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was also observed. Commercial 4-skill course books were the most
commonly used materials. While the questionnaire data identified
students’ limited vocabulary, negative attitudes to English reading, and
low English proficiency as main challenges in teaching reading, 50% of
the interviewees reported students’ inability to read English as their
biggest challenge. Furthermore, over 60% of the participants did not
incorporate extensive reading (ER) in their instruction, mainly due to
concerns that students would not enjoy it, uncertainty about assessment
methods, and time constraints. The study highlights current reading
instruction practices and provides implications for improving English
reading education for non-English majors in higher education.

INTRODUCTION

English reading skills are crucial for students globally as they facilitate academic progress and
achievement (Anderson, 1999; Grabe & Yamashita, 2022). English reading ability also helps
learners develop their English knowledge and competency (Grabe, 2009). As non-English
majors constitute the majority of English learners in English classrooms around the world,
teachers’ practices of English reading instruction deserve our attention and justify an in-depth
exploration.

In Thailand’s tertiary education, there is no national curriculum; thus, Thai universities have
autonomy to design their curricula and courses as well as select textbooks, resulting in varied
course offerings, content, and instructional materials across institutions. At the university
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level, although English has been a required subject at some institutions (Darasawang, 2007),
recently some universities (e.g., Kasetsart and Thammasat) have begun to eliminate requirements
for their non-English major undergraduates to enroll in English courses, indicating a decrease
in the importance of English language studies at the policy level.

English is offered through general English and English for Academic or Specific Purposes courses,
and reading skills are typically taught in such courses. Foundation English (FE) courses, also
known as fundamental or general English courses, generally cover reading, writing, listening,
and speaking, and are usually offered in the first or second year. At universities where English
is still compulsory, the number of required credits may vary depending on the universities’
policies. For instance, for non-English major undergraduates, 12 credits of English courses are
required at Chulalongkorn and Srinakharinwirot Universities, while six credits are required at
Burapha University. Class duration for FE courses varies by university. Universities such as
Chulalongkorn, Kasetsart, Srinakharinwirot, Burapha, and Khon Kaen provide 180 minutes per
week, while Rangsit offers one 80-minute class per week. This variation illustrates the differing
time allocations for FE courses across Thai universities.

A few empirical studies on teaching L2 English reading have examined classroom-based
instructional practices at universities in Thailand, identifying promising approaches to enhancing
students’ reading proficiency (e.g., Akkakoson, 2013; Apairach, 2023; Barr & Chinwonno, 2016).
However, a comprehensive understanding of university teachers’ instructional priorities,
teaching practices, and the challenges they face in FE courses remains limited. In addition,
afew studies (e.g., Puripunyavanich, 2021, 2022; Sek et al., 2021; Tamrackitkul, 2010; Tantipidok,
2023) have demonstrated the extensive reading (ER) implementation in FE courses. Nonetheless,
they primarily investigated its effectiveness and implementation challenges (Chang & Renandya,
2017; Thongsan & Waring, 2024; Waring & Chu, 2017; Waring & Husna, 2019), leaving insights
into barriers to ER adoption in FE courses faced by teachers unexplored. To address these gaps,
this study aims to investigate Thai university teachers’ reading instruction practices, the challenges
they encounter, and their rationales for not implementing ER. A deeper understanding of L2
reading pedagogy and challenges in teaching reading in FE courses can refine instructional
practices and lead to training programs development for university teachers. Finally, researching
the reasons behind why ER is not widely implemented in some FE courses can provide valuable
insights into barriers and potential solutions for integrating ER more effectively.

LITERATURE REVIEW

This section presents both a theoretical framework which guides the key aspects of the study
and a literature review which analyzes previous studies exploring similar topics.

Teaching English reading as a foreign language
The main goal of teaching students to read in a foreign language is to make them become

independent readers of the foreign language, so that they will not need the teacher’s help
(Nuttall, 2005). In EFL reading classes, instruction typically follows three phases: pre-reading,
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while-reading, and post-reading (Stoller et al., 2013). When investigating the reading instruction
in FE courses, it isimportant we are clear about what the three stages involve. During pre-reading,
teachers activate students’ background knowledge, introduce key vocabulary, and encourage
content predictions. In the while-reading phase, students independently read the passage.
Post-reading involves comprehension questions, vocabulary exercises, and writing or speaking
activities, where students share their opinions about the text.

Anderson (2008) compiled top-five lists of priorities for teaching reading suggested by four
scholars—Julian Bamford, Lynn Erler, Bill Grabe, and Fredricka Stoller—specializing in teaching
and researching second language reading. These lists provide some guidelines for teachers.

Table 1
Top-five lists of priorities for second language reading teachers
[adapted from Anderson, 2008, pp. 132-135]

Julian Bamford

Lynn Erler

Bill Grabe

Fredricka Stoller

1. Teachers should 1. Reading tasks should . Teachers should 1. Students should read a
make students want be various. explicitly teach lot both in and out of
to read as reading vocabulary and class as it helps students
skills can be vocabulary learning develop and enhance
improved through strategies. their reading skills.
practice.

2. Numerous reading 2. The reasons for . Teachers should 2. Students should be given
materials that reading should regularly and choices in the readings
match students’ include students’ consistently teach that they do as this could
proficiency levels interests. reading in class to enhance their
should be provided. enable students to engagement in reading.

become fluent
readers.

3. Thereading 3. Teachers should work . Discourse structure 3. Teachers should be
materials should be out how L1 can awareness helps reading role models and
interesting, support students’ readers read more discuss what their
enjoyable and learning of L2. fluently. students are reading and
relevant to students. have learned from their

reading.

4. Students should 4. Texts should be at . Teachers should teach 4. Rereading same
learn L2 with a appropriate reading strategies to passages for different
system that builds proficiency levels. help students tackle purposes can promote
their vocabulary. difficult texts. meaningful reading and

reading fluency.

5. Teachers should 5. Teachers should . Students should reada 5. Teachers should guide

create a reader
community for
teachers and
students to share
their reading to
enhance reading
motivation.

teach strategies,
including
metacognitive
strategies, if needed.

lot to meet vocabulary
and discourse
structures and get
opportunities to use
the strategies learned.

their students in
understanding reading
purposes and the use of
strategies.

Some common priorities can be extracted from such lists. They include reading a lot, building
vocabulary, providing plenty of reading materials that are appropriate to students’ English
proficiency levels and match their interests, teaching reading strategies, promoting reading
fluency, and discussing the reading done.

158



/.\ rEFLections
L Vol 32, No 1, January - April 2025

Furthermore, teachers should emphasize the actual act of reading by letting their students
read (Nuttall, 2005; Stoller, 2015). Table 1 shows that Bamford, Grabe, and Stoller all agree
that students should read a lot to become better and fluent readers. To enable reading,
students must connect the text with the spoken language that they know and interpret it by
themselves. According to Nuttall (2005), if teachers read aloud or translate the text, they take
over the reading process, as they will be the ones who read and comprehend the text. This
suggests that teachers should rethink and reconsider their own practice in reading classes for
effective instruction.

Teaching L2 English reading in undergraduate courses in Thailand

As stated in the introduction, English reading is taught in foundation English, English for
Academic Purposes, and English for Specific Purposes courses offered to non-English major
undergraduates at higher education institutions in Thailand. This study, however, focuses on
the reading instruction in foundation English courses only.

Stoller (2015) noted that L2 reading classes often prioritize analyzing short difficult texts,
with an emphasis on grammar, vocabulary, and translation. Activities such as answering
comprehension questions, teaching vocabulary, and grammar exercises are dominant, reflecting
the intensive reading (IR) approach. This method, commonly employed in Thailand, focuses
on teaching reading skills, strategies, and phonology through close text analysis (Anderson,
2008). IR is useful when complemented by extensive reading (ER) for language and fluency
development (Nation & Macalister, 2021).

In reading classes in Thailand, common instructional practice often involves teachers translat-
ing English texts into Thai and explaining unfamiliar words, which is widely seen as ineffective;
thus, incorporating metacognitive strategies into the English curriculum to foster independent
learning has been proposed (Sitthitikul, 2010, 2020). Additionally, studies (e.g., Akkakoson,
2013; Apairach, 2023; Barr & Chinwonno, 2016) show that various approaches such as
Project-based Reading Instruction (PRI), critical literacy practice strategy instruction, strategy
instruction, and the implementation of extensive reading have been used and proven to
improve non-English major undergraduates’ L2 reading in both foundation and reading courses.
While Barr and Chinwonno (2016), Apairach (2023), and Tantipidok (2023) investigated reading
instruction within FE courses, Akkakoson (2013) examined reading instruction in a dedicated
reading course.

Barr and Chinwonno (2016) implemented Project-Based Reading Instruction (PRI) with 32
tourism management undergraduates, integrating multiple stages such as conducting research
and analysis of cultural differences, and students’ self-reflection on their learning. Their findings
indicated that PRI enhanced both English reading ability and intercultural competence. However,
the small sample size and discipline-specific context raise concerns about the generalizability
of these findings. Additionally, while students reported increased curiosity about other cultures,
the study did not measure long-term retention or real-world application of intercultural
competence, leaving its practical impact uncertain.
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Apairach (2023) applied critical literacy practices in an FE course for 32 first-year education
students, utilizing the Strategy Instruction and Critical Literacy Lesson Frameworks. While the
study demonstrated improvements in student engagement and discussion quality, it also
revealed challenges related to students’ inferential reading skills and the difficulty of lesson
texts. These issues suggest that while critical literacy fosters analytical thinking, its effectiveness
may be constrained by students’ linguistic proficiency. Furthermore, the reliance on student
self-reports limits the objectivity of the findings, as there is no measure of long-term reading
development.

Tantipidok (2023) studied the impact of ER on reading comprehension and motivation in 109
education major undergraduates over 10 weeks. Students selected their own graded readers
and read online via Xreading. Post-reading activities included book quizzes, self-logs, and group
discussions to assess comprehension. The results showed that ER significantly enhanced both
reading comprehension and motivation and effectively improved students’ reading skills.

Akkakoson (2013) employed a quasi-experimental design with 164 engineering and technology
students, offering a comparative perspective between strategy-based and traditional reading
instruction. His findings strongly support the effectiveness of explicit strategy instruction,
particularly in enhancing meta-cognitive awareness and comprehension monitoring. However,
the greater gains observed among high-proficiency students suggest that lower-proficiency
learners may struggle with autonomous strategy application, raising questions about the
accessibility of this approach for diverse student populations. Additionally, while the study
established short-term effectiveness, it did not assess whether students maintained or
transferred their strategic reading skills beyond the course.

