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ABSTRACT 

THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN EFL LEARNERS’ USE OF READING 

STRATEGIES AND THEIR PERCEPTIONS OF CRITICAL READING 

SELF-EFFICACY  

 

                                                          Ali DİKİCİ 

 

Master’s Thesis, Department of English Language Education 

Supervisor: Dr. Betül ALTAŞ 

February 2023, 136 Pages 

Learners may have difficulties in grasping the texts written in the target language 

since the texts can have cultural, ideological, and contextual meanings beyond how 

they seem. For this reason, this study aims to explore whether a meaningful 

relationship exists between English as a foreign language (EFL) learners’ use of 

reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. Furthermore, 

the aim of the study is to determine the level of EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies and the perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. This study also aims to 

find out whether EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and the perceptions of 

critical reading self-efficacy vary according to gender, department, how often EFL 

learners read English texts, type of English text EFL learners read most, family 

members’ reading English books, newspapers, and texts and where EFL learners’ 

family lives. The research was carried out with EFL students at foreign language 

schools in two state universities. 255 EFL learners participated in the study. In order 

to select participants at the preparatory school of two state universities, convenience 

sampling was used. In this quantitative survey-based research, "Demographic 

Information Form", "Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale" and “Reading 

Strategy Use Scale” were used to collect data. The collected data were analysed by 

Social Sciences Statistics Package (SPSS) 26.0. The results indicated that EFL 

learners usually utilize reading strategies and there is a meaningful relationship 

between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical 
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reading self-efficacy. The results also revealed that EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategy and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy do not significantly 

differ by gender. Moreover, EFL learners’ inquiry capabilities significantly differ in 

terms of how often they read English texts. 

Keywords: Critical Reading, Critical Reading Self-Efficacy, Reading Strategies, 

EFL Learners 
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ÖZ 

İNGİLİZCEYİ YABANCI DİL OLARAK ÖĞRENEN ÖĞRENCİLERİN 

OKUMA BECERİSİ STRATEJİLERİ KULLANIMI VE ELEŞTİREL 

OKUMA ÖZ YETERLİLİK ALGISI ARASINDAKİ İLİŞKİ 

 Ali DİKİCİ 

 

Yüksek Lisans Tezi, İngiliz Dili Eğitimi Anabilim Dalı 

Tez Danışman: Dr. Öğr. Üyesi Betül ALTAŞ 

Şubat 2023, 136 Sayfa 

Metinler göründüğünün ötesinde kültürel, ideolojik ve bağlamsal anlamlar 

taşıyabileceğinden, öğrenciler hedef dilde yazılan metinleri anlamakta güçlük 

çekebilirler. Bu nedenle, bu çalışma İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen 

öğrencilerin kullandıkları okuma becerisi stratejileri ile eleştirel okuma öz-yeterlik 

algıları arasındaki ilişkiyi bulmayı amaçlamaktadır. Ayrıca çalışmanın amacı, 

İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin okuma stratejilerini kullanma 

düzeylerini ve eleştirel okuma öz yeterlik algı düzeylerini belirlemektir. Çalışma 

ayrıca İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin okuma stratejilerini 

kullanımları ile eleştirel okuma öz-yeterlik algıları arasında cinsiyet, bölüm, ne 

sıklıkta İngilizce metin okudukları, okudukları İngilizce metinlerin türü, aile 

üyelerinin okuduğu İngilizce kitap, gazete ve dergi ile ailelerinin yaşadığı yer 

açısından anlamlı bir fark olup olmadığını bulmayı amaçlamaktadır. Araştırma, iki 

devlet üniversitesindeki yabancı dil yüksekokullarında İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak 

öğrenen öğrencilerle gerçekleştirilmiştir. Bu çalışmaya toplamda 255 İngilizce 

hazırlık öğrencisi katılmıştır. İki devlet üniversitesinin hazırlık okulundaki 

katılımcıları seçmek için kolaylı örneklem yöntemi kullanılmıştır. Bu anket tabanlı 

araştırmada veri toplamak için "Demografik Bilgi Formu", "Eleştirel Okuma Öz-

Yeterlik Algısı Ölçeği" ve "Okuma Stratejisi Kullanım Ölçeği" kullanılmıştır. Veriler 



ix 

 

 

 

Sosyal Bilimler İstatistik Paketi (SPSS) 26.0 ile analiz edilmiştir. Çalışmanın 

sonuçları, İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin genellikle okuma 

stratejilerini kullandıklarını ve İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin 

okuma stratejileri kullanımı ile eleştirel okuma öz-yeterlik algıları arasında oldukça 

anlamlı bir ilişki olduğunu göstermiştir. Aynı zamanda sonuçlar İngilizceyi yabancı 

dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin okuma stratejisi kullanımlarının ve eleştirel okuma 

öz-yeterlik algılarının cinsiyete göre anlamlı farklılaşmadığını göstermiştir. Bu 

çalışma ile İngilizceyi yabancı dil olarak öğrenen öğrencilerin sorgulama 

yeteneklerinin, İngilizce metinleri ne sıklıkta okuduklarına göre önemli ölçüde 

farklılık gösterdiği belirlenmiştir. 

Anahtar Kelimeler: Eleştirel Okuma, Eleştirel Öz Yeterlilik, Okuma Stratejileri, 

İngilizceyi Yabancı Dil Olarak Öğrenen Öğrenciler  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

Since people live in an information society, the information presented to them includes 

cultural and ideological values and meanings that go beyond their meanings in written 

discourse. For this reason, literacy skills in the 21st century also require being critical. 

According to Kroskrity's (2000) critical viewpoint, language and discourse serve the interests of 

cultural or social groups since they both convey social experiences, which are typically 

associated with experiences of a particular class, gender, elites, or institutions. Members of the 

social system exhibit varying degrees of language awareness and worldviews. From the critical 

point of Foucault (cited Altaş, 2018), every text that shows the workings of a social system in 

which individuals live surpasses the idea of a linguistic text. In other words, analysing a text or 

discourse entails challenging the discursive formations pertaining to the system's structures. As 

long as reading a text aims to convey preconceived knowledge and predetermined skills, 

students cannot fully understand the texts they read (Altaş, 2018; Altaş & Şahinkarakaş, 2022). 

Reading is therefore one of the most important factors that feeds thought. In addition, reading 

increases perspective and broadens horizons if specific reading strategies are used (Miller, 

2018). According to Roshandel et al. (2018), a student's attitudes, perceptions, and sense of 

self-efficacy are just a few of the crucial factors that affect their reading comprehension. Unrau 

et al. (2018) state that students’ perceptions on self-efficacy, use of reading strategies, and 

attitudes toward language classes are important variables in their language learning success. 

Critical reading is an ability that encourages one to examine and prove information's accuracy 

rather than to accept it at surface level (Koçak, 2020). Different from reading, critical reading, 

which includes thinking about the text, contemplating about the right and wrong, and 

interpreting the text, gives the individual the opportunity to integrate the knowledge they have 

gained in the past, with the reading process. It is very crucial to read foreign source in a second 

language and try to understand the meaning and to interpret the information correctly. Learners 

may have difficulties in grasping the texts written in the target language since the texts can 

have the cultural, ideological, and contextual meaning beyond the surface level. 

Although students’ reading strategies and their critical reading self-efficacy perceptions are 

examined disjunctively, Bandura and Locke (2003) claim that the existence of these two 

concepts, which are closely interrelated are evolving naturally. Therefore, the relationship 

between use of reading strategies and critical reading self-efficacy is highly important. There is 

not an elaborate study that looks into the relationship between EFL students’ use of reading 

strategies and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy in the field. In this sense, the 
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reason that drives me to carry out this research is about whether a meaningful relationship exists 

between EFL learners' use of reading strategy and their perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy. 

Significance of the Study 

EFL learners use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy 

have been researched separately in a variety of contexts, and they are open to further 

investigation according to their relationships (Gan et al., 2020). Critical thinking, according to 

Bowell and Kemp (2005), is a person's involvement in decision-making and responsibility for 

daily actions. In this respect, specific abilities such as the ability to rationally assess the 

arguments presented, determine critical thinking (Mason, 2007). Page and Mukherjee (2007) 

define critical thinking as linked to high-level cognitive reasoning that includes synthesis, 

analysis, and evaluation. Additionally, according to Facione and Facione (1994), critical 

thinking encompasses assessment, inference, making analysis, inductive reasoning, and 

deductive reasoning. Some studies found that a number of contextual and personal elements such 

as socio-environmental skills, personal attributes, and motivational beliefs, like self-

efficacy perceptions, influence the development of critical reading skills (Hoffman & Schraw, 

2009). In this regard, self-efficacy perceptions of individuals have a substantial impact on 

many aspects of modern life, including people's decision-making processes, problem-solving 

approaches, and thinking modes (Dweck & Leggett, 1988; Maddux & Kleiman, 2016). 

Reading allows people to receive benefits such as dreaming, creative thinking, and 

expanding their horizons as well as gaining information. That is, reading is characterized as a 

learning environment that allows for good communication between the author and the reader, as 

well as the ability to perceive everything from words to punctuation marks and the 

development of mental skills (Akyol et al., 2014). Reading provides individuals with 

knowledge, and it allows them to expand their vocabulary, compare various cultures and 

civilizations, fortify their memories, improves their attention span and knowledge levels by 

allowing them to compare different pieces of information. (Arıcı & Taşkın, 2019). To 

understand what one reads, there is a strong trinity among reading strategies, the 

development of self-efficacy, and critical thinking. However, the investigation on the 

relationship between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical 

reading self-efficacy has not been investigated in literature. In this regard, this study is 

significant in that the study examines the relationship between EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy. 
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Aims of the Study and Research Questions 

The aim of this research is to determine whether a meaningful relationship exists between 

EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy. In 

this study, the level of EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perception of critical 

reading self-efficacy is investigated. The study also determines whether EFL learners’ use of 

reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy vary according to 

demographic factors such as gender, department, how often EFL learners read English texts, 

the type of English text EFL learners read most, family members’ reading English books, 

newspapers and texts, and where EFL learners’ family lives. 

In line with the purpose of this study, the research questions are: 

1. What is the level of EFL learners’:  

a)  use of reading strategies? 

b)  perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy? 

2. Do EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading 

self-efficacy vary according to: 

a) gender? 

b) department? 

c )  how often EFL learners read English texts?  

d) type of English texts EFL learners read most? 

e)  family members’ reading English books, newspapers, and texts? 

f )  where their family lives? 

3. Is there a significant relationship between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and 

their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy? 

The Definition of Strategy 

In his study, Küçükoğlu (2013) refers to the word strategy that is derived from the Latin word 

"stratum". In this sense, Küçükoğlu (2013) explains strategy as one’s taking an action to reach a 

goal. The term strategy in the Cambridge Dictionary (2022) has been defined as "A 

comprehensive plan for winning in circumstances such as war, business, politics, industry, or 

the ability to have in view for such circumstances". Strategy is an action plan that helps people 

achieve its goals and is used in the implementation of activities such as resource use (Şağbanşua 

& Bişkek, 2006). Barnett (1989) defined strategy as the mental operations readers consciously 
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engage in to approach a text in order to make sense of what they read. Namely, reading 

comprehension calls for the use and integration of a variety of skills or strategies. Memory, 

compensatory, cognitive, social, metacognitive, and test-taking strategies are among them 

(Caverly, 1997).  

In the recent research, Kuijpers et al. (2021) state that individuals may face different 

difficulties during reading which is a mental activity. The methods used to overcome these 

difficulties are called reading strategies. According to Kuijpers et al. (2021), these strategies 

are discussed in three parts: before reading, during reading, and after reading. The use of 

reading strategies also has a substantial role in helping individuals acquire reading and learning 

habits. 

Learning Strategies 

Learning strategy can be explained as the behaviours and ways which facilitate learning that 

the individual benefits from in learning. In addition, the learning strategies are behaviours 

performed individually and are not identical with the act of learning, and they consist of 

conscious choices or unconscious adaptations for a learning goal. They have also been defined 

as a component of psychological behaviour where emotion is integrated with other 

psychological components such as cognition and motivation (Kleppin, 2007; cited in Taşçı, 

Altun, & Soran, 2008). The common point emphasized in the definitions of the learning strategy 

is that the individual chooses the behaviours and operations consciously during the learning 

process and displays the behaviours that increase the permanence of the knowledge. That is, 

learning strategies ensure that students' new learning or previously learned knowledge is 

permanent. Learners' educational backgrounds, experiences, intelligence factors, sociocultural 

positions, interests, and learning methods used during learning can be listed as factors affecting 

learning quality (Tok & Yığın, 2014).  For this reason, the learning process and each individual 

method differ from each other. 

Learning techniques assist students to become conscious and aware, develop independent 

learning abilities, and to be successful and efficient learners. These abilities enable them to 

found an environment for their learning outside the classroom and encourage students to learn 

(Özer, 2002). The lack of agreement on how to categorise learning strategies in the field is 

remarkable. However, Weinstein and Mayer's (1986) taxonomy of learning techniques is the 

one that is most commonly utilized in the literature. Learning strategies were divided into eight 

categories by Weinstein and Mayer (1986), including effective strategies, basic strategies for 

repetition in learning, complex learning repetition strategies, basic meaning, complex 

interpretation, basic organising, and complex organising strategies. However, Özer (2002) made 
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another classification based on this classification and combined basic and complex strategies in 

this classification, and discussed learning strategies in five groups, on the grounds that it is more 

accepted in the literature. Repetition strategies, making sense strategies, monitoring 

comprehension strategies, organizing strategies, and affective ones are all included in this 

taxonomy of learning strategies (Yeşilyurt, 2021). In addition, learning strategies were 

classified as cognitive and metacognitive ones by O'Malley and Chamot (1990). According to 

O'Malley and Chamot, cognitive learning strategies include inference, elaboration, addition, 

symbolism, and findings; however, metacognitive learning strategies include regulation, special 

attention, observation, and progression. While cognitive strategies consist of practice and 

representation stages; metacognitive strategies consist of administrative preparation and late 

construction stages. 

Learning approaches have been replaced by a learner-based approach, as opposed to teacher-

based learning since the 70s (Faerch & Kasper, 1980; Lan & Oxford, 2003; O'Malley & 

Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1986; Schmitt, 1997; Wenden & Rubin, 1987). The reason for the 

increase in the tendency towards learner-centred approach to learning and teaching is that every 

student's learning needs, learning styles and strategies are different and unique. Rubin (1987) 

was the first to use the term “Language Learning Strategy” (LLS) (Grenfell & Macaro, 2007; 

Stern, 1992). The term "LLS" has been defined by many researchers (Dörnyei, 2005; Ellis, 

1994; McDonough, 1995; Segler, Pain, & Sorace, 2002; Wenden, 1991; White, 2008). 

Although there is no common consensus, it is seen that some terms and expressions are 

common in the definition of LLS. LLS definitions appear to include terms such as ideas, 

behaviours, techniques, plans, procedures, and processes (Chamot, 1987; O'Malley & Chamot, 

1990; Richards & Platt, 1992; Rubin, 1987; Weinstein & Mayer, 1986; Wenden, 1987). While 

learning strategies are considered as conscious action according to some scientists (Chamot, 

2005; Cohen, 1998; Chamot, 1987; Richards & Platt, 1992), some scholars have suggested that 

they can be both conscious and unconscious (Purpura, 1999; Ridley, 1997). Researchers stated 

that students use them to reach learning goals. The aim of learning is defined as “understanding, 

learning, and keeping in mind” (O’Malley & Chamot, 1990); “understanding, learning, and 

remembering” (Richards & Platt, 1992); “obtaining, retrieving, storing and using” (Rubin, 

1987; Wenden & Rubin, 1987; Yılmaz, 2021).   

Considering the styles of language learning strategies, Wenden (1991) classified them into 

two groups as direct strategies and indirect ones. Cognitive and metacognitive methods are a 

part of direct learning strategies. The main components of cognitive strategies include 

clarification/verification, inference/inductive reasoning, deductive reasoning, practise, 

memorization, and monitoring, whereas metacognitive strategies include planning, prioritising, 
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self-management, and creating objectives (Wenden, 1991). However, in indirect strategies; 

participating in a conversation, getting oneself understood, and clarifying one’s original 

intention are in the group of communicative strategies whereas questions to others, initiating 

conversations, and listening to L2 media are in the group of social strategies.  

Moreover, Schmitt (1997) identified five vocabulary learning strategies as social, cognitive, 

memory, metacognitive, and determination strategies. The student's ability to judge the 

significance of the material to be learned on their own is referred to as a determination strategy 

(Schmitt, 1997). Social strategies involve the learners who make learning and knowledge 

permanent by asking their friends or teachers around them (Schmitt, 1997). In memory 

strategies, it is defined as remembering the newly learned information by relating it to the old 

information (Schmitt, 2000). Cognitive strategies could be defined as learning vocabulary with 

the help of repetition (Schmitt, 1997). Metacognitive strategies can be defined as making a 

learning plan by prioritizing the information to be learned and as determining the most effective 

learning method Schmitt (2000). On the other hand, metacognitive strategy is defined as a 

strategy in which the student manages the learning process, which includes planning in order to 

study better, and this process follows his own development in the language learning process, 

and testing himself at certain stages (Tok & Yığın, 2014). Vocabulary learning strategy in 

language learning is one of the elements that improves the learning level of the individual (Jing, 

2022). İlter (2014) emphasized that the learner's active participation in the lesson is necessary to 

apply the right methods so as to boost the vocabulary knowledge. Finding out the learners' 

learning strategies, guiding them to profit from the techniques, and teaching them how to use 

the strategies are effective ways to boost learning success when teaching a language. (Karatay, 

2007; Tok & Yığın, 2014).  

According to Brown (2000) and Cohen (1998), internalizing how to utilize learning 

strategies will increase students' self-learning skills and this will increase their proficiency in 

foreign language. Studies have shown that learners with learning strategies training or learners 

who are aware of learning strategies are more successful in reading skills (Brown, 2000; Yang, 

2002). Brown (2000) and Yang (2002) list the benefits of learning strategies training as 

students' awareness of strategies, knowing how to organize and use them in a systematic and 

effective manner, and knowing when and how to transfer these strategies to different learning 

situations. In many studies on learning strategies education, strategy education was given to 

students and it led to good results in foreign language reading (Thompson & Rubin, 1993). In so 

doing, learning strategies are important factors that ease reading comprehension in a foreign 

language and thereby learners' utilization of language learning strategies or awareness of 
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language learning strategies can enable them to be more successful in reading comprehension in 

a foreign language. 

