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Abstract: Many studies indicate that Chinese undergraduates face problems in their HOTS 
comprehension. The objective of this study is to investigate Chinese EFL undergraduates’ HOST and 
LOTS reading comprehension according to gender. A descriptive research design was employed in this 
quantitative study. The researchers used an English reading comprehension test involving 5 different 
materials (education, economy, entertainment, technology and natural disaster) as the research 
instrument. Each material consists of 3 LOTS questions and 2 HOTS questions. All the comprehension 
questions were multiple choice in nature. The sample of the study consists of 411 second year 
undergraduate students (261 females and 150 males) from a university in Hunan Province, China. SPSS 
Program for Windows version 25 was used to analyze the data (Independent samples t-test). The 
findings of this current study indicated that the female students performed significantly better than 
their male counterparts for both LOTS and HOTS comprehension questions. The female students also 
outperformed their male students in their overall score for comprehension. As such, these results clearly 
revealed that female undergraduates performed significantly better than the males in their EFL reading 
comprehension skills. However, this research only involves participants from one university; as a result, 
future research should include a larger sample from different provinces in China to get a better insight 
of students’ performance in EFL comprehension. 
Keywords: HOTS, LOTS, EFL, Reading comprehension, Undergraduate, Gender, China, Reading material.  

 
1. Introduction  

In China, English as a foreign language has gradually become more and more important in China   
today (Hu, 2009). As an article from 2010 China Daily reported, one third population in China are 
learning English today. English is taught as a compulsory subject from Grade 3 to university level 
while reading comprehension being regarded as a fundamental part in English acquisition. In public 
schools the Chinese English teachers give great importance to students’ EFL reading comprehension. 
The reading comprehension skill is so important that “all the English classes are about reading 
comprehension.” (Lin, 2019). Meanwhile, the EFL reading comprehension occupies an essential status in 
all the key English examinations of the whole Chinese educational system such as the Senior High 
School Entrance Examination, the National College Entrance Exams, the Senior High School Entrance 
Examination, the National College Entrance Exams, the College English Test-Brand Four  (CET 4) 
and the College English Test-Brand six (CET 6). 

Lately, the Outline of National Medium and Long-term Education Reform and Development Plan 
(2010-2020) in China called for the improvement of EFL students’ ability of learning, practicing and 
creativity, which proposed a higher requirement for EFL students’ higher order thinking skills (HOTS) 
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according to the revised Bloom’s taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). The College English 
Teaching Guidelines of 2017 issued by Chinese educational ministry requires undergraduates not only 
to understand familiar reading materials, but also to analyze and creatively comprehend the reading 
materials using appropriate reading methods. The basic level of the Chinese Educational Ministry (2017) 
needs English teachers train undergraduates in Lower Order Thinking skills (LOTS) while the at the 
higher level demands a good training in answering the HOTS questions. Meanwhile, HOTS questions 
are more challenging for Chinese EFL undergraduates compared with LOTS questions as it requires a 
critical thinking.  

Although undergraduates’ performance in HOTS and LOTS reading comprehension are important 
in China, there is a research gap in studying the HOTS and LOTS reading comprehension as shown in 
the literature review. When considering HOTS and LOTS reading comprehension for different reading 
materials according to gender, studies are even more limited. With a view to filling these research gaps,  
this study aimed to compare the performance of male and female undergraduates’ reading 
comprehension for HOTS and LOTS questions. 
 

2. Literature Review 
Reading comprehension requires readers to understand and interpret the content of a presented 

reading material (Bell, 1991). During the reading process, readers always experience “the process of 
decoding and constructing meaning through interaction and involvement with a written text” (Abu, 
2010). The comprehension of a reading material is not just a verbal processing of meaning construction 
as it requires students to recall details, find facts, gain the main idea, make inferences, draw conclusions, 
make prediction, evaluation and creation on the base of presented materials (Bell, 1991).  

Zintz (1978) concluded three comprehension skills, namely, literal comprehension skills, 
interpretive skills and critical reading ability. With reference to the revised Bloom’s taxonomy  
(Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001), literal comprehension may correspond to the LOTS comprehension 
during which readers can just memorize the information. At the interpretive level, readers need to 
combine prior knowledge with their literal understanding to make inferences and go deeper beyond 
literal comprehension (Nourdad, Masoudi, & Rahimali, 2018). The applied level was discussed by Nair, 
Zhang, and Wider (2019) as concerning about the critical reading ability which needs critical evaluation 
as well as elevating the thinking at a more critical and analyzing level. The development of reading 
comprehension skills are in correspondence with Bloom’s taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001) as 
the higher level of reading skills can match with the HOTS (analyzing, evaluating, and creating). 

