


Reading Comprehension Ability and Strategies of Science and Technology Undergraduates in Reading English Texts

Abstract
This study investigates the reading comprehension ability (RCA) and strategies used by undergraduate students in the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSc) at Mid-West University, Nepal. The objectives were to identify students’ RCA levels in English texts, examine the types and frequency of reading comprehension strategies (RCS) used, and evaluate their effectiveness in reading fiction and non-fiction materials. Adopting a quantitative research methodology, the study used reading comprehension tests and structured questionnaires as primary data collection tools. The sample comprised 50 fourth-semester science and technology students. A 30-item Likert-scale questionnaire based on Sheorey and Mokhtari’s (2002) framework measured the use of cognitive, metacognitive, and socio-affective strategies.  Findings revealed that most students demonstrated basic comprehension levels, with 54.1% (A2) and 14.8% (A1) in fiction, and 49.2% (A2) and 13.1% (A1) in non-fiction texts, while none reached proficient levels. Gender differences were statistically insignificant, though males showed slightly higher variability in performance. Students frequently used direct strategies such as scanning and skimming but rarely employed inferential strategies like contextual guessing. Metacognitive strategies—especially setting reading purposes—were commonly applied, whereas self-questioning was infrequent. Socio-affective strategies showed a preference for group reading over peer clarification.  The study recommends integrating explicit strategy instruction, promoting inferential and critical reading practices, and increasing students’ exposure to diverse English texts. These interventions can enhance higher-order comprehension skills and overall English language proficiency among science and technology students.
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Introduction
	Reading is a crucial language skill that underpins both first and second language development and contributes significantly to academic success, especially in technical disciplines requiring comprehension of complex texts. It is a multifaceted process involving decoding, syntactic understanding, vocabulary, and metacognitive awareness (Khadka 2025). While listening and speaking are regarded as primary language skills, reading and writing are secondary, with reading being the most vital for language learning (Grabe, 2009; Li & Wilhelm, 2008; Mermelstein, 2015). As it facilitates knowledge acquisition, reading is central to enhancing learners’ language proficiency in both L1 and L2 contexts (Ismail & Zubairi, 2022).
	Although reading is recognized as the third skill in the order of skill acquisition, it is prioritized in the formal educational setting and said to be an active – even interactive – process, which supports the process of learners' language acquisition and learnt through conscious efforts (Adhikari & Poudel, 2020; Duffy, 2009; Khadka, 2024; Nunan, 2015; Thornbury, 2017; Watkins, 2017;). Despite its recognized importance, students in technical disciplines often face challenges in understanding complex English texts, which necessitates an investigation into the reading strategies they employ to enhance comprehension. In this regard,Teng and Cui, 2025) claim that reading comprehension is a complex skill that involves processing text, understanding its meaning, and connecting it to prior knowledge.
	Strategies are integral to effective reading. O’Malley and Chamot (1990) define strategies as "special thoughts or behaviours that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn, or retain new information" (p. 1). These strategies, as Oxford (1990) notes, are actions aimed at making learning more efficient, enjoyable, and transferable. In reading, strategies involve specific mental operations or processes, as described by Abbott (2006), enabling readers to make sense of texts. Research underscores that skilled readers employ a repertoire of strategies, adapting and applying them flexibly to suit the context (Pressley & Harris, 2006). These strategies are categorized at various levels, such as text-level and word-level strategies (Barnett, 1988), or into broader groups like supervising, support, and coherence strategies (Anderson, 1991). 
	Students in science and technology fields often deal with complex texts containing specialized terminology and abstract ideas. To comprehend such material, they use cognitive strategies like summarizing and making inferences, and metacognitive strategies for planning and self-monitoring (Grabe, 2010; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2002). Social-affective strategies, including collaboration and emotional regulation, also aid understanding in difficult readings (Rianto, 2021). This aligns with O’Malley and Chamot’s (1990) classification of learning strategies into cognitive, metacognitive, and socio-affective types for analyzing how these students engage with English texts. Likese, Khadka (2025) found that students predominantly utilize cognitive and metacognitive strategies, with engagement in socio-affective reading practices. 
	While many studies have examined reading strategies in general settings, little attention has been given to science and technology students who encounter technical and specialized texts. This study fills that gap by exploring how reading strategies can be better adapted for such learners. Its objectives were to assess students’ reading comprehension ability and the strategies they use when reading English texts in both fiction and non-fiction materials.
Literature Review 