Taken together, these studies highlight the potential of alternative reading instruction methods
but also underscore key pedagogical challenges. While Barr and Chinwonno (2016) demonstrated
that Project-based Reading Instruction enhanced reading ability and intercultural competence,
Apairach (2023) found that critical literacy instruction improved engagement and analytical
thinking. However, scalability and effectiveness of such approaches across varying proficiency
levels remain uncertain. Although Tantipidok (2023) highlighted the benefits of extensive
reading in boosting reading comprehension and motivation, the study focused on short-term
outcomes as ER had been implemented for only 10 weeks. Akkakoson (2013) provided strong
evidence for the effectiveness of strategy-based reading instruction, particularly in developing
metacognitive awareness. However, lower-proficiency students struggled with autonomous
strategy application, raising concerns about its accessibility. Future research should consider
longitudinal studies, more diverse samples, and objective assessments of reading development
to determine the most effective and inclusive instructional approaches. Also, it should be
noted that while these studies have explored a variety of reading instruction methods, they
have not investigated the teachers’ priorities for teaching English reading and their emphases
on the three stages of teaching reading passages (i.e., pre-, while-, and post-reading activities),
the proportion of teacher-led and student-led activities, instructional materials selection, and
barriers to ER implementation. Such gaps, thus, remain to be filled in.
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Challenges in L2 reading

Various challenges in L2 reading have been identified. First, students may not read the text if
they think it is not interesting and too difficult (Chinpakdee, 2024). Furthermore, knowing that
their comprehension will not be evaluated (Chinpakdee, 2024; St Clair-Thompson et al., 2018)
makes students underestimate the importance of reading and discourages them from reading.
Research also shows that a lack of clear reading purposes (Chinpakdee, 2024; St Clair-Thompson
et al., 2018), insufficient background and vocabulary knowledge (Rajab et al., 2012), reading
anxiety (Torudom & Taylor, 2017), and time constraints (St Clair-Thompson et al., 2018)
demotivate students and make them avoid reading.

Reading challenges are not only faced by non-English majors, but also English major
undergraduates. Chinpakdee (2024) identified three reading challenges faced by 21 English
major undergraduates in Thailand: comprehension issues, incomplete reading, and total
avoidance of reading. Comprehension problems arose from insufficient vocabulary, grammar,
and reading experiences, along with difficulty identifying key ideas. Incomplete reading stemmed
from loss of motivation due to unfamiliarity with reading long texts and unclear purposes for
reading. Some students avoided reading entirely, even in Thai, unless required for tests or
group activities.

Notably, the aforementioned studies report only student-related challenges in L2 reading,
indicating a gap for further investigation on challenges related to teaching and managing L2
reading instruction.

Extensive reading and its implementation issues

Extensive reading (ER) involves learners reading large amounts of content suitable for their
language proficiency levels and interests (Anderson, 2008; Day & Bamford, 2002; Nation &
Waring, 2020). Over the course of 14 years, ER has been implemented in FE courses in Thailand
(Puripunyavanich, 2021, 2022; Sek et al., 2021; Tamrackitkul, 2010; Tantipidok, 2023). Despite
its positive impacts on language development, reading attitudes, knowledge construction, and
cognitive abilities, research has shown evidence of ER implementation issues.

Renandya et al. (2021) identified the top concerns that teachers have about implementing ER,
including time constraints—the lack of relevant reading materials, support from school leaders,
motivation, and personal experience with ER; limited ER knowledge and professional
development opportunities; delayed impact of ER; legitimacy issues; and the ER principles
being highly demanding. ER practitioners in Asia have also reported other issues such as lack
of knowledge to set up and manage an ER program (Waring & Husna, 2019), students’ lack of
interestin reading (Chang & Renandya, 2017; Thongsan & Waring, 2024; Waring & Chu, 2017),
difficulties with monitoring students’ reading, students’ inability to read independently (Chang
& Renandya, 2017), and unfamiliarity with an online reading platform (Puripunyavanich, 2022).
Waring and Puripunyavanich (2025) reported motivating students to read and designing
engaging post-reading activities as top areas for further ER training among 259 ER practitioners
in Japan, Mongolia, Thailand, and Vietnam, indicating that students’ motivation issues are
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their main concerns. While issues faced by ER practitioners have been examined, teachers’
reasons for not implementing ER in FE courses still remain unexplored, suggesting a gap for
further research.

Research questions

This research aims to investigate what is happening in foundation English courses for non-English
major undergraduate students when Thai EFL university teachers teach English reading. The
research questions that guide this study are as follows:

1. What do Thai EFL university teachers prioritize when teaching reading in foundation English
courses to non-English major undergraduate students?

2. What are their current practices of teaching reading in such courses?

3. What are the main challenges faced when teaching reading in such courses?

4. Does extensive reading become a component in such courses? If not, what makes the
teachers not include ER?

METHODOLOGY
Research design

A mixed methods design where quantitative and qualitative approaches complement each
other was used (Dornyei, 2007). An online descriptive questionnaire was used to capture
characteristics and trends in reading instruction (Gray, 2014), while semi-structured interviews
followed to triangulate and elaborate questionnaire findings. These research instruments are
explained in the instruments section.

Research context

This study explored university teachers’ English reading instruction in foundation English
courses for non-English major undergraduates in an English as a foreign language (EFL) context.
In Thailand, English language instruction has been categorized into English major and non-English
major programs. At most universities, non-English major undergraduates are required to enroll
in FE courses which are either offered by the university’s language institute or the Faculties of
Arts or Humanities and Social Sciences.

Participants and sampling methods

Participation in the questionnaire and individual interviews was on a voluntary basis.
Participants were recruited through purposive and snowball sampling methods. 163 teachers
completed the questionnaire, while eight respondents joined the interviews. They were Thai
full-time or part-time teachers teaching at higher education institutions supervised by the
Ministry of Higher Education, Science, Research and Innovation (MHESI; see the list of higher
education institutions in Appendix A), and were teaching or had taught foundation English
courses for non-English major undergraduates.
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The participants were grouped into institutional types following the list of higher education
institutions as shown in Table 2. Over 50% worked at autonomous universities, while only
around 3% worked at private institutes. The highest percentages of the participants (28.22%)
had taught reading for 6-10 years. 61.35% (n = 100) of the participants did not implement
extensive reading (ER), while 38.65% (n = 63) did. The reasons for not doing ER are presented
in the Results section.

Table 2

Questionnaire participants’ demographic background

Affiliation Information

Institution Autonomous Public Rajabhat Rajamangala Private Private Total
type universities universities universities universities universities institutes
(Former (Former
teacher’s technical
colleges) colleges)
% (n) 50.92% (83) 8.59% (14)  14.72% (24) 4.29% (7) 17.79% (29)  3.68%(6)  100%
(163)
Years of Teaching Reading
Years 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20+ Total
% (n) 21.47% (35) 28.22% (46) 19.02% (31) 15.34% (25) 15.95% (26) 100% (163)
Implementation of ER Yes = 38.65% (n = 63) No = 61.35% (n = 100)

Eight full-time teachers who completed the questionnaire and implemented ER in their
reading instruction were selected through purposive sampling for interviews. They consented
to data use, with anonymity assured. Table 3 shows that participants had taught reading for
over five years and were based in all four regions of Thailand—Northern, Northeastern,
Central, and Southern.

Table 3

Interview participants’ demographic background

Pseudonym Years teaching reading Institution (Region)
1. Warit 6-10 years Autonomous university (Eastern)
2. Nada 6-10 years Rajabhat university (Northeastern)
3. Natcha 6-10 years Rajamangala university (Southern)
4. Picha 6-10 years Rajabhat university (Central)
5.  Bhurin 6-10 years Private university (Central)
6. Lalin 11-15 years Autonomous university (Northern)
7. Airin 11-15 years Autonomous university (Southern)
8. Praewa 16-20 years Private institution (Central)

Research instruments

There were two research instruments: an online questionnaire and semi-structured individual
interviews. The full questionnaire consisted of 48 questions in five parts: Part 0: Participant’s
confirmation of qualification (one item), Part 1: Participant’s profile (four items), Part 2: Teaching
English reading in foundation courses for non-English majors (14 items), Part 3A: The
implementation of extensive reading (28 items), and Part 3B: Not implementing extensive
reading (one item). This paper only reports the data of Parts 1, 2, and Part 3B, while Part 3A
is reported in Puripunyavanich (in press). There were 27 multiple-choice items, nine checkbox
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items, six short-answer items, three 5-point Likert Scale items, and three 3-point Likert Scale
items. Additionally, the interview questions were divided into two parts: Part 1: Teaching English
Reading (five questions) and Part 2: The Implementation of Extensive Reading (12 questions).
Five interview questions in Part 1 were used in this study.

The researcher developed the questionnaire by drawing on the key components of teaching
L2 English reading in the work of L2 reading scholars such as Anderson (2008), Grabe and
Stoller (2002), Nuttall (2005), Stoller (2015), and Stoller et al. (2013) mentioned in the
literature review section. Part 3A, focusing on ER implementation, was mostly adopted from
Puripunyavanich and Waring (2024).

Five experts in L2 reading, ER, and English teaching validated the instruments employing the
Item Objective Congruence method (Rovinelli & Hambleton, 1976). The questionnaire was
distributed in Thai and piloted with 31 teachers, showing a high reliability with a Cronbach’s
alpha of 0.924. Relevant questionnaire and interview items are provided in Appendix B.

Data collection and analysis

Prior to conducting the study, the author obtained ethical approval from her university.
A Google Forms questionnaire was used to collect the data. The Forms link was distributed
online via emails and postings on Facebook, the website of the Ministry of Higher Education,
Science, Research and Innovation, and in LINE groups between March and May 2024.
Quantitative data were analyzed employing descriptive statistics in SPSS version 29 to calculate
percentages, means, and standard deviations.

InJune 2024, semi-structured Zoom interviews were conducted in Thai with eight questionnaire
respondents who consented to participate. The interviews, lasting 40—72 minutes, were
recorded for transcription and translation. Gender-reflective pseudonyms were used to ensure
confidentiality and report participants’ responses in this article. Participants were informed
of their right to withdraw at any time and assured that their information would be kept
confidential.

Content analysis was employed to code and categorize qualitative data from questionnaires
and interviews, converting responses into percentages. A research assistant verified the analysis,
and member checking ensured data validity through interviewee confirmation (Creswell &
Plano Clark, 2018).

RESULTS

To answer the four RQs, this section is divided into four parts: priorities for teaching reading,
current practices of teaching reading, challenges in teaching reading, and reasons for not
doing extensive reading. The overall findings will be discussed in the discussion and implications
section.
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Part 1: Priorities for teaching reading

RQ1 What do Thai EFL university teachers prioritize when teaching reading in foundation
English courses to non-English major undergraduate students?

Participants rated their priorities on a 5-Likert scale ranging from 5 (extremely important) to
1 (not important). Twenty priorities in Table 4 were grouped in five categories: (1) Building
general or linguistic knowledge before or while reading a specific text, (2) Building general
reading skills, (3) Involving students in reading, selecting materials, sharing opinions
(4) Preparing for exams, and (5) Building desired outcomes from having read. Of all five
categories, Category 5 was mainly emphasized (M = 4.27, SD = 0.57), followed by Category 2
(M =4.23,SD =0.65), and Category 1 (M =4.12, SD = 0.62).

