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Abstract The current study sought to provide information
on whether ESL learners’ use of reading strategies is
associated with the type of text they are reading. To
address this objective, 21 ESL learners read 20 different
texts of varying types and answered the Metacognitive
Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory by Mokhtari
and Sheorey (J Educ Psychol 94(2):249-259, 2002) to
measure their use of reading strategies. Using descriptive
and inferential statistics, results showed that ESL learners
generally applied a wide range of strategies consistently
when reading different text types. These results were
explained using a schema-theoretic view of reading.
Findings further revealed that there was a significantly
higher use of global reading strategies compared to the two
other factors (i.e., problem-solving reading strategies and
support reading strategies). Such a finding was attributed to
the reading proficiency level of the learners. Theoretical
and practical implications are discussed.

Keywords Text type - Reading strategy - ESL reading -
ESL learners - Literacy

Introduction

Reading is an interactive process that involves simultane-
ous use of strategies for more efficient reading (Grabe
1991; Lau and Ho 2015). Hence, many scholars have
explored learners’ reading strategy use and how they are
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influenced by various factors such as gender, proficiency
level, and length of exposure to a target language. Another
factor that may have an influence on reading strategy use
and reading process is the type of text that learners read
(Fang 2008). For example, Meyer et al. (1980) posited that
learners’ lack of awareness of the type of text they read
prevented them from using appropriate reading plan and
strategies.

Since different learners use different reading strategies
when they approach a reading task, it is important to
understand how reading strategies are used in an ESL
context. Strategies that L1 readers use when reading texts
may not necessarily be the same reading strategies used by
ESL readers especially if reading strategies used by these
readers are influenced by the type of text they read. For
instance, Tercanlioglu (2004) found that while ESL readers
frequently use reading support strategies, L1 readers
reported frequent use of metacognitive reading strategies.

While many studies have explored the influence of text
structure on reading comprehension and retention (e.g.,
Carrell 1984; Grabe 1991; Koda 2005) and the factors that
influence reading strategy use (Anderson 1991; Denton
et al. 2015; Young and Oxford 1997), studies on comparing
the reading strategies used across different text types
remain underrepresented in the literature. Furthermore,
given the fact that strategy use is influenced by text diffi-
culty and that different text types have different difficulty
levels (Ellis 2009), it has been hypothesized that the use of
reading strategies would vary depending on the text types
read (Duke and Pearson 2008). However, there is a dearth
of studies that provide empirical evidence on this claim.

As such, the current study sought to provide information
on whether ESL learners’ use of reading strategies is
associated with the type of text they are reading. Specifi-
cally, the following questions were addressed: (1) To what
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extent do ESL learners use specific reading strategies per
text type? (2) Is there a relationship between the reading
strategies used by ESL learners across text types? Under-
standing the extent of reading strategies used by learners
and their relationship with text types will help reading
teachers design the reading activities that promote the use
of specific reading strategies. Consequently, such knowl-
edge will help learners adjust their reading strategies
depending on the text type being read. Finally, this study
will extend our understanding of the reading strategies and
text types. Specifically, it may reveal that each text type
may require a specific set of reading strategies for more
efficient reading. It may also suggest the possible rela-
tionship between text types and reading strategy awareness
and use among ESL learners.

Literature Review
Text Types

A text type refers to a mode of discourse that aims to fulfill
rhetorical and communicative purposes (Trosborg 1997).
Unlike genre that classifies texts based on external criteria
(e.g., activities which regularly occur in the society), text
types classify texts based on similarities in linguistic forms
and patterns no matter what the genre is. Hence, the term
text type is sometimes used interchangeably with discourse
structure, discourse pattern, text structure, rhetorical
organization, and top-level structure (Jiang and Grabe
2007).

According to Jacobs and Yong (2004), the features of
text types can be categorized into organizational structure
and language features. Organizational structure refers to
the usual parts or order exhibited by the text type, while
language features refer to grammatical features attached
with certain text types. In some instances, texts of the same
genre may manifest differences in linguistic patterns.

The common types of text include recount, persuasive
texts, transactional texts, narratives, process descriptions,
and expository texts (Fludernik 2000; Frgnes et al. 2013;
Hedge 1988). Although both narratives and recounts retell
a past event, a recount begins by telling the readers who are
involved, and when and where the event occurred. A nar-
rative, on the other hand, begins by describing the char-
acters, how they relate to one another, and their
motivations and goals. Furthermore, a narrative follows an
identifiable plot that includes exposition, rising action,
climax, and denouement. Procedural texts, though they
follow a sequence, primarily explain directions and
instructions for completing a task. It can be either
instructive or informative. Another widely used text type is
an expository text which describes or explains concepts.
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These include comparison-and-contrast, cause-and-effect,
definition, descriptive, and exemplification texts. Finally,
there are persuasive texts that aim to convince readers
(Fludernik 2000) and transactional texts that serve as a tool
for communicating ideas between individuals (Frgnes et al.
2013). Some examples of transactional texts are business
letters, interviews, and dialogic speeches.