	The development of reading skills is a complex process (Khadka, 2024) which involves information processing, converting print into speech or meaning (Coltheart, 2005). The primary aim of learning to read is comprehension, defined as the simultaneous extraction and construction of meaning through engagement with written text (Snow & the RAND Reading Study Group, 2002). This process is complex, requiring the rapid coordination of visual, phonological, semantic, and linguistic components (Plaut, 2005). Higher-order reading skills, such as fluency and comprehension, rely on foundational skills like phonemic awareness, letter-sound knowledge, and decoding, which are predictive of future reading success. In this regard, the researcher has reviewed key works in the field of reading comprehension in English texts, drawing on influential sources such as Grabe and Stoller (2011), Grabe (2009), Johnson (2008), RAND (2002), Anderson (1999), Alderson (2000), Urquhart & Weir (1998), Nuttall (1996), Williams (1996), Goodman (1996), Ur (1996), Smith (1985), Grellet (1981), Goodman and Goodman (1979), Ransom (1978), and Smith (1971) as primary references for understanding knowledge acquisition and dissemination. 
	Reading strategies refer to the activities, mental processes, intentional plans, and conscious techniques that successful readers use to construct meaning from texts. As per the review of the theoretical and empirical researches, these include how readers approach tasks, focus on specific textual cues, make sense of the content, and respond when they encounter difficulties while reading (Block, 1986; Duffy, 1993; Davies, 1995; Urquhart & Weir, 1998; Kintsch, 1998; Tovani, 2000; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001; Baker & Boonkit, 2002; Birch, 2004; Afflerbach & Cho, 2008; Zare & Othman, 2013; Par, 2020). Essentially, reading strategies encompass the methods and actions readers employ to aid comprehension.
	In Nepal, university curricula and assessment systems are primarily structured around reading-centric courses. Adhikari and Poudel (2020) note that English specialization courses in universities adopt a reading-based approach, making reading a cornerstone for building both language proficiency and subject knowledge. This strategy underscores that reading reinforces other language skills, making it a priority for expanding vocabulary, enhancing grammar, exposing students to diverse texts, and fostering imagination and worldview development. Mid-West University exemplifies this by integrating English as both a core and specialization course, highlighting the importance of reading from early education to higher studies. As Adhikari and Poudel (2020) emphasize, "The cursory survey of the English curricula of school and university in Nepal has the pivotal position of reading in the Nepalese context" (p. 364). Reading comprehension is especially valued in many curriculum frameworks (Demissie, 2018, p. 2).
	At Mid-West University, English is a compulsory subject for Bachelor of Science and Technology students, offered as Eng. 317 in the first semester and Eng. 327 in the second under the Graduate School of Science and Technology (Curriculum Development Directorate, 2025). These courses aim to strengthen students’ reading and writing skills by providing systematic tools to analyze and interpret diverse English texts. They emphasize inquiry, reasoning, and appreciation for high-quality reading materials, primarily through non-fiction texts relevant to science and technology (Curriculum Development Directorate, 2025). Furthermore, these courses aim to enhance students' writing skills in English. The curriculum emphasizes developing a spirit of inquiry, a sense of reasoning, and a profound appreciation for reading high-quality texts. To meet these objectives, the courses predominantly include non-fiction reading materials tailored to the sciences and technology fields.     
Methodology 
This study employed a quantitative research method using two main data collection tools: a reading comprehension test to measure students’ ability and a Likert-scale questionnaire to identify their reading strategies. The participants comprised 50 fourth-semester undergraduate students from the Graduate School of Science and Technology, Mid-West University, selected through random sampling since they had completed the compulsory English courses (Curriculum Development Directorate, 2025).  
The reading test, based on B2-level texts from the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages (CEFR), included two passages (fiction and non-fiction) with ten multiple-choice questions each, totaling 20 marks (Council of Europe, 2018; Cambridge English, 2016). Items were adapted, piloted, and validated for the Nepali context to ensure reliability. Scores were analyzed using SPSS, aligning student performance with CEFR proficiency levels—basic (A1–A2), independent (B1–B2), and proficient (C1–C2).  
A close-ended Likert-scale questionnaire, adapted from Sheorey and Mokhtari (2002), Oxford (1990), and O’Malley and Chamot (1990), was used to assess students’ use of cognitive, metacognitive, and socio-affective strategies. Participants rated 30 items from “Never” (1) to “Always” (5) (Dörnyei & Taguchi, 2009). Data were analyzed using descriptive and inferential statistics to interpret reading comprehension ability and strategy use patterns among science and technology students.
Result Analysis and Interpretation
Reading Comprehension Ability of Science and Technology Students in English Fiction Texts
Reading comprehension ability plays a crucial role in students' academic success, particularly in the fields of science and technology, where understanding complex texts is essential. Among various text types, fiction texts provide unique challenges and opportunities, engaging readers with narrative structures and context-dependent meanings. This study focuses on the reading comprehension ability of undergraduate students in science and technology (GSST-BSC) programs, specifically examining their performance in English fiction texts.







