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ABSTRACT

This research investigates the effectiveness of Question-Answer Relationship and
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies for enhancing students' reading
comprehension to students with high and low critical thinking. This research is
quantitative research by applying experimental factorial design 2x2. The
participants of this research were 26 students of XI-IPS1 as the first experimental
group and 25 students of XI-IPS 2 as the second experimental group at the Islamic
Private Senior High School Sultan Agung 3 Semarang. The findings of this study
show that (1) Question-Answer Relationship strategy has a better effect for
students with high and low critical thinking (2) Question-Answer Relationship
and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies are equal treated to students with high
critical thinking (3) Question-Answer Relationship strategy has better effect to
students with low critical thinking (4) the students with high and low critical
thinking improve equally treated by Question-Answer Relationship strategy (5)
the students with high critical thinking improve better treated by Anticipation-
Reaction Guide strategy (6) there is an interaction among reading comprehension,
teaching strategies, and their critical thinking. To sum up, there is an interaction
among teaching strategies, reading comprehension, and students' critical thinking
in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with high and low
critical thinking.

Keywords: Anticipation-Reaction Guide, High Critical Thinking, Low Critical
Thinking, Question-Answer Relationship, Teaching Reading.
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INTRODUCTION

English is an international language. It is essential to master it either in
spoken or written form. People should communicate in English when they go
abroad to avoid misunderstanding. Moreover, ASEAN communication
globalization begins recently. ASEAN People should master English well to
compete in the ASEAN globalization era. ASEAN countries negotiate their
products or join one another to gain several advantages, mainly to increase their
income. They, of course, use English as a means of communication. Indonesian
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people have various talents. It should be prepared well for battling in life, mainly
for students who are still studying at school. Schools tend to foster their students
to improve their ability to learn subjects at school. They provide facilities for their
learning as well as possible to obtain the best output.

Reading is one of the skills which the students must master. The skill is
related to the implementation of the School-Based Curriculum in comprehending
the English materials. The teachers try to facilitate their students to master English
through reading comprehension. In the process of reading comprehension,
students get involved in comprehending the meaning of the text read. Snow
(2002: xiii) stated that the RRSG started its thought by describing the term
reading comprehension as the activity of simultaneously extracting and creating
meaning from interaction and participation with written language.

There are several kinds of text which can be taught at school, particularly
at Senior High School. One of them is the hortatory exposition. This text enhances
students' reading comprehension and critical thinking, such as giving opinions
toward the text conveyed by the writer.

There are several strategies to support the teachers teaching in the
classroom. The techniques are used to teach reading, listening, speaking, or
writing skills. One of the reading strategies is Question-Answer Relationship
(QAR). This strategy is appropriate to enhance students' reading comprehension.
Furtado and Pastell (2012: 1) stated that the Question-Answer Relationship
(QAR) strategy provides students with tools to decode and understand what they
read.

Another strategy used in teaching reading comprehension is Anticipation-
Reaction Guide. In this strategy, students need to interpret their thought through
the statements stated on the question sheet. They are needed to solve through
agreement or even notice. Bean (2003: 8) said that Anticipation-Reaction Guide
consists of sequences of messages at the three levels of comprehension-right on
the page, thinking and searching, and on your own. Based on the information
above, students need to think critically in conveying their thoughts toward the
question sheet’s statements.

Critical thinking can support students in reading and making notes when
reading. Cottrell (2005: 164) said that it is not unusual for people to suspend
critical thinking when reading and to make notes. For instance, they often think it
is tolerable to read and make notes in a non-selective or non-critical way, collect a
collection of notes, and then utilize critical thinking to the messages.

