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Abstract: This study is based on the theory of metacognitive strategies and English reading anxiety.
In order to get the values of students’ English reading anxiety and metacognitive strategies, we use
Saito’s Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale and Yin Xiaojuan’s modified version as the tools,
and the English reading comprehension test in the experiment. This research examines the situations
of the Fashion majors’ English reading anxiety and metacognitive strategies in Chinese university
and the correlation between the FLRAS and MSQ.

Introduction

Studies of English learning strategies in China began in the early 1990s; Psychologist Lin
Chongde and Xin Tao (1996), Chen Yinghe (1996) did a lot of researches in their writings on
metacognitive structure. [1] Chinese scholars Cao Feng and Zhu Manshu (1989) studied the
children’s development of reading comprehension monitoring capabilities. [2] Li Weijian (2004) did
the reading comprehension monitoring experiment on the students who had reading difficulties.
Xiao Wuyun (2011) did an empirical research in a university, usingmetacognitive strategies training
to improve students’ English learning autonomy and English achievements. [3] This study explores
the correlation of Fashion majors’ English reading anxiety and metacognitive strategies, involving
the influence on the English reading comprehension scores.

Research Methodology

A. Research Questions

a. What is the current situation of the Fashion majors’ usage of metacognitive strategies in
reading?

b. Are there any correlations between metacognitive strategies and English reading anxiety?
B. Subjects

83 Fashion sophomores of Grade 2014 from two different English classes in Wuhan Textile
University are invited in this research. Class One, as the experimental group (EG), has 41 students
(49.3%); Class Two, as the controlled group (CG), has 42 students (50.7%). Their majors include
physics, computer, sociology, political education, and so on.
C. Instruments

The two questionnaires are Foreign Language Reading Anxiety Scale (FLRAS) and
Metacognitive Strategies Questionnaire (MSQ). FLRAS can measure the level of foreign language
reading anxiety which is designed by Saito et al. MSQ had been used to study the University
Students’ Metacognitive Strategies. [4] [5] It can fully explore all the aspects of the metacognitive
strategies employed in this study.
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Result and discussion
Table 1 Correlation between MSQ and FLRAS

Variables MS

Pearson Correlation =341
ERA Sig. (2-tailed) 002

N 83

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level.

From the perspective of the related analysis results of Table 1, Pearson correlation coefficient r =
-.341, P <. 01. It shows that there are negative correlation between MSQ and FLRAS. That means
the less the students use MS, the higher degree of ERA they have. The use of MS in English reading
will affect the students’ ERA levels, and it can also be used as a way to reduce the ERA.

A. The Independent Samples Test of pre-test
Table 2 Group Statistics of Pre-test MSQ

Groups N Mean | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
The Pre-test of EG 42 79.88 12.981 2.003
MSQ) CG 41 78.07 13.803 2.156

From Table 2 we can see the Group Statistics of Pre-test MSQ. The number of EG is 42 and of
CG is 41. The means are 79.88 and 78.07. For Std. Deviation, EG is 12.981, CG is 13.803; Std.
Error Means are 2.003 for EG and 2.156 for CG.

Table 3Independent Samples Test of pre-test MSQ

Levene’s
Test for
Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F | Sig| t df Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Equal AS0 | 504 | 615 81 540 1.808 2.940 4,043 7.658
variances
assumed
Equal 614 | 80.4 541 1.808 2.943 -4.048 7.663
variances 10
not
assumed

The Independent Samples Test shows that there is no significant difference between the EG and
CG in MSQ ( t=.615, df= 81, p>.05), and their Mean Difference is 1.808. Since 95% Confidence
Interval of the Difference includes 0, and p value is bigger than .05.

B. The Independent Samples Test of post-test
Table 4 Group Statistics of Post-test MSQ

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mcan
Post-test of| EG 42 83.86 11.742 1.812
MSOQ CG 41 78.46 12.118 1.893

From Table 4 we can see the Group Statistics of Post-test MSQ. The number of EG is 42 and
of CG is 41. The means are 83.86 and 78.46. The value in EG is bigger than the pre-test 3.78, and
the value in CG is smaller than the pre-test 0.39. For Std. Deviation, EG is 11.742, CG is 12.118;
Std. Error Means are 1.812 for EG and 1.893 for CG.
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Table 5 Independent Samples Test of post-test MSQ

Levene’s Test
for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Equal 356 553 2.059 81 043 5.394 2619 183 10.605
variances
assumed
Equal 2.059| 80.748 043 5.394 2.620 180 10.607
variances
not
assumed

The Independent Samples Test shows that there is significant difference between the EG and
CG in MSQ ( t=2.059, df= 81, p<.05), and their Mean Difference is 5.394. Since 95% Confidence
Interval of the Difference does not include 0, and p value is smaller than .05.

Table 6 Group Statistics of Post-test FLRAS

Groups N Mean Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Fost EG 42 58.74 5.546 1.319
FLRAS CG 41 62.59 8.709 1.360

From Table 6 we can see the Group Statistics of Post-test FLRAS. The number of EG is 42 and
of CG is 41. The means are 58.74 and 62.59. The value in EG is lower than the pre-test 9.31, and
the value in CG is lower than the pre-test 2.07. For Std. Deviation, EG is 8.546, CG is 8.709; Std.
Error Means are 1.319 for EG and 1.360 for CG.