Reading  

Reading is an ingenious guide that opens the doors of places where people cannot 

penetrate (Cunningham & Fitzgerald, 1996). Making sense of what is read develops 

language and mental skills and adds meaning to the lives of individuals. The value of the 

meaning of reading, which is one of the most efficient ways to reach information, has 

increased even more in today's information age. For this reason, reading has an important place in 

education programs. In addition to reaching information, effective reading provides 

individuals with gains such as dreaming, creative thinking, and developing their horizons and 

perspectives (Akyol et al., 2014). These contributions of reading are not seen in every individual 

at the same level since factors such as individual differences, environmental factors, past 

experiences, and socio-cultural backgrounds, as well as family, play a crucial role in 

understanding the concept of reading (Chrisman et al., 2019). The most efficient way to 

minimize these differences between individuals is education. For this reason, educators need to 

be knowledgeable to teach reading skills to students (Lyon & Weiser, 2009). 

Reading was originally understood to be the analysis of written symbols; however, as the 

value of knowledge has increased and it has become necessary to redefine reading due to the 

development of technology (Akbabaoğlu & Duban, 2020). Akbabaoğlu and Duban (2020) 

define reading as the analysis of texts by understanding their symbols as a whole. Moreover, 

reading is defined as a learning area, which provides effective communication between the 

author and the reader, allows individuals to enhance their mental skills and perceive from 

words to punctuation marks (Day & Park, 2005; Fitzgerald & Shanahan, 2000). The aim of 

reading is to establish meaning through reader-text interaction (Daffurn, 2019; Spires et al., 

2018). Through reading, individuals develop their vocabulary knowledge, become more aware 

of different cultures and civilizations, strengthen their memories, increase their attention 

levels, and boost their levels of knowledge by comparing various pieces of information (Arıcı 

& Taşkın, 2019). 

In light of the circumstances in the contemporary age and the current global system, reading 

comprehension has gained the significance in human life among language abilities. As a result 

of the widespread usage of the internet, which now dominates every area of modern life, 

information can be quickly and easily received by people all over the world. Given the fact that 

how simple and easy it is to acquire information on the internet, developing genuine reading 

skills, such as critical reading skills, is essential in today's globalised society. To receive 
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meaningful and reliable information, no information that people or learners gain or acquire in 

the environment should be considered as true or accurate; rather, its accuracy, falsity, or validity 

should be questioned from a critical perspective (Koçak, 2020; Arıcı & Taşkın, 2019). 

Therefore, reading helps students improve their language skills and vocabulary understanding. 

Using interaction and engagement with written language, reading comprehension is defined by 

Snow (2002) as the simultaneous extraction and production of meaning. Learners need to 

understand, integrate, criticize, infer, analyse, and link, as well as assess ideas in texts as they 

read. They also must reconcile numerous meanings in their heads. Understanding a text is more 

than just breaking down sophisticated components of language into simple ones. However, it 

also comprises a procedure in which several elements work together to create a bigger picture. 

Reading in a Second and Foreign Language 

One of the most important abilities for success in professional, social, and urban life is 

reading (Kormos & Csizer, 2014; Öktem, 2020). Research on reading was a dispersed field 

before the advent of digital technologies (Fox & Alexander, 2017; Perfetti & Stafura, 2014; 

Grabe & Stoller, 2011). According to Perfetti and Stafura (2014), it isn’t possible to talk about a 

fixed reading theory in that there are so many components of reading. Synthesizing effective 

theoretical reading models, Perfetti and Stafura (2014) improved the framework of reading 

systems. The Structure-Integration Model by Kintsch (1988) serves as the foundation for the 

reading systems framework. An individual gives significance to the material in the text by 

fusing it with his own experiences and knowledge (Kintsch, 1988; Perfetti & Stafura, 2014). As 

they developed Kintsch's theory to define reading in digital situations, Fox and Alexander 

(2017) examined extended constructive-integrative versions for reading comprehension. 

Extended digital reading models include both modified written reading and unparalleled digital 

reading activities (Li, 2020). Digital reading provides many opportunities in second language 

learning and plays a major role in understanding texts.  

One widely held belief in language learning is that reading strategies in the first language can 

be transferred to the second. Therefore, both print and digital media focus on the first language 

instead of the second language (Anderson, 2003; Grabe & Stoller, 2011; Day & Bamford, 1998; 

Hudson, 2009; Koda, 2005). However, L1 and L2 readers differ greatly in terms of their 

vocabulary and grammar knowledge, their speed, differences in word recognition processes, and 

previous learning experiences (Grabe & Stoller, 2011). Koda (2005) also underlines that great 

attention must be paid to conditions such as the reader's previous literacy experience, grammar, 

and bilingual participation in second-language reading (Reiber-Kuijpers, Kral & Meijer, 2021). 
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The need for constant change and renewal makes reading and individual education 

compulsory. Mentioning the importance of reading, Grellet (2003) underlines the daily readings 

we need in many areas from recipes to novels, from weather conditions to game rules. Reading 

is defined as a process involving the stages of perceiving, comprehending, interpreting, 

reasoning, and making judgments about the messages written depending on the rules of a 

language with the sense organs (Odabaş, Odabaş & Polat, 2008, Göçer, 2007). As reading is a 

skill, it is very different from teaching vocabulary or grammar. According to Eskey (1983), 

teaching is defined as the transfer of knowledge from teacher to student, while this situation 

cannot be valid for reading. Since teaching reading is a different and difficult process, all factors 

affecting the process should be carefully examined by the teacher. Lucas (1990) suggests that 

the factors affecting reading in the mother tongue (purpose, attitude, text, and tactics) also affect 

reading in the second language at the same rate.  

Göçer (2010: 1012) expressed an opinion as “The vocabulary of the individual is of great 

importance in using the language effectively, beautifully and correctly”. This means that 

individuals can communicate effectively in their daily lives to the extent of the richness of their 

active vocabulary. The words that the person uses consciously in oral and written 

communication constitute the active vocabulary, and the words that he cannot use while 

explaining but make sense when he encounters them during reading and listening constitute the 

'passive vocabulary' (Güney & Aytan, 2014). It is well known that passive vocabulary 

outnumbers active vocabulary by four times. (Jalongo & Sobolak, 2011). The words which 

remain in the passive treasury of the individuals, and which do not pass into the active 

vocabularies restrict people's use of these words. Therefore, it is of great importance to increase 

active vocabulary in target language for using in all areas of life. Different activities are applied 

to ensure the permanence of words. Regarding dictionary reading which is one of these 

activities; Balaban (2014) says that “the issue of reading a dictionary has not been unfortunately 

handled as a separate issue up to now. However, this matter needed to be discussed long ago” 

(p.244). Balaban argues that reading a dictionary contributes to one's ability to understand 

something in target language. Reading a dictionary not only gives individuals the ability to 

speak in their daily lives, but also adds depth to people's thoughts because each word read by 

individuals has more than one meaning, and it also benefits the person's phonetics, language, 

and literature (Büyükikiz & Hasırcı, 2013; Maskor & Baharudin, 2016; Göçer & Karadağ, 

2021). 

A highly customised strategy for reading development is extensive reading (Mikulecky, 

2008). Students read at their own pace and choose the books or diversified texts they want to 

read outside the school context. The advantages of extensive reading have been described by 
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Day and Bamford (1998), and they also include improvement in writing in the target language, 

forming a favourable mindset towards reading in a second language, improved reading fluency, 

drive to read more, and gaining more foreign vocabulary and grammatical knowledge. 

Reading Strategies 

Reading skill differs from one individual to another individual. Children and adults cannot 

be expected to be at the same reading level. In reading; prior knowledge, readiness, 

motivation, and the use of reading strategies are important (Özgül & Samur, 2021). As reading 

is increasingly accepted as a mental process, different and more intensive studies on reading 

have begun in the field. As a result of these studies, the diversity in reading strategies has 

increased, and reading has been divided into genres. Stages have been brought to reading 

and various reading strategies have been developed (Pagán & Nation, 2019). 

In literature, there are several definitions of reading strategies and these strategies, as defined 

by Carrell et al. (1998), are the approaches readers utilize to understand the text. Reading 

strategies were described by Brantmeier (2004) as the comprehension techniques that readers 

employ to make sense of what they read. Namely, reading strategies are how readers react to a 

task, like focusing on context cues, using prior knowledge, and looking for content hints to 

understand a text. According to Ahmed (2020), reading strategies are unconscious or conscious 

procedures, tactics, actions or behaviours that students employ to get around obstacles they face 

while understanding and interpreting a text. 

In many studies, both motivational and cognitive variables play a critical role in the 

improvement of reading skills (Logan et al., 2011; Taboada et al., 2009). The willingness to 

select and engage in reading is referred to as reading motivation (Troyer et al., 2019). The 

reading engagement perspective provides a theoretical framework to explain reading 

motivation. This perspective explains the differences between willing and unwilling students to 

read. Students who are committed and willing to read are intrinsically motivated to read for 

personal purposes and use different strategies in the reading process. Furthermore, these 

students have more knowledge to construct meaning from the text and have higher social 

interactions in the process of understanding the text. Therefore, intrinsic motivation is an 

important element for reading desire and motivation (McGeown et al., 2012). 

Classification of Strategies of Reading 

Reading comprehension is significantly impacted by metacognitive awareness (Baker, 2008; 

Carrell, Gajdusek, & Wise, 1998). Researchers discovered that skilled L1 and L2 readers are 

conscious of metacognitive techniques like monitoring, target setting, planning, and evaluation 

procedures (Cohen, 1998; Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002). According to Afflerbach (1998), 
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successful readers have a grasp of the language, as well as experience and knowledge for 

overcoming challenges while reading. However, less successful readers should work hard to 

improve their reading skills through use of a variety of strategies. Here, gender, age, years of 

education, language competency, style in learning, and ethnicity have an impact on learners' 

method preferences (Peacock & Ho, 2003; Sheu, Wang, & Hsu, 2013). Moreover, some studies 

have unveiled that a learner's field of concentration affects the choices of reading strategy. 

Several types of research have been implemented to investigate learners' metacognitive 

technique preferences in various disciplines such as foreign language learning, business, 

humanities, and science (Dabaghi & Akvan, 2014; Magogwe, 2013; Park, 2010). 

Through anticipating, analysing, summarising, and using other reading strategies while 

reading, the learner takes an active role in creating an involvement with the text’s author. On the 

other hand, it can be difficult to forge such a link between the reader and text, and it can also be 

challenging for EFL students and learners to employ different sorts of reading strategies. 

Reading requires the application of numerous reading strategies, including cognitive and 

metacognitive reading strategies (Ali & Razali, 2019). Thus, planning and goal setting, drawing 

on prior information, generating predictions and inquiries, monitoring, updating meaning, and 

revising meaning are all components of cognitive reading strategies. Additionally, 

Metacognitive Reading Strategies involve problem solving reading strategies, world-wide 

reading strategies, and support reading strategies (Ali & Razali, 2019). Some researchers also 

believe that while learners may already be familiar with reading strategies, they may still not 

benefit from on-going practise. (Islam, 2019; Maranto & Wai, 2020).  

Olshavsky (1977) separates reading strategies into three main categories; story-related 

strategies, clause-related strategies, and word-level ones. In the first category, there are 

strategies including leveraging context, substituting synonyms, and stating failure to 

comprehend a word. The second one involves re-reading, adding details, inference, personal 

identification, hypotheses, and stated failure to understand a clause. The last one comprises of 

using information about the story. According to Block (1986), the two basic categories of 

reading strategies used by English as a Second Language (ESL) readers are comprehension 

strategies and linguistic strategies. In the former, one can remark on behaviour or process, 

monitor understanding, correct behaviour, predict content, recognise text structure, challenge 

information in the text, interpret the text, employ knowledge and associations, and reply to and 

react to the text. In contrast, the latter includes rereading, paraphrasing, analysing sentences and 

clauses, and deciphering words. Pritchard (1990) noted processing strategies used by L2 readers 

employed when reading texts as developing awareness, accepting ambiguity, establishing intra-

sentential linkages, establishing inter-sentential linkages, and utilizing background information. 
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According to Andersen (1991), reading strategies are classified as paraphrase strategies, 

supporting, supervising, establishing coherence in text, and test-taking ones. 

Significance of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies 

Students need to be able to utilize reading strategies effectively and interchangeably; thus, it 

is not enough for them to merely understand what they are. Accordingly, it is important to pay 

attention to the influencing factors in reading while considering the importance of reading 

comprehension in L2 accomplishment. Knowledge about the strategies of reading that is used 

by EFL students aids in maximising their comprehension of a material (Anderson, 2002; 

Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002; Oxford, 1994). In a study, Munsakorn (2012) claims that the 

majority of EFL Thai learners do not comprehend reading passages completely since they do 

not use the proper reading strategies. Using global reading strategies should lead to a worldwide 

analysis of the reading text (Duke & Cartwright, 2021). That is, observing the L2 text's 

characteristics and making educated guesses about its subject matter is an example. The learners 

can prepare themselves to understand the main material by using these reading strategies (Duke 

& Cartwright, 2021). 

Li (2022) argues that the term reading problem resolution strategies is itself ambiguous. 

While the text becomes challenging to interpret, the reading strategies help the EFL learners in 

solving the issue. Re-reading the passage for clarity, pausing to concentrate on it, picking up 

where you left off while reading, and other strategies are just some examples of these strategies. 

The reader is able to read the text with ease thanks to these techniques that support students 

during the real act of reading a text (Li, 2022). Reading methods in L2 are extremely important 

because during the reading process, to generate meaning, learners should be able to blend the 

text’s material with their own past knowledge in a top-down and bottom-up manner (Rastegar, 

Kermani & Khabir, 2017). 

Related Studies on EFL Learners’ Use of Strategies of Reading 

Numerous studies have investigated the benefits of reading strategies in L2 reading such as 

extensive reading and graded readers on favourable learner manners and inner drive for 

learning, (Al-Homoud & Schmitt 2009), how graded readers affect language learning 

(Allen 2009; Claridge, 2005), and the authenticity of the text (Green 2005; Waring & 

Takaki 2003; Webb & Chang 2015). In spite of these benefits, extended reading has been 

critiqued for having little to no impact upon comprehension, enhancing language learning, and 

reading techniques. This is because it lacks pedagogical assistance and teacher control. 

(Renandya 2007, Hill 2008; Macalister 2014). It is commonly recognised that employing 

https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17501229.2021.1885412?casa_token=L1GVvRIqRY4AAAAA%3Aurh31LwqEFyAKDZ00t0l1dxIn68RzuxVtWTKCmdA1cj23tRgx5eV5RoUEOnDL2w8VppoIviRKKKmGw
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17501229.2021.1885412?casa_token=L1GVvRIqRY4AAAAA%3Aurh31LwqEFyAKDZ00t0l1dxIn68RzuxVtWTKCmdA1cj23tRgx5eV5RoUEOnDL2w8VppoIviRKKKmGw
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17501229.2021.1885412?casa_token=L1GVvRIqRY4AAAAA%3Aurh31LwqEFyAKDZ00t0l1dxIn68RzuxVtWTKCmdA1cj23tRgx5eV5RoUEOnDL2w8VppoIviRKKKmGw
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17501229.2021.1885412?casa_token=L1GVvRIqRY4AAAAA%3Aurh31LwqEFyAKDZ00t0l1dxIn68RzuxVtWTKCmdA1cj23tRgx5eV5RoUEOnDL2w8VppoIviRKKKmGw
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17501229.2021.1885412?casa_token=L1GVvRIqRY4AAAAA%3Aurh31LwqEFyAKDZ00t0l1dxIn68RzuxVtWTKCmdA1cj23tRgx5eV5RoUEOnDL2w8VppoIviRKKKmGw
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/17501229.2021.1885412?casa_token=L1GVvRIqRY4AAAAA%3Aurh31LwqEFyAKDZ00t0l1dxIn68RzuxVtWTKCmdA1cj23tRgx5eV5RoUEOnDL2w8VppoIviRKKKmGw
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effective reading strategies when learning a language increases learners’ ability to process the 

target language in particular settings (Chamot 2005; Cohen 2007; Oxford 2017).  

In their study, Akkakosan and Setebol (2009) assert that although knowledge of the usage of 

cognitive and metacognitive methods was considered in class, students most frequently utilised 

traditional reading strategies like the bottom-up model. Although the bottom-up tactics were not 

explicitly taught, the students may have picked them up through their regular practise of the 

comprehension problems from their previous English course books (Akkakosan & Setebol, 

2009). In a study that investigates second-language reading of French-speaking students, 

Barnett (1988) discovered that more experienced readers were more conscious of adopting 

metacognitive reading strategies than less experienced readers. According to Chern's (1993) 

research, readers' reading comprehension process and their awareness of metacognitive reading 

techniques in EFL are positively correlated. Moreover, a study conducted with Japanese ESL 

students in Japan revealed that those with higher levels of English competence employed more 

metacognitive reading techniques (Upton, 1997). Additionally, high proficiency EFL students 

and the frequent usage of the reading techniques were found to be correlated by Sheorey and 

Mokhtari (2001). Wen (2003) also noted that the majority of effective readers’ comprehension 

activities took place at the metacognitive level. Students that were able to use metacognitive 

reading strategies outperformed their peers in their reading and learning programme (Wang et 

al., 2009). In a study, Sen (2009) also found a statistically significant correlation between the 

usage of metacognitive reading methods and successful scores in reading comprehension. 

Critical Thinking 

Critical thinking involves analysing arguments skills, coming to conclusions via inductive or 

deductive reasoning, judging or assessing, and coming to decisions or finding solutions (Lai, 

2011). Critical thinking requires not only cognitive but behavioural skills. These characteristics, 

which can be thought of as mental attitudes or behaviours, comprise of openness and fairness of 

mind, adaptability, curiosity, an inclination to seek reason, a thirst for information, and respect 

for and openness to diverse points of view (Lai, 2011). Critical thinking has both universal and 

domain-specific components.  