From the elaborated description above, the researcher is interested in
researching by the title "The Effectiveness of Question-Answer Relationship and
Anticipation-Reaction Guide Strategies for Teaching Reading Hortatory
Exposition Texts to Students with High and Low Critical Thinking." The
researcher talks about the increase of students' reading comprehension through
both strategies. The research includes first and second experimental groups, which
receive different treatments from each group. It is expected that students can
enhance their reading comprehension through both strategies.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Reading skill is very important to have for people particularly students.
People can get more knowledge through reading. They can obtain information by
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reading texts or even signs. They have accurate references, cannot avoid reading,

and read the news everywhere.

There are four skills in studying English. Reading is one of them.
Meanwhile, the kinds of the skill generally are two. They are productive and
receptive skills, as explained by Hadfield and Charles (2008: 72). They explained
productive skills require students to produce something such as language, such as
are writing and speaking.

In contrast, receptive skills such as reading and listening require students
to receive and understand the information from the learning materials. So, reading
skill requires students to absorb the knowledge from the materials taught.

In the activity of reading comprehension, students are required to respond
to a given text in some ways as they try to understand what they are reading.
There are some processes in reading comprehension. Firstly, focusing on and
retrieve explicitly stated information. Students need to find the information or
ideas in the text related to the answer. The information obtained is usually found
in a single sentence or phrase. Secondly, making straightforward inferences.
Students need to connect two ideas in closed sentences and fill a gap in meaning.
They tend to recognize the relationship even though the idea is not stated in the
text. Thirdly, interpreting and integrating ideas and information. Their reading
comprehension enhances students through their critical thinking or thought. They
connect the text with their own knowledge and experience. Fourthly, examining
and evaluating the content, language, and textual elements. Students need to
organize their understanding of the text genre, structure, and comprehension in
language devices.

Students need to actively process what they read to be successful in
reading comprehension. They need to be supported by the necessary vocabulary,
fluency, and text-appropriate background knowledge. They can expand their
understanding through practice with some strategies to monitor their
understanding, increase their intrinsic interest in the text, and create objectives
and aim for their reading.

There are several activities in getting successful reading comprehension.
They are prior knowledge activation, pre-reading, predicting, extending
comprehension strategies, and summarizing. There is a student relationship
between both the questions and answers of this strategy. Students are encouraged
to classify the different kinds and levels of questions such as thinking and
searching, right there, my mind questions, and the author and me. It assists them
in considering the answers from the text and their background knowledge.

National Behaviour Support Service (NBSS, n.d.: 1) proposed the designs
of teaching QAR. The procedures are as follows:

(1) The teacher is Introducing the strategy to the students with the chart of the
method. It can help students refer to the strategy.

(2) The teacher is making QAR questions from the small section of text. The
questions are usually not more than five sentences. The questions can be
taken from four types of QAR questions. They are thinking and searching,
right there, on my mind questions, and author and me. Thinking and
searching questions can be answered from the pieces of text. Right there
questions can be answered from the phrase within one sentence. "Own mind"
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questions can be answered from students' prior knowledge. Meanwhile,
author and my mind questions can be answered from the text stated indirectly
and previous knowledge of students.

(3) The teacher is giving them the example of questions to answer in tiny groups
and recognize the QAR levels they used.

(4) The teacher is asking them to work individually to answer the questions and
get them to explore the kinds of questions in their textbooks.

Reading cited in Peng (2007: 2) raised two concerns with using QAR.
Firstly, QAR was intended to explain question-answer types rather than to
determine the correct responses. Secondly, he argues that deciding the nature of
the question-answer relationship logically follows the answering of the question
rather than preceding it. It can be indicated that QAR can be best regarded as a
monitoring tool for readers to receive feedback on their responses.

There are several benefits of a Question-Answer Relationship strategy.
The students become aware of what the question is and where it comes from.
Students can recognize the types of questions related to the text. They can answer
quickly by identifying the types of questions.

Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy engages students in reading. It gives
them something to think before reading and something to look for while reading.
This strategy also forces them to find evidence for their beliefs. They should think
to state their statement of agreement or disagreement. The strategy helps students
enhance their thought by providing their arguments towards the comments.