Table 7 Independent Samples Test of post-test FLRAS
Levene’s Test
for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Std. Error | 95% Confidence
(2-tailed) | Difference | Difference Interval of the
Difference
Lower Upper
Equal 169 682 -2.031 31 045 -3.847 1.894 -7.616 -079
variances
assumed
Equal 2031 80.848 D46 -3.847 1.894 -7.617 -078
variances
not
assumed

The Independent Samples Test shows that there is significant difference between the EG and
CG in FLRAS ( t=-2.031,df= 81,p<.05), and their Mean Difference is -3.847. Since 95%
Confidence Interval of the Difference does not include 0, and p value is smaller than 0.05. The
Independent Samples Test of post-test shows there is significant difference between EG and CG in
both MSQ and FLRAS, the metacognitive strategies training is useful for improving the learners’

metacognitive strategies using level and reducing their reading anxiety. So as to ensure the
conclusion, paired samples test is used.
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C. Paired Samples Test of MSQ
Table 8 Paired Samples Statistics of MSQ

Mean N Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mecan

Pair 1 |Pre MS(Q of CG T8.07 41 13.803 2.156
Post MSQ) of CG 78.46 41 12.118 1.893

Fair2 |Pre MS() of EG 79.88 42 12.981 2.003
Post MS() of EG 83.86 42 11.742 1.812

Table 8 is the Paired Samples Statistics of MSQ, from this table, we can see that the mean of
pre-test CG is 78.07, EG is 79.88, of post-test CG is 78.46, EG is 83.86. The Std. Deviation in Pre
MSQ of CG is 13.803, in Post MSQ of CG is 12.118, in Pre MSQ of EG is 12.981, in Post MSQ of
EG is 11.742.

Table 9 Paired Samples Test of MSQ

Paired Differences

95%
Confidence

Interval of the

Std. Std. Error Difference Sig.
Mean | Deviation Mean | Lower | Upper L df | (2-tailed)
Pair 1 |Pre MSQ of CG-| -390 3.714 5801 -1.563 82| -673 40 505
Post MS() of CG
Pair2 | Pre MSQ) of EG-| -3.976 2,745 4241 -4.832| 3,121 -9.387 41 000
Post MSOQ) of EG

The results are displayed in Table 9: the results of Paired Samples Test of MSQ shows that there
is not significant difference between the Pre MSQ of CG and Post MSQ of CG
(t=-.673,df=40,p>.05) , the 95% Confidence Interval of the Difference includes O, there is not
statistic meaning. It means that there are no significant changes in metacognitive strategies aspect
for the CG students. To of EG (t=-9.387,df=41,p<.05) , the 95% Confidence Interval of the
Difference
does not include 0, there is statistic meaning. It means that the training on metacognitive strategies
is effective.

D. Paired Samples Test of FLRAS
Table 10 Paired Samples Statistics of FLRAS

Mean N | Std. Deviation | Std. Error Mean
Pair 1 |Pre FLRAS of CG 64.66 41 10.403 1.625
Post FLRAS of CG 62.59 | 41 8.709 1.360
Pair 2 |Pre FLRAS of EG 68.05 42 9.662 1.491
Post FLRAS of EG 58.74 42 8.546 1.319

Table 10 is the Paired Samples Statistics of FLRAS, from this table, we can see that the mean of
pre-test CG is 64.66, EG is 68.05, of post-test CG is 62.59, EG is 58.74. The Std. Deviation in Pre
FLRAS of CG is 10.403, in Post FLRAS of CG is 8.709, in Pre FLRAS of EG is 9.662, in Post
FLRAS of EG is 8.546. The Std. Error Means of Pre FLRAS of CG and EG, Post FLRAS of CG
and EG are 1.625, 1.491, 1.360 and 1.319. The mean of CG is decreasing, the same with EG. That is
to say the significant difference between the two groups in the post-test FLRAS is not because of
the CG’s increase, but based on the changing degrees of the two groups.

Table 11 Paired Samples Test of FLRAS

Paired Differences
95% Confidence

Interval of the

Std. Std. Error Difference Sig.
Mean | Deviation Mean Lower | Upper t df | (2-tailed)
Pair I |Pre FLRAS of CG-| 2.073 9.456 1.477 -912 5.058| 1.404]| 40 168
Post FLRAS of CG
Pair 2 | Pre FLRAS of EG-| 9.310 3.803 587 8.124 10.495| 15.864 | 41 000
Post FLRAS of EG
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In terms of FLRAS, Paired-Samples Test is used to test the changes of FLRAS in the pre-test
and post-test. The results are displayed in Table 4.20: the results of Paired Samples Test of FLRAS
shows that there is not significant difference between the Pre FLRAS of CG and Post FLRAS of
CG (t=1.404,df=40,p>.05) ,the 95% Confidence Interval of the Difference includes 0, there is not
statistic meaning. It means that there are no significant changes in reading anxiety aspect for the CG
students. To the EG, there is significant difference between the Pre FLRAS of EG and Post FLRAS
of EG (t=15.864, df=41, p<.05 ) , the 95% Confidence Interval of the Difference does not
include 0, there is statistic meaning. It means that the training on metacognitive strategies make
effects on their reading anxiety.

Conclusion

Through the analysis of the data, nearly 10% of the students are in the high anxiety group
(9.64%). From the testing results of correlation coefficient, it shows that there are negative
correlation between MSQ and FLRAS. That means the less the students use metacognitive
strategies, the higher degree of English reading anxiety they have. The usage of metacognitive
strategies in English reading affects the students’ English reading anxiety, and it can also be used as
a way to reduce the reading anxiety. This research and results add to the knowledge tree of
metacognitive strategies and English reading anxiety, and expand our version of their relationship.
The analysis of the strategies’ structure can determine its psychological component, connection and
the order. So the teaching steps can become concrete, operational, and convenient to teaching.
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