Understanding the structure of different text types is
considered essential for effective reading (Barrot
2013, 2014b; Snyder 2010). In fact, several studies show
that readers’ awareness of text structure positively influ-
ences their reading process and text comprehension. For
instance, Snow (2002) observed that students who analyze
and understand text structure are more likely to learn more
than those who lack understanding of text structure. Sim-
ilarly, Kobayashi (2002) reported that students performed
better when reading a clearly structured text.

Schema Theory in Reading

One view of reading process that has emerged is that schema
significantly influences how readers approach a text (Graves
et al. 1998). Schema refers to the learners’ experience and
stored knowledge in the memory. It has been used to explain
various cognitive processes such as inferencing and problem
solving (Nassaji 2002). From a schematic—theoretic view,
how we use knowledge in comprehension has three
assumptions: (1) “that schemata are preexisting knowledge
structures stored in the mind, (2) that comprehension is a
process of mapping the information from the text onto these
preexisting knowledge structures, and (3) that knowledge-
based processes are predictive and reader-driven” (Nassaji
2002, p. 444). The notion of schema has led to the view that
L2 reading is an interactive process which involves both
data-driven and reader-driven processes.

Schema can be distinguished into content schema
(knowledge about people, culture, world, and universe) and
formal/textual schema (knowledge about text structure and
rhetorical organization) (Barnett 1989; Coiro and Dobler
2007). Since the present study deals with text types, the
focus of this discussion will be on formal/textual schema
and its influence on reading. Several studies have examined
the influence of textual schema on reading. For instance,
Carrell (1992) investigated the relationship between L2
learners’ awareness of text structure and recall of text
written in those structures. Her findings revealed that those
who were aware of text structure and used it in organizing
recalls showed superior recall than those who did not. The
same findings were obtained by Zhang (2008) when she
investigated the effects of textual schema on EFL learners’
reading comprehension. After analyzing the learners’ recall
protocol, data showed that the learners had better recall of
texts with a highly structured schema.
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Reading Strategies

The term °‘reading strategy’ has been part of teachers’
everyday vocabulary in reading classrooms. As defined,
reading strategies are “deliberate, goal-directed attempts to
control and modify the reader’s efforts to decode text,
understand words, and construct meaning of text” (Af-
flerbach et al. 2008, p. 368). Huang et al. (2009) and
Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) proposed three categories in
classifying reading strategies. These are global strategies,
problem-solving strategies (PROB), and support strategies
(SUP). Global strategies refer to those that are intentionally
and deliberately planned to monitor reading, such as pre-
viewing and predicting. Problem-solving strategies are
actions that readers use to better process difficult texts.
These strategies include getting word meaning through
context clues and visualization of text content. Finally,
there are support strategies that readers use to aid their
comprehension of the text.

Several factors have been investigated in relation to
reading strategy use. These include reading proficiency
level (Anderson 1991; Denton et al. 2015), gender (Denton
et al. 2015; Young and Oxford 1997), and mode (Huang
et al. 2009). However, only a limited number of studies
have explored the relationship between text type and
reading strategy use. One of these studies is that of Sun
(2003) who examined the influence of two expository text
structures (i.e., collection and comparison/contrast) on EFL
learners’ reading strategy use. Eight junior high school
students in Taiwan participated in the study. They were
divided into two groups (i.e., proficient and less proficient)
and were asked to read two different passages with dif-
ferent text structure. Findings revealed that students’ use of
reading strategies was influenced by the text they were
reading. Specifically, students had more difficulties in
choosing strategies when reading a collection text than
when reading a comparison/contrast text.

In the same vein, Lee (2006) investigated the effects of
rhetorical text structure and English reading proficiency on
students’ metacognitive strategies. The participants in the
study were 163 Taiwanese non-English major college
freshmen who were grouped into four different proficiency
groups. Over a one-week period, the participants read two
expository texts: one inductively structured and another
one deductively structured. After reading these texts, the
participants answered a 10-item comprehension test and
completed the Survey of Reading Strategies. Findings
revealed that reading proficiency was associated with
reading strategy use (i.e., global, problem-solving, and
support reading strategies). On the other hand, rhetorical
text structure did not affect reading comprehension and
selection of reading strategies. The study also reported that
the most frequently used reading strategy is the problem-

solving type, followed by the global and the support
reading strategies.