Here are the procedures of an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy
conducted in the classroom proposed by Bouchard (2005: 66):

(1) The teacher is beginning the procedure by classifying three to five significant
concepts. They can be explicit or implicit.

(2) The teacher is is writing a short, clear, brief, and declarative sentence for
every idea.

(3) The teacher is giving the students a copy of the Anticipation-Reaction Guide
before they read the text. They respond to the sentences and check the suitable
box, disagree or agree. Then, they talk about their previous reaction and
prepare to control themselves. After that, they read the text. They continue to
respond to their decision in the first step before reading the text. They
compare "before" and "after" responses and talk about any changes in critical
thinking.

(4) It can also be conducted in a small cooperative group setting.

There are six core critical thinking skills that students must master in
learning English, particularly reading comprehension. They are analysis,
evaluation, inference, interpretation, self-regulation, and explanation.

People sometimes refer to the word "argument” as a quarrel or verbal fight,
but in critical thinking, an argument can be classified as the reasons supporting a
claim. The argument can be either bad or good. A lousy argument fails to show
that a closure is worthy of acceptance. Meanwhile, a good argument shows that
the closure is worthy of acceptance.

RESEARCH METHOD
The approach of this research is a quantitative study because it deals with
counting terms. The design of this study is an experimental one. It focuses on the
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effectiveness of Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide
strategies in enhancing students' reading comprehension of hortatory exposition
texts to high and low students' critical thinking. This study uses a post-test
comparison group experimental design to compare the effects of a Question-
Answer Relationship to an Anticipation-Reaction Guide on students' reading
comprehension.

The population of this research is the students of eleventh grade. They are
the second grade level of Senior High School and chosen as the subject of the
study. There are 81 students in the eleventh grade of Islamic Private Senior High
School Sultan Agung 3 Semarang in 2014/2015. In the second semester, the
School-Based Curriculum contains the genre of hortatory exposition text
supporting the research in that level. The sample of the study was XI-IPS 1. It
consists of 26 students, and XI-IPS 2 consists of 25 students. The first
experimental group is XI-IPS 1 and the second experimental one is XI-IPS 2.

The methods in collecting the data of the research are critical thinking
level tests, try-out, pretest, treatments, and post-test. The try-out was done in the
first step. It was used to determine the validity, reliability, and practicality of the
instrument. There were 15 questions of try-out questions administered to students.
The form of the test was a reading comprehension test. A Critical thinking test
was conducted in the first meeting of the research. The result of the test helped the
researcher classify the students into high and low critical thinking. They were
asked to rewrite the text which they read by using their own words. The pretest
was done in the following meeting. The students had a pretest before they were
taught by using Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide
strategies. The form of a pretest was in the form of reading comprehension of
hortatory exposition text. The treatments were conducted in teaching reading
hortatory exposition texts to students of the first experimental group through a
Question-Answer Relationship strategy. There were three meetings of the
treatments. The treatments were conducted in teaching reading hortatory
exposition texts to students of the second experimental group through an
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy. There were three meetings of the
treatments. Posttest was conducted. The students had a post-test after they were
taught by applying Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies. The form of the post-test was in the form of reading
comprehension of hortatory exposition text.

The assessment rubric of critical thinking measures the data acquired from
a critical thinking level test. Meanwhile, the data gained from the pretest and post-
test were measured by a reading rubric. The data of critical thinking level and
post-test were examined by utilizing SPSS 18.0. It is to see the significant
difference in students' achievement. The data of study hypotheses 1 to 5 were
examined by utilizing an independent sample t-test of SPSS 18.0. Then, the data
of study hypothesis 6 were examined by utilizing ANOVA of SPSS 18.0.

FINDING AND DISCUSSION
Finding

The research begins with the test of critical thinking. Then, the researcher
conducted a pretest. The first strategy used in the study was a Question-Answer
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Relationship strategy. This strategy was implemented to teach reading hortatory
exposition texts to students with high and low critical thinking in the first
experimental group. The second strategy applied in this research was an
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy. This strategy was implemented to teach
reading hortatory exposition texts to students with high and low critical thinking
of the second experimental group. The last step of the research was a post-test.
The test of hypothesis is used to answer the questions of research.