As educators have long known, critical thinking abilities are of important benefit in student 

learning. According to Hirst and White (1998), national boards of education admit that the 

inability of various educational systems is related to developing critical reading strategies and 

they highlight the embracement of this important skill in curricula, while all systems of 

academic education agree that students must complete certain critical thinking training courses 

before graduating. Students cannot think critically if they do not shift their view of reality and 
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consider of substituted realities (Hynd, 1999). In this regard, there is no agreement on what 

constitutes critical thinking (Gupta & Upshur, 2012). Moreover, Lyutykh (2009) says that critical 

thinking is a method to think in an analytical way. Bowell and Kemp (2005) assert that critical 

thinking is one’s involvement in decision-making and responsibility for daily actions. Critical 

thinking is determined by specialized abilities like the ability to rationally analyse arguments 

(Mason, 2007). According to Dehghani et al. (2011), critical thinking is based on what 

individuals do and believe. According to Facione and Facione (1994), critical thinking 

involves assessment, analysis, inference and deductive reasoning, as well as inductive reasoning.  

Critical Reading 

Understanding, analysing, and evaluating what one reads is the basic goal of reading. The 

person should not take something as truth when they read and learn. As a result of easy access 

of information in today's communication age, the probability of encountering useless, unreal, 

and baseless information is very probable. When all of these factors are taken into account, 

critical reading emerges as a necessary component for the complete realisation of reading (Din, 

2020). In this sense, critical reading is a skill that enables people to examine and validate 

information instead of accepting it at face value. 

While critical literacy has been a focus of English literacy programmes for first- or second-

language learners (Comber & Nixon, 2011), the primary goal of reading activities in EFL 

programmes still continues to be comprehending the content of reading texts. Cox and Assis-

Peterson (1999) hypothesised that the purpose of reading instruction in EFL programmes is to 

facilitate instrumental reading. This may be the reason why studies on EFL tend to concentrate 

mostly on cognitive tasks like word decoding (Lo, 2011). EFL students should be able to 

critically analyse the material in a text because there is an easy access to a variety of media 

today; thus, the EFL definition of reading comprehension should include the capacity to 

constantly analyse the aim, the message, and the ideology being promoted by the dominant 

authorities (Suarcaya & Prasasti, 2017). A learner must be able to connect the text's information 

with values outside of it. Therefore, through the EFL reading exercises, the students should be 

able to better understand how a text could challenge their own value and how important it is for 

them to be able to express their opinions.  

In EFL context, critical reading is analogically similar to critical thinking. According to 

Beaumont (2010), reading critically involves acting as well as understanding the text. The 

active component of reading is the capacity to make decisions about a specific issue that a text 

advocates. And, this acting is influenced by the process of interpreting, which involves 

reviewing, synthesising data or information and analysing. On the other hand, according to 
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Benesch (1993), inferencing, which includes the processes of analysing, evaluating, and 

synthesising, is not related to critical thinking but rather a component of cognitive operations. 

They revolve around text-centric tasks like extracting information from texts. Benesch (1993) 

defined critical thinking as making connections between a text and the reader's experience and 

how that text relates to the language, politics, and history of the new context. To be considered 

critical, the reader must connect their personal ideals to the culture that the text represents. 

Enright & Quinlan (2010) argued that the linguistic, social, political, and cultural facets of 

language should be integrated into the teaching of EFL reading to improve academic literacy. 

By relating the cultural, social, and political facets of the text to their own, integrating these 

components could improve the students' capacity to interpret texts. 

In their study, Troyer et al. (2019) determine that a statistically significant correlation exists 

between reading habits and critical reading skills. In a study conducted by Karademir (2013), it 

is asserted that while the critical reading skills of pre-service teachers do not significantly differ 

by gender and the department of education, they significantly differ by the education level of the 

father and mother. While teacher candidates' teacher self-efficacy significantly varies according 

to gender and the department of education, it does not significantly differ by the education 

level of their parents. Based on the results of her study, Ünal (2006) claims that a highly 

significant correlation is found between students' attitudes towards reading and the level of their 

critical reading skill. Again, a moderately significant relationship is found between the reading 

comprehension levels of the same students and their critical reading skill levels. Recent 

research on critical reading has demonstrated that critical reading is necessary as a sophisticated 

cognitive activity for proper information acquisition. (Alfassi, 2004; Zhang, 1993). 

Self-Efficacy 

Chrisman et al. (2019) claim that a variety of contextual and individual factors influence the 

improvement of critical reading skills. The socio-environmental factor is one set of these 

elements (Lassig, 2009), while the personal attributes and motivational beliefs, which include 

self-efficacy beliefs, are the others. (Hoffman & Schraw, 2009). Self-efficacy beliefs have a 

significant influence on various facets of modern life (Maddux & Kleiman, 2016). And self-

efficacy beliefs have an effect on people's decision-making processes, thinking, and problem-

solving techniques (Dweck & Leggett, 1988). According to Vancouver and Kendall (2006), 

an individual's judgement of their capacity to reach their targeted performance levels is referred 

to as self-efficacy. It can be characterized as a person's level of self-assurance (Jain & 

Dowson, 2009). Tierney and Farmer (2017) define self-efficacy as a person's belief in their 

own potential to produce inventive outcomes. Accordingly, it is a psychological construct that 

regulates human performance through decision-making, motivation, and cognitive process 
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(Benight & Bandura, 2004). In this sense, self-efficacy often plays a significant role in the 

improvement of critical thinking as a motivational construct. According to Eccles and Wigfield 

(2020), learners' motivations and interests are also crucial factors that shape their critical 

thinking. Self-efficacy beliefs are requisite for behaviour, especially behavioural change; hence, 

they are a reliable indicator of critical thinking skills. (Sang et al., 2010). 

Self-efficacy, according to Wang and Wu (2008), is a great predictor of using advanced 

learning techniques like critical thinking. Thus, self-efficacy motivates people and increases 

their performance (Bandura & Locke, 2003). The development of critical reading skills occurs 

as a result of such self-imposed motivation. Self-efficacy, as a motivator and a driving force, has 

a strong influence on critical reading; therefore, a lack of motivation is a barrier to the growth of 

critical thinking. 

Addressing the learners’ sense of self-efficacy, Schunk (2000) gives examples of two types 

of learners: one with a low sense of self-efficacy and the other with a high sense. From the 

perspective of Schunk, the first student may try to avoid the assignment given by the teacher, 

but the second student, who is confident in his ability to complete the assignment, accepts it 

without hesitation. In this sense, Schunk argues that students who are confident in their abilities 

can work harder and persevere longer than those who are doubtful, especially when faced with 

difficulties. Students evaluate their self-efficacy through their performances, observational 

interactions, persuasion strategies, and physiological reactions. Learners' self-efficacy can be 

evaluated using their own results as a benchmark. 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

What is essential in critical reading is to make that the reader reads the text in depth rather 

than superficially because what is meant to be told in a text does not reveal itself in a neutral 

way and the thoughts in the text should be evaluated in detail in order to understand them. 

Günay (2001) defines reading as an intellectual activity performed by the receiver and says that 

reading is decoding a written text, and a graphically coded statement. According to Günay 

(2001), reading also means interpreting a literary text. In this part of the work, the issues of 

deciphering the meaning of the text in itself, discovering the meanings of unknown words, and 

re-meaning the text come to the forefront. Critical reading is the first and most important step of 

critical thinking and has an important place in helping people gain a critical perspective because 

people acquire most of their knowledge by reading. From this aspect, reading is not just a tool 

we use to gain knowledge or find answers to questions that occur in our minds, but it also 

improves our behaviour patterns and our thinking ability. When someone reads critically, they 

analyse, question, and explain the texts they come across and draw conclusions based on these 
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abilities and their prior knowledge. Flemming (2011) says that critical reading is not something 

entirely different from understanding; that is, for critical reading, first of all, the text must be 

understood in a healthy way. According to Flemming (2011) critical reading requires 

understanding the main idea, evaluating the conclusions reached, understanding the supported 

ideas, and assessing the logical conclusions. According to Darch and Kammenui (1987), critical 

reading entails evaluating and drawing conclusions about readers, distinguishing between truth 

and thought, and determining the author's intention and point of view. 

Self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1994), refers to learners' confidence in their ability to 

succeed and learn new material or finish a task or activity to the required standard of 

performance. When faced with problems, this emotive variable influences our choices, actions, 

and endeavours. Later, Zeldin and Pajares (2000) added to Bandura's definition by including 

elements that relate to how students assess their academic competency. Zeldin and Pajares 

thought that people's self-efficacy beliefs have an impact on every part of their lives, including 

how driven they are to work hard and be productive, how self-defeating they are, how gloomy 

or optimistic they are, and how much effort they put into a task. According to Wallace and 

Wray (2021), individual approaches to reading have a very critical role. Bandura (1977) claims 

that there are differences between students who have high self-efficacy and those who have low 

self-efficacy. High self-efficacious learners are more confident in their ability to solve problems 

since they have developed a problem-solving strategy that has been successful in the past. 

Reading is frequently a self-guided habit, so in order for learners to read more extensively and 

efficiently, learners need self-efficacy as a fundamental motivator for reading. According to 

Bandura's social cognitive theory (1977), those who are self-efficacious are very confident in 

their ability to carry out a task or effectively maintain a behaviour. Thus, these people are more 

likely to start coping practises, put more efforts, and get things done. In an authoritative study, 

Bandura (1994) claims that, self-efficacy, which is characterised as a person's conviction that 

they are competent to carry out specified behaviours in order to create specific results; thus, it is 

one of the most important aspects behind motivation and perseverance in diversified contexts 

and areas.  

Significance of EFL Learners’ Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

According to Judge, Erez, and Bono (1998), there are two main measurements of self-

efficacy. The perception of one's general self-efficacy refers to one's perception of one's 

capacity to perform in a wide range of circumstances (Judge, Erez, & Bono, 1998). Specific 

self-efficacy, on the other hand, is described as beliefs in one's capacities to urge the motivation, 

cognitive processes, and course of action needed to satisfy certain circumstance demands 

(Wood & Bandura, 1989). A measure of a particular self-efficacy created by Burrows is called 
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L2 English reading self-efficacy. (2013). Burrows agrees with Wood and Bandura (1989) that 

specific self-efficacy assessments are useful predictors and indicators of human functioning in 

connection to foreign language education. Reading comprehension and reading self-efficacy 

appear to interact frequently. As students become more skilled at reading, their reading self-

efficacy increases, which in turn encourages them to read more. Burrows (2013) researched how 

four elements connected to reading comprehension and reading self-efficacy. Specifically, in his 

study, Burrows focused on the relationship between reading self-efficacy and extensive reading, 

grammar translation, reading strategies, and integrated reading strategies with extensive reading. 

Over the course of the academic year, participants in the extensive reading group considerably 

increased their reading self-efficacy and students' reading self-efficacy grew and the degree of 

their reading comprehension increased.  

According to Mohammed (2022), confidence and self-regulation were the two self-efficacy 

factors that the learners exhibited with the greatest frequency. The results also showed a 

significant positive relationship between students' critical reading self-efficacy and the reading 

strategies. Moreover, it is discovered that reading strategies have a notable impact on all of the 

reading self-efficacy characteristics. Setiawan and Ena (2019) assert that EFL learners have 

positive self-efficacy perceptions in what they read, analyse, and summarize without the help of 

their teachers. However, taking notes and putting up with reading are two things that students 

find difficult. Additionally, Setiawan and Ena (2019) discover that learners’ mastery 

experiences, emotional and psychological states, vicarious experiences, and verbal persuasion 

are all sources of self-efficacy. 

Related Studies on EFL Learners’ Perception of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

According to Maddux and Stanley (1986), the term self-efficacy has been as one of the most 

discussed subjects in the field of social, clinical, and counselling psychology since the 

publication of Bandura's work in 1977. Self-efficacy, according to Bandura (1977), is the 

conviction that one is capable of taking the appropriate actions to handle potential problems. 

These self-efficacy definitions serve as the foundation for people's judgments of their ability to 

successfully take actions necessary to achieve a certain goal. Moreover, according to 

Zimmerman (1995), self-efficacy is a person's judgement of their ability to implement and 

succeed at a task. Naturally, people's ability to perform difficult tasks that they have never done 

before is largely determined by their level of self-efficacy. Considering how crucial self-

efficacy is for students to receive the education they require, both students and teachers must 

critically think how to improve the learners' self-efficacy. Critical reading is an important 

ability that must be acquired from an early age (Koçak, 2020). As a consequence of using the 

reading skill, human beings can develop the aspects of comprehension and thinking. Reading 
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also increases analysis or analytical and synthesis skills, and  interpretation and judgment 

skills. In short, societies that make reading consist of individuals who can think and express 

themselves freely (Lai, 2011). 

Regarding valuable findings that have been reached about use of reading strategies and 

perception of critical reading self-efficacy, Phan (2009) discovered that achievement goals 

have direct and indirect impacts on learners’ academic performance via self-efficacy 

perceptions, study processing mechanisms, and critical reading. Based on the results of a 

study conducted by Kim et al. (2015), self-efficacy had a positive link with critical thinking 

disposition, while stress had a negative relationship with critical thinking disposition and self-

efficacy. Fahim and Nasrollahi-Mouziraji (2013) indicated that how students define their 

language learning abilities and critical reading abilities may have a substantial impact on their 

learning outcomes. In his study, Yoğurtçu (2013) also discovered that people with a self-

efficacy perception create distinct reading methods, obtaining deeper cognitive connections 

and experiences, and they are also able to access an effective, interactive, strategic, rapid, 

prehensile reading comprehension capacity. According to Gürçay and Ferah (2018), students' 

metacognitive self-regulation significantly contributed to the improvement of their critical 

reading abilities. This shows the fact that students who take ownership of their education and 

actively direct will become capable critical thinkers.   

The Relationship between EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies and Their 

Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

The relationship between use of reading strategies and perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy is crucial for EFL learners to critically evaluate and digest the texts so as to gain 

any knowledge. Besides, it is highly substantial to understand the disguised meanings of the 

lines in the text individuals read. Shang (2010) asserted that metacognitive strategy, followed 

by compensation strategy, and then cognitive strategy, was found to be the most frequently used 

reading strategy. Additionally, there was a strong correlation between self-efficacy perceptions 

and the use of reading strategies. On the other hand, there was no connection between reading 

success and reading strategies (Shang, 2010).  

The students' perceived level of self-efficacy, in addition to using effective and efficient 

reading strategies, also have an impact on their learning outcomes (Yang, 2004; Wong, 2005). 

"Beliefs held by individuals regarding their abilities to achieve particular levels of performance 

that have an impact on the circumstances that affect their growth" is the definition of perceived 

self-efficacy (Bandura, 1994: 77). High self-efficacy students, in Bandura's opinion, are more 

driven to overcome challenges and more self-assured to complete difficult tasks. Students having 
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low self-efficacy, however, tend to overestimate how difficult things are and they are lack of 

motivation to invest their time in difficult tasks because they do not have faith in their efforts 

could result in better outcomes irrespective of their reading levels. Namely, students' perception 

of self-efficacy has an impact on their reading attitudes, reading behaviours, and learning 

performance (Yang, 2004). Bandura (1994) claims that students with low self-efficacy choose 

easier tasks on which they will make fewer mistakes, and do not try hard since they believe that 

any effort will reveal their own lack of ability; however, students with high self-efficacy attribute 

their success to their own efforts and strategies, and they believe that their abilities will advance 

as they learn more and mistakes are an essential part of learning. The more a student has higher 

self-efficacy perception, the better they can think, read, and observe efficiently and effectively. 
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2. METHODOLOGY 

2.1. Introduction 

The aim of the research is to determine whether a significant relationship exists 

between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perception of critical reading 

self-efficacy. The study also aims to examine the level of EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy. Moreover, the study 

determines whether EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perception of 

critical reading self-efficacy vary according to demographic factors such as gender, 

department, how often EFL learners read English texts, the type of English text EFL 

learners read most, family members’ reading English books, newspapers and texts, and 

where EFL learners’ families live. The chapter presents the context and participants, 

data gathering tools, research design, data collection procedures, data analysis and 

reliability and ethical issues. 

2.2. Participants and Study Context 

The convenience sampling method was applied when choosing the participants 

because participants were easy to reach and available, and willing to participate in this 

study. This study was carried out with 255 EFL learners who were students at 

preparatory school of Ankara Social Sciences University and Harran University. The 

data were gathered from learners between March and May, 2021-2022 Academic Year. 

Table 1 presents the demographic background of the participants. 

Table 1.  

Demographic Background of Participants 

  N % 

Gender 
Female 158 62.0 

Male 97 38.0 

Department 

English Language 
Teaching 

98 38.4 

Other 157 61.6 
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The participants consisted of 158 (62.0%) females and 97 (38.0%) males. The 

students were asked in which department they studied. 98 (38.4%) students are 

studying in the English language teaching department while 157 (61.6%) are studying 

in other departments. 

2.3. Research Design 

The aim of this study is to find out whether a significant relationship exists between 

EFL learners’ the use of reading strategies and their perception of critical reading self-

efficacy. In addition, the study aims to investigate the level of EFL learners’ use of 

reading strategies and their level of critical reading self-efficacy perception. The 

research aims to find out whether EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perception of critical reading self-efficacy vary according to gender, department, how 

often EFL learners read English texts, the type of English text EFL learners read most, 

family members’ reading English books, newspapers, and texts, and where EFL 

learners’ families live. Therefore, quantitative survey-based research was used. 

According to Watson (2015), quantitative research encompasses a variety of 

techniques that are used to systematically examine social problem, using statistical or 

numerical data. Cresswell (2012) says that quantitative research gives generalizable 

statistical information acquired from numerous samples in order to make inferences. 

2.4. Data Collection Instruments  

Demographic Information Form created by the researcher (See Appendix C), 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale developed by Karadeniz (2014) (See 

Appendix E), and Reading Strategy Use Scale adapted and developed by Tuncer (2011) 

(See Appendix D) were used to obtain data. 

2.4.1. Demographic Information Form 

The researcher of this study prepared a demographic information form. The form 

was utilized to find out whether EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their critical 

perception of reading self-efficacy vary according to demographic characteristics. 