Chomphuchart (2006) explored the reading strategies
used by students when reading different English texts. The
participants consisted of 253 Thai graduate students
enrolled in graduate programs in various universities in the
United States. Results showed that Thai students used
reading strategies moderately. Chomphuchart (2006) fur-
ther reported that there was a significant difference in the
frequency of using reading strategies between academic
and literary texts. Conversely, findings revealed that there
was no significant difference between the types of reading
strategies (i.e., metacognitive, cognitive, and support) used
in these two sets of texts.

More recently, Cakir (2008) examined whether L2
learners would employ different processing strategies when
reading different types of text. The participants in the study
were 11 sixth-grade students in Turkey. Each of the par-
ticipants was asked to perform think-aloud protocol and
free recall when reading expository and narrative texts.
Using qualitative analysis, the findings revealed that the
strategies used by students changed according to the text
they read. The participants claimed that they could monitor
their comprehension process more efficiently when they
read texts with overt linguistic clues.

In the same way, Lei (2009) investigated the effects of
discourse types on Taiwanese college students’ reading strat-
egy use during their L2 English reading. Using an English
reading proficiency test, the 280 intermediate Taiwanese L2
English readers were selected as participants of the study. One
group of learners read a passage using a “collection” structure,
and the other group read a problem/solution passage. After
reading the texts, the participants answered a reading strategy
survey. The findings revealed significant differences between
the two discourse types in the learners’ use of global reading
strategies. Data further revealed that participants use global,
problem-solving, and support reading strategies more fre-
quently when reading collection texts than when reading
problem/solution texts. Lei (2009) concluded that there was a
link between reading strategies and discourse types.

Given all the reviewed literature, it is safe to posit that
there is a paucity of studies that explored the extent of and
the relationship between reading strategies used by L2
learners across different text types (i.e., recount, narrative,
procedure, expository, persuasive, and transactional).

Methodology
Context and Participants

Twenty-one ESL learners with intermediate reading profi-
ciency took part in this study. They were first-year civil
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engineering students (16—17 years old) enrolled in English
Communication Arts 1 at a private university in the
Philippines. These 15 male and 6 female participants had at
least 10 years of prior formal instruction in English and
had intermediate-level (or inter-medium level) reading
proficiency based on the administered institutional diag-
nostic test for reading. Moreover, these participants had
been instructed a plethora of reading strategies (e.g., rec-
ognizing discourse structure, contextual guessing, brain-
storming, concept mapping, activating background
knowledge, predicting and previewing, note-taking, skim-
ming, and recognizing fallacies) during their basic educa-
tion. Prior to their college education, they were also
significantly exposed to different text types which include
narrative, descriptive, process, expository, comparison—
contrast, cause—effect, problem-solving, and argumenta-
tive/persuasive texts. They came from various socioeco-
nomic classes and linguistic backgrounds which are typical
of a university-level English class. These pieces of infor-
mation were taken from the personal profile document that
participants submitted at the start of the semester.

Instrument

The current study adopted the Metacognitive Awareness of
Reading Strategies Inventory developed by Mokhtari and
Sheorey (2002) (see Appendix). However, only the reading
strategies included in the national English curriculum for
secondary education were included in the instrument.
These 16 items were categorized into three factors: global,
problem-solving, and support reading strategies (Mokhtari
and Reichard 2002; Mokhtari and Sheorey 2002). The first
factor (global reading strategies) covers items 1-7; the
second factor (problem-solving reading strategies) covers
items 8—13; and the third factor (support reading strategies)
covers items 14-16. These indicators were written in
English and in positive form to facilitate students’ com-
pletion of the questionnaire and mitigate response bias
(Barrot 2014a; Heilenman 1990). In this Likert-type
questionnaire, students were expected to respond using
values from 1 to 5 (i.e., 5—to a very great extent, 4—to a
great extent, 3—to a moderate extent, 2—to a small extent,
and 1—not at all). The reliability of the instrument as used
in the new context was calculated using Cronbach’s alpha.
Cronbach’s alpha was .90 for the global reading strategies,
.92 for the problem-solving reading strategies, and .95 for
the support reading strategies, indicating that the internal
reliability of these three factors was acceptable (Field
2009).