The null hypothesis (Ho) 1 indicates no significant difference between
Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies in
teaching reading hortatory exposition texts. Then, the alternative hypothesis (Ha) 1
shows the significant difference between Question-Answer Relationship and
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies in teaching reading hortatory exposition
texts to students with high and low critical thinking.

Table 1. Independent Samples Test of Hypothesis 1

Levene's Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances

Std | 95% Confidence
. Interval of the
Err Difference

or

Dif
Sig. fer
F Sig. T df 2- Mean enc
tailed) | Difference | e | Lower | Upper
Postt Equal 1422 23%| 3317 490002 1113385 | 3.3 4.3875| 17.88011
est  variances 570 g
assumead ]
Equal 3206 | 43752 002 1113385 | 33| 43252 1784250
variances 178 0
not 3
azsumead

It indicates that the score of sig (2-tailed) is 0.002. It means that Ho is
denied, and Ha is received. So, there is a significant difference for both Question-
Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies implemented in
teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with high and low critical
thinking. The strategy that has a better effect in education reading hortatory
exposition texts to students with high and low critical thinking is a Question-
Answer Relationship strategy. The mean score of a Question-Answer Relationship
strategy is higher Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy is lower.

The null hypothesis (Ho) 2 of the research shows no difference in the
effectiveness for both Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with
high critical thinking. Then, the alternative hypothesis (Ha) 2 of this research
shows that a Question-Answer Relationship strategy is more effective than an
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy in teaching reading hortatory exposition
texts to students with high critical thinking.
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Table 2. Independent Samples Test of Hypothesis 2
Levene's
Test for
Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
| Sig. | Mean Std. 95% Confidence
(2- Differ | Error Interval of the
F Sig. t Df tailed) | ence | Differe Difference
nce Lower Upper
Post Egual 463| 304 116 21 S09 | 54545 1471270 -| 1054604
test wvanances 025513
assimed
Equal 114 18558 S10| 54545 1477214 -| 1054978
varances 045887
not
assumed

It indicates that the score of sig (2-tailed) is 0.909. It means that Ho is
received, but Ha is denied. So, there is no significant difference for both Question-
Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies for students with
high critical thinking. Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies are equal in the effectiveness of teaching reading hortatory
exposition texts to students with high critical thinking. There is no significant
difference for both Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies to students with high critical thinking.

The null hypothesis (Ho) 3 of this research shows no difference in the
effectiveness for both Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with
low critical thinking. Then, the alternative hypothesis (Ha) 3 shows that a
Question-Answer Relationship strategy is more effective than an Anticipation-
Reaction Guide strategy in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students
with low critical thinking.

Table 3. Independent Samples Test of Hypothesis 3

Levene's
Test for
Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of
Variances
Sig 0504
. Mea!ll Std. Confidence
(2- | Diffe | Error | Interval of the
F [Sig.| T df tail | rence | Differ Difference
ed) ence | Lower | Upper
Posttest Equal 291 (.594| 5355 26| .00) 19.30|3.6413 | 12.015 | 26.984
varances 0 000 5 o0
assumed
Equal 33533 24899 | 00| 193036413 | 11998 | 27.001
wvanances 0 000 5 06 04
not
azmumed

It indicates that the score of sig (2-tailed) is 0.000. It means that Ho is
denied, and Ha is received. So, there is a significant difference for both Question-
Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies for students with
low critical thinking. Question-Answer Relationship strategy has a better effect
than Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy in teaching reading hortatory
exposition texts to students with low critical thinking. The mean score of the
Question-Answer Relationship strategy is higher than the Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategy.
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The null hypothesis (Ho) 4 of this research shows no difference in the
improvement between students with high and low critical thinking in teaching
reading hortatory exposition texts through the Question-Answer Relationship
strategy. The alternative hypothesis (Ha) 4 of this research shows students with
high critical thinking improve better than students with low critical thinking in
teaching reading hortatory exposition texts using the Question-Answer
Relationship strategy.

