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1. Introduction

Since the foundational work of Flavell (1979) and Brown (1980, 1987; Brown,
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Armbruster, & Baker, 1986) and after long and in-depth research in the field of
metacognition (Azevedo, 2020; Efklides, 2008; Flavell, Miller, & Miller, 2002;
Kuhn, 2000; Livingston, 1997; Pressley, 2005; Rhodes, 2019; Siegesmund, 2016;
Veenman, Van Hout-Wolters, & Afflerbach, 2006), research interest has focused
on educational programs aimed at enhancing metacognitive learning strategies
(Leu et al., 2008; Siegesmund, 2016; Van Campenhout, 2020). When students
design, implement, and evaluate reading strategies before, during, and after
reading, they enhance the reading comprehension of texts (Alexander & Jetton,
2000; Zhang & Francis, 2010). The last phase, which is the self-evaluation of their
strategies (Vanderrgrift, 2003), is considered of significant importance to their
metacognitive awareness. An objective way of recording and evaluating the me-
tacognitive awareness of students may play an essential role in this last phase.
Although recent research of strategy instruction is also exploring the possibility
of qualitative measurements (Pinninti, 2019), the predominantly employed
strategy instruction is using quantitative instruments (Bimmel, 2001; Ngo, 2019;
Plonsky, 2011; Rubin, Chamot, Harris, & Anderson, 2007).

In recent years, various scales have been developed to monitor and evaluate
reading strategies used by students. Such tools include the MARSI scale (Mokh-
tari & Reichard, 2002; Mokhtari, Dimitrov, & Reichard, 2018), the SORS scale
(Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002) and the OSORS scale (Anderson, 2003), among
others. To the best of our knowledge, there has been no adapted instrument to
serve the secondary Greek-speaking populations validated for all levels of sec-
ondary education (Stalikas, Triliva, & Roussi, 2012). So far, the only relevant at-
tempts have been: 1) the preliminary results presentation of the two-factor and
three-factor structure of the Greek adaptation of the MARSI scale to students 13 -
24 years old attending Gymnasium (i.e. Junior High School), Vocational and
General Lyceum (i.e. Senior High School) by Mavrogianni, Vasilaki, Spantidakis,
Papadaki-Michailidi and Linardakis (2018), and 2) the study of Koulianou,
Roussos and Samartzi (2019), who adapted the MARSI to Gymnasium students
from three areas of Greece, to compare the use of reading strategies among stu-
dents with and without learning difficulties. The common feature that the above
studies share is that they both confirm the three-factor structure of the scale in
Greek educational data. Meanwhile, the present study attempts to bridge the ex-
isting gap exploring a possible different factorial structure of the scale catering
for the specific needs of Greek students of all levels of secondary education.

The MARSI scale (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002) has been selected in our study
because of its international recognition as a versatile, valid and reliable self-report
instrument for assessing metacognitive awareness of reading strategies. The scale
contains 30 items, each rated on a 5-point Likert-type scale, which ranges from
“l-always false” to “5-always true” to report each respondent’s correspondence
to each one of the 30 items. Each item briefly describes the strategies that stu-
dents use when they study academic or school-related material. The initial,
original scale is subdivided into three subscales: Global Reading Strategies (13
items), Problem Solving Strategies (8 items) and Support Reading Strategies (9
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items). The interaction of those strategies helps students to construct the mean-
ing of the text. Participants’ responses are scored for each subscale. A raw score

is computed for each item and a mean score for each factor subscale.

2. Objectives

The current study aimed at the adaptation and standardization of the Metacog-
nitive Awareness of the Reading Strategies Inventory (MARSI 1.0) as devised by
Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) to a sample of the Greek secondary student pop-
ulation and examining the factorial structure and psychometric properties of the
adapted instrument. Specifically, it included:

1) Application of exploratory factor analysis on data, for exploring the factor
structure of the Greek MARSI inventory (determination of the remaining items
and the number of emerging factors, item-composition of each factor, interpre-
tation of factors).

2) Evaluation of psychometric properties of the emerged instrument for
demonstration of its reliability and validity (Cronbach’s alpha, language validity
through face and content validity, discriminant validity).

3) Reasoning of the emerged factorial structure concerning the students read-

ing habits associated with the Greek national curriculum.

3. Material and Methods of Analysis

First, we describe the process of adapting the original MARSI scale into Greek by
ensuring the face validity and content validity of the translated instrument. Next,
we provide participants’ demographic and educational information and describe
the data gathered, using the Greek version of the inventory. Finally, we present
the methods followed for data analyses (Drost, 2011; Pagano, 2009).

3.1. Adaptation into Greek

Written permission to adapt the instrument for the Greek population was
granted from the creators of the MARSI scale. Given that a simple “single for-
ward and back-translation procedure” could result in an inadequate translation
(van Widenfelt, Treffers, de Beurs, Siebelink, & Koudijs, 2005: p. 136), a more
demanding procedure was followed. The present study pursued the recom-
mended practice in test adaptation and cross-cultural validation of scales rec-
ommended by the International Test Commission (ITC, 2017), adopting a com-
plex translation method, linguistic adjustment and validation of the translation.
The recommendations of Beaton, Bombardier, Guillemin and Ferraz (2000) and
Stalikas et al. (2012) were followed in translating the scale into Greek using a
forward and backward translation procedure. The instrument was first trans-
lated into Greek by four English language experts separately. The four translated
versions were reviewed, and a final draft version was produced, which was
back-translated into English by an independent and qualified translator. Finally,
a bilingual English-Greek translator compared the original MARSI scale, the

DOI: 10.4236/ce.2020.118096

1301 Creative Education


https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2020.118096

A. Mavrogianni et al.

draft version in Greek and the back translation into English and proposed one
minor revision which we incorporated into the final version. Language validity

was examined by face validity and content validity as well.

3.1.1. Face Validity

To test the level of linguistic understanding of the final version of the inventory
by adolescent students, we eventually tested the scale in two phases. Initially, we
administered the translated inventory to a convenience sample of 48 students
attending grades 1 to 3 of General Lyceum to evaluate face validity and receive
feedback on the clarity of the statements. We noted that item 26 confused some
students. The necessary linguistic normalization was made, and the reformed
scale was tested on a different group of 73 students, attending the General Ly-
ceum for a second validation test. At this stage, there were no queries on any of

the scale statements.