When examining more closely, the top three priorities included building reading
comprehension (M = 4.61, SD = 0.60), teaching students reading strategies (M = 4.50,
SD =0.70), and activating students’ prior knowledge to arouse their curiosity (M = 4.26, SD
= 0.74). Notably, the participants did not prioritize giving students opportunities to read a lot
in class (M = 3.46, SD = 1.01) and out of class (M = 3.57, SD = 1.01) which ranked bottom on
the list.

Table 4

Priorities for teaching English reading

Priorities* M sD
1. Building general or linguistic knowledge before or while reading a specific
text
4. Building vocabulary (e.g., explicit teaching of vocabulary and 4.22 0.76
vocabulary learning strategies)
5. Teaching grammar and sentence structure from the reading passages 3.79 0.87
14. Teaching the context behind the reading 4.09 0.88
15. Ensuring that students understand the purpose of their reading 4.23 0.80
16. Activating students’ prior knowledge to arouse their curiosity 4.26 0.74
Average 4.12 0.62
2. Building general reading skills
6. Raising awareness of text and paragraph structure, cohesion, and 4.09 0.86
coherence
13. Teaching students reading strategies 4.50 0.70
17. Building students’ critical thinking skills through analyzing author’s 4.13 0.85
viewpoint or purpose
18. Building students’ critical thinking skills through identifying fact vs. 4.21 0.84
opinion
Average 4.23 0.65
3. Involving students in reading, selecting materials, sharing opinions
7. Taking students’ interests into consideration when designing or 4.10 0.87
selecting reading materials and activities
8. Giving students choices in what they read 3.85 0.91
9. Giving students opportunities to read a lot in class 3.46 1.01
10. Giving students opportunities to read a lot out of class 3.57 1.01
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Priorities* M sD
11. Giving students opportunities to comment on what they have read in 4.21 0.81
class
12. Ensuring that there are plenty of reading materials at various 3.85 0.98
proficiency levels that the students can select from to read
independently
Average 3.84 0.75
4, Preparing for exams
19. Preparing students for their midterm and final exams 3.97 0.94
20. Preparing students for standardized English tests 3.65 1.06
Average 3.81 0.83
5. Building desired outcomes from having read
1. Building reading comprehension 4.61 0.60
2. Building fluency 4.05 0.74
3. Building reading confidence 4.15 0.81
Average 4.27 0.57

* Item numbers follow the numbers in the questionnaire.

Interview participants highlighted three priorities for teaching reading, namely building
vocabulary, building reading comprehension, and teaching reading strategies, reflecting the
key focused areas demonstrated in Table 4.

Five participants—Nada, Natcha, Airin, Picha, and Praewa—focused on building vocabulary.
Picha expressed her reason for prioritizing this aspect.

Picha: l usually focus on teaching vocabulary first because it’s the key to reading...
| want the students to try guessing the meanings of words, using context clues.

Four participants—Lalin, Airin, Bhurin, and Praewa—stressed building reading comprehension.
Bhurin elaborated on this aspect.

Bhurin: When teaching reading, | mainly emphasize that students should be able to
analyze, interpret, and ask questions about the content they’re reading. What's really
important is understanding the main ideas in the material.

Two participants—Lalin and Warit—prioritized teaching reading strategies. Warit explained
his practice of teaching reading strategies.

Warit: First, | start by teaching reading strategies, like skimming and scanning, to help
the students find the main idea. While reading, | ask them to figure out meanings by
using different tools to help. After finishing the reading, | ask them to write a 2—3-sentence
summary to ensure they understand the content.

The interviews enabled the researcher to discover that three participants equally emphasized
two priorities and all of them commonly prioritized building reading comprehension, mirroring

the first priority listed in Table 4. Both Airin and Praewa focused on building vocabulary and
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reading comprehension, while Lalin emphasized teaching reading strategies and building
reading comprehension.

Airin: When | teach reading in class, | focus on teaching vocabulary and reading
comprehension. Then, | observe how well the students understand the content after
reading.

Praewa: | focus on vocabulary and comprehension because | want the students to
learn new words and understand that sometimes vocabulary can change meaning
depending on the context. | think, at least, they should understand what they’re
reading so they can find the main idea of the text.

Lalin: | emphasize teaching reading strategies to help students understand what they’re
reading. | don’t teach them to translate the text, but show them how to use the
reading techniques.

Part 2: Current practices of teaching reading
RQ2 What are their current practices of teaching reading in such courses?

This partincludes five topics: time proportion, three stages of teaching reading, in-class activities,
reading materials, and considerations for selecting reading materials.

Time proportion

Although the data reveal that the average weekly class time for FE courses was 216 minutes
(3 hours 36 minutes) per week, 52.15% of the participants reported that their class time lasted
three hours. Thus, a 3-hour class per week seems quite common for FE courses.

Table 5 indicates that in each hour of class time, 100% of the participants taught reading in FE
courses, with 33.13% allocating around 21-30 minutes per class period, while 23.31% taught
reading around 31-40 minutes. The highest percentages of the participants also taught writing
(22.70%) and speaking (28.22%) around 21-30 minutes per class period, likely due to the
time-intensive nature of these skills. Vocabulary and language focus were generally taught for
under 30 minutes. Pronunciation received the least attention, with 36.20% of the participants
spending not more than 20 minutes on teaching it.

Table 5
Number of participants allocating time to teaching each component in class
Component 5-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 N/A
mins mins mins mins mins mins
1. Reading 4.29% 20.86% 33.13% 23.31% 6.75% 11.66% -
2. Writing 9.20% 19.02% 22.70% 22.09% 6.13% 12.88% 7.98%
3. Listening 14.11% 31.90% 27.61% 9.20% 1.84% 5.52% 9.82%
4. Speaking 9.82% 24.54% 28.22% 18.40% 3.07% 6.13% 9.82%
5. Vocabulary 17.79% 40.49% 20.86% 14.11% 2.45% 2.45% 1.84%
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Component 5-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 N/A
mins mins mins mins mins mins
6. Language focus 15.95% 34.97% 30.67% 9.82% 491% 1.23% 2.45%
(grammar)
7. Pronunciation 33.13% 36.20% 12.27% 5.52% 1.23% 0.61% 11.04%

Three stages of teaching reading

The percentages in Table 6 represent the proportion of participants who allocated a specific
range of time to each stage of teaching a reading passage, rather than a distribution of time
across all three stages. That is to say, the participants might focus on more than one stage with
overlapping time allocations, which could exceed 100% when combined.

In practice, when teaching a reading passage, almost 70% of the participants emphasized
doing while-reading activities as they spent over 50% of their lesson time on such activities,
followed by doing post-reading activities (63.19%).

Table 6

Number of participants allocating time to each stage of teaching a reading passage

Stages Percentage of time allocation
76-100% 51-75% 26-50% 0-25%
1. Pre-reading activities (e.g., pre-teaching 24.54% 27.61% 28.22% 19.63%

vocabulary, the context, and background;
predicting the content; giving students a
purpose to read)
2. While-reading activities (e.g., letting students 25.77% 44.17% 25.15% 491%
guess unknown words from the context,
identify the text type, and build
comprehension)
3. Post-reading activities (e.g., checking 27.61% 35.58% 25.77% 11.04%
understanding; reviewing vocabulary)

To help us better understand the teachers’ practices of teaching reading, eight interviewees
were asked to reflect on what worked well in their current practices. The interview data
revealed their reading instruction practices in the pre-, while-, and post-reading stages.

Warit and Lalin focused on teaching reading strategies in different reading stages. Warit
emphasized teaching reading strategies in the pre-reading stage. His case also showed that
allowing students to share ideas freely without judging them right or wrong fostered a safe,
supportive environment, which in turn boosted student engagement.

Warit: Teaching pre-reading strategies works well. | have students preview the topic
and brainstorm together. | let them know that there are no right or wrong answers—
they can just share freely. This makes them engage and creates a supportive
environment.
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Lalin highlighted teaching reading strategies in the while-reading stage.

Lalin: Demonstrating how to use reading strategies works very well because it helps
my students understand what they’re reading better and builds their confidence in
reading.

Natcha who emphasized the pre-reading stage shared her practice as follows:

Natcha: I've tried to engage my students by giving them pre-reading questions and
letting them discuss.

Praewa focused on the while-reading stage, underscoring providing constructive, non-critical
feedback for mistakes to increase reading confidence.

Praewa: What | do well is encouraging students to read more attentively, which boosts
their reading confidence. When they mistranslate something, | don’t criticize them.
Instead, | give gentle suggestions like, ‘Let’s adjust this part,’ so they don’t fear making
mistakes.

Although all interviewees implemented ER, Nada was the only interviewee who mentioned
her integration of ER when asked about what worked well in her teaching reading practice.
Her excerptillustrates that ER successfully helped her change students’ attitudes toward English
reading.

Nada: What | do well is shifting students’ attitudes through implementing ER. Many
non-English majors see English as difficult, so they don’t want to learn it. But after
doing ER, they become more confident and willing to read than if we just forced them
to read from a textbook.

Besides focusing on while- and post-reading stages, with in-class individual silent reading,
group reading, and creating post-reading mind maps, Picha’s teaching approach also incorpo-
rated collaborative learning by allowing students to work in mixed proficiency groups, aiming
to enhance students’ reading comprehension.

Picha: I have students read individually for 5-10 minutes, then brainstorm answers to
questions like “Who did what, where, and how?” in mixed proficiency groups, so they
can help each other out. If all strong students work together, the weak students will
struggle. Afterward, they create mind maps summarizing the main points of each
chapter.

In-class activities
Results in Table 7 were grouped into teacher-led (i.e., the teacher doing the activity) and

student-led (i.e., the students doing the activity) activities. Both teacher-led and student-led
activities were nearly equally emphasized in reading classes, with teachers and students
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playing important and balanced roles. On average, 45.55% of the activities were regularly
teacher-led, while 44.54% were regularly student-led, showing shared responsibilities in reading
instruction.

As for the teacher-led activities, nearly 70% of the participants regularly taught students to
summarize reading passages, while about 50% regularly provided summaries themselves.
Around 60% occasionally translated texts into Thai. The participants’ emphasis on these
three activities indicated their priority for building and enhancing their students’ reading
comprehension.

For student-led activities, 65.03% regularly encouraged silent reading, and almost 60%
regularly had students share opinions and discuss the passages, fostering engagement. Notably,
the practice of reading aloud was still evident at the university level as it was sometimes done
by the teacher (56.44%) and by the students (49.08%).

Table 7
In-class activities

%

Regularly Sometimes Almost never

When teaching reading in class, ...