In self-report studies, learners may have the tendency to
overrate or underrate themselves (Cohen 1998) and inter-
pret the indicators in the questionnaire differently (Oxford
et al. 2004). To overcome these difficulties, this study used
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on-task assessment which involves responding to a ques-
tionnaire or rating scale immediately after the completion
of a task (Butler and Lee 2006). This approach allowed
students to assess their strategies in a more detailed and
contextualized way. Furthermore, the teacher-researcher
explained each descriptor in the questionnaire in detail to
all the participants.

Procedure

The tasks involved the reading of six sets of reading texts
(n = 20) of varying types. As shown in Table 1, each set
was composed of at least three different texts with length
ranging from 400 to 500 words. Prior to the reading tasks,
all texts were subjected to TextEvaluator to ensure that text
complexity was appropriate for the participants. TextE-
valuator is a fully automated software that provides reliable
measures of text complexity and strongly correlates with
human ratings ranging from r = 0.78 to » = 0.81 (Sheehan
et al. 2010). Topics were also preselected based on par-
ticipants’ interest and schema to control other variables that
might affect the results. Their interest and background
knowledge were determined by asking them to answer a
survey that listed the topics that might interest them and
that were within their background knowledge.

One session prior to the reading task, learners were
oriented on the procedure for undertaking the reading task
and completing the questionnaire. During this session,
copies of the self-report questionnaire were distributed.
Then, the learners read it for 10 min to familiarize them-
selves with its content. Afterwards, reading task procedure
was explained to them by providing details on the number
of texts that they would read per session and the duration
for doing such a task. The procedure on how they would
answer the questionnaire and interpret the specific
descriptors was also discussed. During the briefing session,
the participants’ questions were also addressed.

After the briefing, the participants read each text from
every set. Since this was an on-task assessment, they were
immediately directed to answer the questionnaire after
reading each text. They were further prohibited from
conferring with one another while answering the ques-
tionnaire so as not to influence the results of the self-report.
In completing the task, the participants were given
15-20 min to read each text and 10—15 min to complete
the corresponding questionnaire. On this note, learners
would be able to read three texts per session. This means
that one session was allotted in reading all three texts from
each text type except expository texts (n = 5) which were
allotted two sessions. Since the class met four times in a
week with 90 min per session, the participants completed
the reading tasks after seven sessions. All questionnaires
were collected, tallied, and analyzed.
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Table 1 Reading texts and their types

Set no. Text types No. of texts (n = 20) Specific texts

1 Recount 3 Biography and news articles

2 Procedure 3 Instructive process description and informative process description

3 Narrative 3 Legend, personal narrative, fiction

4 Expository 5 Exemplification text, descriptive text, definition text, cause-and-effect text,
comparison-and-contrast text

5 Persuasive 3 Editorial and opinion column

6 Transactional 3 Interview text, business letter, friendly letter

Data Analysis

Descriptive and inferential statistics were used to analyze
data. Descriptively, the mean scores and standard devia-
tions of the extent of reading strategies used by learners
were computed. These scores were interpreted using the
following range (Mokhtari and Reichard 2002): 3.50-5.00
(high); 2.50-3.40 (moderate); 2.40 and lower (low). To
determine whether there are significant differences in the
use of reading strategies across text types, Analysis of
Variance (ANOVA) was used. To determine the correla-
tions between the reading strategies used by learners across
text types, the mean scores were subjected to Pearson
product correlations. Values greater than 0.70 are deemed
acceptable (Hinkle et al. 2003).

Results

The present study sought to determine whether ESL learn-
ers’ use of reading strategies is associated with the type of
text they are reading. Specifically, this section presents the
extent of reading strategies used by learners per text type
and how these reading strategies correlate with one another.

Table 2 presents the mean scores and standard devia-
tions on the extent of reading strategies that ESL learners
employed when reading different text types. Results show
that learners used global reading strategies at a high level
across different text types. For problem-solving and sup-
port reading strategies, learners used them at a moderate
level in almost all text types. By looking closely at each
factor, the findings indicate that among all global reading
strategies, only items 5 (guessing what the material is all
about) and 7 (recognizing tone, bias and logical fallacies)
were moderately used by learners when reading recount,
expository, and transactional texts. The findings further
reveal that these two indicators had the highest score
variability among all global reading strategies. Despite this
variability, results reveal that the learners’ use of global
reading strategies across text types did not differ signifi-
cantly (p = .581).

Unlike global reading strategies, problem-solving
strategies were used moderately in four (i.e., recount,
procedure, narrative, and transactional texts) of the six text
types. However, they remained to be used at a high level in
expository and persuasive texts. Per indicator, results
reveal that taking notes while reading (item 10) and
paraphrasing (item 12) were the learners’ least preferred
problem-solving strategies when reading different texts. No
significant difference (p = .689) was reported as regards
using these strategies across text types.