3.1.2. Content Validity

During the content validity test, a panel of ten experts (3 teachers in Gymna-
sium, 4 in General Lyceum, and 3 in Vocational Lyceum) reviewed the Greek
version of the inventory. According to the ten education professionals’ assess-
ments, the items’ CVR ranged between 0.82 and 1.00, while the minimum ac-
ceptable CVR recommended by Lawshe (1975) for an evaluation of 10 experts is
0.62. Therefore, the experts agreed to a great extent and accepted each invento-
ry’s item as accurate. Moreover, the concordance by means of Kendall’s coeffi-

cient, among experts’ opinions was quite high.

3.2. Participants

Students from sixty-eight secondary public and private schools from urban,
semi-urban and rural school districts in Greece participated in the research. Re-
search Ethics Committee of the University of Crete (decision 2/2018/13-03-2018)
and the Ministry of Education of Greece (No. 89964/D2/01-06-2018) granted
permission to conduct this study. The aims were presented to school directors,
teachers, parents, and students themselves. The group of students was recruited
voluntarily, and both parents and students granted their consent after they were
assured of data confidentiality. The inventory was completed online in each
school’s computer laboratory, by rating each of the 30 items on a 1 to 5 scale,
according to each participant’s preferences.

From an initial group of 1308 participants who took part in the study, 45 had
one or more items with missing values and were excluded from data analyses.
Thus, 1263 participants remained. For the exploratory procedure, which was the
main objective of this study, a simple random sampling method was used to se-
lect ~50% of the students (632) as the testing group, leaving the remaining ~50%
(631) to be the validation group for future analyses.

The testing group consisted of 275 males (43.50%) and 357 females (56.50%).
The age of participants ranged from 12 to 24 years (M = 15.28, SD = 1.71). For
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613 of them (96.99%) the birth country was Greece and for 10 of them (1.58%)
was Albania. Each of the other birth countries, European (Italy, Germany, Neth-
erlands, Romania, Bulgaria) and non-European (USA, Russia, Ethiopia, Moroc-
co) were represented with just one participant, summing up a total percentage of
1.43%. It is worth mentioning that due to the challenge of the Greek language,
many non-native students have not been able to graduate until the age of 24
when the average graduation age for a native student is the age of 18. Greek was
the native language of 583 students (92.20%), while for 49 (7.80%) Greek was
their second language. The participants’ place of residence was cited in a city (n
= 404, 63.90%), a suburb (1 = 39, 6.20%), a town (22 = 62, 9.80%), and a village
(n = 127, 20.10%). Most of them (22 = 605, 95.70%) lived in the family home,
while 19 (3%) lived with relatives, just 1 (0.20%) with friends, 2 (0.30%) in a
boarding house, and 5 (0.80%) by themselves. Regarding the family status, 150
(23.70%) students were disadvantaged (at least one of the two parents had
passed away or was unemployed), and 482 (76.30%) seemed to enjoy a standard
nuclear family life (both parents were permanently or occasionally employed or
were retired).

Concerning the educational demographics, 287 (45.40%) students attended
Gymnasium, and 345 (54.60%) attended Lyceum: 317 (50.20%) in General and
28 (4.40%) in Vocational Lyceum. Seventy of those participants (11.08%) had
diagnosed learning disabilities, while 562 (88.92%) had no diagnosis. Regarding
grade, 78 (12.34%) of the students attended 1" grade of Gymnasium, 94 (14.87%)
2" grade, and 115 (18.20%) 3™ grade of Gymnasium. Additionally, 152 (24.05%)
attended 1* grade of Lyceum (General and Vocational), 94 (14.87%) 2™ grade,
and 99 (15.66%) 3" grade of Lyceum. Of them, only students attending 2™ and
3" grade of General Lyceum (z = 190) are subdivided into three different educa-
tional orientations; specifically, 76 (40%) have chosen Science Studies, 36
(18.90%) Economic and Computer Studies and 78 (41.10%) Humanities, Law
and Social Sciences. Three hundred and fifty-four (56%) were assisted by a pri-
vate tutor, while 278 (44%) had no additional assistance. Regarding computer li-
teracy, 11 (1.74%) of the students declared “none”, 48 (7.59%) “little”, 201
(31.80%) “good”, 227 (35.92%) “very good”, and 145 (22.94%) “excellent”. Re-
garding the level of foreign language knowledge, 82 (12.97%) had “none or lit-
tle”, 153 (24.21%) had “good”, 239 (37.82%) had “very good”, and 158 (25%) had

“excellent™.

3.3. Data Gathering Using the MARSI Scale

Schools from different urban, semi-urban and rural areas of Greece were se-
lected by random sampling following: 1) the permission of school principals to
engage their school in research; 2) teachers’ willingness to help students com-
plete the scale in the school’s computers lab; 3) the participants’ as well as par-
ents’ consent. The 30-item inventory (Appendix A), followed by the demo-

graphic and educational data questionnaire, was given in a digital form to the
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students participating by their school teacher, as a self-assessment activity. The
inventory items were administered in the same order that the initial MARSI
creators suggested (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002) rated on a five-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (“I never or almost never do this”) to 5 (“I always or almost al-
ways do this”). Before the digital completion, the teacher advised the students to
read the statements very carefully to make sure they fully understood them and
clarifications were provided where necessary. Students were instructed to com-
plete the questionnaire in all honesty, avoiding any tendency to embellish reality.
The average time to fully complete the digital questionnaire was approximately

15 minutes.

3.4. The Final Data Set

Finally, the 632 participants were characterized by their demographic and edu-
cational data, as described above. For the instrument data, there were 30 va-
riables. The result gave a ratio of about 21/1 (21 subjects per variable) which was
considered as acceptable. Regarding sample size, Costello and Osborne (2005)
suggest a ratio of 10/1 as a minimum but recommend a ratio of 20/1 as an op-

timal.