Table 4. Independent Samples Test of Hypothesis 4

Levene's
Test for
Equality t-test for Equality of Means
of
Variances
Sig. |[Mean | Std. 95% Confidence
(2- | Diffe | Error Interval of the
F | Sig. t df | taile | rence | Differ Difference
d) ence | Lower | Upper
Post Equal 039 845 | 303 24| 764 | 121440073 -7.05648 | 948503
Test wanances 29 5
assumed
Equal 305 23.8( 763 | 1214 |30783 | 609865 | 942713
wvanances 24 29 1
not
assumed

It indicates that the score of sig (2-tailed) is 0.764. It means that Ho is
received, but Ha is denied. There is no significant difference for both students with
high and low critical thinking treated by using a Question-Answer Relationship
strategy. Students with low and high critical thinking improve equally treated
utilizing the Question-Answer Relationship strategy because there is no
significant difference for both students with low and high critical thinking treated
by using the Question-Answer Relationship strategy.

The null hypothesis (Ho) 5 of the research shows no difference in the
improvement between students with high and low critical thinking in teaching
reading hortatory exposition texts using an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy.
The alternative hypothesis (Hz) 5 of the research shows that students with high
critical thinking improve more than students with low critical thinking in teaching
reading hortatory exposition texts using an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy.

Table 5. Independent Samples Test of Hypothesis 5

Levene's
Test for t-test for Equality of Means
Equality of
Variances
9504
Sig. | Mean Std. Confidence
(2- | Differ | Error | Interval of the
F | sig. t Df |tailed | ence | Differe | Difference
)] nce | Lower | Upper
Post Equal 1.030] 316 4.142 23| 000| -17.74 |428340| _26.60 | B.279
test  varances 026 133 19
assumed
Equal 3947|1665 001 -17.74 449508 | 2723 | -8.241
vanances not 1 026 021 31
asswmed

It indicates that the score of sig (2-tailed) is 0.000. It means that Ho is
denied, and Ha is received. So, there is a significant difference for both students
with high and low critical thinking treated by using an Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategy. Students with high critical thinking improve better than the



Haris Hamdani

THE EFFECTIVENESS OF QUESTION-ANSWER RELATIONSHIP

AND ANTICIPATION-REACTION GUIDE STRATEGIES FOR TEACHING
READING HORTATORY EXPOSITION TEXTS TO STUDENTS WITH HIGH
AND LOW CRITICAL THINKING

students with low critical thinking treated by using an Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategy because the mean score of students with high critical thinking is
higher than the students with low critical thinking.

The null hypothesis (Ho) 6 of this research shows no interaction among
reading comprehension, teaching strategies, and students' critical thinking in
teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with high and low critical
thinking. Then, the alternative hypothesis (Ha) 6 of this research shows an
interaction among reading comprehension, teaching strategies, and students'
critical thinking in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with
high and low critical thinking.

Table 6. Factorial Design 2x2 with ANOVA Analysis

Source df F Sig.

Type I Sum of Mean

Squares Sguare

Cormrected Model 3528.008%) 3 1176.033 10,859 | 000
Intercept 217108149 1| 21710%.149)2004.754 | 000
Teaching Strategies 1267.174| 1 1267.174 11.701 | 001
Critical Thinking 261268 1 261268 7953 | 007
Teaching Strategies * Cmtical 1133003 | 1 1133.003 10.462 | 002
Thinking
Ermror 50800472 |47 108207
Total 223303000 |31
Comected Total 2612.039 |50

From the table above, it can be known that the P-value of teaching
strategies is 0.001. It is lower than a 0.05, which means that Ho is denied, but Ha
is received. It shows a significant difference between Question-Answer
Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies on the value of the post-
test. The P-value of critical thinking is 0.007. It is lower than a 0.05, which means
that Ho is denied, but Ha is received. It shows a significant difference between
students with high and low critical thinking on the post-test. The P-value in
teaching strategies*critical thinking is 0.002. It is lower than a 0.05, which means
that Ho is denied, but Ha is received. It shows that there is an interaction for both
teaching strategies and critical thinking. From the result above, it can be figured
that there is an interaction among reading comprehension, teaching strategies, and
students’ critical thinking in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students
with high and low critical thinking.