Many studies (Chou, 2011; Yousef, Karimi, & Janfeshan, 2014) before has shown that students face 
problems in EFL reading comprehension especially in HOTS reading comprehension just as Fisher 
(2005) pointed out: “students find it difficult to read between the lines to understand the passages and the 
intentions of the writer”. Compared with LOTS reading comprehension, HOTS reading comprehension 
requires more critical thinking for analyzing, evaluating and creating instead of understanding the 
passages at the literal level. Previous findings of Alfaki (2014); Khan and Inamullah (2011) indicated 
that students are less trained in answering HOTS reading comprehension questions and they tend to 
perform better in LOTS reading comprehension.      
 
2.1. Theories of Reading Comprehension  

Considering theories of Reading Comprehension, there are several well-known theories, namely, the 
Bottom-up Theory, Top-Down Theory, Interactive Theory, and Schema Theory.   

The bottom-up models emphasis on the text while the top-down models focus on readers’ 
background knowledge. Reading in a bottom-up model is viewed as a matter of decoding a series of 
written symbols (Nunan, 1991) which starts with smallest linguistic units and other low-to-high 
language levels. Differently, the top-down model generally refers to the selective and purposeful reading 
process which is actively controlled by the readers (Grabe, 2009). In the top-down reading process, 
readers leaps towards meaning (Goodman, 1976) with the help of their background knowledge.  
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To achieve more balance between bottom-up and top-down processing models, Interactive reading 
model appeared as the alternating or simultaneous use of the first two reading models. Interactive 
reading model is a joint mechanism of the visual processing from written text and the non-visual from 
the existing knowledge or cultural background knowledge in the brain. Interactive reading is a process 
between the reader and the text as well as the reader and the author, with a focus on reader’s  initiative 
and reading fluency (Al-Yousef, 2007). Interaction has three levels: the interaction between the two 
processing including bottom-up and top-down; the interaction among skills at different levels; and the 
interaction between readers’ prior knowledge and the knowledge of the given passages (An, 2013).  

Schema was introduced by Rumelhart (1980); Carrell (1981) and Hudson (1982) who have  realized 
the significance of background knowledge in reading comprehension. Schema theory is an explanation 
of how readers use prior knowledge to comprehend and learn from text (Rumelhart, 1980). The Schema 
Theory explains that the stored knowledge of readers is to be recollected from their long-term memory 
(McVee, Dunsmore, & Gavelek, 2005) on which the reader based to give meaning to the text while 
reading (Brown, 2001).  
 
2.2. Studies Related to Comprehension According to Gender 

Gender difference is reflected in language as Brantmeier (2001); Brantmeier (2003) stressed that 
female and female exhibit different language patterns. Since male students and female students’ 
engagement in English reading is different influenced by their schemata, knowledge and experience, 
gender factor is important while studying reading (Brantmeier, 2003). There are several studies 
interesting in the correlation between gender factors and reading comprehension in learning a foreign 
language (Jalilehvand & Samuel, 2014). A substantial results before has showed that there is gender 
differences in readers’ attitudes, reading motivation and adoption of reading strategies which may in 
turn influence their reading achievement (Logan & Johnston, 2009; Wang & Guthrie, 2004).  

Mullis, Martin, Gonzalez, and Kennedy (2003); Mullis, Martin, Kennedy, and Foy (2007) 
international studies included 40 countries found that the in every participating country, girls 
outperformed boys. This results was in line with findings of Ming Chui and McBride-Chang (2006) 
whose study included 15 year old adolescence from 43 countries. Gender differences seem favor females 
more than males regardless of how the reading instruction is used (Johnston, Watson, & Logan, 2009). 
Many researchers before has shown that female students have higher achievement in reading 
comprehension compared with their male counterparts (Arellano & Dolores, 2013).  As Zhenhui (2005) 
stressed, female students have better language learning skills.  

A cross-gender comparison made by Manizheh (2016) revealed that female students use meta-
cognitive reading strategies more often than male students. According to Manizheh’ findings, female 
students are more skillful in applying the reading strategies, especially in using strategies for solving 
reading problems. Compared with female students, male students are more likely to face language-
related problems (Halpern, 2000). 