3.5. Data Analysis Methods

For all data analyses IBM SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 25, was used. In-
itially, descriptive statistics were used to describe demographic and educational
data. Before starting exploratory factor analysis, the values of the bivariate cor-
relation matrix of all items were analyzed (inter-item correlations). In the case of
bivariate correlation scores either lower than 0.30 or greater than 0.80, the items
of the corresponding pair should be considered as prospective for removal ac-
cording to Field (2013: pp. 685-686).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was performed as an exploratory technique
(Yong & Pearce, 2013) to find the underlying factors that summarize the essen-
tial information contained in the variables (Beavers et al., 2013; Johnson & Wil-
chern, 2007) and thus to reveal the factor structure of our Greek version of the
inventory. Sampling adequacy for factor analysis was measured by Kais-
er-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) and Bartlett’s test of sphericity. Both tests aim to deter-
mine the factorability of data as a whole (Johnson & Wilchern, 2007). If the
KMO measure is greater than 0.50 (Field, 2013) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity
is large and significant, it can be assumed that the data set factorability is
achievable.

For the EFA, the factor extraction method chosen here was Principal Axis
Factoring (PAF), and the rotation method was Promax with Kaiser Normaliza-
tion. PAF is proposed as best practice by many researchers (Costello & Osborne,
2005; Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999; Fabrigar & Wegener,
2012) as estimating more accurate factor loadings. Promax Rotation was chosen

because it is an oblique rotation appropriate when the factors are expected to be
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correlated (Costello & Osborne, 2005; Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). Oblique
rotation is more suitable than orthogonal rotation for research involving human
behaviours. Behaviour is rarely separated into aspects that operate independent-
ly of each other. So, in the social sciences, some correlation between the factors
is generally expected.

The first stage of EFA was performed on all 30 items. In case of items with
communality, less than 0.2 the items should be removed, and the EFA should be
repeated. The target was to determine the proper number of factors. To optimize
the number of factors Gorsuch’s (1983) suggestion was followed for evaluating
in common the scree plot, the eigenvalues and the interpretability of factors, to
avoid an excessive number of factors given when using Kaiser’s K1 rule alone
(Ruiz & San Martin, 1992). The steep curve of the scree plot before the first point
that started the flat line trend also suggests the number of factors. According to
Kaiser’s criterion, factors with eigenvalues less than 1.0 are not considered statis-
tically significant. Only components with high eigenvalues (>1.0) are likely to
represent a real underlying factor. The interpretability here is related to the
strategies Greek students usually employ during their academic reading. It is
evident that in the Greek educational reality students seem to focus on the text
itself when studying it without opting for extratextual support material to com-
plement their understanding (Anagnostopoulou, Hatzinikita, & Christidou,
2010). Based on this observation, we attempted to explore an alternative mod-
ified approach to the initial 3-factor structure of the MARSI scale (Mokhtari &
Reichard, 2002).

The second stage of EFA with the optimized number of two factors followed.
The target was to observe the loadings of all items and detect possible
cross-loadings, in order to identify specific items that might be rejected in the
next steps of the exploration, and thus to trace an initial factor structure. The
item loadings were examined to determine which items constitute each factor.
The items identified by this first performed EFA as having weak loadings were
excluded from further analysis. Factor loadings can be assessed by looking at the
pattern matrix table. Field (2013) argued that the preferable loading value for
each item must exceed 0.30, but according to Tabachnick and Fidell (1996),
loadings greater than 0.32 are adequate in socio-behavioural research. In case of
items with significant cross-loadings (the ratio of absolute values of loadings
greater than 75%) the items should be removed, and the EFA should be re-
peated. Successive EFA procedures were conducted as a refinement method,
giving the final factorial structure. In the succession of prementioned EFAs, the
percentage of total variance explained was estimated, as well as reliability analy-
sis and validity analysis were performed.

Percentage of total variance explained was co-examined for each factor and cu-
mulatively for the entire model. Each factor explains a percentage of the total va-
riance of data. The cumulative percentage shows the amount of variance explained

by the model as a whole in the data under consideration. Factors that do not ex-
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plain much variance might not be worthy of being included in the final model.

Reliability analysis was conducted to assess the reliability of the inventory as a
measurement tool and to check its quality from various aspects. EFA is a statis-
tical method employed to increase the reliability of the scale by identifying inap-
propriate items that can be removed and the dimensionality of constructs by
examining the existence of relationships between items and factors (Netemeyer,
Bearden, & Sharma, 2003). Cronbach’s alpha (a) coefficient was computed as an
internal consistency estimate of reliability. Internal consistency of a construct
implies that all the items of this construct measure the same concept (Cooper &
Schindler, 2014; Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994). Excellent internal consistency
means that the construct items tend to pull together. In literature, different cu-
toff points for the acceptable values of Cronbach’s alpha are considered (Blunch,
2008; DeVellis, 2012; Field, 2013; George & Mallery, 2003; Kline, 2000; Tavakol
& Dennick, 2011). In general, a > 0.7 is labelled as satisfactory (gradually up-
wards from “acceptable” to “good” and to “excellent”) while a < 0.7 is marked as
problematic (gradually downwards “questionable” to “poor” to “unacceptable”).
Moreover, if the deletion of a particular item increases Cronbach’s alpha, it
means that this item is preferable to be omitted from the final structure in order
to improve the reliability of the entire scale. Any items with values of alpha
greater than the overall alpha may need to be deleted (Field, 2013: pp. 713-715).
Here Cronbach’s alpha was calculated for 1) the final scale to ensure that all
items in it consistently reflect the measured construct, 2) the subscales to ensure
that all items in each of them pull together towards the subscale’s concept, and
3) the whole scale if each item would be deleted.

Additionally, to test reliability at the item level, item-to-total correlations (i.e.
item to summated instrument score) were used. According to Field (2013), all
items should correlate with the total in a reliable scale. Items with such correla-
tions as lower than 0.30 may have to be omitted because they do not correspond
very well with the scale overall. Correlations between factors were also consi-
dered, along with confidence intervals (95% CI) (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). In
case such correlations are high, the discriminant validity of the instrument was
examined. That is the degree to which the subscales (groups of strategies-items)
indeed comprise discrete factors or if the instrument is ultimately unifactorial.
Distinctness of two factors is supported when the 95% CI of their correlation
coefficient (+two standard errors around the correlation estimate) does not con-
tain the value 1.0 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).

Reliability concerning selected demographic and educational variables was

also examined by means of Cronbach’s alpha.