There were six demographic variables in this form, such as gender, department, how 

often EFL learners read English texts, type of English text EFL learners read most, 

family members’ reading English books, newspapers, and texts, and where EFL 

learners’ family lives. 
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2.4.2. Reading Strategy Use Scale 

Reading Strategy Use Scale was adapted and developed by Tuncer (2011). In order 

to reveal the reading strategies that readers use while reading in a foreign language, in 

his study, Tuncer (2011) aimed to adapt and develop Reading Strategy Use scale, which 

was created by Deane and Pereira-Laird (1997) and whose Confirmatory Factor 

Analyses were carried out. The scale was applied to a sample of EFL learners in 

Turkey, and the scale items were translated into Turkish. It consists of 6 factors and 28 

items with a 5-point Likert-type scale as “Never”, “Seldom”, “Sometimes”, “Usually” 

and “Always”. The factors are categorized as Constructing Strategies (α=0,69), 

Planning Strategies (α=0.71), Management Strategies (α=0.61), Assisting Strategies 

(α=0.64), Visualization Strategies (α=0.71), and Self-Regulation Strategies (α=0.71). 

Five items made up the first factor (Constructing Strategies), which conceptually 

reflected how readers create their strategies within particular cognitive processes. Five 

items in the second factor, "Planning Methods," appeared to provide precise 

information about readers' usage of pre-reading strategies. The third factor 

(Management Strategies) had five questions and was a collection of items reflecting the 

reading strategies that readers either do not use or disregard. The fourth factor, 

(Assisting Strategies) had five categories, most of which were methods readers use to 

get around obstacles they encounter when reading. The fifth factor (Visualization 

Strategies) is made up of four items that illustrate how readers apply strategies related 

to their creative faculties when reading. The last factor (Self-Regulation Strategies) has 

three items that seemed to be focused on ways to regulate or control when reading 

becomes challenging. The reason why this scale was used in my study is that the scale 

was also used to measure EFL students’ use of reading strategies by Koçer (2012), Sert 

(2012), Koçer & Turgut (2013), and Demirbaş (2018) beforehand. 

In this study, the internal consistency coefficients of the Reading Strategies Use 

Scale and its subscales were computed by SPSS and were shown as follows: 
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Table 2.  

Reliability Analysis of Reading Strategy Use Scale  

Scale/Sub-Scale Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Reading Strategy Use Scale  0.87 
Constructing strategies 1, 7, 13, 19, 24 0.69 

Planning strategies 2, 4, 8, 14, 20, 25, 28 0.71 

Management strategies 3, 9, 15, 21, 26 0.61 

Assisting strategies 10, 16, 22, 27 0.64 
Visualization strategies 5, 11, 17, 23 0.71 

Self-regulation strategies 6, 12, 18 0.70 

 

The Cronbach Alpha coefficients were calculated as .69 for the Constructing 

Strategies sub-scale, .71 for the Planning strategies sub-scale, .61 for the Management 

strategies sub-scale, .64 for the Assisting strategies sub-scale, .71 for the Visualization 

strategies sub-scale, and .70 for the Self-regulation strategies sub-scale as seen in Table 

2. The reading strategy use scale's overall Cronbach's Alpha value was found to be .87. 

2.4.3. Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale 

The Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Scale was developed by Karadeniz (2014). 

Karadeniz (2014) aimed to develop a scale that can be used to measure the critical 

reading self-efficacy perceptions of university students in his study titled “The Validity 

and Reliability Study of the Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Scale”. In the analysis, 

factor loads were determined as at least .40. According to Ebel (1972), items with an 

item-test correlation coefficient of .40 and higher are very good discriminating items 

(cited Erkuş, 2003). Confirmatory Factor Analysis was applied to test the accuracy of 

the five-factor and 33 observed-variable structure revealed by exploratory factor 

analysis. The Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale includes 5 factors and 33 

items with a 5-point Likert-type scale: “Strongly Disagree (1)”, “Disagree (2)”, 

“Undecided (3)”, “Agree (4)” and “Strongly Agree (5)”. Scale’s factors: Inquiry sub-

scale (α=0.80), Inference sub-scale (α=0.66), Analysis sub-scale (α=0.74), Evaluation 

sub-scale (α=0.78), and Finding Similarities and Differences sub-scale (α=0.73). The 

reason why this scale was used in this present study is that this scale was also applied to 

measure critical reading self-efficacy perception of university students, including EFL 

students, studying in Faculty of Education at a university in western Turkey in Özden's 

(2018) study. In addition, the scale was applied to senior EFL students in the study of 

Öztürk, Denkci-Akkaş, and Tikiz-Ertürk (2022). The critical reading self-efficacy 
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perception scale and its subscales' internal consistency coefficients for this study's 

analysis are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3.  

Reliability Analysis of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale 

Scale/Sub-Scale Items Cronbach’s Alpha 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Perception Scale 

 0.93 

Inquiry 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 

10 0.80 

Inference 12, 16 0.66 

Analysis 11, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 

22 0.74 

Evaluation 
23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28 

 0.78 

Finding Similarities and 

Differences 

29, 30, 31, 32, 33 

0.73 

 

The Cronbach Alpha coefficients were calculated as α=.80 for the Inquiry sub-scale, 

α=.66 for the Inference sub-scale, α=.74 for the Analysis sub-scale, α=.78 for the 

Evaluation sub-scale, and α=.73 for Finding Similarities and Differences sub-scale. The 

overall Cronbach’s Alpha value for Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale is 

.93. 

2.5. Data Collection Procedures  

Before the implementation of the scales, required permission was obtained from the 

developers of both scales. Then, Research Ethics Committee Approval was obtained 

from Çağ University (See Appendix F). Required permissions were obtained from the 

School of Foreign Languages at Social Sciences University of Ankara and Harran 

University School of Foreign Languages to conduct the research study. Data were 

gathered by distributing scales to participants between March and May 2022. The 

scales were provided with a consent form (See Appendix G, H; See Appendix B). 
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2.6. Data Analysis 

Data obtained from demographic information form, Reading Strategies Use Scale, 

and Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale were analysed by employing 

descriptive statistics, One-Way ANOVA, Independent Sample T-Test, and Pearson 

Correlation Test through Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). 

To evaluate the normal distribution of the data set, the skewness and kurtosis 

coefficients were calculated. If the kurtosis and skewness coefficients are between +1.5 

and -1.5, parametric tests are used (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Due to the data set's 

normal distribution in this study, parametric tests were performed to analyse the data. 

Levene's Test was used to determine the homogeneity of the groups before the one-

way ANOVA test. As a result of Levene’s Test, it was determined that the participants’ 

scores for the Visualization Strategies sub-scale were not homogeneous according to 

the type of English text EFL learners read most (p<.05). It was determined that the 

homogeneity condition of the other groups was met for the other scores (p>.05). If the 

assumption of homogeneity of the groups is not provided, it is recommended to use a 

stricter significance level such as 0.01 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) For this reason, 

0.01 significance level was used in the comparison of Visualization Strategies sub-scale 

scores according to the type of English text EFL learners read most. The significance 

level of .05 was employed to compare other scores. 

Since ANOVA test results showed a significant difference, the Scheffe test was 

employed as one of the post hoc tests to determine which groups have differences. In 

the meantime, if the ANOVA test result is significant, the effect size is calculated with 

Eta Square. If the eta square is between 0.01 and 0.06, it is evaluated as small; between 

0.06 and 0.14 as medium; and greater than 0.14 as high effect size (Can, 2014).  

To determine the level of the EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy, descriptive statistics were used in this 

study. To find out the level of EFL learners’ use of reading strategy, the following is 

used to assess the learners' level of reading strategy used based upon mean scores: “1.0-

1.8=never, 1.8-2.6=seldom, 2.6-3.4=sometimes, 3.4-4.2=usually, and 4.2-5.0=always”. 

To determine the level of EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy, 

mean scores were calculated. The following is used to determine with: “1.0-

1.8=Strongly Disagree, 1.8-2.6=Disagree, 2.6-3.4=Undecided, 3.4-4.2=Agree,  
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4.2-5.0=Strongly Agree”. The arithmetic mean was calculated to find out the level of 

EFL learners’ use of reading strategy and their perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy. 

Furthermore, the Skewness and Kurtosis values of the Reading Strategies Use and 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scales according to gender were calculated 

(See Appendix I). Skewness and Kurtosis according to gender, which range from -1.5 

to +1.5, demonstrate the normal distribution; thus, Independent T-test was utilized. 

In addition, the Skewness and Kurtosis values of the Reading Strategy Use Scale and 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale were calculated according to the 

department (See Appendix J). Values of skewness and kurtosis according to the 

department that range between -1.5 and +1.5 show the normal distribution. Therefore, it 

was decided to analyse this variable by using the Independent Sample T-test.  

Skewness and Kurtosis values of the Reading Strategy Use Scale and Critical 

Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale were also calculated according to how often 

EFL learners read English texts and where EFL learners’ family lives (See Appendix 

K). The values which were found between -1.5 and +1.5 have the normal distribution; 

therefore, it was determined to use the One-way ANOVA.  

In addition, Skewness and Kurtosis in terms of Type of English Text EFL Learners 

Read Most were calculated (See Appendix M). Values for Skewness and Kurtosis were 

between -1.5 and +1.5 and it was determined as the normal distribution. Thus, the One-

way ANOVA was used. 

Skewness and Kurtosis values of the Reading Strategy Use and Critical Reading 

Self-Efficacy Perception Scales were calculated according to family members’ reading 

English books, newspapers, and texts (See Appendix N). Values for Skewness and 

Kurtosis were between -1.5 and +1.5 and it was determined as the normal distribution. 

Consequently, the Independent Sample T-test was utilized.  

Additionally, for the strength of the correlation between Critical Reading Self-

Efficacy Perception and Reading Strategy Use Scales, the r value was calculated 

through the Pearson Correlation Test. (See Appendix O). According to Büyüköztürk 

(2019), relationship is considered low when the r value is between 0.00 and 0.30, 

moderate when it ranges from 0.30 to 0.70, and strong when it is in the range of 0.70 to 
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1.00. The Pearson Correlation Test was used to calculate the relationship's coefficients 

between the values. 

2.7. Reliability and Ethical Issues 

The necessary approvals were obtained from the Directorates of the University, 

School of Foreign Languages at Ankara Social Sciences University and Harran 

University. Developers of each scale were contacted to ask their consent in order to use 

the instruments. Furthermore, before participants willingly responded to the questions 

on the Demographic Information Form and the scales, a consent form to participate in 

the study was provided for the participants. 

The data which were calculated by using SPSS for each scale were accepted as 

reliable according to the reliability analysis. According to Adeniran (2019), a range of 

.80 to .90 or higher is considered highly acceptable. The overall Cronbach Alpha 

coefficient for the Reading Strategy Use scale in this study was .87. Furthermore, 

Cronbach's Alpha value for the Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale: .93 in 

total. As a result, scales were acknowledged as reliable for this study. 
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3. DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Introduction 

Results of the data analysis are presented in this chapter in detail. To answer the 

research questions, a quantitative method was used in this study. Pearson Correlation 

Test, Independent Sample T-test, Descriptive statistics, and One-Way ANOVA are 

used to analyse the data. 

Findings of the Research Question One  

 The first research question of the study investigates the level of EFL learners’ use of 

reading strategies and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy. Using 

descriptive statistics for the data obtained from each scale, levels of EFL learners’ use 

of reading strategy and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy were analysed. 

The Level of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategy Use 

To determine the level of EFL learners’ use of reading strategy, descriptive statistics 

were utilised. In Table 4, the levels of learners' reading strategies use are presented. 

Table 4.  

Descriptive Statistics of The Level of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies 

 Scale/Sub-scale N M SD Level 

Constructing Strategies 255 3.47 .73 4 

Planning Strategies 255 3.57 .66 4 

Management Strategies 255 3.87 .74 4 

Assisting Strategies 255 4.08 .58 4 

Visualization Strategies 255 3.51 .91 4 

Self-regulation Strategies 255 3.67 .87 4 

Reading Strategies Use Scale 255 3.68 .51 4 

 

The participant's scores for each sub-scale are shown in Table 4. According to the 

total mean score for the Reading Strategies Use Scale, it can be concluded that the 

participants say, they ‘usually’ utilize Reading Strategies (M = 3.68; SD = 0.51).  

According to the total mean score of Constructing Strategies sub-scale, EFL learners 

try to describe and visualize what they read in their dreams at a high rate (M Constructing 
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Strategies = 3.47, SD Constructing Strategies= 0.73). In other words, this sub-scale is ‘usually’ 

used by participants. In addition, EFL learners pay attention to determining what the 

text will be about by previewing the text before reading, based on the Planning 

Strategies total score. (M Planning Strategies = 3.57, SD Planning Strategies = 0.66). Accordingly, 

Planning Strategies sub-scale is ‘usually’ used by EFL learners. 

Based on the Management sub-scale scores, EFL learners try to organize their 

reading environment. (M Management Strategies = 3.87, SD Management Strategies = 0.74). Students 

also underline important information as they deal with making connections between the 

subject they are reading and their previous knowledge. In this respect, this sub-scale is 

also ‘usually’ used by EFL learners. Regarding the Assisting Strategies sub-scale 

scores, EFL learners read the text again to better understand the text when they do not 

understand what they have read (M Assisting Strategies = 4.08, SD Assisting Strategies = 0.58).  

Based on the scores of this sub-scale, EFL learners ‘usually’ employ assisting 

strategies.  

Furthermore, it can be inferred that EFL learners circle the necessary information to 

aid in their comprehension of the content they read, underline the information, and take 

notes while reading the text based on the Visualization Strategies sub-scale scores (M 

Visualization Strategies = 3.51, SD Visualization Strategies = 0.91). Based on the findings, it can be 

said that this sub-scale is also ‘usually’ used by EFL learners. In addition, based on the 

Self-Regulation Strategies sub-scale score, depending on the sort of text they are 

reading, EFL students alter their reading pace and change their reading style if 

necessary (M Self-Regulation Strategies = 3.67, SD Self-Regulation Strategies = 0.87). That means EFL 

learners ‘usually’ use self-regulation strategies.  

The Level of EFL Learners’ Perception of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy  

The levels of EFL learners’ perception of critical reading self-efficacy were 

determined by descriptive statistics. Results are demonstrated in Table 5. 
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Table 5.  

Descriptive Statistics of the Level of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-

Efficacy  

 Scale/Sub-Scale N M SD Level 

Inquiry 255 3.92 .56 4 

Inference 255 3.84 .61 4 

Analysis 255 4.05 .55 4 

Evaluation 255 4.07 .63 4 

Finding Similarities and Differences 255 4.00 .63 4 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Perception Scale 255 3.97 .49 4 

 

As presented in Table 5, it can be inferred that EFL learners have a high level of 

critical reading self-efficacy perception based upon the total mean score of Critical 

Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale (M=3.97, SD=0.49). According to the total 

mean score of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception Scale, EFL learners ‘agree’ 

that they have the perception of critical reading self-efficacy. In addition, the data 

results show that EFL learners ‘agree’ that they could question the information and 

perspective given by the author in the text; it was also seen that the learners could 

identify the consistent and inconsistent aspects of the texts (M Inquiry=3.92, SD 

Inquiry=0.56). 

EFL learners also ‘agree’ that they could predict how the text they read would 

develop and predict the development of the plot in the text (M Inference = 3.84, SD Inference 

= 0.61). According to the total mean score of the Analysis sub-scale, EFL learners 

‘agree’ that they could find the main idea of the text, identify the points that make the 

text different, and explain their thoughts about the subject or theme in the text (M 

Analysis=4.05, SD Analysis =0.55). In addition, EFL learners ‘agree’ that they could 

establish a cause-effect relationship between events and concepts, as well as between 

introduction, development, and conclusion sections (M Evaluation =4.07, SD Evaluation = 

0.63).  That is, they can determine the relationship between event, place, and person.  

Based on the total mean score of Finding Similarities and Differences sub-scale, 

EFL learners also ‘agree’ that they could identify events, situations, or people that 
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support or contradict each other in the text they read and clarify the views in the text 

and the opposing views of these views (M Finding Similarities and Differences =4.00, SD Finding 

Similarities and Differences=0.63). Regarding the total score of this subscale, the ability to find 

similarities and differences of EFL Learners is at a high level. 

Findings of the Research Question Two 

The second research question of the study is to determine whether the use of reading 

strategies and the critical reading self-efficacy perceptions of EFL learners vary 

according to gender, department, how often EFL learners read English texts, the type of 

English text EFL learners read most, EFL learners’ family members’ reading English 

books, newspapers and texts, and where EFL learners’ families live. One Way ANOVA 

and Independent Sample T-Test were utilized in this analysis. 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms 

of Gender 

The Independent Sample T-Test was utilised to find out whether EFL learners’ 

perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy differs statistically according to gender. 

The results are shown in Table 6. 

Table 6.  

T-Test Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms of 

Gender 

Scale/Sub-Scale Gender N M SD t df. p 

Inquiry 
Female 158 3.89 .56 

-1.10 253 .27 
Male 97 3.97 .55 

Inference 
Female 158 3.85 .63 

.30 253 .76 
Male 97 3.82 .60 

Analysis 
Female 158 4.08 .54 

1.15 253 .25 
Male 97 4.00 .57 

Evaluation 
Female 158 4.12 .57 

1.80 253 .07 
Male 97 3.97 .71 

Finding Similarities  

and Differences 

Female 158 4.02 .63 
.61 253 .54 

Male 97 3.97 .62 

Critical Reading  

Self-Efficacy Scale 

Female 158 3.99 .49 
.51 253 .61 

Male 97 3.95 .50 
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No statistically significant difference exists between the total scores of Critical 

Reading Self-Efficacy Perceptions of EFL learners according to gender (MFemale=3.99, 

MMale=3.95, t=0.51; p>.05). As can be seen in Table 6, no significant difference is 

found between EFL learners’ scores of Inquiry sub-scale in terms of gender 

(MFemale=3.89, MMale=3.97, t=-1.10, p>.05).  Also, no statistically significant difference 

exists between learners’ scores of Inference sub-scale in terms of gender (MFemale=3.85, 

MMale=3.82, t=0.30, p>.05). Additionally, no statistically significant difference was 

found between learners’ total scores of Analysis sub-scale in terms of gender 

(MFemale=4.08, MMale=4.00, t=1.15; p>.05). Moreover, no significant difference exists 

between the total scores of EFL learners’ Evaluation sub-scale scores in terms of 

gender (MFemale=4.12, MMale=3.97, t=1.80; p>.05). The data results of this study also 

indicate that no significant difference was found between the scores of EFL learners’ 

Finding Similarities and Differences sub-scale in terms of gender (MFemale=4.02, 

MMale=3.97, t=0.61; p>.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms 

of Department 

To find out whether a statistically significant difference exists between EFL 

Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy according to Department, the 

Independent Sample T-Test was performed. The results are shown in Table 7. 