Figure 1
RCA of Students of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) in English Fiction Texts



The data analysis in Figure 1 reveals that the majority of undergraduate students in the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) fall within the basic reading comprehension level for English fiction texts. Specifically, 54.1% are categorized as BR-A2 and 14.8% as BR-A1. A smaller proportion, 23.0% are independent readers at IR-B1, while 6.6% reach IR-B2. Only 1.6% of students demonstrate proficient reading ability. These findings highlight a predominance of basic-level readers among the students, with fewer achieving independent or proficient levels of comprehension.
Reading Comprehension Ability of Science and Technology Students in English Non-fiction Texts
Reading comprehension ability is a crucial skill for science and technology students, as their academic and professional success often depends on understanding complex non-fiction texts. These texts, which include academic articles, technical manuals, and research reports, demand precise interpretation, analytical thinking, and the ability to extract key information. This study investigates the reading comprehension ability of science and technology students in English non-fiction texts, focusing on their proficiency levels and challenges. 
Figure 2
RCA of Students of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) in English Non-fiction Texts


The analysis of Figure 2 highlights that the most of the undergraduate students of the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) fall into the basic reading comprehension level for English non-fiction texts. Specifically, 49.2% are categorized as BR-A2, and 13.1% as BR-A1. A notable 31.1% are independent readers at IR-B1, with 6.6% reaching IR-B2. However, none of the students were classified as proficient readers. These findings indicate that while a significant portion of students demonstrate basic comprehension skills, fewer achieve independent reading levels, and none exhibit proficiency, underscoring the need for targeted support to enhance their non-fiction reading abilities.
Table 1
RCA of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) Students in English Texts
	
	Levene's Test for Equality of Variances
	t-test for Equality of Means

	
	F
	Sig.
	T
	df
	p-value

	Equal variances assumed
	4.193
	.045
	-1.260
	59
	.213

	
	
	
	
	
	



	Table 1 examines gender-wise differences in the reading comprehension ability (RCA) of undergraduate students in the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) program. Levene's test assesses variance equality between male and female students, yielding an F-value of 4.193 and a p-value of 0.045, which is below 0.05. This indicates a significant difference in variances between the groups.  Despite this variance difference, the t-test results for mean RCA comparison show a t-value of -1.260, with 59 degrees of freedom and a p-value of 0.213. Since this p-value exceeds 0.05, there is no statistically significant difference in mean reading comprehension ability between male and female students under the assumption of equal variances.  In summary, while Levene's test suggests differing variances, the t-test does not reveal significant gender-based differences in RCA among GSST-BSC students. This implies gender does not play a decisive role in reading comprehension performance within this group. 
Use of Cognitive Reading Strategies by Science and Technology (BSC) Students 
The use of cognitive reading strategies plays a crucial role in enhancing students' ability to comprehend and analyze texts effectively. For students in science and technology disciplines, these strategies are particularly important as they engage with complex academic texts that require critical thinking, problem-solving, and information synthesis. Cognitive strategies, such as summarizing, predicting, and making inferences, help students navigate technical and non-technical reading materials with greater efficiency. This analysis explores the use of cognitive reading strategies by science and technology (BSC) students, focusing on their frequency of use, effectiveness, and impact on reading comprehension.