Females performed better in answering HOTS questions is partly because they are good at guessing 
meaning and identifying main ideas (Yazdanpanah, 2007). Meanwhile, compared with male students, 
female students are more likely to have more frequency of reading and more active attitude towards 
reading and school (Logan & Johnston, 2009). Saidi (2012) study also showed that females are more 
hardworking than males. Ala and Mohsen (2017) further demonstrated that females significantly 
outperformed male in critical reading while there is no significant difference between males and females 
on three levels of reading comprehension, namely, literal, inferential and appreciative.  

Realizing that male students are in a disadvantage position in reading comprehension, some 
researchers (Logan & Johnston, 2010) began to search ways to help male students and find out their 
specific advantages in reading comprehension. Researchers found that the reading material influences 
students’ performance as male students perform better in answering multiple-choice reading questions 
related to topics of laser thermometers, volcanoes, cars and football players (Bügel & Buunk, 1996). 
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Male students also tend to outperform female at document materials (OECD, 2016). At the same time, 
males rather than females are more favored in terms of logical inference (Pae, 2004).    

Besides, previous researchers of L1 and L2 investigated the  correlation between the reading 
content and the gender of the of the reader. Bray and Barron (2004) found that interest has a stronger 
impact on girls’ test performance. Seyedjamal (2014) further found that females outperformed males in 
all text content in the university setting. As stressed by Oakhill and Petrides (2007), compared with 
boys, girls’ performance was relatively little affected by text content so that girls tent to continue 
reading with lower-interesting text. As such, it is meaningful  for the current research to  follow the 
previous researches in focusing on the gender factor as well as the types of reading materials in 
studying HOTS and LOTS reading comprehension among Chinese undergraduates. 
 

3. Methodology 
In this study, the researcher utilized a descriptive research design using the quantitative data. The 

sample are 411 second year undergraduates (261 females and 150 males) from a university in Hunan, 
China. These students learn English as a foreign language and they are selected using purposive 
sampling from 5 faculties.   

A reading comprehension test which involves 5 different passages, namely economy, entertainment, 
education, technology and natural disaster. Each passage (around 500 words for each text) was used as 
an instrument to gauge students level of comprehension in HOTS and LOTS questions. For each 
passage there are 2 HOTS and 3 LOTS multiple choice questions. All their scores for LOTS and HOTS 
question are changed onto percentages before the analysis. 

The researcher also did a pilot test among 40 students to obtain the reliability of the instrument. 
Based on the results of the pilot study, some questions are modified and the testing hour of the actual 
test is decided to be two hours. The reliability calculator created by Del Siegle showed that the 
instrument is highly reliable (KR21=0.70, KR20=0.75, Cronbach’s Alpha=0.75). 
RQ 1: Is there a significant difference in students’ performance in reading comprehension of LOTS 
questions according to gender? 
 

Table 1.  
Comparison of students’ mean scores in English reading comprehension of LOTS questions according to gender. 

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean Difference t-value df p-value 
Male 150 42.80 17.53 -11.73 -6.27 409 0.000 

Female 261 54.53 18.64 
      Note: Level of significance at p<0.05. 

 

4. Data Analysis and Results 
The findings in Table 1 indicated the female undergraduates’ LOTS scores in EFL reading 

comprehension is much higher (Mean=54.3; SD=18.64) than the male undergraduates (Mean=42.80; 
SD=17.53). Results of the independent samples t- test clearly show that the female undergraduates 
performed significantly better compared with the males in LOTS EFL reading comprehension (t=-6.27; 
df=409; Mean difference=-11.73; p=.000). 
RQ 2: Is there a significant difference in students’ performance in reading comprehension of HOTS 
questions according to gender? 
 

Table 2.  
Comparison of students’ mean scores in English reading comprehension of HOTS questions according to gender.   

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean Difference t-value df p-value 
Male 150 38.26 19.89 -10.20 -4.69 409 0.000 

Female 261 48.46 21.90 
     Note: Level of significance at p<0.05.  
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The findings exhibited in Table 2 showed that the female undergraduates’ HOTS scores in EFL 
reading comprehension is higher (Mean=48.46; SD=21.90) than the male undergraduates (Mean=38.26; 
SD=19.89).  The results of  the independent sample t- test showed that the female undergraduates 
performed significantly better compared with their male counterparts in answering HOTS EFL reading 
comprehension questions (t=-4.69; df=409; Mean difference=-10.20; p=.000).  

RQ 3: Is there a significant difference in students’ overall performance in reading comprehension 
according to gender? 
 

Table 3.  
Comparison of students’ Overall mean scores in English reading comprehension according to gender.  

