CALLA framework adopted from Chamdpg

3. Methodology

The research was carried out through experimemsigd pretest-posttest control group. There
are two groups as one group is experimental greapiving a treatment by using SBRI while
the other control group was taught by the existireghod.

The research was conducted in English Educatiomgr&mo of Universitas Muhammadiyah
Purworejo involving the fifth semester studentxtythree students participated in this research,
28 students were in the experimental group andt@8ests were in the control group. The
treatment was done for 12 meetings in 12 weeksnmerting each week lasted for 100 minutes.
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After the treatment completed, the both groups wgéren posttest. The experimental group was
given students’ perception questionnaire.

The data of this study are in the form of test scand students’ perception toward the
implementation of the Reading Instruction. So, thstruments which used are reading
comprehension test and student’ perception quesdiosn The reading test was adopted from
TOEFL and FCE which consists of 40 items. The gttidgerception questionnaire consists of
12 items.

The data were analyzed by both descriptive andenfeal analysis. The descriptive analysis
includes determining the mode, median and meaheo$tudents’ reading ability. The inferential
analysis was applied using using SPSS verse 22stTihdependent sample was used to
determine the effectiveness of the treatment.

4. Findings
4.1 Students’ Reading Ability

The data of Reading ability was taken from the geetand posttest result of reading reading
proficiency test both in experimental group and tadngroup. To make classification of
students’ reading ability the researcher adoptenhfthe Classification of Student Achievement
by Arikunto (2009:245). The classification can leers as follows.

Table 1. Classification of student achievement

Score Grade Level
80-100 A Excellent
66-79 B Good
56-65 C Sufficient
40-55 D Fairly-sufficient
30-39 E Low

4.1.1Students’ Reading Ability in Experimental Group

The data of reading ability of experimental gromere taken from the result of pretest before
given the treatment and posttest which given dftertreatment. The different score between
pretest and posttest can be seen in the folloveibigt
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Table 2. Frequency and percentage of pre-test

Interval Interpretation Grade Frequengy Peraggnta
(%)
80— 100 Excellent A 0
66 — 79 Good B 17.85
56 — 65 Sulfficient C 6 21.42
40-55 Fairly Sufficient D 12 42.85
30-39 Low E 5 17.85
| Total 28 100

The table shows the pretest score of 28 studergsgarimental group. It can be seen that there
are five students belong to good category, sixesttglbelongs to sufficient category, twelve

students belong to fairly sufficient category, fiseidents belong to low catogory and none of
student belongs to excellent category.

Table 3. Frequency and percentage of post-test

Interval Interpretation GradeFrequency| Percentage

(%)

80-100 Excellent A 10.71

66-79 Good B 28.57

56 65 Sufficient C 13 46.42

40-55 Fairly Sufficient D 42.85
30-39 Low E 0 0

Total 28 100

The table shows the posttest score of 28 studemsgerimental group. It can be seen that there
are three students belong to excellent categogit students belong to Good category, thirteen
students belongs to sufficient category, four stisldelong to fairly sufficient category, and

none of students belongs to low category.

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics of Pretest and tessin Experimental group

Descriptive Statistics

Std. Varia
N Range Minimum | Maximum Sum Mean Deviation | ne
Pretest 35 53,00 30,00 83,00 1779,00 50,8286 | 11,12095 | 123,676
Posttest 35 33,00 50,00 83,00 2149,00 61,4000 8,16449 | 66,659

Valid N
35

(listwise)
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Based on the descriptivenalysi: of pretest and postest experimental g there are different
score before and after treatment of teaching RgaGomprehension by using Strat-based
Reading Instruction (SBRI). Before treatment thenimum pretest score is 30 and a
treatmet the posttest score is 53. The maximum pretesess only 77, while in posttest is ¢
There is also different mean score, in the pragesnly 50.50, whil, in the pottest is 66.46.

Based on achievesnt category the students reading proficiendongs to gooc

Figure 1 Chart oReadincAbility in Experimental Group

Reading Ability in Experimental Group

® Pretest ® Postest

4.1.2 Students’ ReadindAbility in control group

The data of Reading Ability

ioontrol group were taken from the resultrietestand posttest. In the

experimental group the lecturer taught reading gelmmsion using Strate-based Reading Instructic
while in control group the students were taughtimg by using conventional methc The different

score between pretest and posten be seen in the following table.

Table6. Frequency andercentage of pre-test

Interval Interpretation Grade | Frequency | Percentage

(%)

80-100 Excellent A 1 2.85

66-79 Good B 3 8.57
56-65 Sufficient C 7 20
40-55 Fairly Sufficient D 21 75

30-39 Low E 3 8.57
Total 35 100
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The table shows the pretest score of 35 studerdsritrol group. It can be seen that there is one
student belong to excellent category, three stgdbetong to good category, seven students
belongs to sufficient category, twenty-one stud&eisng to fairly sufficient category and three
students belong to low catogory.