Figure 3
Use of Cognitive Reading Strategies by Science and Technology (BSC) Students 


Figure 3 presents a descriptive analysis of the cognitive reading strategies (CRS) used by undergraduate students of the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) from CRS 1-14. The results show that scanning (CRS8) was the most frequently employed strategy, with 23.0% of students indicating they used it always, another 23.0% usually, and 21.3% sometimes. Additionally, 24.6% reported using it occasionally, while 8.2% never used it. In contrast, guessing from clues (CRS3) was identified as the least utilized strategy, with only 13.1% using it always, 29.5% usually, 27.9% sometimes, 18.0% occasionally, and 11.5% never using it.  These findings indicate that while scanning for specific information is a prevalent cognitive strategy among GSST-BSC students, guessing from contextual clues is less commonly employed. This suggests that students prefer direct approaches to locate information but may not frequently engage in inferential thinking during reading.


Use of Metacognitive Reading Strategies by Science and Technology (BSC) Students 
Metacognitive reading strategies are essential for enhancing students' reading comprehension and critical thinking skills, particularly in the context of science and technology education. These strategies involve planning, monitoring, and evaluating one's reading process to improve understanding and retention of complex academic texts. For science and technology (BSC) students, metacognitive strategies such as self-questioning, summarizing, and reflecting on the text are crucial for navigating technical content and fostering deeper comprehension. This analysis examines the use of metacognitive reading strategies among GSST-BSC students, exploring how frequently these strategies are employed, their effectiveness, and their influence on reading comprehension outcomes.
Figure 4
Use of Metacognitive Reading Strategies by Science and Technology (BSC) Students 

Figure 4 provides a detailed analysis of the metacognitive reading strategies (MCRS) employed by undergraduate students at the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSc). Among the seven strategies assessed, MCRS1—Identifying a purpose for readings was the most frequently used, with 32.8% of students reporting they always set a purpose, 13.1% usually did so, 26.2% sometimes, 21.3% occasionally, and 6.6% never. This indicates that a significant proportion of GSST-BSc students recognize the importance of having specific goals while reading, highlighting their awareness of the value of purpose-driven reading for comprehension.  Conversely, MCRS7—Self-asking for clarification was identified as the least utilized strategy, with only 9.8% of respondents indicating they always use it, 31.1% usually, 23.0% sometimes, 23.0% occasionally, and 13.1% never. This suggests that fewer students engage in active self-questioning to seek clarification, pointing to a potential gap in their reading approach that could limit their deeper comprehension and ability to resolve uncertainties during reading. 
In brief, the analysis reveals that GSST-BSc students are more likely to focus on establishing a purpose for reading, which is an essential metacognitive practice, but they show less engagement in self-asking for clarification. This insight underscores the need for instructional strategies that encourage students to actively question and seek clarification to enhance their comprehension and critical thinking while reading complex texts.
Use of Socio-affective Reading Strategies by Science and Technology (BSC) Students 
The use of socio-affective reading strategies plays a crucial role in shaping how students engage with and understand reading materials. At the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSc), the application of these strategies can impact not only the comprehension and retention of information but also the students' overall learning experience and motivation. Socio-affective reading strategies involve social and emotional aspects of learning, such as seeking assistance from peers or instructors, discussing readings, and maintaining a positive attitude towards reading tasks.