Discussion

This study aims to determine the effectiveness of Question-Answer
Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies in teaching reading
hortatory exposition texts to students with high and low critical thinking at Islamic
Private Senior High School Sultan Agung 3 Semarang. There are two groups in
this research. The first experimental group is XI-IPS 1. A Question-Answer
Relationship strategy treats this class. The second experimental group is XI-IPS 2.
This class is treated using an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy.

A Critical thinking test was conducted in the first meeting of the research.
It was used to classify students with high and low critical thinking. They need to
read the text in several minutes. Then, they were asked to rewrite the text that they
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had read without looking at the text, meaning that they are asked to use their
critical thinking in rewriting the text. The pretest was conducted in the following
meeting. The use of pretest was to compare the students' results of high and low
critical thinking. It was used before they were treated using Question-Answer
Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies and the post-test result
after they were treated using Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-
Reaction Guide strategies.

The researcher, as the teacher, implemented a Question-Answer
Relationship strategy for teaching reading hortatory exposition texts in the first
experimental group. There were three meetings for teaching the class. The
researcher used a Question-Answer Relationship strategy in the teaching process.
The researcher, as the teacher, implemented an Anticipation-Reaction Guide
strategy for teaching reading hortatory exposition texts in the second experimental
group. There were three meetings for teaching the class. The researcher used an
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy in the teaching process.

After being treated by the strategies, the students had a post-test. It was
used to compare students with high and low critical thinking after they were
treated using Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide
strategies with the result of pretest before they were treated using Question-
Answer Relationship Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies. The sample of the
research was taken for a test in statistics. It was used to know the standard
deviation, median, mean, minimum score, and maximum score.

Kolmogorov-Smirnov test for one sample in SPSS 18.0 was applied to
identify the normality test data in pretest and post-test. The P-values in the
normality of the pretest in the experimental group one in pretest are 0.939 and
0.874. The P-values are higher than a 0.05. Then, The P-values for the
experimental group two in the pretest are 0.973 and 0.755. They are higher than o
0.05. It can be figured that the data in the experimental group one and two in the
pretest have a normal distribution. The normality of the post-test shows that the
first experimental group post-test P-values are 0.989 and 0.703. They are higher
than o 0.05. The P-values in the post-test of an experimental group two are 0.997
and 0.866. The P-values are higher than o 0.05. It can be described that the data of
the experimental group one and two in the post-test have a normal distribution.

Levene's test is used to analyze the data of homogeneity test in pretest and
post-test. Based on the homogeneity test of the pretest, it indicates that P-value is
0.392. It shows that P-value is higher than o 0.05, which means that Ho is
received, but Ha is denied. It can be figured that the data of the pretest are
homogeneous. Based on the homogeneity test of the post-test, it shows that P-
value is 0.344. It shows that P-value is higher than a 0.05, it means that Ho is
received, but Ha is denied. It can be figured that the data of post-test are
homogeneous. In analyzing the first question, the value of sig (2-tailed) in the
post-test result of Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide Strategies to students with high and low critical thinking is 0.002 Ho is
rejected, and Ha is accepted. So, there is a significant difference between
Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies
implemented in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with high
and low critical thinking. The strategy that has a better effect in teaching reading
to students with high and low critical thinking is a Question-Answer Relationship

10
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strategy. The mean score of a Question-Answer Relationship strategy is higher
than an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy.