4. Results

Pearson’s correlations for all pairs of items (inter-item correlations) were com-
puted. All of them were below 0.80. Even though many of them were below 0.30,
we preferred to include all items in the subsequent EFA. KMO value
(0.93, >0.50, when values in the 0.90s are considered “marvelous”) indicated that
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the scale was suitable for exploratory factor analysis. Bartlett’s test of sphericity
results denoted that the data was appropriate for factor analysis, x* (435, N =
632) = 6070.47, p < 0.001 (Field, 2013).

For the whole series of EFAs that followed, the factor extraction method cho-
sen here was Principal Axis Factoring (PAF), and the rotation method was Pro-
max with Kaiser Normalization. In the first stage of EFA with all (30) items, all
communality values were higher than 0.2 (item4 = 0.25; item14 = 0.26; item30 =
0.30; and all the rest in the range from 0.31 up to 0.57). This initial exploratory
analysis revealed five factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0 in the unrotated
matrix (Table 1). Cattell’s Scree Plot (Cattell, 1966) quite clearly suggested a
two-factor solution (Figure 1). By combining all criteria mentioned in the Data
Analyses Methods section (eigenvalues, scree plot, interpretability of factors), a
two-factor solution was chosen. That is, in the EFA stages that followed two fac-
tors were retained.

From the first two-factor run, in order to achieve that two-factor solution,
with all 30 items included, a cutoff of 0.35 for item loadings in the Pattern Ma-
trix was chosen (Table 2). The items 10, 13, 14, 21 had lower factor loadings and
were omitted in the next two-factor run. In this second two-factor run for the
remaining 26 items and with the same cutoff 0.35, the final item loadings were
produced. These loadings are presented in the same Table 2. It is worth men-
tioning that up to this point in any of the runs no item loaded as negative or
cross-loading.

The final two-factor inventory was comprised of 26 items and was named
MARSI-2fGR. The statements, presented in Table 3, are categorized differently
than in the original inventory (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002). The first factor was
termed “textor” and the second factor was termed “textout” for reasons ex-
plained in detail in the Discussion section. Items’ factor loadings varied from
0.35 to 0.80. The first factor contains 14 items (1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 16, 19, 20,
22, 27) with loadings ranging from 0.35 to 0.79. The second factor represents a

Table 1. Five factors with eigenvalues exceeding 1.0 in the unrotated matrix as revealed
by initial exploratory analysis.

Initial Eigenvalues®

Factor
Total % of Variance Cumulative %

1 8.90 29.66 29.66

2 1.99 6.62 36.28

3 1.40 4.66 40.93

4 1.20 3.99 44.93

5 1.12 3.72 48.65

6 0.97 3.23 51.88
7-29

30 0.34 1.14 100.00

Note. “Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.
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Table 2. Item factor loadings for both two-factor runs.

1 two-factor run® 2" two-factor run (final)®
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 1 Factor 2
QO01GLOB1 0.559 0.563
Q02SUP2 0.559 0.560
Q03GLOB3 0.470 0.472
Q04GLOB4 0.398 0.397
QO05SUP5 0.430 0.428
QO06SUP6 0.511 0.508
Q07GLOB7 0.373 0.379
QO8PROBS8 0.689 0.685
QO09SUP9 0.365 0.365
Q10GLOB10® NI NI
Q11PROBI11 0.585 0.577
Q12SUP12 0.567 0.559
QI3PROB13® NI NI
Q14GLOB14® NI NI
Q15SUP15 0.374 0.371
Q16PROB16 0.795 0.786
Q17GLOB17 0.419 0.418
Q18PROBI18 0.391 0.387
QI9GLOBI19 0.368 0.373
Q20SUP20 0.353 0.352
Q21PROB21° NI NI
Q22GLOB22 0.384 0.386
Q23GLOB23 0.487 0.486
Q24SUP24 0.544 0.541
Q25GLOB25 0.452 0.449
Q26GLOB26 0.729 0.692
Q27PROB27 0.757 0.747
Q285UP28 0.671 0.674
Q29GLOB29 0.804 0.801
Q30PROB30 0.395 0.385

Note. NI = Not Included. “Both rotations converged in 3 iterations. "Empty cells in the 1* two-factor run
correspond to loading < 0.35, thus not included in the 1* two-factor run.

Table 3. Principal axis factoring results with Promax rotation for the two-factor instrument.

Corrected item-total Cronbach’s alpha if

Fact It Reading Strategi Item M (SD)
actor ems cading Strategles em M (D) correlation® item deleted

F1 (TEXTOR) QO1 Ihave a purpose in mind when I read. 3.53 (1.13) 0.49 0.899
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Continued
Q02 I take notes while reading to help me understand what I read. ~ 3.13 (1.29) 0.52 0.898
Q03 I think about what I know to help me understand what I read.  3.65 (1.16) 0.55 0.898
Q04 I preview the text to see what it’s about before reading it. 3.57 (1.31) 0.43 0.900

When text becomes difficult, I read aloud to help me

05 3.35(1.49 0.37 0.902
Q understand what I read. (1.49)
I summarize what I read to reflect on important information
Q06 . 3.38 (1.19) 0.52 0.898
in the text.
I read slowly but carefully to be sure I understand what I'm
Qo8 . 3.77 (1.13) 0.50 0.899
reading.
Q11 Itry to get back on track when I lose concentration. 4.02 (1.24) 0.41 0.900
I underline or circle information in the text to help me
Q12 . 3.67 (1.34) 0.43 0.900
remember it.
When text becomes difficult, I pay closer attention to what I'm
Q16 . 4.01 (1.07) 0.60 0.897
reading.
I use context clues to help me better understand what I'm
Q19 . 3.28 (1.18) 0.60 0.897
reading.
Q20 I paraphrase (restate ideas in my own words) to better 354 (1.25) 0.49 0.899
understand what I read.
Q2 I use typcfgraphical aids like boldface and italics to identify key 329 (1.26) 0.56 0.897
information.
When text becomes difficult, I reread to increase my
Q27 ) 3.97 (1.13) 0.53 0.898
understanding.
I think about whether th tent of the text fit di
F2 (TEXTOUT) Qo7 i« aboutwhetherthe content otfhe text His my reading 5 93 (1.21) 0.58 0.897
purpose.
Q09 I discuss what I read with others to check my understanding. 2.50 (1.29) 0.39 0.901
I use reference materials such as dictionaries to help me
Q15 2.50 (1.28) 0.37 0.901
understand what I read.
I use tables, figures, and pictures in text to increase my
Q17 . 2.85(1.32) 0.49 0.899
understanding.
Q18 Istop from time to time and think about what ’'m reading. 3.11 (1.28) 0.53 0.898
I critically analyze and evaluate the information presented in
Q23 2.99 (1.19) 0.61 0.896
the text.
I go back and forth in the text to find relationships among
Q24 . L. 2.86 (1.20) 0.57 0.897
ideas in it.
I check my understanding when I come across conflicting
Q25 . . 3.20 (1.19) 0.61 0.896
information.
Q26 Itry to guess what the material is about when I read. 2.69 (1.36) 0.32 0.902
Q28 I ask myself questions I like to have answered in the text. 2.73 (1.35) 0.46 0.899
Q29 I check to see if my guesses about the text are right or wrong.  2.75 (1.38) 0.44 0.900
Q30 Itry to guess the meaning of unknown words or phrases. 3.30 (1.21) 0.42 0.900