Figure 5
 Use of Socio-Affective Reading Strategies by Science and Technology (BSC) Students 


Figure 5 presents the descriptive analysis of the use of socio-affective reading strategies (SARS) by students of the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC). The data reveals that SARS4, group-reading, was the most frequently employed socio-affective reading strategy among the students. Specifically, 18.0% of respondents indicated they "always" used this strategy, 8.2% used it "usually," 25.0% used it "sometimes," 21.3% used it "occasionally," and 11.5% reported never using it. This indicates that a majority of students (combined responses of always, usually, sometimes, and occasionally) prefer group-reading as a collaborative approach to enhance their comprehension and engagement with reading materials. Conversely, SARS6, which involves checking with peers for clarification, was the least used strategy. Only 9.8% of students reported using this strategy "always," 13.1% "usually," 37.7% "sometimes," 19.7% "occasionally," and a significant 39.3% indicated they never used it. This suggests that while some students may occasionally seek clarification from peers, a substantial number do not actively engage in this practice when faced with difficult texts. These findings indicate that GSST-BSC students are more inclined to use group-reading as a socio-affective strategy to support their learning. However, there is a clear trend showing that fewer students actively seek peer clarification, highlighting an area where interventions could be beneficial to promote collaborative problem-solving and deeper comprehension.
Discussion of Findings 
The findings regarding RCA level reveal that the majority of undergraduate students in the Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC) demonstrate basic reading comprehension levels in both English fiction and non-fiction texts. Specifically, 54.1% and 14.8% of students are categorized as BR-A2 and BR-A1, respectively, for fiction, while 49.2% and 13.1% fall into these categories for non-fiction. This indicates that most students possess only foundational reading skills, limiting their ability to critically engage with texts.  No students achieved proficient reading levels, emphasizing the need for targeted instructional strategies to enhance higher-level reading comprehension. These findings align with prior studies highlighting genre-based differences in reading comprehension and variations in RCA among students (Duncan et al., 2016; Shrestha, 2018; Waluyo, 2019; Bastola Neupane, 2020; Yu et al., 2022).
The analysis of gender-wise differences in the reading comprehension ability (RCA) of undergraduate students in the GSST-BSC program reveals mixed results. Levene's test shows a significant difference in variances between male and female students (F = 4.193, p = 0.045). However, the independent t-test results indicate no statistically significant difference in the mean RCA between genders (t = -1.260, p = 0.213). These findings suggest that while the variability in RCA differs between male and female students, their average performance in reading comprehension is comparable. This highlights the need to focus on addressing individual differences in RCA rather than emphasizing gender-based distinctions. The findings align with prior studies by Dewi (2018), Duncan et al. (2016), and Hollis (2021). Furthermore, the research highlights that many university students in Nepal predominantly read books and articles in English written by Nepali authors and published within the country, regardless of the fiction or non-fiction genre (Owen et al., 2021). 
Regarding the use of reading strategies, the findings reveal variations in the CRS used by undergraduate students in the GSST-BSC program. Scanning for specific information emerged as the most frequently employed strategy, with 23.0% of students using it always, another 23.0% usually, and 21.3% sometimes. In contrast, guessing from contextual clues was the least utilized strategy, with only 13.1% using it always and 11.5% never using it.  These results suggest that students tend to favor direct and explicit approaches, such as scanning, to locate information efficiently. However, the lower usage of guessing strategies points to a possible gap in engaging with inferential and contextual thinking during reading. Comparing these findings with Mustajab Ahmed's study on Omani EFL students, it becomes apparent that cognitive strategies were commonly preferred across various disciplines in both contexts (Mustajab Ahmed, 2020). The study's findings also align with previous research by Bano and Abdulaziz (2022), Li et al. (2022), Daguay-James and Bulusan (2020), Suraprajit (2019), Rianto (2021), Al-Mekhlafi (2018), Mustajab Ahmed (2020), and others have also investigated the use of various reading strategies in different contexts. 