Table 7.  

T-Test Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms of 

Department 

Scale/Sub-Scale Department N M SD t df p 

Inquiry 
English Language Teaching 98 3.87 .53 

-1.15 253 .25 
Other 157 3.95 .57 

Inference 
English Language Teaching 98 3.84 .60 

.07 253 .95 
Other 157 3.84 .62 

Analysis 
English Language Teaching 98 4.01 .58 

-.82 253 .41 
Other 157 4.07 .53 

Evaluation 
English Language Teaching 98 4.06 .63 

-.19 253 .85 
Other 157 4.07 .63 

Finding Similarities and English Language Teaching 98 3.96 .65 -.90 253 .37 
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Differences Other 157 4.03 .61 

Critical Reading Self-

Efficacy Scale  

English Language Teaching 98 3.94 .49 
-.79 253 .43 

Other 157 3.99 .50 

 

As shown in Table 7, no statistically significant difference exists between the total 

scores of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception of EFL learners in terms of the 

department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.94, MOther= 3.99, t=-0.79; p>.05). There is no 

statistically significant difference between the total scores of EFL learners’ Inquiry sub-

scale in terms of department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.87, MOther= 3.95, t=-1.15; p>.05). 

No statistically significant difference exists between the total scores of the Inference 

sub-scale of EFL learners in terms of the department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.84, 

MOther= 3.84, t=0.07; p>.05). According to Table 7, there is no statistically significant 

difference between total scores of Analysis sub-scale of EFL learners in terms of the 

department (MEnglish Language Teching=4.01, MOther= 4.07, t=-0.82, p>.05). Furthermore, no 

statistically significant difference exists between the total scores of Evaluation sub-

scale of EFL learners in terms of the department (MEnglish Language Teching=4.06, MOther= 

4.07, t=-0.19; p>.05), and no significant difference is found between the total scores of 

Finding Similarities and Differences sub-scale of EFL learners according to department 

(MEnglish Language Teching=3.96, MOther= 4.03, t=-0.90; p>.05).  

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms 

of How Often They Read English Texts  

One-Way ANOVA was employed to find out whether a significant difference exists 

between the EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy in terms of how 

often they read English texts. The results are presented below. 
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Table 8.  

One-Way ANOVA Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

according to How Often They Read English Texts 

Scale/Sub-Scale Frequency N M SD F p 

Between 

Group 

Difference 

η
2 

 

Inquiry 

Never1 10 3.59 .49 

4.23 .01 

4>2 

.048 
Seldom2 54 3.76 .57  

Sometimes3 123 3.93 .51  

Often4 68 4.06 .58  

Inference 

Never1 10 3.88 .65 

1.74 .16 

 

 

Seldom2 54 3.69 .6  

Sometimes3 123 3.84 .61  

Often4 68 3.94 .61  

Analysis 

Never1 10 3.87 .59 

5.27 .00 

4>2 

.059 
Seldom2 54 3.88 .49  

Sometimes3 123 4.03 .56  

Often4 68 4.25 .52  

Assessment 

Never1 10 3.75 .86 

3.5 .02 

4>2 

.040 
Seldom2 54 3.9 .64  

Sometimes3 123 4.09 .59  

Often4 68 4.21 .6  

Finding Similarities and 

Differences 

Never1 10 3.78 .88 

3.7 .01 

4>2 

.041 
Seldom2 54 3.79 .62  

Sometimes3 123 4.04 .57  

Often4 68 4.13 .65  

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Scale 

Never1 10 3.75 .59 

5.03 .00 

4>2 

.056 
Seldom2 54 3.81 .47  

Sometimes3 123 3.98 .45  

Often4 68 4.12 .52   

 

The total scores of EFL learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

significantly differ by how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.75, MSeldom2=3.81, 

MSometimes3=3.98, MOften4=4.12, F= 5.03; p<.05). Based on the Scheffe Test, the students 
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who often read had higher critical reading self-efficacy scores than the students who 

seldom read.  In this respect, there is a small effect of the frequency of reading English 

Texts on the Perception of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy determined by the eta squared 

score (η2= 0.056). According to Table 8, Inquiry scores of EFL learners statistically 

differ by how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.59, MSeldom2=3.76, 

MSometimes3=3.93, MOften4=4.06, F=4.23; p<0.05). According to the Scheffe Test, data 

results of Inquiry show that scores of the learners who often read were significantly 

higher than the students who seldom read. The role of how often EFL learners read 

English texts in Inquiry was calculated as small based on the eta squared score 

(η2=0.048). 

Additionally, no significant difference is found between Inference scores of EFL 

learners according to how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.88, MSeldom2=3.69, 

MSometimes3=3.84, MOften4=3.94, F= 1.74; p>.05). However, Analysis scores of learners 

significantly vary according to how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.87, 

MSeldom2=3.88, MSometimes3=4.03, MOften4=4.25, F=5.27; p<.05).  Based upon the Scheffe 

Test, data results of Analysis reveal that scores of EFL learners who often read were 

significantly higher than learners who seldom read. There is a small effect of the 

frequency of reading English Texts on Analysis determined by the eta squared score 

(η2= 0.059). Moreover, Assessment scores of EFL learners statistically and 

significantly differ by the frequency of reading English texts (MNever1=3.75, 

MSeldom2=3.9, MSometimes3=4.09, MOften4=4.21, F= 3.5; p<.05). Data results of Assessment 

indicate that scores of the students who often read were significantly higher than the 

students who seldom read, based on the Scheffe Test. According to the effect size, it 

was also found that the frequency of reading English texts had a small effect on 

Assessment determined by the eta squared score (η2= 0.040). 

Data results of Finding the Similarities and Differences reveal that Finding the 

Similarities and Differences scores of learners significantly differ by how often they 

read English texts (MNever1=3.78, MSeldom2=3.79, MSometimes3=4.04, MOften4=4.13, F=3.7; 

p<.05). Based on the Scheffe Test, data results of Finding the Similarities and 

Differences show that scores of EFL learners who often read were higher than the EFL 

learners that seldom read. Consequently, there is a small effect of frequency of reading 

English Texts on Finding the Similarities and Differences determined by the eta 

squared score (η2= 0.041). 
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Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms 

of the Type of English Texts They Read Most 

To determine whether a significant difference exists between the EFL learners' 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy in terms of the type of English texts they 

read most, One-Way ANOVA was employed and results are presented in Table 9. 

Table 9.  

One-Way ANOVA Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Scale in terms of the Type of English Texts EFL Learners Read Most 

Scale/Sub-Scale Texts Read N M SD F p 

Inquiry 

Literary Texts 33 3.90 .54 

2.44 .09 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 4.07 .57 

Social Media Texts 172 3.88 .55 

Inference 

Literary Texts 33 3.81 .68 

.76 .47 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.93 .63 

Social Media Texts 172 3.82 .60 

Analysis 

Literary Texts 33 4.02 .62 

.43 .65 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 4.11 .62 

Social Media Texts 172 4.04 .52 

Assessment 

Literary Texts 33 4.15 .60 

1.31 .27 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 4.16 .63 

Social Media Texts 172 4.02 .63 

Finding Similarities and Differences 

Literary Texts 33 4.04 .72 

.94 .39 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 4.10 .56 

Social Media Texts 172 3.97 .62 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Scale 

Literary Texts 33 3.98 .54 

1.55 .21 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 4.08 .51 

Social Media Texts 172 3.94 .48 
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No significant difference exists between the Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Perception scores of EFL students according to the type of English texts they read most 

(MLiterary Texts=3.98, MNewspaper and Magazines=4.08, MSocial Media Texts=3.94, F=1.55; p>.05). 

Also, Inquiry scores of learners do not significantly differ by the type of English texts 

they read most (MLiterary Texts=3.90, MNewspaper and Magazines=4.07, MSocial Media Texts=3.88, 

F=2.44; p>.05). 

According to the findings, no significant difference exists between Inference scores 

of the participants in terms of the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary 

Texts=3.81, MNewspaper and Magazines=3.93, MSocial Media Texts=3.82, F=0.76; p>.05). 

Furthermore, no significant difference is found between Analysis scores of the 

participants according to the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary Texts=4.02, 

MNewspaper and Magazines=4.11, MSocial Media Texts=4.04, F=0.43; p>.05). 

Moreover, no significant difference exists between Assessment scores of the 

participants according to the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary Texts=4.15, 

MNewspaper and Magazines=4.16, MSocial Media Texts=4.02, F=1.31; p>.05). According to the type 

of English texts EFL learners read most, no significant difference exists between 

Finding Similarities and Differences scores of the participants (MLiterary Texts=4.04, 

MNewspaper and Magazines=4.10, MSocial Media Texts=3.97, F=0.94; p>.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms 

of the Texts Read by Their Family Members 

To find out whether a statistically significant difference exists between EFL 

Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms of the texts read by 

their family members, the Independent Sample T-Test was employed. 

Table 10.  

T-Test Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms of the 

Texts Read by Their Family Members 

Scale/Sub-Scale 

Texts 

Read By 

Family 

Members’  N M SD 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

 

p 

Inquiry 
Yes 35 3.94 .62 

.22 253 .83 
No 220 3.92 .55 
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Inference 
Yes 35 4.01 .59 

1.80 253 .07 
No 220 3.81 .61 

Analysis 
Yes 35 4.09 .62 

.50 253 .62 
No 220 4.04 .54 

Assessment 
Yes 35 4.10 .71 

.40 253 .69 
No 220 4.06 .61 

Finding Similarities and 

Differences 

Yes 35 4.07 .76 
.68 253 .50 

No 220 3.99 .60 

Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Scale  

Yes 35 4.03 .57 
.76 253 .45 

No 220 3.96 .48 

 

It was determined that the total scores of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perceptions 

of EFL learners do not differ significantly according to the type of text read by their 

family members (MYes=4.03, MNo=3.96, t=0.76; p>.05). The Inquiry sub-scale scores of 

EFL learners do not differ statistically and significantly according to the type of text 

read by their family members (MYes=3.94, MNo=3.92, t=0.22; p>.05). Inference sub-

scale scores of EFL learners do not significantly vary according to the type of text read 

by their family members (MYes=4.01, MNo=3.81, t=1.80; p>.05). It can be said that 

there is no statistically significant difference between the Analysis sub-scale scores of 

the EFL learners according to the type of text read by their family members 

(MYes=4.09, MNo=4.04, t=0.50; p>.05). According to the type of text read by EFL 

learners’ family members, Assessment sub-scale scores of EFL learners do not vary 

significantly (MYes=4.10, MNo=4.06, t=0.40; p>.05). As can be seen in Table 10, the 

Finding Similarities and Differences sub-scale scores of EFL learners do not differ 

statistically and significantly according to the type of text read by their family members 

(MYes=4.07, MNo=3.99, t=0.68; p>.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in terms 

of Where EFL Learners’ Families Live 

To determine whether a significant difference exists between the EFL learners' 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy in terms of where EFL learners’ families 

live, One-Way ANOVA was utilised in this analysis. Table 11 presents the results. 
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Table 11.  

One-Way ANOVA Analysis of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of Where EFL Learners’ Families Live 

Scale/Sub-Scale 
Where Families 

Live 
N M SD F p 

Inquiry 

Village 18 3.87 .6 

.29 .83 
District 38 3.85 .58 

Province 52 3.93 .5 

Metropolitan 147 3.94 .56 

Inference 

Village 18 3.73 .82 

.94 .42 
District 38 3.84 .57 

Province 52 3.96 .56 

Metropolitan 147 3.81 .61 

Analysis 

Village 18 3.89 .43 

.58 .63 
District 38 4.05 .6 

Province 52 4.08 .48 

Metropolitan 147 4.06 .58 

Assessment 

Village 18 4.13 .72 

.83 .48 
District 38 4.01 .66 

Province 52 4.18 .52 

Metropolitan 147 4.03 .64 

Finding  

Similarities and 

Differences 

Village 18 3.8 .75 

1.25 .29 
District 38 3.92 .61 

Province 52 4.1 .52 

Metropolitan 147 4.01 .65 

Critical  

Reading  

Self-Efficacy Scale  

Village 18 3.89 .53 

.53 .66 
District 38 3.93 .49 

Province 52 4.03 .41 

Metropolitan 147 3.97 .51 

 

No significant difference exists between the Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Perception scores of EFL learners in terms of where their families live (MVillage =3.89, 

MDistrict =3.93, MProvince=4.03, MMetropolitan=3.97, F=0.53; p>.05).  Inquiry scores of the 

learners do not significantly differ by where their families live (MVillage =3.87, MDistrict 

=3.85, MProvince=3.93, MMetropolitan=3.94, F=0.29; p>.05). Also, there is not a significant 



41 

 

 

 

difference between Inference scores of the participants in terms of the residence of EFL 

learners’ families (MVillage =3.73, MDistrict =3.84, MProvince=3.96, MMetropolitan=3.81, 

F=0.42; p>.05). In addition, no significant difference exists between Analysis scores of 

the participants according to the place where their families live (MVillage =3.89, MDistrict 

=4.05, MProvince=4.08, MMetropolitan=4.06, F=0.58; p>.05). Assessment scores of EFL 

learners do not significantly vary according to where families live (MVillage =4.13, 

MDistrict =4.01, MProvince=4.18, MMetropolitan=4.03, F=0.83; p>.05). Additionally, no 

significant difference exists between Finding Similarities and Differences scores of the 

participants according to where their families live (MVillage =3.80, MDistrict =3.92, 

MProvince=4.10, MMetropolitan=4.01, F=1.25; p>.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of Gender in 

Reading Strategy Use Scale 

Independent Sample T-Test was used in this analysis to determine whether EFL 

learners’ use of reading strategies statistically differ by gender. Table 12 shows the 

results. 

Table 12.  

T-Test Analysis of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies according to Gender 

Scale/Sub-Scale Gender N M SD t df p 

Constructing Strategies 
Female 158 3.44 .77 

-1.02 253 .31 
Male 97 3.53 .67 

Planning Strategies 
Female 158 3.58 .60 

.47 253 .64 
Male 97 3.54 .75 

Management Strategies 
Female 158 3.94 .72 

1.93 253 .06 
Male 97 3.75 .76 

Assisting Strategies 
Female 158 4.14 .54 

2.03 253 .04 
Male 97 3.99 .63 

Visualization Strategies 
Female 158 3.67 .85 

3.68 253 .00 
Male 97 3.25 .95 

Self-Regulation Strategies 
Female 158 3.76 .83 

2.13 253 .03 
Male 97 3.52 .92 

Reading Strategies Use Scale 
Female 158 3.73 .48 

2.04 253 .04 
Male 97 3.60 .53 
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A statistically significant difference exists between the total scores of Reading 

Strategies Use of EFL learners in terms of gender (MFemale =3.73, MMale =3.60, t=-1.02; 

p<.05). However, no statistically significant difference exists between Constructing 

Strategies sub-scale scores of the EFL Learners’ according to gender (MFemale =3.44, 

MMale =3.53, t=-1.10; p>.05). Moreover, no statistically significant difference exists 

between EFL learners’ scores of Planning Strategies sub-scale in terms of gender 

(MFemale =3.58, MMale =3.54, t=0.47, p>.05). In addition, EFL learners’ scores of 

Management Strategies do not significantly differ by gender (MFemale =3.94, MMale 

=3.75, t=1.93; p>.05). However, a statistically significant difference exists between the 

scores of learners’ Assisting Strategies according to gender (MFemale =4.14, MMale =3.99, 

t=2.03; p<.05). The findings of this study also show that a statistically significant 

difference exists between the scores of EFL learners’ Visualization Strategies in terms 

of gender (MFemale =3.67, MMale =3.25, t=3.68; p<.05). Moreover, the scores of EFL 

learners’ Self-Regulation Strategies significantly vary according to gender (MFemale 

=3.76, MMale =3.52, t=2.13; p<.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of Department in 

Reading Strategy Use Scale 

To find out whether a statistically significant difference exists between EFL 

Learners’ reading strategies use in terms of department, the Independent Sample T-Test 

was performed. Table 13 indicates the results. 

Table 13.  

T-Test Analysis of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of Department 

Scale/Sub-Scale Department N M SD t df p 

Constructing Strategies 

English Language 

Teaching 
98 3.54 .72 

1.18 253 .24 

Other 157 3.43 .74 

Planning Strategies 

English Language 

Teaching 
98 3.60 .65 

.65 253 .51 

Other 157 3.55 .66 

Management Strategies 

English Language 

Teaching 
98 3.87 .72 

.00 253 1.00 

Other 157 3.87 .75 
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Assisting Strategies 

English Language 

Teaching 
98 4.08 .54 

-.10 253 .92 

Other 157 4.08 .61 

Visualization Strategies 

English Language 

Teaching 
98 3.54 .89 

.38 253 .70 

Other 157 3.49 .92 

Self-Regulation Strategies 

English Language 

Teaching 
98 3.72 .87 

.70 253 .48 

Other 157 3.64 .87 

Reading Strategies Use 

Scale  

English Language 

Teaching 
98 3.71 .47 

.72 253 .47 

Other 157 3.66 .53 

 

As illustrated, the total scores of reading strategies use of EFL learners do not 

significantly differ by department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.71, MOther= 3.66, t=-0.72; 

p>.05). Additionally, no statistically significant difference exists between learners’ 

Constructing Strategies scores according to department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.54, 

MOther= 3.43, t=-1.18; p>.05).  