Note. M= Mean. SD = Standard Deviation. Rotation converged in 3 iterations. “Refers to the mean scores of N = 632 participants to individual items. "For
all items, it was p < 0.001, meaning statistical significance.
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Figure 1. Cattell’s scree plot of data, clearly suggesting a two-factor solution.

set of 12 items (7, 9, 15, 17, 18, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, 29, 30) with loadings ranging
from 0.37 to 0.80. In the same Table 3 are displayed: 1) the grouping of the
items in the two factors, 2) the reading strategies referring to the items, 3) the
means and standard deviations of items, 4) the corrected item-total correlations,
and 5) Cronbach’s alpha if item deleted. Also, in Table 4, are presented for each
factor, the eigenvalue, the percentage of total variance explained, and the cumu-
lative variance explained.

Both factors on this instrument had a high rating for reliability. Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.859 for the textor subscale and 0.835 for the textout subscale. Relia-
bility for the total inventory was 0.902. Findings shown in Table 3 demonstrate
that the corrected item-total correlations, ranging from 0.32 to 0.61, were above
0.30, which is good for reliability (Field, 2013). The values in the last column in
Table 3 reflect the change in Cronbach’s alpha if a particular item is deleted.
These values ranged from 0.896 up to 0.902. None of them is greater than 0.902,
which is the Cronbach’s alpha of the whole scale. The first factor “textor” ac-
counted for 27.76% of the total variance, and the second factor “textout” ac-
counted for 5.17% of the total variance (Table 4). This factorial structure of the
two extracted components explained cumulatively 32.93% of the variance in the
data. The correlation between factor 1 (textor) and factor 2 (textout) was 0.64,
95% CI [0.59 - 0.68].

Estimations of Cronbach’s alpha reliability by referring to demographic and

educational variables are presented in Table 5.
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Table 4. Eigenvalue and percentage of total variance explained per factor.

Cumulative % of

Factor® n Eigenvalue % of Variance Explained K .
Variance Explained
F1: TEXTOR 14 7.22 27.76 27.76
F2: TEXTOUT 12 1.34 5.17 32.93

Note. “Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.

Table 5. Cronbach’s alpha reliabilities by selected demographic and educational variables.

Whole scale F1: TEXTOR F2: TEXTOUT

(26-item) (14-item) (12-item)

WHOLE DATA 632 0.902 0.859 0.835

DEMOGRAPHIC DATA
Male 275 0.910 0.863 0.852

Gender
Female 357 0.895 0.842 0.823
City 404 0.903 0.858 0.832
City suburb 39 0.842 0.735 0.797
Residence
Town 62 0.909 0.885 0.842
Village 127 0.905 0.858 0.853
No 150 0.906 0.846 0.858
Disadvantaged family

Yes 482 0.901 0.863 0.826
FI 116 0.924 0.886 0.862
CEG 71 0.927 0.917 0.851
Father’s educational level LG 170 0.913 0.856 0.869
CG 30 0.844 0.837 0.703
UG 245 0.866 0.801 0.793
FI 59 0.913 0.846 0.879
CEG 69 0.917 0.899 0.822
Mother’s educational level LG 183 0.915 0.874 0.862
CG 20 0.912 0.896 0.795
UG 301 0.880 0.825 0.804

EDUCATIONAL DATA
GY 287 0.903 0.858 0.838
Educational level VL 28 0.893 0.820 0.834
GL 317 0.902 0.860 0.834
1GY 78 0.907 0.859 0.836
2GY 94 0.886 0.834 0.838
3GY 115 0.898 0.861 0.815

Grade

1LY 152 0.909 0.875 0.839
2LY 94 0.844 0.735 0.795
3LY 99 0.923 0.886 0.864
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Continued
SCS 76 0.857 0.768 0.775
Educational Orientation® ECS 36 0.921 0.893 0.876
HLS 78 908 0.846 0.859
No 562 0.900 0.852 0.833
Diagnosed learning disabilities
Yes 70 0.917 0.888 0.853
Not Greek 49 0.929 0.909 0.846
Mothers language
Greek 583 0.900 0.852 0.835
None or little 82 0.939 0.900 0.891
Good 153 0.891 0.852 0.830
Language proficiency level
Very good 239 0.889 0.837 0.826
Excellent 158 0.861 0.791 0.781
None 11 0.905 0.862 0.849
Little 48 0.920 0.888 0.864
Computer literacy Good 201 0.906 0.849 0.856
Very good 227 0.894 0.831 0.834
Excellent 145 0.882 0.863 0.773
No 278 0.906 0.857 0.846
Tutor’s help
Yes 354 0.899 0.858 0.827

Note. FI = Functionally illiterate. CEG = Compulsory education graduate. LG = Lyceum graduate. CG =
College graduate. UG = University graduate. GY = Gymnasium. VL = Vocational Lyceum. GL = General
Lyceum. 1GY = 1* grade of Gymnasium. 2GY = 2™ grade of Gymnasium. 3GY = 2 grade of Gymnasium.
1LY = 1* grade of Lyceum (General & Vocational). 2LY = 2™ grade of Lyceum (General & Vocational). 3LY
= 3" grade of Lyceum (General & Vocational). SCS = Science Studies. ECS = Economic and Computer Stu-
dies. HLS = Humanities, Law and Social Sciences. *n = 190.