The findings on metacognitive reading strategies (MCRS) among undergraduate students at the GSST-BSc identified significant variations in strategy use. Identifying a purpose for readings was the most frequently used strategy, with 32.8% of students consistently setting a reading purpose, reflecting their recognition of goal-oriented reading as essential for comprehension. On the other hand, self-asking for clarification was the least employed, with only 9.8% of students consistently using it, indicating a limited engagement with active self-questioning to address uncertainties during reading. The studies conducted by Rianto (2021), Darjito (2019), and Daguay-James and Bulusan (2020) have highlighted the use of metacognitive reading strategies among EFL learners. The findings highlight a strong awareness among students of the importance of purpose-driven reading, which aligns with effective comprehension strategies by focusing attention and relevance. However, the underutilization of self-questioning strategies suggests a gap in critical engagement and reflective reading practices. In line with the study's findings, other researchers (Klingner et al., 2007; Pressley & Afflerbach, 1995; Pressley & Harris, 2006 as cited in Iwai, 2016) have also provided support, indicating that proficient readers possess the ability to select and effectively apply metacognitive reading strategies to achieve their reading goals. 
The study of socio-affective reading strategies used by GSST-BSc students revealed that SARS4—Group-reading was the most frequently employed strategy. A total of 72.5% of students reported engaging in group-reading at varying frequencies (always, usually, sometimes, or occasionally), highlighting its popularity as a collaborative means to enhance comprehension and engagement. In this regard, the findings indicated that college students' reading scores improved progressively with the consistent use of collaborative reading and the guided support of faculty in the learning process (Cabantac-Lumabi, 2024) and promoting communication and collaboration (Qi et al., 2025). Conversely, SARS6—Checking with peers for clarification was the least utilized strategy, with 39.3% of students reporting they never used it, indicating limited reliance on peer interaction for resolving uncertainties during reading. The finding regarding the preference for group-reading reflects the students' inclination towards collaborative learning environments, where shared discussions and peer support enhance understanding. This approach can foster a sense of community and improve motivation. However, the low use of peer-checking for clarification suggests a missed opportunity for leveraging peer insights to resolve doubts, which could be due to limited confidence, lack of training, or cultural factors affecting peer interaction. The previous studies also support the findings that repeated reading, resourcing, and consulting the learned persons can positively impact reading abilities and confidence among L2 readers (Chang, 2012; Malakowsky, 2023; Milliner, 2021; Oxford, 1990; Shimono, 2018). 
Conclusion 
The findings reveal that undergraduate students at GSST-BSc predominantly demonstrate basic reading comprehension levels, with no students achieving proficient reading standards. This indicates a pressing need for targeted instructional strategies to develop advanced reading comprehension skills. While gender differences in reading comprehension ability were minimal, the focus should shift to addressing individual differences, emphasizing personalized learning approaches. Additionally, students’ reading habits favor locally produced English texts, which may limit their exposure to diverse language styles and perspectives.  
The varied use of reading strategies highlights both strengths and areas for improvement. Cognitive strategies, such as scanning for information, are commonly used, reflecting students’ efficiency in locating explicit details. However, the lower engagement with inferential strategies, such as guessing from context, indicates a gap in critical and analytical reading skills. Similarly, metacognitive strategies like setting a purpose for reading are well-practiced, showcasing an awareness of goal-driven learning, whereas self-questioning for clarification remains underutilized, pointing to a lack of reflective reading practices. Socio-affective strategies, including group-reading, are popular, reflecting a collaborative learning preference, yet the infrequent use of peer-checking for clarification signals missed opportunities for interactive learning.