Table 7. Frequency and percentage of post-test

Interva | Interpretatiol Grade | Frequenc | Percerage
(%)
80-10C Excellen A 1 10.71
66-7¢ Gooc B 10 28.57
56-65 Sufficien C 14 40
40-55 | Fairly Sufficien D 10 28.57
30-39 Low E 0 0
Total 35 100

The table shows the posttest score of 35 studertsnitrol group. It can be seen that there is one
student belong to excellent category, ten studbaetsng to good category, fourteen students
belongs to sufficient category, ten students beloanfairly sufficient category and none of the
student belongs to low catogory.

Table 8: Descriptive Statistics of Pretest and teestn Control group

Descriptive Statistics

Std.

N Range Minimum | Maximum Sum Mean Deviation | Variane
Pretest 35 53,00 30,00 83,00 1779,00 50,8286 | 11,12095 | 123,676
Posttest 35 33,00 50,00 83,00 2149,00 61,4000 8,16449 | 66,659

Valid N
35
(listwise)

Based on the descriptive analysis of pretest arsiepbin control group the minimum pretest
score is 30 and the posttest score is 53. Thermamripretest score is 83 and the same score
gotten in posttest. There is different mean sdor#é)e pretest is only 50.82, while in the posttest
is 61.40. Based on achievement category the stsideading proficiency belongs to sufficient

www.ijee.org



International Journal of English and EducationgZE
ISSN: 2278-4012, Volume:6, Issue:3, July 2017

Reading Ability in Control Class

W Pretest ® Posttest

Figure 2 Chart oReading Ability in Control Group

Table 9:Descriptive Statistic of Experimental and Contrgroug

Descriptive Statistics

Std.

N Range | Minimum | Maximum Sum Mean Deviation Variance

Statistic | Statistic | Statistic Statistic | Statistic | Statistic | Std. Error Statistic Statistic

SBRI 28 35 53 88 1861 66,46 1,803 9,543 91,073

C™M 35 33 50 83 2149 61,40 1,380 8,164 66,659
Valid N

28

(listwise)

Based on the descriptive anal  there are different score in experimental and cbigiroup. The

minimum scoreof experimental groujis 53, while the minimum scowd control group is 50
and themaximum score of the experimental group is 88, &« maximum score of the control
group is 83.There is different mean sco too, in theexperimental group 66., while in the

control group is only 61.4@ased orachievenent category the students’ reading proficienc

of experimental group belongs to “Cd”, while in the control group is “Sufficient

The researcher usedest for the inferential analysis which is donengsEPSS Verse 22 -test
is used to test the different mean between therewpatal group and the control group. 1
result of the test can be seen in the table be
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Table 10. Group Statistics

Group N Mean Std. Deviation | std. Error Mean
Exp 28 66,46 9,543 1,803
Control 35 61,40 8,164 1,380

Table 11. Statistical Analysis of Hypothesis
Hypothesis t-value t-table Note

Hypothesis 1 2.269 2.000 Ha: accepted

Based on the analysis using t-test, it is found thalue of t-observe 2.27 is higher than the t-
table 2.00 with the significant level 0.027 (< 0.0B means that the use of Strategy-based
Reading Instruction (SBRI) is effective to teachdimg comprehension. Sdp which says “the
use of SBRI is not effective for teaching ReadiiggfejectedHa is accepted. It means the use of
SBRI is effective for teaching Reading.

This finding is in line with earlier studies reldt&® strategy-based reading instruction in foreign
language learning context. In Yousef and Lotfi gtfd011) after training by strategy-based

reading instruction most of their students improtleglr reading comprehension. Similar finding

on Effects Of Metacognitive Strategy Instructiomdacted by Wichadee (2011) shows after the
instruction, the reading score and metacognitivategy use were significantly higher. The

finding of the study also support Medina researdhiding (2012) as the result showed that

reading strategy is really very helpful to studesmsl acn reduce the use of dictionary. Finally,
the finding also support the result of researchdooted by Mohammadi et al. (2015) as the
result suggested that the instruction of learnitrgtasgies changed the students’ belief about
learning and the instruction could boost their reg@omprehension ability.

4.2 Students’ Perception toward Strategy-Based Read) Instruction

To answer the second research question, the régearsed the data of the students’ perception
taken from the students’ questionnaire of SBRI|d%1e questionnaire covers a statement and
5 responses with five rating scales. Strongly Ad&#&) rates 5; Agree (A) rates 4; Neutral (N)
rates 3; Disagree (D) rates 2 and Strong Disads€® (ates 1. The researcher calculates the
score of each statement from the students’ respoiigen, she finds the mean score by dividing
the total score by the total number student. Thketaf class interval and category can be seen as
follows.
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Table 12: Criterion Category based on Class Inverva

Class Interve Categor
1.00-1.7¢ Totally (Disagree/Bad/Dislike
1.80- 2.5¢ Disagree/Not Goc
2.60- 3.3¢ Sufficient/Neutral
3.40-4.1¢ Agree, Good, Lik
4.20-5.0C Totally (Agree/Good/Like

Silaen & Widiyono (2013)

The result of the students’ perception can be asdnllows.