Based on the results, no statistically significant difference was found between 

learners’ Planning Strategies sub-scale scores in terms of the department (MEnglish 

Language Teching=3.60, MOther= 3.55, t=0.65; p>.05). No statistically significant difference 

exists between the Management Strategies sub-scale scores of EFL learners in terms of 

the department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.87, MOther= 3.87, t=-0.00, p>.05). Furthermore, 

the Assisting Strategies sub-scale scores of learners do not significantly vary according 

to department (MEnglish Language Teching=4.08, MOther= 4.08, t=-0.10; p>.05). Besides, there 

is no significant difference between the Visualization Strategies sub-scale scores of 

EFL learners according to department (MEnglish Language Teching=3.54, MOther= 3.49, t=-

0.38; p>.05). No statistically significant difference exists between learners’ Self-

Regulation Strategies sub-scale scores in terms of department (MEnglish Language 

Teching=3.72, MOther= 3.64, t=0.70; p>.05). 
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Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of How Often They 

Read English Texts 

One-way ANOVA was used to investigate whether EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies differs by how often they read English texts. The results are illustrated in 

Table 14. 

Table 14.  

One-Way ANOVA Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of How Often 

They Read English Texts 

Scale/Sub-Scale Frequency N M SD F p 

Between 

Group 

Difference 

η
2 

 

Constructing Strategies 

Never1 10 2.92 .87 

6.27 0 

4>2 

.069 
Seldom2 54 3.26 .66 4>1 

Sometimes3 123 3.48 .74  

Often4 68 3.71 .68  

Planning Strategies 

Never1 10 3.37 .69 

2.62 .05 

 

 

Seldom2 54 3.39 .6  

Sometimes3 123 3.59 .64  

Often4 68 3.69 .7  

Management Strategies 

Never1 10 3.24 1.04 

4.51 0 

4>1 

.051 
Seldom2 54 3.69 .7 3>1 

Sometimes3 123 3.94 .71  

Often4 68 3.98 .72  

Assisting Strategies 

Never1 10 3.65 .76 

5.3 0 

4>1 

.059 
Seldom2 54 3.97 .52 4>2 

Sometimes3 123 4.06 .6  

Often4 68 4.28 .51  

Visualization Strategies 

Never1 10 3.33 1.02 

.95 .42 

 

 

Seldom2 54 3.36 .71  

Sometimes3 123 3.53 .95  

Often4 68 3.61 .95  

Self-Regulation Strategies Never1 10 3.3 .88 2.38 .07  
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Seldom2 54 3.49 .77  

Sometimes3 123 3.68 .88  

Often4 68 3.85 .91  

Reading Strategies Use 

Scale 

Never1 10 3.29 .59 

6.64 .00 

3>1 

.073 
Seldom2 54 3.51 .4  

Sometimes3 123 3.7 .51  

Often4 68 3.84 .52  

  

The Reading Strategies Use total scores of the participants differ statistically and 

significantly according to how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.29, 

MSeldom2=3.51, MSometimes3=3.7, MOften4=3.84, F= 6.64; p<.05). According to the Scheffe 

Test, it was determined that the students who sometimes read had higher Reading 

Strategies Use scores than the students who never read. It was determined that the 

frequency of reading had a small effect on the Reading Strategies Use based upon the 

eta squared score (η2=0.073). The Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of the EFL 

learners differ significantly according to the frequency of reading in English 

(MNever1=2.92, MSeldom2=3.26, MSometimes3=3.48, MOften4=3.71, F=6.27; p<.05). 

Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of the learners that often read were 

significantly higher than the students that seldom read according to Scheffe Test. 

Moreover, Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of the learners who often read were 

significantly higher than the students who never read. Based upon the eta squared score 

(η2=0.069), the frequency of reading had a small effect on the Constructing Strategies 

sub-scale. 

Besides, no significant difference is found between Planning Strategies scores of the 

EFL learners in terms of how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.37, 

MSeldom2=3.39, MSometimes3=3.59, MOften4=3.69, F= 2.62; p>.05). The Management 

Strategies sub-scale scores of the participants differ in a statistically significant way 

according to how often they read English texts (MNever1=3.24, MSeldom2=3.69, 

MSometimes3=3.94, MOften4=3.98, F=4.51; p<.05). Based on the Scheffe Test, the 

Management Strategies sub-scale scores of the learners who often read and of the 

learners who sometimes read were statistically and significantly higher than the 

students who never read. According to eta squared score (η2=0.051), it was determined 

that the frequency of reading had a small effect on Management Strategies. Moreover, a 
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statistically significant difference exists between Assisting Strategies sub-scale scores 

of the participants in terms of the frequency of reading in English (MNever1=3.65, 

MSeldom2=3.97, MSometimes3=4.06, MOften4=4.28, F= 5.3; p<.05). According to the Scheffe 

Test, Assisting Strategies sub-scale scores of the students who often read were 

statistically and significantly higher than the students who seldom and never read. In 

this respect, the frequency of reading had a small effect on the Assisting Strategies sub-

scale (η2=0.059). 

On the other hand, Visualization Strategies scores of EFL learners do not differ 

significantly (MNever1=3.33, MSeldom2=3.36, MSometimes3=3.53, MOften4=3.61, F=0.95; 

p>.05). Additionally, no significant difference exists between the scores of the EFL 

learners’ Self-Regulation Strategies sub-scale according to how often they read English 

texts (MNever1=3.3, MSeldom2=3.49, MSometimes3=3.68, MOften4=3.85, F= 2.38; p>.05).  

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of the Type of English 

Texts They Read Most 

One-Way ANOVA was performed to find out whether a statistically significant 

difference exists between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies in terms of the type of 

English texts they read most. Table 15 presents the findings. 

Table 4.  

One-Way ANOVA Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of the Type of 

English Texts They Read Most 

Scale/Sub-Scale Texts Read N M SD F P 

Constructing Strategies 

Literary Texts 33 3.54 .57 

.69 .50 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.56 .80 

Social Media Texts 172 3.44 .74 

Planning Strategies 

Literary Texts 33 3.63 .57 

.43 .65 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.62 .75 

Social Media Texts 172 3.54 .65 

Management Strategies 

Literary Texts 33 3.84 .79 

.05 .95 Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.86 .76 
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Social Media Texts 172 3.88 .72 

Assisting Strategies 

Literary Texts 33 4.11 .55 

.25 .78 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 4.03 .67 

Social Media Texts 172 4.09 .57 

Visualization Strategies 

Literary Texts 33 3.71 .81 

1.13 .33 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.41 1.13 

Social Media Texts 172 3.50 .85 

Self-Regulation Strategies 

Literary Texts 33 3.77 .90 

.24 .79 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.65 .87 

Social Media Texts 172 3.66 .87 

Reading Strategies  

Use Scale 

Literary Texts 33 3.75 .47 

.33 .72 
Newspaper  

and Magazines 
50 3.68 .60 

Social Media Texts 172 3.67 .49 

 

No significant difference exists between the Reading Strategies Use scores of EFL 

learners in terms of the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary Texts=3.75, 

MNewspaper and Magazines=3.68, MSocial Media Texts=3.67, F=0.33; p>.05). It was concluded that 

no significant difference exists between Constructing Strategies scores of EFL learners 

according to the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary Texts=3.54, MNewspaper and 

Magazines=3.56, MSocial Media Texts=3.44, F=0.69; p>.05). Additionally, no significant 

difference was found between Planning Strategies scores of the participants according 

to the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary Texts=3.63, MNewspaper and 

Magazines=3.62, MSocial Media Texts=3.54, F=0.43; p>.05). Additionally, EFL learners’ 

Management Strategies scores do not significantly vary according to the type of 

English texts they read most (MLiterary Texts=3.84, MNewspaper and Magazines=3.86, MSocial Media 

Texts=3.88, F=0.05; p>.05). Moreover, no significant difference exists between Assisting 

Strategies scores of the participants according to the type of English texts they read 

most (MLiterary Texts=4.11, MNewspaper and Magazines=4.03, MSocial Media Texts=4.09, F=0.25; 

p>.05). 
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Finally, no significant difference exists between Visualization Strategies scores of 

participants (MLiterary Texts=3.71, MNewspaper and Magazines=3.41, MSocial Media Texts=3.50, 

F=1.13; p>.05). There was no significant difference between learners’ Self-Regulation 

Strategies score according to the type of English texts they read most (MLiterary 

Texts=3.77, MNewspaper and Magazines=3.65, MSocial Media Texts=3.66, F=0.24; p>.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of the Texts Read by 

Their Family Members 

Independent Sample T-Test was employed to find whether learners’ use of reading 

strategies differ by texts read by their family members. Table 16 presents the results. 

Table 16.  

T-Test Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of the Texts Read by Their 

Family Members 

Scale/Sub-Scale 

Family 

Members’ 

Reading N M SD 

 

 

t 

 

 

df 

 

 

p 

Constructing strategies 
Yes 35 3.57 .63 

.84 253 .40 
No 220 3.46 .75 

Planning strategies 
Yes 35 3.63 .68 

.63 253 .53 
No 220 3.56 .65 

Management strategies 
Yes 35 3.85 .80 

-.19 253 .85 
No 220 3.87 .73 

Assisting strategies 
Yes 35 4.04 .41 

-.42 253 .67 
No 220 4.09 .61 

Visualization strategies 
Yes 35 3.46 .86 

-.33 253 .75 
No 220 3.52 .92 

Self-regulation strategies 
Yes 35 3.75 .84 

.61 253 .54 
No 220 3.66 .88 

Reading Strategies Use Scale  
Yes 35 3.71 .45 

.33 253 .74 
No 220 3.68 .52 

 

Total scores of Reading Strategies Use of EFL learners do not differ significantly 

according to the type of text read by their family members (MYes=3.71, MNo=3.68, 

t=0.33; p>.05). The Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of EFL learners do not 
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differ statistically and significantly according to the type of text read by their family 

members (MYes=3.57, MNo=3.46, t=0.84; p>.05). No statistically significant difference 

was found between Planning Strategies sub-scale scores of EFL learners according to 

the type of text read by their family members (MYes=3.63, MNo=3.56, t=0.63; p>.05). 

Table 16 demonstrates that no statistically significant difference exists between the EFL 

students' scores of Management Strategies sub-scale according to the type of text read 

by their family members (MYes=3.85, MNo=3.87, t=-0.19; p>.05). No statistically 

significant difference exists between Assisting Strategies sub-scale scores of EFL 

learners (MYes=4.04, MNo=4.09, t=-0.42; p>.05). Finally, Visualization Strategies sub-

scale scores of EFL learners do not differ significantly according to the type of text read 

by their family members (MYes=3.46, MNo=3.52, t=-0.33; p>.05). Self-Regulation 

Strategies sub-scale scores of EFL learners do not vary according to the type of text 

read by their family members (MYes=3.75, MNo=3.66, t=0.61; p>.05). 

Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of Where EFL 

Learners’ Families Live 

One-Way ANOVA was employed to determine EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies vary according to where their families live. 

Table 17.  

One-Way ANOVA Analysis of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of Where EFL 

Learners’ Families Live 

Scale/Sub-Scale Where Families Live N M SD F p 

Constructing strategies 

Village 18 3.5 .9 

.4 .75 
District 38 3.4 .7 

Province 52 3.56 .62 

Metropolitan 147 3.46 .76 

Planning strategies 

Village 18 3.52 .59 

.19 .9 
District 38 3.51 .72 

Province 52 3.6 .58 

Metropolitan 147 3.58 .68 

Management strategies 

Village 18 3.88 .86 

.15 .93 District 38 3.87 .73 

Province 52 3.92 .73 
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Metropolitan 147 3.84 .73 

Assisting strategies 

Village 18 4 .56 

.37 .78 
District 38 4.01 .56 

Province 52 4.1 .57 

Metropolitan 147 4.1 .6 

Visualization strategies 

Village 18 3.75 .99 

.9 .44 
District 38 3.35 1.07 

Province 52 3.57 .74 

Metropolitan 147 3.5 .91 

Self-regulation strategies 

Village 18 3.65 .8 

.11 .95 
District 38 3.62 .93 

Province 52 3.63 .93 

Metropolitan 147 3.7 .85 

Reading Strategies  

Use Scale  

Village 18 3.7 .6 

.33 .8 
District 38 3.62 .56 

Province 52 3.72 .41 

Metropolitan 147 3.68 .52 

 

No significant difference exists between the total scores of Reading Strategies Use 

of EFL learners according to where their families live (MVillage =3.7, MDistrict =3.62, 

MProvince=3.72, MMetropolitan=3.68, F=0.33; p>.05). Moreover, no significant difference 

exists between Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of the EFL learners according 

to where their families live (MVillage =3.5, MDistrict =3.4, MProvince=3.56, MMetropolitan=3.46, 

F=0.4; p>.05). Additionally, no significant difference exists between Planning 

Strategies sub-scale scores of the participants according to the residence of EFL 

learners’ families (MVillage =3.52, MDistrict =3.51, MProvince=3.6, MMetropolitan=3.58, F=0.19; 

p>.05). 

In addition, no significant difference exists between Management Strategies sub-

scale scores of the participants according to the place where their families live (MVillage 

=3.88, MDistrict =3.87, MProvince=3.92, MMetropolitan=3.84, F=0.15; p>.05). EFL learners’ 

Assisting Strategies sub-scale scores do not significantly differ according to where their 

families live (MVillage =4, MDistrict =4.01, MProvince=4.1, MMetropolitan=4.1, F=0.37; p>.05). 

No significant difference exists between Visualization Strategies scores of the 



51 

 

 

 

participants according to the residence of their families (MVillage =3.75, MDistrict =3.35, 

MProvince=3.57, MMetropolitan=3.5, F=0.9; p>.05). Moreover, no significant difference 

exists between Self-Regulation Strategies sub-scale scores of the EFL learners 

according to where their families live (MVillage =3.65, MDistrict =3.62, MProvince=3.63, 

MMetropolitan=3.7, F=0.11; p>.05). 

Findings of the Research Question Three 

A correlational analysis was used to find out whether there is a meaningful 

relationship between EFL learners’ perception of critical reading self-efficacy and their 

use of reading strategies. Pearson correlation coefficients were computed in this 

analysis and results are shown in Table 18. 

Table 18.  

Pearson Correlation Test of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception and Reading Strategies 

Use 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Inquiry (1) 1                         

Inference (2) .56** 1            

Analysis (3) .66** .56** 1           

Assessment 

(4) 
.63** .58** .73** 1          

Finding 

Similarities 

and 

Differences 

(5) 

.60** .57** .62** .71** 1         

Critical 

Reading Self-

Efficacy (6) 

.87** .76** .86** .87** .82** 1        

Constructing 

Strategies (7) 
.36** .30** .29** .27** .32** .37** 1       

Planning 

Strategies (8) 
.28** .28** .20** .18** .21** .28** .47** 1      

Management 

Strategies (9) 
.35** .35** .36** .33** .34** .42** .36** .38** 1     
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Assisting 

Strategies (10) 
.41** .30** .36** .36** .35** .43** .30** .46** .35** 1    

Visualization 

Strategies (11) 
.15* .256** .17** .14* .15* .20** .30** .47** .39** .36** 1   

Self-

Regulation 

Strategies (12) 

.24** .20** .24** .23** .23** .28** .28** .34** .25** .33** .36**   

Reading 

Strategies Use 

(13) 

.42** .41** .38** .35** .38** .47** .68** .80** .68** .63** .71** .57** 1 

*p<0.05; **p<0.01 

It was determined that a statistically significant and positive relationship exists 

between the sub-scales of Critical Reading Self-efficacy and sub-scales of Reading 

Strategies Use. Additionally, there is a statistically significant and positive relationship 

between the sub-scales of Critical Reading Self-efficacy, and a statistically significant 

and positive relationship between the sub-scales of Reading Strategies Use. It was also 

found that a statistically significant, moderate and positive relationship exists between 

EFL learners’ perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy and use of Reading 

Strategies (r=.47; p<.01). There is a significant, high and positive relationship between 

the scores of EFL learners’ perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy and Inquiry 

(r=.87; p<.01). Among the variables, the highest relationship exists between 

perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy and Inquiry. In addition, there is a high, 

positive, and significant relationship between the scores of Critical Reading Self-

Efficacy Perception and Analysis (r=.86; p<.01). Another high level, positive and 

significant relationship exists between the Reading Strategy Use and Planning (r= .80; 

p<.01). 

In this study, a moderate, positive, and significant relationship between Reading 

Strategies Use and Constructing Strategies was found (r=.68; p<.01). In addition, there 

is a moderate, positive, and significant relationship between Inquiry and Analysis 

(r=.66; p<.01). Another moderate, positive and significant relationship exists between 

the scores of Reading Strategies Use and Inquiry (r=.42; p<.01). Furthermore, there is a 

low, positive, and significant relationship between Analysis and Planning Strategies 

(r=.20; p<.01). Moreover, a low, positive, and significant relationship between the 

scores of EFL learners’ Inquiry and Visualization Strategies was found (r=.15; p<.05). 
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The lowest, positive, and significant relationship exists between Assessment and 

Visualization Strategies in this study (r=.14; p<.05). 
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4. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Introduction 

The present research was executed to determine whether a significant relationship 

exists between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical 

reading self-efficacy. The study also aims to determine the levels of EFL learners’ use 

of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. The purpose 

of the study is also to find out whether EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy vary according to gender, department, how 

often EFL learners read English texts, type of English text EFL learners read most, 

family members’ reading English books, newspapers, and texts and where EFL 

learners’ family lives. Learners studying English as a foreign language at two state 

universities participated in the study. There were 255 EFL students participating in this 

study. By using the "Demographic Information Form", "Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Perception Scale" and "Reading Strategy Use Scale", data were collected. The data 

were analysed by employing descriptive statistics, Pearson Correlation Test, One-Way 

ANOVA, Independent Sample T-Test on SPSS. Discussions of the research questions, 

the implications of the study, limitations and suggestions for future research are 

discussed in this chapter elaborately. 

Discussion of the Research Question One 

The first research question of the study examines the participants' levels of reading 

strategies use and their perception of critical reading self-efficacy. The first research 

question was analysed by utilizing descriptive statistics. The findings are discussed in 

this section.  

Discussion of the Level of EFL Learners’ Reading Strategy Use 

In light of findings, EFL learners ‘usually’ use reading strategies. Regarding reading 

strategies, constructing strategies are employed much by EFL learners based on the 

results. According to McGeown et al. (2012), students with intrinsic motivation have 

more information to construct meaning from the text and they engage in more social 

interactions while reading. Afflerbach and Cho (2009) claim that significant differences 

exist between the readers’ use of reading strategies, particularly between readers from 

different social and cultural backgrounds. The diverse ways that people learn to read 

and the various ways that they observe written texts used in their own social 
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surroundings can be the reason of using these various strategies. In this study, EFL 

learners think that constructing strategies should be usually utilized while reading 

because they can attempt to explain and envision what they read. 