A different picture is revealed regarding learners’ use of
support reading strategies. Findings show that these
strategies were used consistently at a moderate level across
text types. The main reason for these results is that learners
barely used graphic organizers when reading texts of any
type. Learners, however, used the other two support read-
ing strategies extensively. Similar to the first two factors,
no significant difference (p = .675) was reported as
regards learners’ use of these strategies across text types.

Overall findings reveal that although the level of
learners’ use of reading strategies differed across text types
as reflected by their respective average means, such dif-
ference was not significant (p = 0.389). Regarding the
significant differences among these three factors per text
type, results show that there were significant differences
across text types (p = <. 001). This means that global
reading strategies were the most favored or most exten-
sively used strategies by learners across text types, fol-
lowed by problem-solving strategies. The least used of all
strategies when reading different texts were the support
reading strategies. Moreover, findings suggest that recog-
nizing tone, bias, and logical fallacies was used exten-
sively in persuasive texts than in other text types
(p = .002), while using graphic organizers was most used
when reading procedural texts (p = <.001).

As shown in Table 3, correlations between mean scores
of reading strategies used by ESL learners across text types
were calculated. Each possible pair of text types was
intercorrelated. Generally, the correlations between text
types were very strong, which ranged from » = 0.87 to
r=0.98. This result suggests that ESL Ilearners
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Table 2 Extent of reading strategies used by ESL learners per text type

Reading strategies

Text types

Recount  Procedural Narrative Expository Persuasive Transactional

x SD X Sb x SD «x SD & SD  x SD

Global

. Previewing the text

. Skimming

. Deciding what to read and what to ignore

. Critically analyzing and evaluating presented information
. Guessing what the material is all about

. Matching one’s reading purpose to content of text

~N N AW~

. Recognizing tone, bias, and logical fallacies
Problem-solving

8. Underlining and circling information

9. Reading back and forth to see relationship among ideas
10. Taking notes while reading

11. Asking question to oneself

12. Paraphrasing

13. Summarizing

Support

14. Using graphic organizers

15. Using context clues

16. Adjusting reading speed

36 028 3.6 0.4 36 022 36 023 38 024 36 0.33
36 076 39 028 35 051 37 037 38 049 39 0.53
38 030 39 020 37 012 39 025 40 0.17 38 0.06
39 002 39 018 38 021 39 022 39 013 36 0.44
35 025 35 010 37 038 37 023 38 009 37 0.19
33 024 35 0.17 37 010 34 022 39 025 34 0.29
39 024 38 006 38 0.10 38 0.13 39 021 39 0.32
30 017 28 0.02 30 010 30 0.8 35 032 32 0.49
34 022 34 028 34 020 35 026 35 021 33 0.23
37 015 36 018 36 017 37 031 37 020 3.6 0.09
38 021 39 035 36 005 37 019 37 019 35 0.15
26 021 28 016 27 015 29 021 26 010 25 0.30
36 025 34 037 37 025 37 024 39 026 3.6 0.49
32 031 33 044 33 045 33 035 33 025 32 0.21
36 018 35 016 36 0.10 35 024 36 023 36 0.11
32 026 31 021 31 019 31 015 31 025 3.0 0.18
1.8 032 21 014 16 021 18 016 17 032 17 0.02
39 029 37 036 40 027 40 013 38 024 37 0.11
38 016 35 014 37 010 36 015 38 0.18 3.6 0.41
34 025 34 021 34 020 35 022 36 023 34 0.26

consistently used different reading strategies across dif-
ferent text types. And since the absolute value of r ex-
ceeded the critical value (e.g., 0.87 > 0.632), there was
sufficient evidence to support the claim of linear correla-
tions between text types.

Discussion

The present study aimed to determine the ESL learners’ use
of reading strategies across different text types. Specifi-
cally, this paper sought to determine the extent of their use
of specific reading strategies per text type as well as the
relationship between the reading strategies they used across
text types. Findings reveal that ESL learners generally
applied a wide range of strategies consistently when
reading different text types. However, among the three
factors, global reading strategies were used more exten-
sively than the other two factors across text types.

Unlike Sun (2003), Cakir (2008), and Lei’s (2009)
earlier findings, the present study supports and extends the
findings of Chomphuchart (2006) and Lee (2006) that
learners’ use of reading strategies did not change across
text types. One possible explanation for these results can be
anchored from the schema-theoretic view of reading which
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states that reading involves the interaction of reader and the
text (Rumelhart 1977). Because ESL learners (i.e., college
students) already had sufficient formal schema on all text
types, this may explain why there was no significant dif-
ference anymore in the extent of reading strategies they
applied. They activated this type of schema to make their
reading more efficient and more effortless using various
reading strategies. This contention is supported by the
findings obtained by Carrell (1992) and Zhang (2008) that
awareness of textual schema influenced how readers
approach the reading task.