Table 13. Students' Perception toward Strategy-BR&ading Instruction

Total
No Statement SA A SD o Mean
Score

1 Thro_ugh SBRI you can improve in comprehending 118 | 4214
reading texts. 7 20 0
Presentation of the strategies, modeling and désonis

2 : ) 115 | 4,107
are carefully organized and planned in coheren mann| 5 21 0
Clear explanation to help students connect new and

3 | challenging materials through relating your backapua 115 | 4,107
knowledge. 5 21 0

4 | Lecturer presents the materials clearly. 5 19 0| 113 | 4,036

5 .Lecturelr gives attention and entuasiam during dagling 10 15 0 119 4.25
instruction.

6 Through SBRI you c'an pract|F:e the reading stratefgie 9 17 0 119 4,25
completing the reading exercices.

7 Lectgrer en.courages active myolvement, particgmat 5 20 0 114| 4,071
and interaction of students during the class.

8 Lgcturer prowde_s clear_gwdance for learning and 7 19 0 17| 4174
stimulates learning environment.

9 Lecturer provides constructive fe.edback on theesits] 8 18 0 118| 4,21/
work so students can learn by mistakes.

10 Through SBRI you can do sglf-evaluatlon on your 4 20 0 112 4
vocabulary, answer completion and strategy use.
After following the reading instruction, you cerpand

11 | your knowledge and reading skills to complete iegd 2 26 0 114 | 4,071
proficiency exercises.
After following the reading instruction, when you
encounter difficulties while reading English, youlw

12 . . 2 19 0 107 | 3,821
use the reading strategies that the teacher taoglolve
problems.
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The table shows there are 4 statements in theigoeatre (S1, S5, S6 and S9 that can be
interpreted that the students dogally agreeto certain condition in the instruction. In other

words, the students have “Very Good” appraisalStnategy-Based Reading Instruction (SBRI)

as the mean is in the class interval between %2 Eight statements in the the questionnaire
(S2, S3, S4, S7, S8, S10, S11 and S12) can beprieted that the students “Agree” to the

condition as the mean is in the class interval betw3.40 -4.19).

Through Strategy-Based Reading Instruction the estted feel that they can improve their
comprehension; they can do self evaluatiorvocabulary, answer completion and strategy use;
they can expand their knowledge and reading skdlscomplete reading comprehension
exercises and when they encounter difficulties ttayuse the reading strategies that the teacher
taught to solve problems.

The perception toward the lecturer in the SBRIglas’ Good”. They students think the lecturer
presents the materials clearly, encourages actasticgpation during the class, provides
constructive feedback on the students’ work soesttglcan learn by mistakes.

5. CONCLUSION

Based on the finding and discussion the concluisiomade as follows.

Strategy-based Reading Instruction (SBRI) is eiffector teaching reading comprehension as it
can be proved by the different mean score of repdility between the experimental group and
the control group. The mean score of the experiaherbup is 66.46 as it is in the good level,
while the mean score of the control group is 6K4tas in the sufficient level. The inferential
statistics shows that the t-test is 2.27 highen tie t-table 2.00 with the significant level 0.027
(< 0.05). SoHo which says “the use of SBRI is not effective feaching Reading” is rejected.
Ha is accepted. It means the use of SBRI is effedtwvéeaching Reading.

The overall students’ perception toward StrateggefiaReading Instruction is “Good”. With the
reading strategy they can overcome the difficultyréading text and they feel that they can
improve their comprehension.

6. Suggestions and Recommendations

The suggestion will be addressed to the studemtshereading lecturers.

6.1 To the lecturers

In order to develop the students’ reading abilltg tecturers should understand the common
reading problems faced by their students. One @ftéchniques to anticipate the problems, the
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reading lecturers can teach the students readimgpranension strategies which were adopted
from Language Learning Strategy (LLS) from Oxforti990) such cognitive strategies,

metacognitive strategies, compensation strategres social strategies. The lecturers can
integrate the strategies through the reading tas&del and practice the strategies regularly.

6.2 To the students

In order to develop their readingability, the stotdeshould apply reading strategies in answering
reading comprehension questions. They should léam the way the lecturers model the
strategies and should practice through readingtiqunss Through applying the reading strategies
the students will not always depend on dictionargt they can read more efficiently and more
accurately in answering the reading questions.
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