As presented in Appendix B, for each participant, the raw score of each subs-
cale was calculated by summing up the values of its items. An overall (entire
scale) score was calculated by summing the raw scores of the two subscales. The
mean score of each structure (subscales and entire scale) was its raw score di-
vided by its number of items (14 for factor 1; 12 for factor 2; 26 for the whole
scale). A categorization of these mean scores on any of the structures could be
useful as it is related to the reading habits of the students. Based on the criteria
outlined by Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) mean scores were categorized into
three pre-determined levels of strategy use for each subscale and the whole scale:
low (2.4 and less), medium (2.5 to 3.4), and high (3.5 and above).

5. Discussion

5.1. Study Population

For the sake of comparison, it should be noted that the study population in this
research is quite different from that of the MARSI 1.0 (Mokhtari & Reichard,

2002). The differences concern the educational system (Greek vs American), size
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(N =632 vs N = 443), demographic characteristics (e.g. residence; parent’s edu-
cational levels etc.) and educational features (e.g. level, grade, orientation, com-
puter literacy, level of foreign language knowledge, tutor’s help etc.). On the
other hand, the study of Koulianou et al. (2019) concerns the same (Greek) edu-
cational system, but with different research goals and different size (N = 275),
demographic (e.g. average age 13.50 etc.) and educational characteristics (e.g.

only Gymnasium).

5.2. The Reasoning of Two-Factor Solution

Interpretability played a pivotal role along with scree plot in determining the
number of factors in the EFA procedure. The fact that in the structure of
MARSI-2fGR instrument subscales were identified differently (finally 2 vs 3
subscales) can be explained. They can be attributed to the differences between
the American and the Greek educational system aligned with the Greek curricu-
lum and syllabus, affecting the way teachers and students are involved in the
educational process (Anagnostopoulou et al., 2010; Anagnostopoulou, Hatzini-
kita, Christidou, & Dimopoulos, 2013; Bikos, 2018; Katsarou, 2009; Katsarou &
Tsafos, 2009).

It is noticeable that a two-factor solution was also attempted by Mokhtari and
Reichard (2002: p. 252) in their first exploratory analysis. Still, they preferred the
three-factor solution because the USA data provided more evidence of interpre-
tability. Koulianou et al. (2019), chose to confirm the three-factor structure of
the MARSI scale when they adapted the inventory to Greek students attending
Gymnasium. Nevertheless, during our attempt to standardize the inventory to a
broader sample of Greek students attending all levels of secondary education we
were confronted with data that convinced us to explore the two-factor solution
as an alternative more appropriate tool.

The Greek national curriculum, despite its recent turn towards multiliteracy,
is still constructed in such a way that it aims at homogeneity (Katsarou, 2009).
That ensues a homogenized educational material for all school types, public and
private ones, throughout the country (Anagnostopoulou et al., 2013; Katsarou &
Tsafos, 2009). Notably, in secondary education, the attainment of teaching is
exam-controlled, gradually affecting the process of instruction while schools
have become “exam-tutoring centres” (Skourtou & Kourtis-Kazoullis, 2003: pp.
1329-1330). Based on existing research (Alahiotis & Karatzia-Stavlioti, 2006;
Katsarou, 2009; Koutrouba, 2012) we could assume that this practice has broadly
and decisively affected many parameters of both the teaching and learning
process (Anagnostopoulou et al., 2013: p. 45).

On the one end of the spectrum, the issue of a single textbook as the primary
source of information and instruction raised concerns (as cited in Bikos, 2018: p.
404) even before the changes imposed on the Greek curriculum in recent years.
This issue was not resolved after the last curriculum reforms (Anagnostopoulou

et al., 2013). In this context, the teacher’s predesignated role is to act as a mean

DOI: 10.4236/ce.2020.118096

1313 Creative Education


https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2020.118096

A. Mavrogianni et al.

to satisfy the teaching objectives stated by the curriculum. In that sense, teachers
feel, if not are, still obliged to instruct students according to the dictated single
textbook (Bikos, 2018: p. 403). This practice also serves the purpose of explicitly
and sufficiently preparing their students for school exams, since both test items
and assessment criteria are extracted from the content of the textbook. Therefore,
the desired result of creating high achievers is accomplished (Anagnostopoulou, et
al., 2013: p. 641; Zisimopoulos et al., 2004).

On the other end of the spectrum, as students are encultured throughout their
school career towards the end of being successful exam performers, they are
urged to focus on the textbook rather than reach out to extra material. This
practice allows the students to become mere listeners of the taught information
from the book rather than reaching out to supplementary material (Bikos, 2018;
Bonidis, 2004). The specific practice also serves the purpose of preparing the stu-
dents for examinations based on the content of the textbook (Anagnostopoulou et
al., 2010, 2013).

Conclusively, the way the Greek educational system is organized, namely the
predominant role of the single textbook per subject, and the examinations cen-
tred curriculum, decisively determine school practices (Anagnostopoulou et al.,
2013). This system urges students to opt for strategies that will ultimately lead
them to the desired success. The two subscales revealed by our findings are re-
lated to the ways the Greek students deal with the textbook.

» oo

5.3. Adopting the Terms “Textor”, “Textout”

The first factor (“textor” strategies; 14 items; items: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 16,
19, 20, 22, 27) concerns more straightforward reading strategies, oriented toward
the analysis of the text itself, and was named after the word “text-oriented”. This
factor includes statements referring to simple reading strategies, mostly func-
tional, such as taking notes (item 2), previewing the text before reading it (item
4), reading aloud when text becomes difficult (item 5), summarising to reflect on
important information (item 6), and using typographical aids to identify key in-
formation (item 22). These functional reading strategies mostly refer to skilful
navigation through text that helps the students construct the meaning without
seeking additional help to reference materials or other persons. Additionally, the
students’ existing knowledge helps them to unlock the deeper meaning of the
text, which is represented by statements such as “I think about what I know to
help me understand what I read” (item 3) or “I use context clues to help me bet-
ter understand what I'm reading” (item 19). Therefore, the first factor refers to
strategies oriented to the text itself and the readers existing knowledge about the
facts written in it.