According to the findings of this research, EFL students set an excellent example on 

how to plan before reading. In order to warm themselves up, EFL learners indicate that 

they ‘usually’ use planning strategies before reading a text, and students who monitor 

their progress and persevere at tasks set realistic goals while reading. Sen (2009) asserts 

that the thinking process prior to reading necessitates the use of metacognitive 

strategies which can enhance strategic reading skills and learners think about the 

reading process. According to Çakıcı (2017), the success of EFL readers is promoted by 

alternative efficient metacognitive reading strategies and planning strategy-based 

models. 

The present research also indicates that learners try to organize their reading 

environment which shows that they ‘usually’ employ management strategies. Students 

who create a suitable environment for reading can receive both statistically and 

significantly higher marks on their examinations (Dreyer & Nel, 2003). Zhang (2001) 

found that the Chinese EFL readers' use of management strategies in reading had close 

bonds to their EFL proficiency. Considering findings of the present research learners 

also highlight important information as they work to connect the subject to their prior 

knowledge in reading. O’Reilly and McNamara (2017) revealed that lower secondary 

students' reading comprehension scores dramatically increased after being activated to 

the background knowledge reading strategy.  

In this study, EFL learners ‘usually’ use assisting strategies by reading the text 

again, to comprehend better the text when they do not understand what they have read. 

Küçükoğlu (2013) indicates that the students had an improvement to a great extent on 

condition that they make re-reading. Hayashi (1999) asserts that using assisting 

strategies promotes context-based guessing skill, and provides learners with a wealth of 

knowledge, vocabulary recognition, strong drive for further reading, and self-discovery 

of reading strategies. 

Based upon the results, EFL learners ‘usually’ employ visualization strategies: 

circling the necessary information to help them comprehend the text, underlining the 

information and taking notes while reading the text. Yang (2006) concludes that the use 

of visualization strategies is a cognitive step by which readers solve problems that are 
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caused by the inadequacy of using reading strategies in understanding textual 

information. According to De Koning and Schoot (2013), it is critical to visualize the 

events described in a text to construct a rich and coherent visual-spatial mental 

representation of the text.  

The findings of the research reveal that EFL learners also ‘usually’ utilize self-

regulation strategies like modifying their reading pace according to the type of text they 

read and changing their reading style if necessary. According to Nash-Ditzel (2010), 

students' ability to self-regulate in reading was impacted by their increasing knowledge 

of reading strategies, their capability to successfully employ those techniques to change 

their overall reading behaviour and their perception of the importance of such methods. 

Schunk and Zimmerman (2007) mention that modeling is an effective method for 

developing self-regulation and academic skills, as well as increasing self-efficacy. In 

Souvignier and Mokhlesgerami’s opinion (2006), self-regulated learning has the 

potential to be an effective framework for optimizing impacts upon reading 

comprehension.  

Discussion of the Level of EFL Learners’ Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

Perception 

Based upon the results, learners assert that they have perceptions of critical reading 

self-efficacy. First, EFL learners state that they can inquire about the given text by 

using their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. EFL learners accept that they 

may be sceptical about the facts and viewpoints presented by the author in the text. Chu 

et al. (2011) claim that learners’ reading skills and interests may be improved through 

inquiry learning. Chu et al. analysed the impact of a group project inquiry approach on 

the reading skills of primary school kids and it was observed that the students could 

identify the texts' consistent and inconsistent elements. This can also be related to EFL 

learners’ metacognitive awareness and perceived reading techniques while reading 

school-related or academic materials.  

In this study, EFL learners also assert that they could utilize inference strategies. 

They predict how the text they read would develop and foretell the development of the 

plot in the text. Significant differences between grade levels and treatment conditions 

were seen in the direct and indirect impacts of prior knowledge, vocabulary, word 

reading, techniques, and deducing on comprehension. (Ahmed et al., 2022). In addition, 
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the findings of Attaprechakul (2013) revealed that learners typically hinged on bottom-

up processing and they left out the difficult information, especially the technical 

specifics and graphic images and sought guidance from their peers to clarify their 

knowledge. Overall, they were successful at determining the definitions of the analysed 

terms and phrases, the section's primary idea, and the thesis statement. The underlying 

concept, other people's perceptions of the research findings, and the article's tone were 

however more challenging for learners to infer. Additionally, a substantial number of 

learners did not use the information in section titles and the structure of research papers 

to direct their reading assignments (Attaprechakul 2013). It has been discovered that 

reading comprehension is significantly and directly influenced by reading strategies 

that promote inference from the text, such as summarising material, self-questioning, 

and relating new knowledge to prior learning (Cromley & Azevedo, 2007). 

In light of the findings, EFL learners also state making analyses while reading. 

Indeed, the EFL learners could determine the main idea of any text and point out its 

unique features and provide their opinions regarding the subject or theme of the text. 

According to Cross and Paris (1988), EFL learners made significant gains in 

metacognition by making analyses. It was possible to pinpoint subgroups of learners 

who reacted differently to the metacognitive teaching with the use of the multivariate 

profiles of reading skills established from developmental analyses. Additionally, 

considering the results of this present study, learners have the ability to grasp the main 

point and articulate their opinions on a subject or theme from a text that they read. EFL 

learners can also foresee the character traits of the people in a book or narrative. 

Additionally, EFL learners could establish a cause-effect relationship between 

concepts and events, as well as between the introduction, development, and conclusion 

sections; therefore, they assert that they could make evaluations while reading. Namely, 

they are able to establish the connection between an event, a location, and a person. 

Chevalier et al. (2017) claim that students who can evaluate the text have the awareness 

and they can monitor the relationship between cognitive resources and task 

requirements.  

EFL learners also state that they could find similarities and differences while 

reading. The learners are able to identify events, situations, or people that support or 

contradict each other in the text they read. Considering finding similarities and 
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differences in a reading text at a university level, higher levels of academic success 

could result from the usage of reading techniques that encourage complex reading 

comprehension (Taraban & Rynearson, 2004). Based upon the findings of the present 

research, EFL learners identify the views in the text and the opposing views of these 

views. Moreover, they can identify what is fictional and what is not in the text. Proctor 

et al., (2006) note that students, who can find the differences and similarities in a given 

text faster, can easily acquire, integrate, and store new knowledge and skills in memory. 

The Second Research Question: Discussion of the Analysis of EFL Learners’ 

Reading Strategies Use and Their Perceptions of Their Critical Reading Self-

Efficacy Vary according to Demographic Features 

The second research question investigates whether EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy vary according to 

gender, department, how often EFL learners read English texts, the type of English text 

EFL learners read most, EFL learners’ family members’ reading English books, 

newspapers and texts, and where EFL learners’ families live. In order to determine 

whether the reading strategies use and the critical reading self-efficacy perceptions of 

EFL learners vary according to demographic variables, One-Way ANOVA tests and 

Independent Sample T-Test were used in this study. 

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of Gender 

Based on the findings from EFL participants of this study, no statistically significant 

difference exists between EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy in 

terms of gender. As a result, this study reveals that EFL learners can equally have 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy regardless of their gender. Likewise, in the 

research conducted by Karadeniz (2015), there is not a statistically significant 

difference in the learners’ perception of critical reading self-efficacy according to their 

gender. According to Öztürk, Denkci-Akkaş and Tikiz-Ertürk (2022), there is no 

meaningful difference between EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy in terms of gender. In a similar vein, Yüzer (2022) claims that the EFL 

learners' perceptions of self-efficacy competencies do not vary significantly in terms of 

their gender. 
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According to the research findings of a study conducted by Schunk and Pajares 

(2002), female students' perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy vary significantly 

according to gender. In the majority of studies examining the relationship between 

gender and self-efficacy, although female students are more successful in language arts, 

male and female students show similar confidence in this area (Schunk & Pajares, 

2002). Dilek, Karabay, and Kayran (2015) also investigated learners' perceptions of 

self-efficacy in critical reading and the results showed that EFL students felt above-

intermediate levels of competence in critical reading, and that their opinions of their 

self-efficacy differed by gender. 

 In this study, regarding inquiry aspects, gender does not have a role in learners’ 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. The study further reveals that no significant 

difference exists between inference skills of male and female learners. Additionally, 

regarding making analyses and evaluations and regarding finding similarities and 

differences, there is not a statistically significant difference between EFL learners’ 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy according to their gender.  

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of Department 

In light of findings of this study, no statistically significant difference exists between 

EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy according to their 

department. As a result of this, EFL learners have almost equal perceptions of critical 

reading self-efficacy irrespective of their departments. In this study, learners, who will 

study in different departments after preparatory school education, have almost the same 

perceptions as those who will study ELT. This might be related to the students' reading 

habits. Generally, the EFL learners read texts only to solve questions about the texts in 

order to attend a university department; thus, their perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy may not develop enough to differ from the students in other departments. In a 

similar vein, according to Yüzer (2022), perceptions of self-efficacy competencies 

among EFL learners do not significantly differ by their department. On the other hand, 

a study by Dilek, Karabay, and Kayran (2015) investigated learners' perceptions of their 

self-efficacy in critical reading to both determine the depth of the sense of self-efficacy 

and find out if this sense of self-efficacy indicated a substantial change according to 

department. The results showed that learners felt above-intermediate levels of 
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competence in critical reading and that their opinions of their own efficacy differed by 

department. 

Regarding inquiry aspects, EFL learners’ department does not have a role in their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy in this present study. This study also reveals 

that there is no statistically significant difference between the inference skills of EFL 

learners in terms of their departments. Consequently, learners’ making analyses and 

evaluations, and finding similarities and differences do not vary according to their 

departments significantly.  

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of How Often They Read English Texts  

According to results of the study, learners who often read had higher critical reading 

self-efficacy scores than the students who seldom read. Based on the results of this 

study, a statistically significant difference exists between Inquiry scores of EFL 

learners in terms of how often they read English texts. Therefore, the more EFL 

learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy increase, the more they predict the 

development of the plot they read, and the more they can complete the gaps left in a 

sentence or text properly. Moreover, data results of Inquiry show that scores of the 

learners who often read were significantly higher than the students who seldom read. 

However, no significant difference is found between Inference scores of EFL learners 

according to how often they read English texts. 

A statistically significant difference also exists between Analysis scores of learners 

according to how often they read English texts. Data results of Analysis show that 

scores of EFL learners who often read were significantly higher than learners who 

seldom read. As a result, it can be concluded that as the EFL learners read often, they 

can guess the purpose of the author.  Assessment scores of EFL learners in this study 

also statistically and significantly differ by the frequency of reading English texts. Data 

results of Assessment indicate that scores of the students who often read were 

significantly higher than the students who seldom read. As a result, the more EFL 

learners read, the better they can determine the relationship between event, place, and 

person in a text. 

 In light of findings, a significant difference exists between Finding the Similarities 

and Differences scores of learners in terms of how often they read English texts. Data 
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results of Finding the Similarities and Differences show that scores of EFL learners 

who often read were higher than the EFL learners that seldom read. As the EFL 

learners’ reading increases, they can easily determine what is fictitious and not 

fictitious. However, in another study, Yüzer (2022) claims that the impression of self-

efficacy competencies among EFL learners does not significantly differ by how 

frequently they read texts in English. 

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of the Type of English Texts They Read Most 

The data results of this study reveal that learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy do not significantly vary according to type of English texts they read most.  

In this study, regarding inquiry aspects, the type of English texts EFL learners read 

most does not have a role in their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. This 

study also reveals that there is no statistically significant difference between the 

inference skills of EFL learners in terms of the type of English texts they read most. No 

significant difference exists between learners’ making analyses and evaluations and 

finding similarities and differences according to the type of English texts EFL learners 

read most. When it comes to other studies, there is no study that investigates whether 

EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy differ by the type of English 

texts they read most. In this present study, it was however investigated to shed light on 

future studies.  

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of the Texts Read by Their Family Members 

Data results of the present study reveal that no significant difference exists between 

the scores of learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy in terms of the texts 

read by their family members. This result may be related to lack of dialogue or 

discussion between learners and their family in their social life. That means, family 

members of the learners in this study may read a lot but if there is no intellectual 

exchange of ideas among the family members about the information they get from the 

reading texts, learners’ critical reading self-efficacy may not be affected by their family 

members’ reading texts and habits. Koç and Arslan (2017) examined students' critical 

reading self-efficacy perceptions and consciousness of reading strategies in terms of 
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grade level, gender, and parental attitudes to reading. Koç and Arslan (2017) found a 

significant and positive relationship between the sub-dimensions of awareness of 

reading strategies used by parents and the perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. 

In this study, texts read by EFL learners’ family members do not have a role in EFL 

learners’ inquiry. This study also reveals that there is no statistically significant 

difference between the inference skills of EFL learners in terms of the texts read by 

their family members. Besides, there is not a significant difference between learners’ 

making analyses and evaluations and finding similarities and differences according to 

the texts read by their family members. 

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy in 

terms of Where Their Families Live 

Findings indicate that scores of EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-

efficacy do not significantly vary according to where their families live. In this study, 

where EFL learners’ families live does not have a role in EFL learners’ inquiry aspects. 

Moreover, this study brings out that no statistically significant difference exists 

between the inference skills of EFL learners in terms of where their families live. EFL 

learners’ making analyses and evaluations and finding similarities and differences do 

not vary according to where their families live. Therefore, it can be expected that there 

would be a difference in the reading habits of the participants in Ankara, where there is 

a significant difference in literacy and schooling levels compared to other regions of 

Turkey, and this can also be reflected in the EFL students' perceptions of critical 

reading self-efficacy. However, the present study did not reveal any statistical 

difference. This in turn may be grounds for further study in itself. 

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of Gender  

Data results reveal that a significant difference exists in the total scores of Reading 

Strategies Use of EFL learners in terms of gender in this study. In a similar vein, a 

significant difference was found between students’ use of metacognitive strategies in 

favour of female students (Evran &Yurdabakan, 2013; Koç &Karabağ, 2013). Similar 

results were found in research studies conducted with EFL students (Ateş, 2013; Tunca 

& Alkın-Şahin, 2014). However, in this study, no statistically significant difference 

exists between Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of the EFL Learners’ according 

to gender. Moreover, no statistically significant difference exists between learners’ 
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scores of Planning Strategies sub-scale according to gender. In addition, EFL learners’ 

scores of Management Strategies do not vary according to gender. However, according 

to the study conducted by Karatay (2010), it was determined that there was a significant 

difference in favour of female students in the sub-dimensions of planning, organizing 

and evaluating reading strategies and metacognitive awareness. In different studies, 

metacognitive awareness levels of female students differed significantly from male 

students (Akın & Çeçen, 2014; Bağçeci, Döş &Sarıca, 2011; Kana, 2014; Kaya & Fırat, 

2011). However, in a study conducted by Yükselir (2014), there were no significant 

differences between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies in terms of gender. In other 

words, gender differences have no effect on the learners’ reading strategy use. 

According to the research findings of the study conducted by Gökşen (2019), female 

EFL learners use analytical reading strategies less than male EFL learners. For this 

reason, teachers need to take the necessary precautions so that female students can use 

analytical reading strategies effectively as well as pragmatic strategies (Gökşen, 2019). 

In a study conducted by Gömleksiz and Elaldı (2011), it has been concluded that both 

female and male students are at a good level for A1-A2 (beginner) level reading skills 

when the opinions of the EFL preparatory class students as to their English reading 

skills are evaluated in general in terms of gender. In a study conducted in China, Wei 

Wei (2009) stated that female learners are better at reading skills than male learners in 

foreign language learning at the intermediate level, which is due to the fact that female 

learners can be motivated quickly with encouragement and the sense of achievement is 

more important for female students. In another study, it was stated that reading 

comprehension skill, especially at the beginner level, could be related to the subject of 

the text and evaluation criteria (Brantmeier, 2004). 

In this study, a significant difference exists between the scores of learners’ Assisting 

Strategies in terms of gender. Findings further show that a significant difference exists 

between the scores of EFL learners’ Visualization Strategies according to gender. 

Moreover, EFL learners’ Self-Regulation Strategies statistically do not vary according 

to gender. 

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of Department  

In this research, findings reveal that there is not a statistical difference in the total 

scores of Reading Strategies Use of EFL learners in terms of department. In a similar 
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vein, according to a study conducted by Yaylı (2010), learners in an ELT programme 

are anticipated to own nearly equal and very proficient reading skills; nevertheless, 

students who will study in different departments in preparation classes are at the same 

reading levels as those who will study ELT. The reason might be related to their 

reading habits. Since the students read only to solve questions before attending to a 

university, their use of reading strategies may not vary according to their departments. 

Only after the learners attend a university, their use of reading strategies could vary. 

 Conversely, Bedir and Dursun (2019) conclude that metacognitive strategies of 

reading use play role in increasing learners’ metacognitive awareness at different 

departments. According to Yükselir (2014), EFL learners’ use of reading strategies vary 

according to departments; that is, learners’ use of reading strategies is impacted by 

departmental differences. Although ten cognitive reading strategies were identified in 

Anderson’s (1991) study, some learners were able to incorporate more reading 

strategies in their verbal responses because they were more verbose than others who 

study in different departments.  

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of How Often 

They Read English Texts 

Data results of the study reveal that the use of reading strategies of the participants 

differ statistically and significantly according to how often they read English texts. 

Based on the results of this present study, the students who sometimes read had higher 

reading strategies use scores than the students who never read. 

The Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores of the EFL learners differ significantly 

by the frequency of reading in English. As a consequence of this, Constructing 

Strategies sub-scale scores of EFL learners who often read were significantly higher 

than the students who seldom read. Moreover, Constructing Strategies sub-scale scores 

of the EFL learners who often read were significantly higher than the students who 

never read. However, no significant difference is found between Planning Strategies 

scores of the EFL learners in terms of how often they read English texts. 

Based on the findings of this study, the Management Strategies sub-scale scores of 

the participants differ in a statistically significant way according to how often they read 

English texts. In so doing, Management Strategies sub-scale scores of the learners who 

often read and of the learners who sometimes read were statistically and significantly 
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higher than the students who never read. Moreover, a statistically significant difference 

exists between Assisting Strategies sub-scale scores of the participants in terms of the 

frequency of reading in English. As a result of this, Assisting Strategies sub-scale 

scores of the students who often read were statistically and significantly higher than the 

students who seldom and never read. However, visualization Strategies scores of EFL 

learners do not differ significantly. Additionally, no significant difference exists 

between the scores of the EFL learners’ Self-Regulation Strategies sub-scale according 

to how often they read English texts.  