The findings have notable implications for educational practice. Instructional strategies should integrate direct reading practice with higher-order comprehension tasks, promote metacognitive strategies like self-questioning, and cultivate collaborative learning environments that encourage peer discussions and interactions. Moving forward, teacher training programs should emphasize these elements, equipping educators to guide students toward a more balanced approach to reading that encompasses a wide range of strategies. 
While the BSc program’s English curriculum at MU is well-intentioned in its focus on enhancing reading skills through standard and cutting-edge materials, a critical analysis suggests areas for further improvement. The emphasis on non-fiction texts is appropriate for science and technology students, but it is crucial to ensure that these texts are not only current but also diverse in perspectives to foster a more comprehensive understanding of scientific and technological issues. The rationale behind these courses, which aim to provide systematic study tools and improve writing ability, is sound. However, the curriculum should be scrutinized to ensure that these tools are effectively integrated into the teaching methods. It is essential to move beyond mere exposure to texts and actively engage students in critical analysis and practical application of reading strategies. This could be achieved through interactive reading sessions, group discussions, and projects that encourage deeper engagement with the material.
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Graduate School of Science and Technology (GSST-BSC)
Always	
SARS1-Discussing feelings 	SARS2-Peer correction (text)	SARS3-Consulting others 	SARS4-Group-reading	SARS5-Teacher explanation	SARS6-Checking with peer  	SARS7-Sharing attitudes (reading)	SARS8-Verifying-peer (unfamiliar text)	SARS9-Trying to relax  in difficulty	6.6	6.6	6.6	18	9.8000000000000007	9.8000000000000007	8.1999999999999993	6.6	8.1999999999999993	Usually	
SARS1-Discussing feelings 	SARS2-Peer correction (text)	SARS3-Consulting others 	SARS4-Group-reading	SARS5-Teacher explanation	SARS6-Checking with peer  	SARS7-Sharing attitudes (reading)	SARS8-Verifying-peer (unfamiliar text)	SARS9-Trying to relax  in difficulty	23	21.3	24.6	8.1999999999999993	26.2	13.1	26.2	26.2	24.6	Sometimes	
SARS1-Discussing feelings 	SARS2-Peer correction (text)	SARS3-Consulting others 	SARS4-Group-reading	SARS5-Teacher explanation	SARS6-Checking with peer  	SARS7-Sharing attitudes (reading)	SARS8-Verifying-peer (unfamiliar text)	SARS9-Trying to relax  in difficulty	21.3	29.5	26.2	41	16.399999999999999	37.700000000000003	34.4	29.5	26.2	Occasionally	
SARS1-Discussing feelings 	SARS2-Peer correction (text)	SARS3-Consulting others 	SARS4-Group-reading	SARS5-Teacher explanation	SARS6-Checking with peer  	SARS7-Sharing attitudes (reading)	SARS8-Verifying-peer (unfamiliar text)	SARS9-Trying to relax  in difficulty	36	29.5	34.4	21.3	26.2	19.7	24.6	16.399999999999999	34.4	Never	
SARS1-Discussing feelings 	SARS2-Peer correction (text)	SARS3-Consulting others 	SARS4-Group-reading	SARS5-Teacher explanation	SARS6-Checking with peer  	SARS7-Sharing attitudes (reading)	SARS8-Verifying-peer (unfamiliar text)	SARS9-Trying to relax  in difficulty	13.1	13.1	8.1999999999999993	11.5	21.4	19.7	6.6	21.3	6.6	Socio-Affective Reading Strategies (SARS)
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Reading Comprehension Ability (RCA) Level in Reading Fiction Text  
GSST (BSC) : % 

Basic Reader (A1)	Basic Reader (A2)	Independent Reader (B1)	Independent Reader (B2)	Proficient Reader (PR-C1)	Proficient Reader (PR-C2)	0.14799999999999999	0.54100000000000004	0.23	6.6000000000000003E-2	1.6E-2	
Reading Comprehension Ability (RCA) Level in Reading Non-fiction Text  GSST (BSC) : % 

Basic Reader (A1)	Basic Reader (A2)	Independent Reader (B1)	Independent Reader (B2)	Proficient Reader (PR-C1)	Proficient Reader (PR-C2)	0.13100000000000001	0.49199999999999999	0.311	6.6000000000000003E-2	
GRaduate school of science and technology 
(gsSt-bSc)
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CRS1-Skimming	CRS2-Predicting theme (title)	CRS3-Guessing (clues)	CRS4-Guessing (context)	CRS5-Resourcing	CRS6-Rereading	CRS7-Summarizing	CRS8-Scanning	CRS9-Analyzing expressions	CRS10-Translating	CRS11- Visualizing information	CRS12-Highlighting information	CRS13-Taking notes	CRS14-Paying attention 	11.5	27.9	13.1	18	23	21.3	21.3	23	19.7	14.8	14.8	13.1	23	21.3	Usually	
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