Group N Mean Std. Deviation Mean Difference t-value Df p-value 
Male 150 40.98 16.32 -11.12 

-6.24 409 0.000 
Female 261 52.10 17.94 

        Note: Level of significance at p<0.05. 

 
The findings in Table 3 showed that the female students’ overall mean scores in EFL reading 

comprehension is much higher (Mean=52.10, SD=17.94) than their male counterparts (Mean=40.98, 
SD=16.32). The results of the Independent samples t-test indicated that the female students performed 
significantly better compared with the male students (t=-6.24; df=409; Mean difference=-11.12; p=.000). 
These findings indicated that there is a significant difference in students’ performance in term of 
answering overall EFL reading comprehension questions.   
RQ 4: Is there a significant difference in students’ performance in answering HOTS questions for 
different types of reading materials according to gender? 
 
Table 4. 
Comparison of students’ mean scores in answering HOTS questions for different types of reading materials according to 

gender. 

Reading 
Material 

Group N Mean Std. deviation Mean 
difference 

t-value df p-value 

Economy Male 150 40.33 36.95 -14.65 -3.95 409 0.000 
Female 261 54.98 35.82 

Education Male 150 34.00 34.91 -5.46 -1.53 409 0.128 

Female 261 39.46 35.00 
Entertainme

nt 
Male 150 27.67 32.53 -15.25 -4.01 409 0.000 

Female 261 42.91 39.44 
Natural 
disaster 

Male 150 33.67 35.94 -6.75 -1.76 409 0.079 

Female 261 40.42 38.38 
Technology Male 150 55.67 37.33 -8.89 -2.51 409 0.012 

Female 261 64.56 32.80 

Note: Level of significance at p<0.05. 

 
The findings in Table 4 indicated the female undergraduates’ HOTS scores in answering the 

reading material of Economy is much higher (Mean=54.98; SD=35.82) than the male undergraduates 
(Mean=40.33; SD=36.95). Results of the independent samples t- test clearly show that the female 
undergraduates performed significantly better compared with the males in their reading comprehension 
for text of Economy (t=-3.95; df=409; Mean difference=-14.65; p=.000).  

The results also clearly indicate that for the text of Entertainment, the female undergraduates’ 
HOTS scores is also much higher (Mean=42.91; SD=39.44) than the male undergraduates (Mean=27.67; 
SD=32.53). Results of the independent samples t-test also show that the female undergraduates 
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performed significantly better compared with the males (t=-4.01; df=409; Mean difference=-15.25; 
p=.000).  

In terms of text on Technology, the female undergraduates’ HOTS scores is also much higher 
(Mean=64.56; SD=32.80) than the male undergraduates (Mean=55.67; SD=37.33). However, results of 
the independent samples t- test show that there is no significant difference between male and female 
undergraduates in their comprehension for text on Technology (t=-8.89; df=409; Mean difference=-
2.51; p=.012).  

The findings also revealed that there is no significant difference between male and female 
undergraduates in their comprehension for text on Education (t=-1.53; df=409; Mean difference=-5.46; 
p=.128). Similarly for the text on Natural disaster the difference between males and females is not 
significant (t=-1.76; df=409; Mean difference=-6.75; p=.079). 
RQ 5: Is there a significant difference in students’ performance in answering LOTS questions for 
different types of reading materials according to gender? 
 
Table 5. 
Comparison of students’ mean scores in answering LOTS questions for different types of reading materials according  to gender. 

Types of reading 
material 

Group N Mean Std. 
deviation 

Mean 
difference 

t-value df p-
value 

Economy Male 150 59.11 27.89 -6.92 -2.49 409 0.013 
Female 261 66.03 26.71 

Education Male 150 35.78 29.94 -21.82 -7.01 409 0.000 

Female 261 57.60 30.64 
Entertainment Male 150 18.45 21.69 -10.16 -4.01 409 0.000 

Female 261 28.61 26.29 
Natural disaster Male 150 42.67 31.16 -15.70 -4.87 409 0.000 

Female 261 58.37 31.68 
Technology Male 150 47.56 31.69 -15.02 -4.75 409 0.000 

Female 261 62.58 30.39 

Note: Level of significance at p<0.05. 

 
The findings in Table 5 indicated the female undergraduates’ LOTS scores in answering the reading 

material of Education is much higher (Mean=57.60;SD=30.64) than the male undergraduates 
(Mean=35.78; SD=29.94). Results of the independent samples t-test clearly show that the female 
undergraduates performed significantly better compared with the males in their reading comprehension 
for text of Education (t=-7.01; df=409; Mean difference=-21.82; p=.000).  