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of the Type of 

English Texts They Read Most 

Findings of the present study reveal that there is not a significant difference between 

the scores of EFL learners’ use of reading strategies according to the type of English 

texts they read most. To improve critical reading skills, teachers necessitate finding and 

presenting qualified text types to EFL learners and asking questions about these text 

types that students can do in-depth understanding and discuss (Çelik et.al, 2017). In 

support of the results of Moraru and LeBoutillier (2009), Hall and Piazza (2008), and 

Okeke (2010), this study concluded that critical reading skills of EFL pre-service 

teachers can be improved with the help of effective reading text types and effective 

questions. A study conducted by Coşkun, Köksal, and Tuğlu (2014) found that the pre-

service teachers got close comprehension scores, although the effects of reading types 

on their reading comprehension levels varied. According to the results of the research, 

Turkish teacher candidates got the highest comprehension score, followed by English 

and German teacher candidates respectively; and it is seen that Turkish, English, and 

German teacher candidates' reading tendencies according to texts they read most are 

concentrated on novel-newspaper and novel-newspaper-other genres. This result of the 

study coincides with the research conducted by Pekkanlı and Kartal (2010) on the 

reading habits of foreign language teacher candidates in their mother tongue and 

foreign language. Pekkanlı and Kartal (2010) found that both the genres and reading 

habits of prospective teachers studying in the 4th grade of English, French, and German 

Language Education departments varied. 

In this study, regarding Constructing Strategies, the type of English texts EFL 

learners read most does not have a role in their use of reading strategies. Planning 
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Strategies of learners do not vary according to type of English texts they read most. 

Additionally, Management Strategies and Assisting Strategies of learners do not vary 

according to type of English texts EFL learners read most. In a similar vein, in terms of 

Visualization Strategies and Self-Regulation Strategies, no significant difference exists 

between learners and their use of reading strategies.  

Discussion of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of the Texts Read 

by Their Family Members 

The study further reveals that total scores of Reading Strategies Use of EFL learners 

do not differ by the texts read by their family members. To ascertain the relationship 

between critical reading self-efficacy perception and reading strategies awareness 

levels, Koç and Arslan (2017) examined students' perceptions of their critical reading 

self-efficacy and awareness of reading strategies according to some variables, such as 

parental attitudes toward reading. The more the parents read in a family, the more the 

students in the same family use reading strategies (Bedir & Dursun, 2019). According 

to the research findings conducted by Koç and Arslan (2017), EFL students' 

metacognitive awareness of reading strategies does not differ significantly according to 

their parents’ educational reading status. This result is inconsistent with some studies’ 

results. For instance, in the study conducted by Kaya and Fırat (2011) it was concluded 

that as the reading levels of the parents increased, the use of reading strategies by the 

learners increased. In the study conducted by Kana (2014), it was determined that 

students who have the habit of reading every day in their families are more strategic 

while reading. This finding in the study is unexpected, because it is thought that as 

parents' reading levels increase, they will be able to offer their children richer learning 

environments. 

Regarding Constructing Strategies, the texts read by EFL learners’ family members 

in this present study play no role in their use of reading strategies. Planning Strategies 

of EFL learners do not vary according to texts read by their family members. 

Additionally, regarding Management Strategies and Assisting Strategies, no statistically 

significant difference is found between learners according to the texts read by their 

family members. Finally, no significant difference exists between EFL learners’ 

Visualization Strategies as well as Self-Regulation Strategies in terms of the texts read 

by EFL learners’ family members. 
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Discussion of EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies in terms of Where Their 

Families Live 

Data results reveal that there is not a statistical difference between the total scores of 

learners’ Reading Strategies Use in terms of where their families live. In this study, 

students’ reading habits in Ankara, where literacy and schooling levels could differ 

significantly from those in other regions of Turkey, would have reflected on EFL 

learners' use of reading strategies. However, in this study, where EFL learners' families 

live had no effect on their use of reading strategies. According to the research findings 

of the study conducted by Gökşen (2019), EFL students living in the city centre or 

metropolitan use metacognitive reading strategies well, but the students living in the 

village and town settlements have lower scores in using these strategies. For this 

reason, teachers should take into account where those students come from: such small 

settlements as villages and towns (Gökşen, 2019). Likewise, in a study conducted by 

Köseoğlu (2011), according to the place of residence variable, a significant difference 

was found in terms of learners living in the city centre. The place of residence is a 

distinguishing and differentiating factor for learners’ reading comprehension. 

In this study, regarding Constructing Strategies, where EFL learners’ families live 

does not have a role in their use of reading strategies. This study also reveals that there 

is no statistically significant difference between the Planning Strategies of EFL learners 

in terms of where their family members live. Additionally, Management Strategies and 

Assisting Strategies of learners do not differ according to where their families live. 

Similarly, Visualization Strategies and Self-Regulation Strategies do not vary 

significantly according to where EFL learners’ families live and their use of reading 

strategies.  

Discussion of the Research Question Three 

Research question three investigates whether there is a meaningful relationship 

between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading 

self-efficacy. Discussion of the research question three, based on findings, is provided 

in this section. 
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Discussion of the Relationship between EFL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies 

and Their Perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy 

 Data analysis of the correlation test show that a significant and positive relationship 

exists between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical 

reading self-efficacy. Similarly, Karadeniz (2015) found a significant relationship 

between self-efficacy and critical reading in a study with Faculty of Education learners 

in Turkey, as well as a positive correlation between the learners’ perceptions of self-

efficacy for critical reading and their manners toward reading habits. The metacognitive 

strategy, compensatory strategy, and cognitive strategy were shown to be the most 

often used reading strategies in a study conducted by Li and Wang (2010). 

Additionally, Li and Wang (2010) found that there was a strong correlation between 

beliefs of self-efficacy and the usage of reading strategies; on the other hand, there was 

no connection between reading success and reading strategies. 

Furthermore, Shell and Murphy (1989) investigated the relationship between 

students' perceived levels of English reading proficiency and their learning outcomes. 

The study's conclusions show a strong relationship between students’ perceived self-

efficacy and their reading proficiency. Self-efficacy has the potential to predict more 

accurately school reading success than another aspect of outcome expectance (Shell & 

Murphy, 1989). According to Shell and Colvin's (1995) study, self-efficacy is the 

greatest variable in reading to distinguish exceptional performers from average 

achievers. In a study, Chamot (1993) also looked at the effects of cognitive, 

metacognitive, and social strategy usage in L2 reading received by Japanese, Russian, 

and Spanish learners. Students answered questions about their frequency of using 

reading strategies and questions about self-efficacy based on their perceptions of their 

ability to complete the tasks. The study's findings show that most groups have positive 

correlations between the application of learning strategies often and their perceptions of 

their own efficacy. According to research, self-efficacy is linked to learning motivation 

and a higher utilisation of learning strategies. (Wong, 2005; Yang, 2004).  

In addition to this, a significant and positive relationship exists between the sub-

scales of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy and a statistically significant and positive 

relationship exists between the sub-scales of Reading Strategies Use in the study. There 

is a significant, high, and positive relationship between the scores of EFL learners’ 
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Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception and Inquiry. The highest relationship exists 

between Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception and Inquiry; therefore, it can be 

concluded that the more learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy rise, the 

more their questioning abilities could develop. Namely, from the text they read, EFL 

learners can challenge the author's point of view and debate the validity of the auxiliary 

concepts that supplement the core ideas. In addition, they can determine whether the 

ideas put forward by the author in the instructional texts can be applied today. In 

addition to this, there is a high, positive, and significant relationship between the scores 

of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy Perception and Analysis. EFL learners of this study 

are able to efficiently specify what makes the text they read different and can guess the 

personality traits of people in the novel or story they read. They can also find the main 

idea of a text they read. Another high level, positive, and significant relationship exists 

between the Reading Strategy Use and Planning. In relation to each other, EFL students 

read the text quickly to get the general idea before reading the whole text and while 

reading, they return to the point where they broke off. Before reading the text, they also 

preview it to see what the text is about and they set goals before starting to read.  

 Moreover, a moderate, positive, and significant relationship between The Reading 

Strategies Use and Constructing Strategies was found. It can be stated that learners 

could compare the information presented in the text with the information they have in 

my mind. That is, EFL learners can stop occasionally and ask themselves questions 

about the text to check how well they understand the text. In addition, there is a 

moderate, positive, and significant relationship between Inquiry and Analysis. This 

shows that as EFL students question the elements in the text they read, their capacity to 

analyse the text is also increasing. Another moderate, positive, and significant 

relationship in this study exists between the scores of Reading Strategies Use and 

Inquiry. As a result of this, it can be said that the more learners’ use of reading 

strategies rises, the more their questioning abilities could increase. In other words, EFL 

learners could check whether the thoughts in the text they read are reliable and they 

could further find out the inconsistencies in a text. Furthermore, there is a low, positive, 

and significant relationship between Analysis and Planning Strategies. Besides, a low, 

positive, and significant relationship between the scores of EFL learners’ Inquiry and 

Visualization Strategies was found. Finally, the lowest, positive, and significant 

relationship is found between Assessment and Visualization Strategies in this study. 
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Conclusion 

In order to find out whether a significant relationship exists between EFL learners’ 

use of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy, two 

questionnaires were used in a quantitative research study. In this regard, levels of EFL 

learners’ use of reading strategy and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy 

were investigated and this study also scrutinized if the results differed by gender, 

department, how often EFL learners read English texts, type of English texts EFL 

learners read most, family members’ reading English books, newspapers, and texts and 

where their family lives. 

Data results demonstrate that EFL learners ‘usually’ use reading strategies. 

Regarding learners’ Constructing Strategies, EFL learners in this study attempt to 

explain and envision what they read in their dreams at a high rate. In other words, the 

fact that EFL students can visualize the information they read shows that the strategies 

they use are helpful in understanding what they read. Considering EFL learners’ 

Planning Strategies, it can be concluded that EFL students pay attention to determining 

what the text will be about by previewing the text before reading. This is the indication 

of the preparation of EFL students before reading. Regarding EFL learners’ 

Management Strategies, EFL learners ‘usually’ set up a favourable environment for 

reading. As a result of this, it can be said that preparing the reading environment before 

reading allows them to concentrate on the reading text to a large extent. As EFL 

learners work to draw connections between the material they read and their prior 

knowledge, they also underscore significant findings. Underlining some noteworthy 

places while reading and then just browsing there, ensures that the knowledge in the 

reading text is permanent. Regarding the Assisting Strategies, when EFL learners do 

not grasp what they have read, they reread the text in order to better understand because 

it can be an application that is very useful for not missing any details in a text. Based 

upon results of the Visualization Strategies, it can be concluded that EFL students 

underline the material that will assist them to grasp the text they read, circle the 

information, and take notes while reading the text. Note-taking contributes not only to 

the aftermath of the idea and knowledge process but also to the time it takes place. The 

learner is more alert and more attentive while taking notes. In this way, learning and 

perception skills can be higher. Moreover, if a learner has a habit of taking notes, 

his/her criticism and evaluation skills will improve, and as a result, h/she has a 
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character that thinks and aims for the better. Regarding EFL learners’ Self-Regulation 

Strategies, when they are reading different types of texts, they ‘usually’ alter their 

reading style and speed as appropriate. Being able to adjust the reading speed helps the 

human brain perform better and appropriately (Mitsea et.al, 2022). 

 Regarding the level of EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy, 

EFL learners assert that the learners could detect consistent and inconsistent elements 

in the text. Additionally, EFL learners can challenge the author's content and point of 

view in the text. It can be concluded that EFL students could foresee the course of the 

text they are reading and the unfolding of the storyline. That means the indication of 

their inference capabilities. Regarding EFL learners’ Analysis capabilities, they could 

easily determine the main idea of the text, pick out its unique features, and briefly 

discuss the subject or theme in the text. Moreover, a cause-and-effect connection 

between concepts and events, as well as between the introduction, development, and 

conclusion sections, is something that EFL students state they can do. Being able to 

predict the outcome of any action is an indication that learners can question and 

evaluate the text they read. Based on EFL learners’ Finding Similarities and 

Differences capacities, they could point out instances in the text where individuals, 

places, or things support or contradict one another as well as the points of view 

expressed therein and their opposing points of view. 

As a consequence of this study, EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy do not significantly differ by gender. It 

means that gender does not have a role in learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perception of critical reading self-efficacy. Based on the findings, it was further 

specified that the students who often read had higher critical reading self-efficacy 

scores than the students who seldom read. The more the learners read, the higher their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy are. Moreover, EFL learners’ inquiry 

capabilities significantly differ in terms of how often they read English texts. Herein, 

data results show that the learners who read English texts more have a higher level of 

inquiry. Furthermore, it was found that reading English texts more has a role in making 

analyses, and it can be claimed that reading broadens the mind. Scores of EFL learners 

who read often are higher than those of EFL learners who read seldom. As learners read 

about a subject, it helps to increase the scores they will get on the exam. It can be 

concluded that EFL learners’ assessment talents increase when their reading time 
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increases, because the more EFL learners read, the more they feel complete in reading. 

In the context of this research, learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions 

of critical reading self-efficacy do not differ by the type of English texts they read most. 

As a consequence of this, it can also be said that the type of English texts the EFL 

learners read most is not a determiner to possess critical reading self-efficacy 

perception and a determiner of learners’ use of reading strategies. 

In conclusion, it was determined that a statistically significant and positive 

relationship exists between Critical Reading Self-efficacy and Reading Strategies Use. 

In this study, a significant, high, and positive relationship exists between the scores of 

EFL learners’ perceptions of Critical Reading Self-Efficacy and their Inquiry skills. In 

addition, a high, positive, and significant relationship exists between EFL learners’ 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy and their making analysis levels. The use of 

reading strategies and Planning Strategies are found to have another high, positive, and 

significant relationship. A moderate, significant, and positive relationship also exists 

between Reading Strategies Use and Constructing Strategies. In addition, a moderate, 

positive, and significant relationship exists between Inquiry and Analysis. There is also 

another moderately and significant and positive relationship between the Reading 

Strategies Use and Inquiry. However, a low, positive, and significant relationship exists 

between Analysis and Planning Strategies. Moreover, a low, positive, and significant 

relationship exists between EFL learners’ Inquiry and Visualization Strategies. In 

addition, a low, positive, and significant relationship exists between Assessment and 

Visualization Strategies. 

EFL learners’ utilization of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical 

reading self-efficacy are fed equally by effective and adequate reading. Effective and 

adequate reading must be done first in order to construct qualified knowledge and 

experience. Reading should be done critically, consciously, and purposefully. As a 

result of this research, it can be concluded that for effective reading; curiosity, 

questioning, doubt, awareness, attention, and continuity should not be lost. A reader 

who does not have doubts about the subject s/he is reading, cannot be not conscious and 

can have the dogmatic prejudice to accept or reject ideas; thus, it cannot be expected 

from a reader to make an effective reading and comprehension as h/she cannot grasp 

the integrity of the text and have a grasp of the meaning of the words in the text and the 
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semantic integrity of the sentences. It should be imperative for higher education 

learners to be more careful and sceptical in critical and effective reading. 

In conclusion, this research demonstrates the relationship between EFL learners’ use 

of reading strategies and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. 

Consequently, it can be indicated that when the degree of EFL learners’ use of reading 

strategies increases, their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy also increase. 

According to Karadeniz (2015), in today's information culture, the rapid production, 

and dissemination of knowledge force people to filter out irrelevant information and 

make a selection between trustworthy and unreliable sources.  Learners who can 

comprehend and interpret what they read, in turn are able to make solid judgments in a 

healthy way. Hence, developing the use of EFL learners’ reading strategies will have a 

positive effect on and contribution to their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy.  

Implications of the Study 

This study finds out the level of EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. This study also investigates whether the 

results differ by gender, department, how often EFL learners read English texts, type of 

English texts EFL learners read most, family members’ reading English books, 

newspapers, and texts, and where their family lives. Moreover, the study investigates 

the relationship between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their perceptions 

of critical reading self-efficacy. The way in which EFL learners practice reading 

strategies and the way in which they perceive critical reading self-efficacy are related in 

this study. The relationship between EFL learners’ use of reading strategies and their 

perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy should be taken into account not just by 

learners but also by instructors, school administrators, and curriculum designers in 

order to effectively contribute to learners’ reading in Turkey. Learners’ own 

perceptions while reading and their own choices in the use of reading strategies begin 

to develop when they also think critically. Therefore, reading activities such as 

reflective practices, distinguishing text types, determining the main idea of the text, 

identifying auxiliary ideas in the text, interpreting the content of the text, making 

inferences about what they read, and discussing the hidden ideas behind the text, 

encourage the formation and development of learners' perception of critical reading and 

reading strategies use. Extensive reading performed outside the classroom setting for 
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fun and pleasure could have a positive impact on the learners' use of reading strategies 

and their perceptions of critical reading self-efficacy. In these types of student-centered 

reading activities, the main focus is on getting information and general understanding 

rather than testing to grade the learners. In doing so, extensive reading activities can 

also improve students' pragmatic competence. Therefore, curriculum designers, 

educators and teachers should take into account the use of diversified reading materials 

inside and outside the EFL classrooms. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Further Studies 

The study was limited to the data collected from the EFL students studying at the 

English preparatory school at the two state universities. In so doing, the results of this 

study are not possible to generalize to EFL learners studying English at foreign 

languages school and preparatory school of various universities. Another limitation of 

the study is that in this study, qualitative data collection tools like interviews as well as 

classroom observations were not used to collect data. 

This research aims to determine whether EFL learners’ perceptions of critical reading 

self-efficacy and their use of reading strategies vary according to demographic factors 

such as gender, department, how often EFL learners read English texts, the type of 

English text EFL learners read most, family members’ reading English books, 

newspapers and texts, and where EFL learners’ family lives. For further studies, 

investigations on different variables can be considered. Additionally, not only the 

students but also the educators' opinions on Critical Reading Self-Efficacy and Use of 

Reading Strategies might be investigated in order to have a better understanding of 

learners' perceptions.  
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