There are, however, some differences between the
findings of the current study and those of Lee’s (2006). For
instance, Lee (2006) reported that the most frequently used
strategy when reading expository texts was the problem-
solving type, followed by the global and the support
reading strategies. In the present study, there was a sig-
nificantly higher use of global reading strategies compared
to the two other factors. This result may be attributed to the
proficiency level of the learners involved in the present
study. As hypothesized by Mokhtari and Reichard (2002),
proficient readers were more likely to use global and
problem-solving reading strategies more frequently than
less proficient readers. And since the participants of this
study were intermediate-level readers, they were expected
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Table 3 Correlations matrix for the six text types

Text Types Recount Procedural Narrative Expository Persuasive Transactional
Recount - 0.93 0.96 0.98 0.94 0.94
Procedural - 0.88 0.93 0.87 0.90
Narrative - 0.97 0.97 0.94
Expository - 0.95 0.95
Persuasive - 0.97

Transactional

to extensively use global reading strategies and fewer
support reading strategies.

It should be noted that some reading strategies were
used more extensively in some text types than others as
shown in the current study. These findings provide
empirical support for the hypothesis of Duke and Pearson
(2008) that certain reading strategies are used more
extensively than others. For instance, recognizing tone,
bias, and logical fallacies was used extensively in per-
suasive texts than in other text types. This result was
expected because persuasive texts typically contain opin-
ions and evaluative statements which are prone to biases
and logical fallacies.

Another interesting finding is that the use of graphic
organizers was most frequent when reading procedural
texts. It is because procedural texts are highly structured.
This kind of text structure facilitates the production of
visual representation of ideas. Despite the recognized
importance of graphic organizers in reading comprehen-
sion (Jiang and Grabe 2007; Sweller and Chandler 1994),
findings reveal that the use of graphic organizers remained
to be the least (i.e., at a low extent) applied reading strategy
by the learners during actual reading. Such a finding cor-
roborates Kletzien’s (1991) findings that visualizing was
seldom used as a reading strategy when reading an
expository text. One possible explanation for this is the
heavy extraneous cognitive load that visualizing had on
students (Stull and Mayer 2007). Students might find this
strategy difficult because it is a very complex process that
involves the identification of topic and supporting details,
linking and alignment of relationships among concepts,
schema activation, and comprehension of the whole text
(Liu et al. 2010). Another feasible reason for this phe-
nomenon is that not all learners were visual learners who
were more inclined to making visual representations as
they read texts.

While there was no significant difference in the use of
reading strategies across text types, it can be seen from the
overall means that only in expository and persuasive texts
learners used reading strategies at a high level. These data
may support earlier contentions that increased structural
complexity as well as abstract and logical relations is more

difficult to process (McNamara et al. 2011; Saenz and
Fuchs 2002). This means that the more difficult the text is,
the more readers are prone to breakdown. Hence, they used
more reading strategies (e.g., support reading strategies) to
compensate for this breakdown (Huang et al. 2009).

The finding that ESL learners consistently used different
reading strategies across different text types has some
theoretical and practical values. From a practical perspec-
tive, these findings lend support for an integrated approach
to teaching and learning reading strategies. This means no
matter what the text type is, teachers may need to simul-
taneously teach and expose learners to various reading
strategies. They can do this by explicitly incorporating
strategy instruction into their instructional materials and
other teaching activities. Theoretically, the findings allow
us to have a deeper understanding that reading strategy use
is a result of interaction between the learners and the text;
that is, it is influenced by learners’ schema and reading
proficiency level as well as structural complexity of the
text.

Conclusion

The current study sought to determine the extent of and the
relationship among reading strategies employed by ESL
learners when reading different text types. The findings
reveal that ESL learners generally applied a wide range of
strategies consistently when reading different text types.
Furthermore, ESL learners tend to use global reading
strategies more extensively than the other two factors
across text types. The findings of this study are noteworthy
because, as mentioned earlier, no previously published
studies have shown the extent of and the relationship
among reading strategies used by ESL learners across
different text types.