The results also clearly indicate that for the text of Entertainment, the female undergraduates’ 
LOTS scores is also much higher (Mean=28.61; SD=26.29) than the male undergraduates (Mean=18.45; 
SD=21.69). Results of the independent samples t-test also show that the female undergraduates 
performed significantly better compared with the males for text of Entertainment (t=-4.01; df=409; 
Mean difference=-10.16; p=.000).  

In terms of text on Natural disaster, the female undergraduates’ LOTS scores is also much higher 
(Mean=58.37; SD=31.68) than the male undergraduates (Mean=42.67; SD=31.16). The results of the 
independent samples t-test also show that there is a significant difference between male and female 
undergraduates in their comprehension for text on Natural disaster (t=-4.87; df=409; Mean difference=-
15.70; p=.000).  

Similarly, the female undergraduates’ LOTS scores in answering the reading material of 
Technology is much higher (Mean=62.58;SD=30.39) than the male undergraduates (Mean=47.56; 
SD=31.69). Results of the independent samples t-test clearly show that the female undergraduates 
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performed significantly better compared with the males in their reading comprehension for text of 
Technology (t=-4.75; df=409; Mean difference=-15.02; p=.000).  

The findings also revealed that when answering LOTS comprehension for text on Economy, the 
female undergraduates performed better (Mean=66.03; SD=26.71) than their male counterparts 
(Mean=59.11; SD=27.89). However, findings from the independent samples t-test indicate that 
although females performed better compared with their male counterparts, their scores are not 
significantly higher (t=-2.49; df=409; Mean difference=-6.92; p=.013).  
RQ 6: Is there a significant difference in students’ overall performance in answering different types of 
reading materials according to gender? 
 

Table 6. 
Comparison of students’ overall mean scores in answering different types of reading materials according to gender.  

Reading 
material 

Group N Mean Std. 
deviation 

Mean 
difference 

t-value Df p-value 

Economy Male 150 51.60 25.41 -10.01 -4.03 409 0.000 
Female 261 61.60 23.51 

Education Male 150 35.07 25.48 -15.28 -5.89 409 0.000 

Female 261 50.34 25.21 
Entertainment Male 150 28.40 22.74 -5.62 -2.21 409 0.000 

Female 261 34.02 26.04 
Natural 
disaster 

Male 150 39.07 26.76 -12.12 -4.21 409 0.000 

Female 261 51.19 28.83 
Technology Male 150 50.80 27.67 -12.57 -4.76 409 0.000 

Female 261 63.37 24.64 

Note: Level of significance at p<0.05. 

 
The findings in Table 6 indicated that for reading material of Economy the mean score of female 

undergraduates is higher (Mean=61.60; SD=23.51)  than the male undergraduates than the male 
undergraduates (Mean=51.60; SD=25.41). Results of the Independent samples t- test clearly show that 
the female undergraduates performed significantly better compared with the males  (t=-4.03; df=409; 
Mean difference=-10.01; p=.000).  

Female undergraduates’ mean score in answering the reading material of Education is also much 
higher (Mean=50.34; SD=25.21) than the male undergraduates (Mean=35.07; SD=25.48). Results of 
the independent samples t- test clearly reveal that the female undergraduates performed significantly 
better compared with the males in reading comprehension for text of Education (t=-5.89; df=409; Mean 
difference=-15.28; p=.000).  

Meanwhile, female undergraduates has a much higher mean score in answering the reading text of 
Entertainment (Mean=34.02; SD=26.04) than their male counterparts (Mean=28.40; SD=22.74). 
Results of the independent samples t- test indicate that the female undergraduates performed 
significantly better compared with the males in  reading comprehension for text of Entertainment (t=-
2.21; df=409; Mean difference=-5.62; p=.000).  

The situation is similar when considering undergraduates’ performance of answering the reading 
material of Natural disaster. Female undergraduates’ overall score in answering the reading material of 
Natural disaster is much higher (Mean=51.19; SD=28.83) than the male undergraduates (Mean=39.07; 
SD=26.76). Results of the independent samples t- test clearly show that the female undergraduates 
performed significantly better compared with the males in in  reading comprehension for text of Natural 
disaster (t=-4.21; df=409; Mean difference=-12.12; p=.000).  
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In term of answering the reading material of Technology, female undergraduates’ overall score is 
much higher (Mean=63.37; SD=24.64) than the male undergraduates (Mean=50.80; SD=27.67). Results 
of the independent samples t- test clearly show that the female undergraduates performed significantly 
better compared with the males in comprehending text of Technology (t=-4.76; df=409; Mean 
difference=-12.57; p=.000).  
 