1. Teacher-led activities

1. read the text aloud for my students 33.74 56.44 9.82
2. translate the text into Thai for my students 28.83 61.35 9.82
3. provide a summary of the text to my students 50.31 37.42 12.27
6. teach the students to summarize main points of the 69.33 29.45 1.23
reading passages
Average 45.55 46.17 8.28
2. Student-led activities
4. ask the students to read the text aloud to the class 16.56 49.08 34.36
5. let the students read the text silently themselves 65.03 31.29 3.68
7. have the students discuss the reading passages 56.44 38.04 5.52
8. ask the students to share their opinions about the 57.67 36.81 5.52
reading passages
9. assign the students to read 1-2 reading passages in the 26.99 58.28 14.72
textbook in each class
Average 44.54 42.70 12.76

* Iltem numbers follow the numbers in the questionnaire.
Reading materials

Table 8 illustrates that 32.25% of the participants regularly used materials mainly for intensive
reading and almost never used graded reading materials (63.19%) when teaching reading in
the FE courses. The top three most regularly used materials include a commercial 4-skill course
book by publishers (54.60%), supplementary materials created by the teacher(s) at their
university (39.88%), and a course book designed to teach reading (39.26%). This result shows
that commercial course books produced by leading ELT publishers are predominantly used at
universities in Thailand.
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Reading materials used in the foundation English courses

Reading materials

%

Regularly Sometimes Almost never
1. Materials mainly for intensive reading
1. a comme'rual 4-skill course book by publishers such 5460 3436 11.04
as Cambridge, Oxford, Pearson, etc.
2. a cot..lrse book designed t? teach reading by 3976 3558 25.15
publishers such as Cambridge, Oxford, Pearson, etc.
3. an |n-hoL.15e cgurse book developed by the teacher(s) 38.65 2270 38.65
at my university
4, supple.'men.tary materials created by the teacher(s) at 39 88 36.81 23.31
my university
5. my own materials (e.g., worksheets) 25.77 53.37 20.86
6. reading passages from test preparation materials
12.27 42.94 44.79
(e.g., TOEFL IELTS or TOEIC or previous tests)
7. academic books or articles 15.34 37.42 47.24
Average 32.25 37.60 30.15
2. Graded reading materials often used for doing ER
10. an online reading program 10.43 20.86 68.71
11. graded readers or other story books 6.75 35.58 57.67
Average 8.59 28.22 63.19
3. Non-graded reading materials
8. magazines, newspapers, online articles, etc. 21.47 56.44 22.09
9. comics or manga 3.68 21.47 74.85
12. story books 5.52 20.86 73.62
Average 10.22 32.92 56.85

* [tem numbers follow the numbers in the questionnaire.

Considerations for selecting reading materials

The results in Table 9 are grouped into materials selected to meet course requirements (i.e.,
materials specified in the course syllabus) and materials selected to meet students’ preferences
and interests. When choosing materials, a balance between the two categories was observed
with the materials required for the course having a slightly higher average mean score
(M =4.33,SD=0.57). However, the results seem to suggest that the participants cared about
their students as they selected the materials that would cover the content that they thought
their students needed to know about (M = 4.42, SD = 0.68), make the course more interesting
(M =4.39,SD=0.71), and were more relevant for students (M = 4.37, SD = 0.72).
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Table 9
Considerations for selecting reading materials

I tend to choose materials that... M SD

1. Materials selected to meet course requirements

1. cover the content | think my students need to know about 4.42 0.68
2. build on the topics in the course book 4.25 0.73

Average 4.33 0.57

2. Materials selected to meet students’ preferences and interests

1. make the course more interesting for students 4.39 0.71
2. make the course more relevant for students 4.37 0.72
3. motivate students 431 0.78
4. the students are interested in (even if I'm not) 4.09 0.81

Average 4,29 0.62

Part 3: Challenges in teaching reading
RQ3 What are the main challenges faced when teaching reading in such courses?

Although participants were asked to type one biggest challenge they faced in teaching reading,
some listed more than one challenge. Their responses were coded and grouped in four
categories: student-related (i.e., issues stemming from students’ skills, attitudes, behaviors,
and motivation), teacher-related (i.e., issues tied to teachers’ preparation, practices, and
obstacles), management-related (i.e., structural or institutional barriers that affect teaching
reading), and others. Table 10 shows that student-related challenges dominate, comprising
85.03% of the total issues, followed by management-related challenges (8.02%), others (4.28%),
and teacher-related (2.67%).

In the student-related category, students’ limited vocabulary (24.60%) stood out as the most
significant concern, followed by negative attitudes to English reading (12.83%) and low English
proficiency (10.70%). Furthermore, it seems that students’ reliance on translation tools (9.63%)
has also become a challenge, especially in the age of Al. Notably, no common teacher-related
challenge was reported. As for the management-related category, mixed ability classes were
reported as the biggest challenge (4.28%).

Table 10
The biggest challenge in teaching English reading

Challenges n* %
1. Student-related
Limited vocabulary 46 24.60
Negative attitudes to English reading 24 12.83
Low English proficiency 20 10.70
Reliance on translation tools 18 9.63
Limited reading skills 14 7.49

Negative attitudes to studying English 8 4.28
Inability to read in English 7 3.74
Lack of motivation to study English 4 2.14
Lack of confidence in reading aloud 4 2.14

L R o
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Challenges n* %
10. Dislike of reading long texts 2 1.07
11. Students being distracted by social media during class time 2 1.07
12. Lack of analytical thinking skills 2 1.07
13. Mispronunciation 1 0.53
14. Students studying English just to pass exams 1 0.53
15. Limited critical reading skills 1 0.53
16. Students being quiet in class 1 0.53
17. Limited background knowledge 1 0.53
18. Students having no time to review English lessons 1 0.53
19. lack of confidence in translating texts from English to Thai 1 0.53
20. Lack of concentration 1 0.53
Total 159 85.03
2. Teacher-related
21. Teachers having to adjust teaching content every year 1 0.53
22. Difficulty with building a positive attitude toward reading 1 0.53
23. Difficulty with checking all students’ comprehension 1 0.53
24, Difficulty with verifying correct answers that students asked in class 1 0.53
25. Not knowing how and what to teach when teaching reading 1 0.53
Total 5 2.67
3. Management-related
26. Mixed ability class 9 4.81
27. lssues related to materials (e.g., difficult texts, boring contents, main 3 1.60
emphasis on grammar, not comprehension)
28. Classtime limitation 1.07
29. large class size 1 0.53
Total 15 8.02
4. Others
30. N/A (Participants typed a dash.) 8 4.28
Total 8 4.28
Grand total 187 100.00
* n refers to number of responses.

Although interviewees were asked to identify the one biggest challenge that they faced in
teaching reading, they shared more than one challenge. Their challenges were related to
students, the teacher, and management, and most of them were similar to those shown in
Table 10. For instance, negative attitudes to English reading and studying English as well as
students’ inability to read in English were reported as student-related challenges.

Lalin, Nada, Picha, and Praewa reported students’ negative attitudes to English reading.

Lalin: | think the greatest challenge for my students is their attitudes toward reading.
They don’t really see it as a skill, but just another lesson. They tend to prioritize speaking
and writing skills more than reading. They feel that reading isn’t as important.

Nada: The biggest challenge is that many of my students don’t like reading, so | have
to put in a lot of effort into motivating them. When | ask them to read, they’ll say,
‘I don’t understand what I'm reading,’ ‘I don’t know the vocabulary,’ or ‘I can’t do it/
So, | really have to work on motivating them, helping them feel that it's not as difficult

as they think.
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Picha: The biggest challenge is students’ attitudes. Some students put up a wall with
the teacher from the start. As | mentioned, students are very diverse and need to be
open-minded first. But some students just aren’t open to learning English. Some of
them say, “I'll take a D, | don’t wantan A.”

Praewa: The biggest challenge is the attitude of students who don’t like reading. They
feel that reading is difficult to understand as they don’t know much vocabulary. This
creates an attitude where they think they can’t do it and it discourages them from
reading.

Bhurin mentioned students’ negative attitudes to studying English.

Bhurin: The majority of my students hate English, feeling that it’s difficult. When they
encounter difficult words and can’t translate them, they don’t want to continue reading.

Airin, Picha, Natcha, and Warit encountered students’ inability to read in English, a challenge
which might not be highly expected at the university level but certainly deserves our attention.

Airin: The main challenge is that about 10% of the students | teach in the foundation
course can’t read because their vocabulary is quite limited. So, what can we do when
they can’t read? We don’t have the time to teach phonics or blending sounds.

During the interview, Natcha expressed her despair, feeling overwhelmed by her situation,
which demonstrated a shocking problem in teaching reading at the university level.

Natcha: The students don’t know any vocabulary and can’t even read basic words.
Sometimes, | just don’t know what to do. It’s overwhelming because, at university,
| expect them to have at least some basic vocabulary from high school or vocational
studies. But when | asked how they studied, some said they didn't learn anything at
all. There are students like this—it’s real—and it shocked me.

Natcha’s following excerpt accentuated how common it was to have a class with many students
not being able to read in English.

The percentage of students who really can’t read at all varies between 10% and 90%
per section, depending on the major. If I'm lucky, the class might only have about
10-20% struggling, but most of the time, that’s pretty rare.

Warit reported a unique case, indicating that his students could not read, but instead they
remembered words as pictures.

Warit: In most sections that | teach, there will be around 5—-10% of students who can’t
read in English. They cannot read and lack confidence to talk in English. They can only
read short words with 2-3 letters like “the”, “do”, “you”, etc. because they remember
the words as pictures.
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While Natcha, Airin, and Warit elaborated that their students could not read due to their
limited vocabulary knowledge, knowing the vocabulary did not seem to guarantee that students
would be able to read and interpret the text as illustrated in Picha’s case.

Picha: Although some of my students know the vocabulary, they still can’t read or
interpret the text properly.

Management-related challenges involved teaching materials and mixed ability classes. While
the materials were outdated and irrelevant in Warit’s case, Natcha expressed a difficulty with
selecting reading materials suitable for a diverse group of students.

Warit: The main challenge for me is teaching materials, especially reading texts. They
are not up-to-date and the topics are not relevant to the students.

Natcha: The biggest challenge is choosing reading materials that are suitable for a
diverse group of students, considering both their fields of study and their language
proficiency levels.

Like Natcha, Bhurin taught a mixed ability class and further indicated a challenge in selecting
activities for his students with different reading skills and proficiencies.

Bhurin: The challenge is that my students have different reading skills and proficiencies,
with some being very good and others not as strong. This means that when selecting
activities for them, we need to have more variety to suit students’ diverse levels.

However, one interviewee, Lalin, reported a teacher-related challenge in achieving a teaching
objective, which was not mentioned by any questionnaire respondents. Lalin’s excerpt
provided evidence of students’ use of Al and translation tools in translating and doing the
reading for the students, which has become more common in the digital era. Such use took
away an opportunity for students to practice using reading strategies. While students’ reliance
on translation tools was categorized as a student-related challenge in Table 10, it was
considered a teacher-related challenge in Lalin’s case as it caused teacher disappointment in
being unable to fulfill her teaching goal.

Lalin: The biggest challenge is feeling like | haven’t achieved my objective in teaching
reading strategies because students rely on translation tools or Al to help them translate
and don’t actually apply the strategies learned. This is probably the main challenge
that hinders both practical use and the learning process.
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Part 4: Reasons for not doing extensive reading

RQ4 Does extensive reading become a component in such courses? If not, what makes the
teachers not include ER?