From the second research question, the value of sig (2-tailed) in a post-
test on Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies
is 0.909. It means that Ho is accepted and Ha is rejected. So, there is no significant
difference between Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies for students with high critical thinking. Question-Answer
Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies are equal in the
effectiveness of teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to students with high
critical thinking. There is no significant difference between Question-Answer
Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies to students with high
critical thinking.

From the third research question, the value of sig (2-tailed) in a post-test
on Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide to low critical
thinking students is 0.000. Ho is denied, but Ha is received. So, there is a
significant difference between Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-
Reaction Guide strategies for students with low critical thinking. Question-
Answer Relationship strategy has a better effect than Anticipation-Reaction Guide
strategy in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to low critical thinking
students. The mean score of the Question-Answer Relationship strategy is higher
than the Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy.

From the fourth research question, the value of sig (2-tailed) in a post-test
of high and low critical thinking students who are treated using the Question-
Answer Relationship strategy is 0.764. It means that Ho is received, and Ha is
denied. So, there is no significant difference for both students with high and low
critical thinking treated applying a Question-Answer Relationship strategy.
Students with high and low critical thinking improve equally by using the
Question-Answer Relationship strategy because there is no significant difference
for both students with high and low critical thinking treated applying the
Question-Answer Relationship strategy.

Based on the fifth study question, the value of sig (2-tailed) in a post-test
of high and low critical thinking students who are treated using the Anticipation-
Reaction Guide Strategy is 0.000. It means that Ho is denied, and Ha is received.
So, there is a significant difference for both students with high and low critical
thinking treated by applying an Anticipation Reaction Guide strategy. The
students with high critical thinking improve better than the students with low
critical thinking treated by using an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy because
the mean score of students with high critical thinking is higher than the students
with low critical thinking.

Related to the sixth research question, the P-value of teaching strategies is
0.001. It is lower than a 0.05, it means that Ho is denied, but Ha is received. It
shows a significant difference between Question-Answer Relationship and
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies on the value of the post-test. The P-value
of critical thinking is 0.007. It is lower than a 0.05, which means that Ho is denied,
but Ha is received. It shows a significant difference for both students with high
and low critical thinking on the post-test result. The P-value in teaching
strategies*critical thinking is 0.002. It is lower than a 0.05, which means that Ho
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is denied, but Ha is received. It shows that there is an interaction for both the
strategies of teaching and critical thinking. There is an interaction among reading
comprehension, the strategies of teaching, and critical thinking.

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION

There are six findings of the study. Firstly, the strategy that effectively
teaches reading hortatory exposition texts to high and low critical thinking
students is a Question-Answer Relationship strategy. The mean score of a
Question-Answer Relationship strategy is higher than an Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategy. Secondly, Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-
Reaction Guide strategies are equal in the effectiveness of teaching reading
hortatory exposition texts to high critical thinking students. There is no significant
difference for both Question-Answer Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategies to students with high critical thinking. Thirdly, a Question-
Answer Relationship strategy has a better effect than an Anticipation-Reaction
Guide strategy in teaching reading hortatory exposition texts to low essential
students of thinking. The mean score of a Question-Answer Relationship strategy
is higher than an Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy. Fourthly, the students
with high and low critical thinking improve equally by applying the Question-
Answer Relationship strategy because there is no significant difference for both
students with high and low critical thinking treated by applying the Question-
Answer Relationship strategy. Fifthly, the students with high critical thinking
improve better than the students with low critical thinking treated by using an
Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategy because the mean score of students with
high critical thinking is higher than the students with low critical thinking.
Sixthly, there is an interaction among reading comprehension, teaching strategies,
and critical thinking.

There are suggestions for other researchers. The other researchers should
do the other research dealing with the implementation of Question-Answer
Relationship and Anticipation-Reaction Guide strategies to gain the more precise
results of the research. They also should do further research related to critical
thinking on reading. The focus is on hortatory exposition texts to obtain deeper
findings.
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