5. Discussions 
The findings in the current study support findings of Arellano and Dolores (2013) which showed 

that female students find it easier to answer LOTS questions because they have  better skills than male 
students in getting information. Findings of Table 2 clearly answered RQ 2 that there is a significant 
difference in students’ performance when they answer HOTS reading comprehension questions. The 
findings in the current study is in line with findings by Arellano and Dolores (2013) and Yazdanpanah 
(2007) which indicated that female students have higher achievements in reading comprehension 
especially in answering HOTS questions due to their better language learning skills (Zhenhui, 2005). 
Consistent with findings of Arellano and Dolores (2013); Mullis et al. (2003); Mullis et al. (2007); Ming 
Chui and McBride-Chang (2006) this study also revealed that female students performed better in 
answering reading comprehension questions. Meanwhile, these findings clearly answered RQ 4 that 
there is a difference in students’ HOTS reading performance in different types of reading materials 
according to gender. Female students performed better especially in answering the reading materials on 
Economy and Entertainment. These results are consistent with findings of Ming Chui and McBride-
Chang (2006) which showed that girls performed better than boys in reading comprehension. Study by 
Halpern (2000) also stressed that language-related problems are more common in boys compared with 
girls. In addition, Bray and Barron (2004) found that there is a stronger positive relationship between 
topic interest and comprehension performance for girls compared with boys. They opined that reading 
uninterested topics, girls are more likely to persist while boys tend to give up. Moreover, these results 
clearly answered RQ 5 that there is a difference in students’ LOTS reading performance related with 
different types of reading materials according to gender. Female students performed especially better in 
answering the reading material of Education, Entertainment, Natural disaster and Technology. This 
result further proved that females performed better on humanities-related topics (Brantmeier, 2001). 
Maybe this is because females performed better on learning skills relevant to the course grade (Ala & 
Mohsen, 2017). The females’ higher score may also due to their continuous persistence with reading 
even with texts of low-interest (Oakhill & Petrides, 2007). In terms of RQ 6, the results revealed that 
there is a significant difference in students’ overall performance in different types of reading materia ls 
(Economy, Education, Entertainment, Natural disaster and Technology) according to gender. The 
findings of the current study is parallel with results showed by Brantmeier (2001); Brantmeier (2003) 
and Seyedjamal (2014) which indicated that the females performed better on familiar text. As stressed 
by Saidi (2012) females use more strategies including memory strategies, cognitive and meta-cognitive 
strategies, as well as compensation strategies than males while learning. As such, the females 
outperform the males in their comprehension of all the reading materials. 
 

6. Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations  
According to the results of the quantitative data, the mean scores of the Chinese female 

undergraduates were higher than their male counterparts. The analysis indicated that the Chinese 
female undergraduates performed significantly better than the male undergraduates in answering 
HOTS, LOTS and Overall EFL reading comprehension questions. When dealing with the reading 
material of Economy, Education, Entertainment, Natural disaster and Technology, the female 
undergraduates also performed significantly better then their male counterparts.  

These finds in the current study is in consistent with the findings of researchers like Arellano and 
Dolores (2013); Yazdanpanah (2007). This study also supported Bloom’s Taxonomy which separated 
students’ thinking skills into different levels arranged from simple to complex, that is from LOTS and 
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HOTS. Compared with the LOTS, HOTS is more difficult for students to master which is in line with 
the findings of this current study. In terms of  pedagogical implication, the Chinese EFL teachers should 
try to find better strategies to improve students’ LOTS and HOTS comprehension. 

Meanwhile, the results of the current study is in line with the findings of OECD (2016) and Pae 
(2004) which claimed that female students and male students performed differently when answering 
different types of reading materials. It is necessary for Chinese EFL teachers to take the reading 
materials into consideration when practice students’ reading comprehension.  

This study has many limitations. The first limitation relates to the reading material as there are 
only 5 types of reading passages used in this study (economy, entertainment, education, technology and 
natural disaster). As such the results of this study cannot be generalized to other types of reading 
comprehension such as sports, science, advertisement, history and so on. The second limitation is the 
sample which only consists of second year students from one university with limited number (411). 
Therefore, the findings cannot generalize to the whole country or different samples. The third 
limitation is that this study only used multiple-choice questions. As such, the findings can only 
generalized to the same type of EFL reading comprehension using multiple-choice questions.  
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