61.35% (n = 100) of the participants did not implement extensive reading as part of teaching
a foundation course while 38.65% (n = 63) did. Participants were asked to select all reasons
that applied for not doing ER. Reasons were categorized in four groupings: teacher-related,
management-related, motivation- and attitude-related, and others as shown in Table 11.
54.07% of the responses were teacher-related with the teacher’s perspective thinking that
their students would not like to do ER (15.93%) as a top reason. This reason might be linked to
challenges such as students’ negative attitudes to English reading and inability to read in English
reported in Table 10. Furthermore, 33.33% of the responses were management-related with
key issues that stopped the participants from implementing ER, including time constraints
(14.81%), and lack of relevant materials (13.33%).

Table 11

The main reasons for not doing ER according to the teacher

Reasons n %
1. Teacher-related
1. ldon’t think my students would like to do ER. 43 15.93
2. ldon't know how to assess ER. 41 15.19
3. ldon't know how to do ER in my class. 38 14.07
4. ldon't know what ER is. 24 8.89
Total 146 54.07
2. Management-related
5. Idon’t have time. 40 14.81
6. ldon’t have relevant reading materials. 36 13.33
7. ldon’t have funding. 5 1.85
8. ldon’t have support from my colleagues who teach the same course(s). 5 1.85
9. |don’t have support from university leaders. 4 1.48
Total 90 33.33
3. Motivation- and attitude-related
10. | don't have motivation. 11 4,07
11. I don't think doing ER is useful. 4 1.48
Total 15 5.56
4. Others Total 19 7.04
Grand total 270 100.00

The 19 Other responses in Table 11 were divided into five categories in Table 12. 57.89% of
the responses were management-related reasons, followed by student-related reasons (21.05%).
Iltems 6, 7, and 8 in the management-related category seem interconnected and causal. The
lack of ER integration into the curriculum, one of the management-related reasons, prevented
the participants from doing ER as their teaching time was consumed by core materials and
they were obligated to follow the prescribed content and activities, which excluded ER.
Students’ lack of motivation to do the reading (10.53%) ranked top on the student-related
reasons list.
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Table 12

Other reasons for not doing ER

Reasons n %
1. Student-related
1. Students are not motivated to do the reading. 2 10.53
2. Students’ English proficiency is low and are not interested in non-major 1 5.26
subjects.
3. Students already have a lot of assignments. 1 5.26
Total 4 21.05
2. Teacher-related
4. |haven’t designed my instruction to integrate ER. 1 5.26
5. Ican’t motivate students to do ER. 1 5.26
Total 2 10.53
3. Management-related
6. ERis notintegrated into the curriculum. 4 21.05
7. Thereis no time to do ER as the core material already requires most of 4 21.05
the time.
8. All teachers are required to use the same content and activities. 2 10.53
9. | need to consult other course teachers before deciding to do ER. 1 5.26
Total 11 57.89
4. Attitude-related
10. ER may not be suitable for students across all disciplines. 1 5.26
Total 1 5.56
5. Others
11. I haven’t tried to do ER yet. 1 5.26
Total 1 5.26
Grand total 19 100.00

Notably, management-related reasons in Table 12 constituted the largest proportion of all
reasons for not implementing ER. In order to encourage teachers to integrate ER into their
teaching, suchissues must be tackled. Such issues are discussed and implications are proposed
in the following section.

DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The study’s findings shed light on Thai university teachers’ reading instruction in foundation
English courses for non-English major undergraduates, particularly their priorities, practices,
and challenges in teaching reading. The findings also revealed their reasons for not adopting
ER in such courses.

Teachers’ priorities for teaching reading

Based on the quantitative and qualitative data, this study found that participants prioritized
building students’ reading comprehension, teaching reading strategies, and building vocabulary.
Notably, some interviewees emphasized two priorities equally, with one of them being building
reading comprehension. This underscores the central role of reading comprehension in teaching
reading, particularly for non-English major undergraduates. These findings align with L2 reading
scholars’ perspectives on L2 reading instruction where comprehension activities such as
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answering questions (Stoller, 2015) and completing reading comprehension exercises (Anderson,
2008) are fundamental components of intensive reading instruction.

The study highlights that providing students opportunities to read extensively is a low priority
for many participants. This aligns with Grabe and Stoller’s (2002, p. 76) observation that “reading
a lot is not the emphasis of most reading curricula,” despite its importance for developing
reading skills. Prominent L2 reading scholars, including Nuttall (2005), Stoller (2015), Bamford,
and Grabe (Anderson, 2008), emphasize that reading a lot is essential for students to become
better and fluent readers. Thus, teachers are encouraged to integrate ER into their teaching,
as research demonstrates its benefits for enhancing reading comprehension (e.g., Jeon & Day,
2016; Sek et al., 2021) and vocabulary acquisition (e.g., Ng et al., 2019; Thongsan, 2023).

Current practices of teaching reading

The study found that a 3-hour weekly class was common in FE courses at universities in Thailand.
In each hour of class time, 100% of the participants taught reading, indicating their emphasis
on building reading skills. Approximately 33% dedicated 21-30 minutes to teaching reading
as shown in Table 5, with nearly 70% spending over half of the lesson time on while-reading
activities, and around 63% on post-reading tasks as demonstrated in Table 6. By allocating a
significant amount of time to while-reading and post-reading activities, these findings suggest
that university teachers prioritize reading comprehension. It should also be noted that if these
figures are accurate, it means that the total class time is greater than 100%. This could result
from participants’ allocating overlapping percentages or misunderstanding of the questions.
The total class time being greater than 100% could potentially be considered a limitation in
the survey design, and thus, the future survey should ensure that participants allocate a fixed
amount (100%) appropriately across different stages of teaching reading rather than letting
participants independently allocate percentages that may overlap.

Interview data highlighted the effectiveness of teaching reading strategies during the pre- and
while-reading stages, which improved comprehension. This aligns with Akkakoson’s (2013)
study, showing that explicit strategy instruction significantly improved students’ reading
comprehension, especially for high-proficiency students. These findings emphasize the
importance of integrating reading strategies early to enhance comprehension development.

In addition, creating a safe and supportive classroom environment through encouraging open
idea-sharing and avoiding criticism during pre- and while-reading activities was evident in two
interviewees’ cases. Such approaches were reported to boost student engagement and
confidence. Teachers, thus, should promote open communication and avoid criticism to
enhance participation, comprehension, and critical thinking skills in students.

The interview data also revealed that a collaborative learning approach was used by one
participant to teach reading to mixed-ability non-English major students, allowing stronger
students to support weaker ones. This strategy enhances reading comprehension and
demonstrates the benefits of mixed-proficiency group work in fostering engagement and skill
development. Additionally, extensive reading, used by Nada, improved students’ attitudes as
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students were allowed to choose materials matching their interests and proficiency. This
boosted their confidence and motivation. Research confirms ER’s effectiveness in enhancing
reading motivation (Puripunyavanich, 2021; Sek et al., 2021; Tamrackitkun, 2010; Tantipidok,
2023), highlighting the value of personalized, interest-driven reading activities in L2 reading
instruction.

Furthermore, the findings in Table 7 showed a balanced approach in reading instruction, with
45.55% of activities being regularly teacher-led and 44.54% student-led. Teachers regularly
taught students to summarize the main points, provided summaries, and occasionally
translated texts, indicating their desire to build and increase students’ comprehension. Their
implementation of such activities mirrors their top priority for teaching reading—building
reading comprehension—shown in Table 4. It is also worth noticing that through regularly
teaching students to summarize the main points in the texts, teachers do their job in helping
their students become independent readers, which is the key goal of teaching reading in a
foreign language (Nuttall, 2005). Through this activity, students learn how to summarize the
essence of the reading by themselves. Findings also revealed that students frequently engaged
in silent reading, sharing their opinions about the reading passages, and discussions, indicating
that reading skills can serve as a springboard to other skills such as speaking, analytical
thinking, or even critical thinking depending on how post-reading tasks are designed. These
results emphasize the shared responsibilities of teachers and students and suggest that both
teacher-led and student-led reading activities be integrated into reading instruction to enhance
comprehension as well as foster engagement and active participation.

The findings in Table 8 also revealed that FE teachers in universities predominantly teach
reading either with commercial 4-skill course books or course books designed to teach reading
from leading ELT publishers for a global market. This suggests they favor commercially produced
and internationally focused materials over local materials. However, their additional use of
teacher-created resources and in-house books reflect efforts to meet local needs. Based on
this finding, universities should provide training in materials development to help teachers
create effective resources suitable for their own context. Also, using a combination of
commercial course books with global content and teacher-produced materials with locally
relevant content could enhance student engagement and learning outcomes in reading
instruction.

The findings in Table 9 also indicated a balance between materials required by the course
syllabus and those deemed relevant to students’ preferences and interests. However, the high
scores for criteria such as covering the necessary content, meeting students’ interests, and
making the course more relevant for students highlight the participants’ strong student-focused
approach, suggesting their prioritization of enhancing students’ learning experiences and
engagement. Thus, teachers should aim for a balanced approach in materials selection,
combining pedagogical goals with students’ needs and interests.
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Challenges in teaching reading

The questionnaire and interview data from university teachers in this study revealed challenges
that were mostly similar. The questionnaire data in Table 10 indicated that student-related
challenges overwhelmingly dominated, accounting for approximately 85% of the total
challenges. Students’ limited vocabulary, negative attitudes to English reading, low English
proficiency, reliance on translation tools, and limited reading skills were the top five challenges.
Students’ limited vocabulary knowledge seems to be a common challenge for both non-English
major (e.g., Rajab et al., 2012) and English major undergraduates (e.g., Chinpakdee, 2024).
Also, such student-related challenges might be causal in that some non-English majors have
insufficient vocabulary knowledge, low English proficiency, and limited reading skills, so they
had negative attitudes to reading English and had to rely on translation tools.

The interview data elaborate on the questionnaire data. Some interviewees reported issues
with attitudes to studying and reading English, showing that their students disliked English
and took the FE courses because they were mandatory. Also, they disliked reading, feeling that
it was not important. These findings support Warden and Lin’s (2000) argument that many
students in Asia study English simply because they are required to. Additionally, half of the
interviewees identified students’ inability to read in English, often linked to limited vocabulary,
as a major issue. This finding corroborates earlier studies which pinpointed insufficient
vocabulary as a key obstacle to comprehension (Kheirzadeh & Tavakoli, 2012; Rajab et al.,
2012). However, one interviewee noted that vocabulary knowledge alone did not guarantee
comprehension, as some students struggled to grasp meaning despite knowing the words.
Although students’ English reading difficulties might not be highly expected at the university
level, the study’s findings indicate that it is a concerning issue. Airin and Warit reported that
about 10% of foundation-level students struggled, while Natcha observed rates varying from
10-90%. These findings emphasize the need for targeted interventions to address reading
difficulties and prevent academic setbacks.