While the present study provided some interesting
insights, it nevertheless has several limitations. First, it
remains a self-report study. For example, students may
report that they did not use strategies because it has already
become an automatic and unconscious process (Cohen
1998). It would be useful to use a qualitative and/or a

@ Springer



890

J. S. Barrot

mixed method design in future studies to provide more
generalizable results. Second, the study examined reading
strategies of a limited sample of university students with
intermediate reading proficiency. It is, therefore, interesting
to replicate the study by increasing the number of partici-
pants of varying reading proficiency level from different
universities and background to make the findings more
conclusive and interpretation more meaningful. Third,
since the strategies included in the study were delimited to
those that are included in the syllabus, students might have
used other strategies that were not included in the list.
Hence, strategy categories in future studies should be
expanded based on actual strategies that students used
during the reading task. Finally, since this study was con-
ducted in a private university in the Philippines, the find-
ings may not be generalizable to other learning contexts
and should be interpreted with caution. The use of reading
strategies should not also be treated as the same with other
college students with intermediate-level reading profi-
ciency because it is likely that academic major may affect
strategy use.

Despite the limitations of this study, its findings have
several implications for reading instruction. Since students
tend to use a fixed set of reading strategies regardless of
text types, it would be useful if they develop their skills in
orchestrating all of these reading strategies to enable them
to effectively use strategies simultaneously (Harrison

Table 4 Self-report questionnaire

2004). Also, if students know the specific strategies
appropriate for a particular text type, they would be able to
adjust their strategies for more efficient reading. On the
part of the teacher, the current findings would help them
explore ways on how they can teach reading strategies not
in isolation but integratively. The reason for this is that
efficient readers do not use these strategies in isolation;
rather, they use multiple strategies while reading a partic-
ular text. For instance, we not only recognize fallacies
while reading persuasive texts but also get its main idea
and identify supporting details. Since the findings suggest
that students rarely use graphic organizers to learn and
comprehend texts, teachers may devote more time to
helping them use this reading strategy during reading tasks.
They can do this by frequently incorporating the prepara-
tion of graphic organizers after they have read a particular
text. Finally, teachers may use the findings of this study to
enhance their assessment practices. Through formative
assessment, they can use their understanding of reading
strategy use for helping learners match their strategies to
their own learning style, learning needs, and demand of the
reading tasks.

Appendix

See Table 4.

Reading Strategies

Extent

VGE

Q
™
<
o5}
12
m
Z

I preview the whole text or parts of it before I actually read it

I extract the main idea of the text through quick reading

I decide on what to read closely and what to ignore

I critically analyze and evaluate information presented in the text

I continually predict what the author might say and then confirm its accuracy

I match my reading purpose to the content of the text

I recognize tone, bias, and logical fallacies

I underline and circle relevant information.

I read back and forth to see the relationship among ideas in the text
I take brief notes to clarify, condense, and remember ideas

I ask questions to myself to better understand the text

I paraphrase the ideas in the text (while and after reading) for better understanding

I summarize the key points and ideas for better understanding
I use graphic organizers to learn and comprehend the text I read

I use the words around the term I do not know to figure out its meaning

I adjust my reading speed to better understand the text I read

L L U W b b b b b b b b b b i i
S N N N N O O O SO SO O
L W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W
I I R SR SR SR SR SR I R R SR SR SR SR
e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

@ Springer



ESL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies Across Different Text Types

891

References

Afflerbach, P., David Pearson, P., & Paris, S. (2008). Clarifying
differences between reading skills and reading strategies. The
Reading Teacher, 61(5), 364-373.

Anderson, N. J. (1991). Individual differences in strategy use in
second language reading and testing. Modern Language Journal,
75, 460-472.

Barnett, M. (1989). More than meets the eye: Foreign language
reading: Theory and practice. Upper Saddle River: Prentice-
Hall.

Barrot, J. S. (2013). Revisiting the role of linguistic complexity in
ESL reading comprehension. 3L; Language, Linguistics and
Literature, The Southeast Asian Journal of English Language
Studies, 19(1), 5-18.

Barrot, J. S. (2014a). Combining isolated and integrated form-focused
instruction: Effects on productive skills. Language, Culture and
Curriculum, 27(3), 278-293.

Barrot, J. S. (2014b). A macro perspective on key issues in English as
second language (ESL) pedagogy in the postmethod era:
Confronting challenges through sociocognitive-transformative
approach. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 23(3),
435-449.

Butler, Y. G., & Lee, J. (2006). On-task versus off-task self-
assessments among Korean elementary school students studying
English. Modern Language Journal, 90(4), 506-518.

Cakir, O. (2008). The effect of textual differences on children’s
processing strategies. Reading Improvement, 45(2), 69-83.
Carrell, P. L. (1984). The effects of rhetorical organization on ESL

readers. TESOL Quarterly, 17(4), 441-469.