The second factor (“textout” strategies; 12 items; items: 7, 9, 15, 17, 18, 23, 24,
25, 26, 28, 29, 30) relates to extratextual reading strategies, including supporting
mechanisms out of the text. Strategies, such as “using dictionaries” (item 15),

“using the tables, figures and pictures that enrich the text” (item 17) and “dis-
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cussing with others to check one’s understanding” (item 9) involve the use of
outside reference materials that supports reading. Additionally, the second factor
includes some more profound and theoretical strategies, such as “I stop from
time to time and think about what I'm reading” (item 18), “I critically analyze
and evaluate the information presented in the text” (item 23), “I check my un-
derstanding when I come across conflicting information” (item 25), and “I check
to see if my guesses about the text are right or wrong” (item 29). Thereby, the
second factor is the outcome of evaluating, analyzing, checking and testing the
textual information with procedures that use tangible or mental “textout” ma-

terial.

5.4. Indices for the MARSI-2fGR Scale

The (corrected) item-total correlation values, shown in Table 3, mean that cor-
respondence of all (26) items with the total scale is very good and none of them
should be dropped (Field, 2013). The values in the column labelled “Cronbach’s
alpha if item deleted” in Table 3 indicate that none of the items would increase
the reliability if deleted because all values are less than or equal to the overall re-
liability of 0.902 (Field, 2013).

Because of the excellent values of reliability for the total inventory (0.902) as
well as for the subscales (0.859; 0.835), the two-factor structure provides a rea-
sonably reliable measure of metacognitive awareness of reading strategies. The
estimated value of the cumulative variance explained (32.93%), considerably re-
duces the complexity of the data set by using these two components, with a 77%

loss of information.

5.5. Practical Implications

Our findings suggest that the adopted methodology could enhance the learning
outcomes in a number of courses targeting ages of 12 - 24. Moreover, our ap-
proach will serve the needs of distance learning courses especially in an era of
COVID-19 that does not allow teaching requiring the physical presence of stu-
dents.

5.6. Future Research

Confirmatory factor analysis is needed for verification of our two-factor struc-
ture in the Greek educational environment (Brown, 2015). In the same context,
it would be interesting to investigate possible parameters affecting the students’
reading strategies preferences, by means of textor and textout strategies, such as
family’s socioeconomic status, parents’ educational level, student’s literacy in

foreign languages and computers and other independent variables.

6. Conclusion

In this study, we examined the factorial structure of the Metacognitive Aware-

ness of Reading Strategies Inventory consisted of 30 items, appropriately trans-
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lated to Greek language and administered to a sample of 632 Greek secondary
students. In the final structure MARSI-2fGR, 26 items remained, while the four
items, 10, 13, 14 and 21, were omitted. Differently to the three factors of the
original structure and their designation, here two factors emerged, the factor
textor of 14 text-oriented strategies, and the factor textout of 12 extratextual
strategies. The whole scale, as well as its two subscales, was found reliable by
means of Cronbach’s alpha. Various aspects of validity (language validity
through face and content validity and discriminant validity) were ensured.

Thus, the MARSI-2fGR structure can be used as a valid and reliable tool for
measuring the metacognitive awareness of reading strategies employed by
Greek-speaking students of all levels of secondary education. The two factors
revealed by our findings reflect the way the Greek educational system is orga-
nized, decisively determining school practices, namely the predominant role of
the single textbook per subject and the examinations-centred curriculum.
Moreover, the two-factor structure is related to the ways the Greek students deal

with the textbook while reading academic or school-related material.
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Appendix A

Greek wording of MARSI 1.0 before the two-factor approach

KAIMAKA METATNQZIAKHZ ENHMEPOTHTAZX STPATHIIKQON ANAI'NQZHZ

EMnvikn ékSoon: A. Mavpoyiévvr ©2018

ITPATHIIKEZ KAIMAKA
1.'"Exw éva 6T0X0 010 pualo pov otav Stapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
2. Kpatw onpeiwoetg kabwg St dlw yia va pe fondncovy va katavorow avtd mov Siafdlw. 1 2 3 4 5
3. Zké@ropat mpaypata mov /8N Eépw yia va pe fondnoovy va katavonow avtd mov Stafdlw. 1 2 3 4 5
4. Pixvw pa yprjyopn patid oto keipevo mpty to Stafdow yla va Sw o€ Tt avagpépeTar 1 2 3 4 5
5. 0tav 1o keipevo Suokolevel, Stafdlw peyakogwva yua va pe fondroet va kataldpw avtd mov Sapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
6. Zuvoyilw avtd mov StaPdlw yia va EavacKePTd TIG ONUAVTIKEG TTAPOPOPIEG TOV KELUEVOL. 1 2 3 4 5
7. ZKEPTOHAL KATA TIOGO TO TEEPLEXOHEVO TOV KELUEVOL OXETILETAL [LE TOV GTOXO TNG AVAYVWOTIG Hov. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Awafdalw apyd alla tpooekTikd yia va fefaiwdd 6Tt katahaPaivw Tt Stapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
9. Zu{nTw pe dGAAovg avtd Tov StaPddw yio va ehéyEw TNV katavonor pov. 1 2 3 4 5
10. ITpwv apxiow va Stafdlw eAéyxw pe pia ypriyopn HOTIE XAPAKTNPLOTIKE TOV KEWEVOL Onwg To uéyebog kaun dopjtov. 1 2 3 4 5
11. Av xaow tov eppd pov v wpa ov StaPalw, emotpépw oo onpeio ekeivo kau Eavadiapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
12. Ynoypappifw 1§ kuvkAdvw mAnpo@opieg 0To keipevo yla va pe fondroet va tig Bupdpa 1 2 3 4 5
13. IIpooappow v TaxdTnTa avayvwong avdloya pe avtéd mov Stapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
14. Amogaoilw o€ Tt va emKeVTpwH® Kat TL va ayvorow. 1 2 3 4 5
15. Xpnowomotd Pondntikd vAko yia va pe fondroet va katavorow avtod mov Stafdlw. 1 2 3 4 5
16. Otav 7o Kkeipevo Suokolevel, Sivw peyakvtepn mpocoxn o™ avtd mov Stapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
17. AEloTtowd TivaKeG, OTATLOTIKA Kat ELKOVEG TOV KELPEVOD Yia va PEATIOOW TNV KATAVONOT) Hov. 1 2 3 4 5
18. Kavw mavoelg katd Staotipata kat oké@ropat avtd mov Stapalw. 1 2 3 4 5
19. Xpnowomotd ta cupgpalopeva yla va pe fondroovv va katahdpw kahvtepa avtd mov StaPalw. 1 2 3 4 5
20. Mapagpdlw (emavadiatvndvew 18éeg pe Sikd pov Adyta) ya va Katavorow kaAvtepa avtd mov Stafalw. 1 2 3 4 5
21. IIpoomaBw va amelkoviow 1} va OTTIKOTIO oW TIG TANPOPOpieG 0TO LVaXo pov yla va pe Bondroet va Bupdpat avtd mov 2 3 4 5

Sapadw.