The growing reliance on translation tools highlights a challenge in teaching reading in the age
of Al, as evident in both questionnaire and interview data. One interviewee noted that students’
reliance on Al and translation tools limited their practice of reading strategies. Hyde et al.
(2024, p. 723) identify overreliance on Al as a key issue, emphasizing the need for educators
to guide its use “to complement, not replace, human effort and intelligence in the learning
process”. They recommend fostering critical thinking through assigning tasks that require
students’ explanations of decisions and encouraging students to use Al for exploration rather
than as a source of answers. In contrast to the interviewee’s assertion, studies show students’
positive perceptions of using Al tools in English reading, suggesting we should not dismiss Al
tools for the development of English reading out of hand. Studies have revealed that Al tools
can help improve students’ reading skills and enhance their motivation and confidence in
reading (Daweli & Mahyoub, 2024), reduce previewing tasks, save time, provide more learning
information, and increase students’ confidence in interpreting English texts (Chea & Xiao, 2024).

Furthermore, managing mixed-ability classes was a significant challenge in the management-
related category. Two interviewees emphasized the difficulty of selecting appropriate reading
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materials and activities for students with diverse proficiency levels, highlighting the need for
differentiated instruction and adaptive teaching strategies.

To improve learning, teachers should prioritize vocabulary building, context-based understanding,
and independent reading strategies to help students become independent readers. Differentiated
instruction helps address varied proficiency levels in mixed ability classes and engage students
with suitable materials. Bamford and Erler stress using level-appropriate materials for L2
learners, while Erler and Grabe advocate teaching reading strategies for managing difficult
texts (Anderson, 2008). Furthermore, encouraging intrinsic motivation through interactive,
meaningful reading tasks further supports student engagement. By implementing these
approaches, teachers can effectively support struggling students, enhance reading skills, and
meet academic expectations.

Reasons for not doing extensive reading

The findings reveal that 61.35% of participants did not implement extensive reading (ER) in
their FE courses, while 38.65% did. Top five barriers shown in Table 11 were teacher- and
management-related. | don’t think my students would like to do ER ranked first on the list of
reasons. This teacher perception could stem from challenges that the participants reported
in Table 10 such as students’ negative attitudes to English reading, limited vocabulary and
reading skills, and low English proficiency. Studies investigating ER implementation in Asia
(e.g., Chang & Renandya, 2017; Thongsan & Waring, 2024) have reported students’ lack of
interest in reading as a top challenge. Other key teacher-related reasons include teachers not
knowing how to assess or do ER, time constraints and lack of relevant reading materials. These
issues reflect the top concerns that teachers have about implementing ER identified by
Renandya et al. (2021), indicating a knowledge gap and suggesting a need for training.

Nineteen respondents reported additional reasons in Table 12, nearly 58% of which were
management-related, highlighting the lack of ER integration in the curriculum as a key barrier.
Participants faced pressure to cover prescribed content and materials, aligning with one of
the barriers that Renandya and Jacobs (2002) identified. To overcome this barrier, the Extensive
Reading Foundation (ERF, 2011) recommends embedding ER into the curriculum and instruction
timetable. However, for this integration to succeed, effective curriculum change requires
collaboration between teachers and administration (Robb, 2022).

Students’ low motivation, low proficiency, and busy schedules further hindered ER
implementation, emphasizing the need for systemic changes to encourage reading. Together,
these findings underscore the need for professional development training to educate teachers
on ER implementation and assessment, as well as the need for better curriculum design which
encourages reading. To encourage more teachers to implement ER in FE courses, professional
development should focus on overcoming management-related barriers, including time
constraints and assessment issues to guide them on implementing, managing, and assessing
ER in their FE courses. Curriculum redesign and strategies to boost student motivation and
interest are also essential to integrate ER effectively into such courses.
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LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

While this study offers valuable insights into reading instruction in foundation English courses
for non-English major undergraduates across Thailand, there are some limitations. First, the
relatively small sample size (n = 163) may affect the findings’ generalizability; thus, future
research should include more participants to enhance the robustness and applicability of the
study’s findings. Since this study focused on exploring the reading instruction from the
teacher’s side, it did not collect the data from students, so the data reported here came from
the teachers’ perceptions and experience. Exploring students’ perceptions, experience, and
difficulties faced in the English reading instruction in FE courses would enhance our
understanding of such instruction at the tertiary education level. As for the use of the
instructional materials, this study only investigated what materials Thai FE teachers used but
did not explore why they preferred using commercial course books to localized materials. As
a result, a further exploration of this issue could provide insights into the use of instructional
materials in FE courses and needs for materials development training.

CONCLUSION

This study explored Thai university teachers’ priorities, current practices, and challenges in
teaching reading, as well as reasons for notimplementing ER. Participants primarily prioritized
building reading comprehension, teaching reading strategies, and building vocabulary, with
nearly 70% spending over half of class time on while-reading activities. A balanced approach
was noted in reading instruction and material selection. Both commercial textbooks and
teacher-created materials were used. Key challenges in teaching reading included students’
limited vocabulary, negative attitudes to English reading, low English proficiency, and inability
toread English. Over 60% of the participants did not employ ER due to concerns about student
interest, assessment methods, and time constraints. The study recommends incorporating ER
into instruction to improve students’ comprehension, vocabulary, and motivation. It also
suggests teacher training be provided to equip teachers with the skills to effectively develop
their reading materials and integrate ER in FE courses.
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Appendix A

The List of Higher Education Institutions Under Supervision of the Ministry of Higher
Education, Science, Research and Innovation in Thailand

A. Autonomous Universities (27 universities, no.1-27)

No. Name

1 Chulalongkorn University

2 Kasetsart University

3 Khon Kaen University

4 Chiang Mai University

5 Thaksin University

6 King Mongkut's University of Technology Thonburi
7 King Mongkut's University of Technology North Bangkok
8 Suranaree University of Technology

9 Thammasat University

10 Burapha University

11 University of Phayao

12 Mahachulalongkornrajavidyalaya University

13 Mahamakut Buddhist University

14 Mahidol University

15 Mae Fah Luang University

16 Walailak University

17 Srinakharinwirot University

18 Silpakorn University

19 Suan Dusit University

20 Prince of Songkla University

21 Princess Galyani Vadhana Institute of Music

22 King Mongkut's Institute of Technology Ladkrabang
23 Maejo University

24 Chitralada Technology Institute

25 Srisavarindhira Thai Red Cross Institute of Nursing
26 National Institute of Development Administration
27 Chulabhorn Royal Academy

B. Public Universities (10 universities, no.28-37)

No. Name
28 Kalasin University

29 Nakhon Phanom University

30 Princess of Naradhiwas University

31 Naresuan University

32 Mahasarakham University

33 Ramkhamhaeng University

34 Sukhothai Thammathirat Open University
35 Ubon Ratchathani University

36 Pathumwan Institute of Technology

37 Institute of Community Colleges
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C. Rajabhat Universities (38 universities, n0.38-75)

No. Name
38 Kanchanaburi Rajabhat University

39 Kamphaengphet Rajabhat University

40 Chandrakasem Rajabhat University

41 Chaiyaphum Rajabhat University

42 Chiang Rai Rajabhat University

43 ChiangMai Rajabhat University

44 Thepsatri Rajabhat University

45 Dhonburi Rajabhat University

46 Nakhon Pathom Rajabhat University

47 Nakhon Ratchasima Rajabhat University
48 Nakhon Si Thammarat Rajabhat University
49 Nakhon Sawan Rajabhat University

50 Bansomdejchaopraya Rajabhat University
51 Buriram Rajabhat University

52 Phranakhon Rajabhat University

53 Phranakhon Si Ayutthaya Rajabhat University
54 Pibulsongkram Rajabhat University

55 Phetchaburi Rajabhat University

56 Phetchabun Rajabhat University

57 Phuket Rajabhat University

58 Rajabhat Maha Sarakham University

59 Yala Rajabhat University

60 Roi Et Rajabhat University

61 Rajabhat Rajanagarindra University

62 Rambhai Barni Rajabhat University

63 Lampang Rajabhat University

64 Loei Rajabhat University

65 Valaya Alongkorn Rajabhat University under the Royal Patronage
66 Sisaket Rajabhat University

67 Sakonnakhon Rajabhat University

68 Songkhla Rajabhat University

69 Suan Sunandha Rajabhat University

70 Suratthani Rajabhat University

71 Surindra Rajabhat University

72 Muban Chombueng Rajabhat University
73 Udon Thani Rajabhat University

74 Uttaradit Rajabhat University

75 Ubon Ratchathani Rajabhat University

D. Rajamangala Universities (nine universities, no.76—84)

No. Name

76 Rajamangala University of Technology Krungthep
77 Rajamangala University of Technology Tawan-ok

78 Rajamangala University of Technology Thanyaburi
79 Rajamangala University of Technology Phra Nakhon
80 Rajamangala University of Technology Rattanakosin
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No. Name

81 Rajamangala University of Technology Lanna

82 Rajamangala University of Technology Srivijaya

83 Rajamangala University of Technology Suvarnabhumi
84 Rajamangala University of Technology Isan

E. Private Universities (42 universities, n0.85—-126)

No. Name
85 Bangkok University

86 Bangkokthonburi University

87 Bangkok Suvarnabhumi University
88 The Eastern University of Management and Technology
89 Krirk University

90 Kasem Bundit University

91 Christian University of Thailand

92 Chaopraya University

93 Chalermkarnchana University

94 Shinawatra University

95 Saint John's University

96 Tapee University

97 Mahanakorn University of Technology
98 Thonburi University

99 Dhurakij Punbit University

100 North Bangkok University

101 North-Chiang Mai University

102 Stamford International University
103 Asia-Pacific International University
104 Nation University

105 Pathumthani University

106 Payap University

107 Phitsanulok University

108 Fatoni University

109 The Far Eastern University

110 The University of Central Thailand
111 Northeastern University

112 Rangsit University

113 Rattana Bundit University

114 Ratchathani University

115 Rajapruk University

116 Vongchavalitkul University

117 Western University

118 Sripatum University

119 Siam University

120 University of the Thai Chamber of Commerce
121 Huachiew Chalermprakiet University
122 Hatyai University

123 Assumption University

124 Eastern Asia University

125 Southeast Asia University

126 Southeast Bangkok University
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No. Name
127 Kantana Institute

128 Panyapiwat Institute of Management

129 Learning Institute for Everyone

130 Thai-Nichi Institute of Technology

131 Mahachai Institute of Automaotive Technology
132 Suvarnabhumi Institute of Technology

133 Institute of Entrepreneurial Science Ayothaya
134 Rajapark Institute

135 Vidyasirimedhi Institute of Science and Technology
136 Pacific Institute of Management Science

137 Arsom Silp Institute of the Arts

G. Colleges (17 colleges, 138—154)

No. Name
138 Chiangrai College

139 Saint Louis College

140 Dusit Thani College

141 Thong Sook College

142 Phanomwan College of Technology
143 Southern College of Technology
144 Siam Technological College

145 Nakhonratchasima College

146 Raffles International College

147 St Teresa International University
148 College of Asian Scholars

149 Pitchayabundit College

150 International Buddhist College

151 Northern College

152 Santapol College

153 Saengtham College

154 Lampang Inter-Tech College

Remark: This list was updated on March 14, 2023.

Reference:

Ministry of Higher Education, Science, Research, and Innovation. (2023). Higher education
institutions under the supervision of the Ministry of Higher Education, Science,
Research, and Innovation in the first semester of the 2023 academic year. https://info.
mhesi.go.th/stat_aca_uni.php?search_year=2565&download=7222&file_id=202301191105.

xIsx.
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Questionnaire on Teaching English Reading
Part 1: Participant’s Profile (4 Qs) Yoyafsiu3de (4 A1onu)

1. What is the category of your university? [Please check the category of your university/college
in this file: https://bit.ly/30tmclm. If you are a part-time teacher, please select the category
for the university at which you teach the highest number of sections of foundation English
courses for non-English majors.] sminedevesinuegludszunavila [mz:mmwaawiummwﬁwmﬁa/
Inerdevesulalulviad https: //b|t Iy/30tmcIm mﬂmumummﬁawmw”Lmaamamummwmummu
mauﬁau‘maammmma&ﬂqwumummumLiauwlﬂmaﬂmmmﬂqwmﬂ‘mam]

a. Autonomous universities (n0.1-27) uymIngaeluniiuvessy (no.1-27)
b. Public universities (n0.28-37) smingnaess (no.28-37)

c. Rajabhat universities (n0.38-75) uninendesvds (no.38-75)

d. Rajamangala universities (n0.76—84) unIneassvisna (no.76—84)
e. Private universities (n0.85-126) uningduenvi (no.85-126)

f. Private institutes (no.127-137) aarduensu (no.127-137)

g. Colleges (n0.138-154) ing1as (no.138-154)

2. Do you have a language teaching qualification (e.g., a degree in English language teaching,
TESOL, applied linguistics or curriculum design) vinuflydinnunisaeu W Usygdunisaeun1e
gangu TESOL nMwAansussynd visemsesniuundngnsvsol

a. Yes i

b. No, but | have attended workshop(s)/lecturer(s) on how to teach English reading.
Liflusiednfuniseusunaileussenefiotunisdeuniseuntndangu

c. No Lyl

3. How long have you been teaching English? vihugauntwssnguuiduszezinaninles

a.1-5vyears ¥

b. 6-10 years U

c. 11-15 years ¥

d. 16-20 years U

e. More than 20 years ¥

4. How long have you been teaching English reading? vhugeuniserunmendsnguanidusseznanilus

a. 1-5years U

b. 6-10 years U

c. 11-15 years ¥

d. 16-20 years U

e. More than 20 years ¥
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Part 2: Teaching English Reading in Foundation Courses for Non-English Majors (14Qs) n1s
aaudqunméﬂmqw‘lu%mmmé’qnqwﬁug’mﬁm%’Uﬁjﬁauﬁlﬂwhann']wﬁﬁnqw (14 fany)

Remark: The following items focus on your current practice of teaching English reading to
non-English majors in a foundation English course which focuses on four skills—reading,
writing, listening, and speaking.

UV TR maluduit 2 a]vmLuumumiaaun”nia'mmmaﬂﬂqwﬁuaamu‘l,uﬂmuumaui VUKL sudilyllaion
mmaqﬂnﬂmmmmamqwumumLuu 4 vinwy fla N1381U N13Te 3 wasnwe

1. Time proportion: 3Qs dndutaan: 3 Aau

*Remark: Questions 1.1 and 1.2 focus only on the actual teaching, not testing or classroom
management such as calling roll or collecting assignments.

FGUITE mmma 1.1uay 1. 2amuumwm’aa’m’h’ﬂuﬂ'ﬁaauhmmaaﬂ'1ivlmaawﬁaﬂ'ﬁmmiammﬂu%mau
Wy MsifadenBsudonsiiutuny

1.1 How Iong is the class time for a foundatlon English course at your university? aiulsauian
mmaaﬂqwu%mwwnmmasﬁuaamu 1 A1v fiduaufund

a. 50 minutes w1

b. 60 minutes wift (1 hour 441w

c. 70 minutes w1l

d. 80 minutes w1

e. 90 minutes w17l (1.5 hours 4lua)
f. 120 minutes w7 (2 hours 4lu4)
g. 150 minutes w1t (2.5 hours 44la4)
h. 180 minutes w1l (3 hours 44la4)

1.2 How many classes of a foundation English course do the students take per week?

a. 1 class Au

b. 2 classes AU
c. 3 classes Au
d. 4 classes A
e. 5 classes a1
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1.3 How many minutes do you spend on teaching the following components in class? Check
the time length or not applicable box for each component. Mmuldnanuiilunisaeussrusenauss
seluiiluauBeu 1 au @enteanamse “bilageu” lunsazesdusznau

5-10 11-20 21-30 31-40 41-50 51-60 Not applicable

Component 83aU5znU T o - o o - oo
min @ | min i | minw# | minwd | min @ | min ud luildaou

1. Reading n1581u
2. Writing msidlau
3. Listening n"3ils

4. Speaking n3yn

5. Vocabulary adnv
6. Language focus (grammar)
Taegnsal

7. Pronunciation n1seenides

2. Aims: 2Qs ngUszasd: 2 Ao

Extremely important (5), very important (4), important (3), not so important (2) not important (1)
a1Agee1éN (5), a1Agan (@), a1egy (3), lunseaaty (2), lushg (1)

2.1 My main aims of teaching reading are to . Inguszasduanlunig 5 4 3 2 1
d8un1561uTeiLAe Lil....

1. build students’ reading skills #anwinsznsauuesdiSou
help students get a deep understanding of the text that they are
reading for the class 4aefFolidladomvenumswimnmdeulu
fuSeuldediadngs

3. build students’ language knowledge such as vocabulary and
grammar WannanuiniansveaiSou wu idwisaghensal

4. build students’ motivation for reading in English a$1:usagslalunis

grudunwdingulifudiGeu

5. use reading as a springboard for the development of other skills:
speaking, listening, and writing QQﬁwuwﬁﬂwxﬁu q ldwn nsyn n15ile
waznslou TnurunisaeunIey

6. encourage students to be able to seek knowledge by themselves
duaFiliGeuaunsauaimausladienuos

7. recommend reading strategies so that students can use them as
tools for reading L,Lumhna?x%'nﬁa‘mgﬁa'l,ﬁrgﬁ'aummimﬁﬂﬂL“‘ﬂum%aﬁah
11581

8. build students’ English pronunciation ability through reading
aloud Winunaruannsalun1seeniduanndinguuaaiSeurinisgusen

1@e (reading aloud)
9. improve students’ translation skills (English to Thai and vice versa)
Wwvinwemsulavesiiseou (@ange-ve wazlve-dingw)

2.2 If you have other aims besides the ones in the previous question, please state them. [Short
answer—optional] mﬂmummﬂiwmﬂau 9 uonwilenntude 2.1 njanTEy [Fmeuda 5 - LivsA]
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3. Priorities for teaching reading: 1Q szauadudiAyylunisaaunisau: 1 Anuy

Extremely important (5), very important (4), important (3), not so important (2) not important (1)
aAgee1éa (5), a1Agun (@), a1egy (3), lunseaaty (2), luahg (1)

3. Please rate your priorities for teaching reading to students in your
foundation course for non-English majors. njnnszyszdvanuddnlums
aounsewbitugSeunlildionamndinguluinaesinguingu

1.

Building reading comprehension nisvimnanudilalunseu

Building fluency mssimuaungdeaunailunissny

Building reading confidence nssianamiiulalunissu

2.
3.
4

Building vocabulary (e.g., explicit teaching of vocabulary and
vocabulary learning strategies) msvimunAdmi (au nsdaurdnsiLay
nsEsuNaIsNIEEUAdninenadau [explicit teaching])

Teaching grammar and sentence structure from the reading
passages nsaauliginsnluazlassainalselvannuneny

Raising awareness of text and paragraph structure, cohesion, and
coherence nsafannumserinfineaiulassaiidenuuastonti may
sotiisgnaiiovlunsaryselua warenudoulowaadamlunwsy

Taking students’ interests into consideration when designing or
selecting reading materials and activities msfflsfannuaulaves
fispudlaenuuuialdendeniseurazianisunsdu

Giving students choices in what they read nsWigiSeuidandaivanion
VP EIopIK

Giving students opportunities to read a lot in class (e.g., assigning
students to read other texts such as books, graded readers or

. P~ 2 oy oy o o & o .
articles) nsalemalvigFeuldgumisdaduinmannTuvudou (i

weuvaelugSeugintisde wildedueniia (graded reader] w3
UNAIY)

10.

Giving students opportunities to read a lot out of class (e.g.,
assigning students to read other texts such as books, graded
readers or articles) MaalonalifiFenldgumilvdoduiwaunnuantdy
Gou (wWu veununelidiSousnwmide wilsdes uueniia [graded reader]
WEOUNAII)

11.

Giving students opportunities to comment on what they have
read in class nsiUslanabigiseulduananudniiunedudsiisnluiu
b3EU

12.

Ensuring that there are plenty of reading materials at various
proficiency levels that the students can select from to read
independently nmsialdiFanissuiiuasnnuasissiunsvaiesesu
o g v o . [ =Y

wisliiisaulaidendliegdare

13.

Teaching students reading strategies (e.g., making predictions,
identifying main ideas, guessing the meaning of unknown words
from context, and scanning and skimming) nmsaeunaisnisauliiu
GiEu (Wu MImAe MITTYUIMINAAMAN MIAIAIEMINEYBIRFYR
Liggnanudun megmad q woutwduile ulamnuddy wasmsaunume
dduiiomnioyaiane)
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3. Please rate your priorities for teaching reading to students in your 5 4 3 2 1
foundation course for non-English majors. njansvyseduaudhAgluni
saunmeubituidouililienamdingulinmudinguitugu
14. Teaching the context behind the reading (e.g., by giving
background information about the topic, the author, or relevant
cultural information) Aseeuuiunamnissu (vu m‘s‘lﬁ‘ﬂ'ayaﬁug"m
Featuide uds wietoyametansssuiiedes)
15. Ensuring that students understand the purpose of their reading
n1snTasuliudlannizeudtlaingUszarivesnise
16. Activating students’ prior knowledge to arouse their curiosity n13
nitﬁummﬂu’lmms*ﬁumﬂmitﬁﬂdﬁuﬁqﬁﬁmtﬁ@lﬁ%ﬁauﬁﬂmmmﬁ'ﬂmmzLﬁm
anuaula
17. Building students’ critical thinking skills through analyzing
author’s viewpoint or purpose nmsauIVinwen13AnBE 19139130810
TiugiFeulansiiessiyuuesudaso Sngussesd
18. Building students’ critical thinking skills through identifying fact
vs. opinion MmsafwinwenshnadisiinsugaliiuiBoulnonsuenues
szwhsdofineluazmmfniiiu
19. Preparing students for their midterm and final exams nswsuuAY
wiaudidyudviunisasunananiauazaanin
20. Preparing students for standardized English tests (e.g., TOEFL,
IELTS, or TOEIC) mawisuanuniasgisuudmiunisaaunuumasey
MWIFINGRINGTFIY 48U TOEFL, IELTS %58 TOEIC