22. Eotialw o€ aToLyela HopPOTIOiNoNG KEHEVOL OTIWG Ta VTOVA KAt Ta TAGyL YPAHHATA Yia VA avayvwpiow TANpo@opieg
- “Khedia”.

23. Avaldw KpLTIKG Kot aloAoYd TG TANPOQOpieg IOV TTapovatalovtal 6To Keipevo. 1 2 3 4 5
24. Kwvodpat p€oa 0TO KEIPEVO -0TA EMOUEVA KAL TA TIPOTYOVUEVA- YL VO PPw CUOXETIOUOVG LOEDV. 1 2 3 4 5
25. EAéyxw TNV Katavonot| fov 0Tav GLUVAVTI®M avVTIKPOVOUEVEG TTATPOPOPIEG. 1 2 3 4 5
26. KaBwg StaPdlw mpoonabi va pavtéyw Tt Ba akolovbroet mapakdtw. 1 2 3 4 5
27.0tav 10 keipevo Suokolevel, To Eavadiafalw ya va PEATIWOW TNV KATAVON O HOv. 1 2 3 4 5
28. Kavw 0tov eavto pov epwtroels mov Ba 18ela va éxovv anavtndei oto keipevo. 1 2 3 4 5
29. EAéyxw yia va Slamiotwow av eixa pavtéyel owoTd 1} AdBoG yLa To TEPLEXOUEVO TOV KELHEVOD. 1 2 3 4 5
30. ITpoomabw va pavtéyw Ty £vvola dyvwotwv Aégewv 1 gpacewy. 1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix B

Scoring rubric for the Greek version of the two-factor approach MARSI-2fGR

It refers to the 26-item structure after the omission of the four items 10, 13, 14 and 21, from the initial MARSI 1.0

inventory.
KAIMAKA METATNQXIAKHY ENHMEPOTHTAY YTPATHIIKON ANATNQXH>
Kavovag akohoynong
Ovopa HaBNTA: e HAKL O L HUEPOUNVIOL: «ueniniiiiiiii e
TAEN OTO OYONELD: .. einiiiiii it s ses

1) T'payte TNV andvnon oag oe k&Be Sdwon (SnA. 1, 2, 3, 4 1| 5).

2) ABpoiote ) Pabuoloyia k&tw and kdbe othAn. TomobeTroTe TO AMOTENEGHA OTN Ypapur KATw and k&Be oTrhAN.
3) Awupéote v Babpoloyia pe tov aplBud twv mpotdoewv ot kdBe oTAAN yla va Ppeite To péco 6po yia kabe
vTokAipaxa.

4) Ymohoyiote To uégo 6po yia 6ho Tov katdhoyo mpooBétovtag tn Pabpoloyia anod Tig vrokAipakes kat Stapwvrag
ue to 26.

5) ZUYKpIVETE Ta ATOTEAECUATA 0OG [E EKEIVA TIOV TTAPOLOLALOVTAL TTAPAKATW.

6) Zu{ntote Ta anmoteAéopata pe Tov kabnyntr 1§ Tov ekmatdevTr| 0ag.

Ketpevokevtpuiég oTpatnyikég EEWKEIUEVIKEG OTPATIYIKEG T6voho oTpaTyIKbY
avayvwong avayvwong avéyveonc
(TEXTOR vmokAipaxa) (TEXTOUT vmnokAipaka)
Lo [/,
2 9 i TEXTOR ...............
3 150
4o 17, i TEXTOUT ..............
S50 18 i
o, 230
8 i 24 i
1L 25 i
120 26 i
16, i 28, i
19, i 29, i
200 i 30, i
220
27 i
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Continued
... TEXTOR Xvvolo ...TEXTOUT XZ0voAo ... O\ko6 Zhvoro
... TEXTOR Méo0g 6pog ... TEXTOUT Méoog Opog ... O\k6G Méoog ‘Opog
MEZXZOQOX OPOX
3.5 1} meplooo6TEPO = 25-34= 2.4 1) xapnAotepog =
YynAdg Méoog Xapnlég

EPMHNEYONTAZX TIZ BAOGMOAOTIEZ ZAZ: O cvuvolikog pHécog 0pog vodelkvieL TOGO GUXVA XPTOLUOTIOLEITE
oTpatnykés avdyvwong otav SiaPdlete akadnuaikd vAkd. O péoog 6pog ya kdbe vmokhipaka tov kataldyov
amokaAbmtel ot opdda oTpatnykwv (SnA. “kelpevokevtpikés” Kal “e§wKeINEVIKES” OTPATNYIKEG) XPNOLUOTIOLEITE
TePLoooTEPO OTAV StaPdlete. Me avtég Tig TAnpogopieg yvwpilete av n fabuoloyia oag eivat oAV vynAn 1 TOAD
XOUNAT] 0€ KATOlL amd aUTEG TIG OTPATNYIKEG. ZNHEIDOTE, OHWE, OTL 1] KAAVTEPN XPHON AVTWV TWV OTPATNYIKOV
efapTdtal and TNV IKAvOTNTA KATAVONoNG TNG EAANVIKNG YAWooag, To €id0g Tov VAkoD Tov StaPalete Kat To OKOTO
ya tov omoio Safalete. Mia xapnAr BaBuoloyia oe kamowa amd TG vmokAipakeg 1| oe pépn TG KAigakag
VIOSEIKVVEL OTL (0WG VTTAPYOVV KATIOLEG OTPATNYIKEG TIOV {0wg BéAeTe va pdBeTe KAl OKEQTEOTE VA XPI|OLUOTIOLOETE

otav SaPalete.
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