4. Your practice of teaching reading: 6Qs n13589uN1991UVBIVITU: 6 AN

Remark: This part looks at your in-class reading instruction which focuses on teaching students
the language so they learn new vocabulary, grammar, phonology, reading skills and strategies
through reading texts.

wnawin: Mondludiuiiludauieiunmsaeunisenduiubsuressin@uiunisaeunwsinguiie il Sou
InSeudadndt hieansal seuuides inveuaznalsn1senurIunITeIuUNe Y

4.1 What is the percentage of reading-lesson time 76-100% | 51-75% 26-50% | 0-25%
dedicated to each stage of teaching a reading passage?
valWihuszusaniasarveam i ssureluiiunativiaeu
mia'w'l,umut'%aummé’anqwﬁugm
a. Pre-reading activities (e.g., pre-teaching vocabulary,

the context, and background; predicting the
content; giving students a purpose to read) fianssu
Aoun1SEIU (W Msgeuddng Uun Anuduunnsuiui
A58 ATEAIAA LMY mmuaﬂﬁau"atﬁaaiu n13%8
HiSsuivuR IngUstasRlunse )

b. While-reading activities (e.g., letting students guess
unknown wards from the context, identify the text
type, and build comprehension) fanssuvmuzaiu (W
sl FrumAitla§inonuium seyussanumenu uay

asnanudnle [building comprehension])
c. Post-reading activities (e.g., checking understanding;
reviewing vocabulary) fianssuwanisaiu (u n1g

ASIERUAI I nsVUNIUAT AN [usTy)
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4.2 What percentage of your reading lesson do you spend 76-100% | 51-75% 26-50% 0-25%
on the following components? imddnanlunisindwioluil
panfiviasunss s Sosaewilug
al Reading aloud mﬂﬁ@ﬁwlﬁiimﬂamﬁm'lm'j"'ulf%ﬂu
a2 Reading silently n1i'i,ﬁﬁgl,'%au'l.ﬁihu'i,uh’i,wﬂy‘w{%au
5. Pre-, while-, post-reading activities that support the
reading N9 Aanssunou Yy LaYMaINITEU
Regularly (3), sometimes (2), almost never (1)
oenasinaue (3), 1uuress (2), unvesliee (1)
4.3 When teaching reading in class, | dleaeunissulududeu drmd... 3 2 1
1. read the text aloud for my students gusenidedliigiTeuils
2. translate the text into Thai for my students wlaunguduntwineliudiGey
3. provide a summary of the text to my students lwunagy (summary) va1un
gruiugisey
4, ask the students to read the text aloud to the class ’lﬁﬁ_ﬁmuaﬁumnlﬁm'[ﬁﬁga
Fuiouita
5. let the students read the text silently themselves lvgi.Teuguungudoy
auedlula
6. teach the students to summarize main points of the reading passages @au
fGouaplamnuddyndsiisu
7. have the students discuss the reading passages Tﬁé’t‘%’auaﬁﬂmmﬁmﬁuﬁaﬁ
21
8. ask the students to share their opinions about the reading passages 1#
fi3oulduansanudnhiludeisou
9. assign the students to read 1-2 reading passages in the textbook in each
class wpumnaligisauguunaiy 1-2 vnswlumidasouluwsazauiiou
4.4 What reading materials do you use when teaching reading in the foundation 3 2 1

n ' wed ' 2 ' = w &
English course(s)? wulddaniseruerlstihdumssaumssnluivinindanguiugiu

1. acommercial 4-skill course book by publishers such as Cambridge,
Oxford, Pearson, etc. wilsdaiieu 4 Wnueiifuslaedidnfiud 1wy Cambridee,
Oxford, Pearson 1

2. acourse book designed to teach reading by publlshers such as
Cambridge, Oxford, Pearson, etc. wuqaaﬁwwnnaantmummaaaumimu
mmmﬂquuﬂﬂamunwuw Wy Cambridge, Oxford, Pearson (Hudiu

3. anin-house course book developed by the lecturer(s) at my university
wirdodsuiideulaonanastiminendevosdmin

4, supplementary materials created by the lecturer(s) at my university
1Onasiasu (supplementary materials) wamw‘lmﬂﬂmmiijnwnawmmwm

5. my own materials (e.g., worksheets) & Aonassuidimdidouiiues iy lunu

6. reading passages from test preparation materials (e.g., TOEFL IELTS or
TOEIC or previous tests) ung umndaduiunmswisaaey wu widowSsuasu
TOEFL IELTS %38 TOEIC wintoasui

7. academic books or articles wisdovsaunauivinig

8. magazines, newspapers, online articles, etc. fineas wilsdefiu unamuwun
Fuaremandumedidn

9. comics or manga wilsden1ipu
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4.4 What reading materials do you use when teaching reading in the foundation 3 2 1
English course(s)? vi'lu’l‘nﬁanﬁmuaﬂ.ﬁma'[un'l'a'ﬂaumia'mTu'rrj'm'lmmnnwwug'm
10. an online reading program (e.g., Xreading, Raz-kids.com, Scholastic Kids
press, er-central) Tusunsuniseueaulatl 1y Xreading.com, Raz-kids.com, er-

central.com

11. graded readers wilsdag1uuoniian (graded readers)

12. story books wilsdaiiniu

Extremely important (5), very important (4), important (3), not so important (2) not important (1)
aAged i (5), angun (@), §1egy (3), luneeaiegy (2), luaag (1)

4.5 When choosing reading materials to use in my foundation English 5 4 3 2 1
courses, | tend to choose materials that . andendenisenufildlu
Fnnwidingeiiugu frdndinaidendenise ..

1. cover content | think my students need to know about Asaungy
iomitdmidAndiGouses

2. the students are interested in (even if I'm not) giFeumila (Wi
drinenliaulafin)

3. will motivate students azasusagslalviudGey

4. build on the topics in the course book savaminialundsdaisey

5. make the course more interesting for students vihlviziianu
haulanniudmiugigou

6. make the course more relevant for students vil#3viiannu
Lﬁ'm-il'aaﬁuﬁﬁﬂumn-ﬁu

4.6 Identify the biggest challenge that you often face when teaching English reading in
foundation course(s) to non-English major students? Please explain. [Short answer] sgyAy
wwmaw‘immwamwmumavﬂi aumauaaumsammmanﬂmﬂui'}mmmmmﬂquumuamiuwLiauwlu"lsu
LLNNYIBINGY 1 T0 NFBUAIBFUY [mmauau 9]

5. Future training: 1Q Identify one training topic related to teaching English reading that you
wouId like to learn about the most. [Short answer] n1sinausuluaulnn: 1 A1au Iﬂsmvumsua
a‘uamLnmmJm'iaaumimummaqﬂqwmuammi&mﬁmﬂmm 1 ¥ve

6. Implementation of extensive reading: 1Q n1si1n1se1uegrsndrsrnelule: 1 Ao

Remark: Extensive reading (ER) refers to any in-class and out-of-class reading practice that
gets students to read extensively. When doing ER, students read a lot of materials (usually
longer texts) that match their proficiency levels and interests in order for them to learn new
information and/or to enjoy the texts, build reading fluency and comprehension skills. Also,
they would read the same way they read in their first language which is without using a
dictionary.

MBI MM381UaE1IN 1993 (ER) manedsnisiinnssuitsluduFounaruontuuiligsous nuduswou
10 navhmseuegienier isuarsudentseududwauinn (asundvzsuumeuiien) inssivsedu
AwassansnkazanualavesyiFou welifFouldBouiieyalmi q uwaz/smiemdamauluiuniseiy
afumudulnalunssuuazinueaudila (comprehension skills) anvhnsgiuegisninewng fEeuay
gruuuudntuiuiisumisdelunwiusnuesu Jafunserunuulisidudedlinauynsm
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Do you integrate extensive reading into teaching reading in your foundation English course(s)?
vhuthnseegnirensulilunsasunmseniliinnundinguitugunielsl

a. Yes > Go to Part 3A 14 > saurinulu Part 3A

b. No > Skip Part 3A and go to Part 3B la/l4 > maud1anulu Part 3B

Part 3B: Not Implementing Extensive Reading 1Q 1114 ER 1 Aoy

1. What are the main reasons for not doing ER when teaching the foundation English courses?
(Check all that apply.) avlsfewsmanan o ivinlviviulaliniseueg1eninewing (ER) nandewivinwsingy
wugu (\enyndeiingives)

| don’t know what ER is. f1id1li5 ER feesls

I don’t know how to do ER in my class. t1md1lisinagsii ER sghdlslutuEeuvesting

I don’t know how to assess ER. daianli3inazusziliu ER aeals

| don’t have time. dwdlsifivaa

) . . v v ‘1 1 S Y o v °

| don’t have relevant reading materials. mwanlifi@on1seunnetvesdmsunisyin ER

| don’t have funding. 9wdlufiGuyuativayuy

| don’t have motivation. T1midnluifiusegsla

| don’t have support from university leaders. dmidlilasunisativauuainguins

I don’t have support from my colleagues who teach the same course(s). S lilasuns
atuayunioweIsEaewIvwmeIiu

| don’t think my students would like to do ER. TwinliAningiseuazesiniii ER

| don’t think doing ER is useful. 91wianliAninn1svia ER Suselow

Other du 9

OO I A A A O

> Go to Exit A > lun1sean A

Exit A
Thank you for completing the survey.

Please pass on this survey to other Thai university lecturers who teach foundation English
courses to non-English major students: https://bit.ly/3HNDWUz.

Faaudmiuniean A
VBUDUANNTIYABULUUADUN UL AL

gidglasvennuenaTzianyiilunstsdsieuuuaeuauilviivenansdumivedevinuduiiaeinniwm

SanquitugulviugGeuiililvionnwdangu https://bitly/3HNDWUZ vounaey
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Interview Questions

This study employed the interview questions in Part 1 which asked the participants about their
practices in teaching English reading in the foundation class(es) for non-English majors.

Part 1: Teaching English Reading

198

What do you usually emphasize when teaching English reading in your class? vinusinagiiu
aauaﬂmmaaumiéwummé’aﬂqwiu%uL§aumaqﬂﬁu

What do you think about your approach to teaching reading? Please explain. (E.g., What
is going well in your class when teaching reading? Or is there anything you’d like to change?)
viuAmIumImsasunseuvesinlutlagiuivszansuaunnesieda Wsnedute (1wu oglsivivuidn
il wsefteylsiivinuesnusuasuniol)

What is the biggest challenge that you often face when teaching reading in foundation
English courses? Please explain. axlﬁﬁammﬁwmsmmjﬁqmﬁmuﬂismnmaaumiémmmé’mqw
TAmmunSinguitugu

What do you perceive as the greatest challenge for your non-English major students when
studying reading in foundation English courses? aﬂaﬁvhumaa'jﬂLﬂummﬁmwﬁiumﬁqmﬁm%ﬂ
ﬁjﬁ'ﬂuﬁhﬂﬂiwﬂmmé’mqwnmSsumia‘mLﬁuﬂ'nané’aﬂqﬂu?mmmé’mqwﬁugm

What would you like to improve on regarding teaching English reading? vinusinsn1siaiuiesls
\AeafunsaeunssTunTsdangy