Carrell, P. L. (1992). Awareness of text structure: Effects on recall.
Language Learning, 42(1), 1-18.

Chomphuchart, N. (2006). The effect of text genre on Thai graduate
students’ reading strategy use. Unpublished dissertation, State
University of New York at Buffalo.

Cohen, A. D. (1998). Strategies in learning and using a second
language. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley Longman.

Coiro, J., & Dobler, E. (2007). Exploring the online reading
comprehension strategies used by sixth-grade skilled readers to
search for and locate information on the internet. Reading
Research Quarterly, 42(2), 214-257.

Denton, C. A., Wolters, C. A., York, M. J., Swanson, E., Kulesz, P.
A., & Francis, D. J. (2015). Adolescents’ use of reading
comprehension strategies: Differences related to reading profi-
ciency, grade level, and gender. Learning and Individual
Differences, 37, 81-95.

Duke, N. K., & Pearson, P. D. (2008). Effective practices for
developing reading comprehension. Journal of Education,
189(1/2), 107-122.

Ellis, R. (2009). The differential effects of three types of task
planning on the fluency, complexity, and accuracy in L2 oral
production. Applied Linguistics, 30(4), 474-500.

Fang, Z. (2008). Going beyond the Fab Five: Helping students cope
with the unique linguistic challenges of expository reading in
intermediate grades. Journal of Adolescent & Adult Literacy,
51(6), 476-487.

Field, A. (2009). Discovering statistics using SPSS (3rd ed.).
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Fludernik, M. (2000). Genres, text types, or discourse modes?
Narrative modalities and generic categorization. Style, 34(2),
274.

Frgnes, T. S., Narvhus, E. K., & Aasebg, M. C. (2013). Nordic results
from the PISA digital reading assessment. Nordic Journal of
Digital Literacy, 8§(01-02), 13-31.

Grabe, W. (1991). Current developments in second language reading
research. TESOL Quarterly, 25(3), 375-406.

Graves, M., Juel, C., & Graves, B. (1998). Teaching reading in the
21st century. Needham Heights, MA: Allyn and Bacon.

Harrison, C. (2004). Understanding reading development. Thousand
Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Hedge, T. (1988). Writing. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Heilenman, L. K. (1990). Self-assessment of second language ability:
The role of response effects. Language Testing, 7(2), 174-201.

Hinkle, D., Wiersma, W., & Jurs, S. (2003). Applied statistics for the
behavioural sciences (5th ed.). Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Huang, H. C., Chern, C. L., & Lin, C. C. (2009). EFL learners’ use of
online reading strategies and comprehension of texts: An
exploratory study. Computers & Education, 52(1), 13-26.

Jacobs, G., & Yong, S. (2004). Using cooperative learning to teach
via text types. The Reading Matrix, 4(2), 117-122.

Jiang, X., & Grabe, W. (2007). Graphic organizers in reading
instruction: Research findings and issues. Reading in a Foreign
Language, 19(1), 34-55.

Kletzien, S. B. (1991). Strategy use by good and poor comprehenders
reading expository text of differing levels. Reading Research
Quarterly, 67-86.

Kobayashi, M. (2002). Method effects on reading comprehension test
performance: Text organization and response format. Language
Testing, 19(2), 193-220.

Koda, K. (2005). Insights into second language reading: A cross-
linguistic approach. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Lau, K. L., & Ho, E. S. C. (2015). Reading performance and self-
regulated learning of Hong Kong students: What we learnt from
PISA 2009. The Asia-Pacific Education Researcher, 25(1),
159-171.

Lee, M. (2006). A study of the effects of rhetorical text structure and
English reading proficiency on the metacognitive strategies used
by EFL Taiwanese college freshmen. Unpublished dissertation,
University of Idaho, Moscow, ID.

Lei, J. 1. (2009). An investigation of the effects of discourse types on
Taiwanese college students’ reading strategy use. Unpublished
dissertation, Indiana University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia.

Liu, P. L., Chen, C. J., & Chang, Y. J. (2010). Effects of a computer-
assisted concept mapping learning strategy on EFL college
students’ English reading comprehension. Computers & Educa-
tion, 54(2), 436-445.

McNamara, D. S., Ozuru, Y., & Floyd, R. G. (2011). Comprehension
challenges in the fourth grade: The roles of text cohesion, text
genre, and readers’ prior knowledge. International Electronic
Journal of Elementary Education, 4(1), 229-257.

Meyer, B. J., Brandt, D. M., & Bluth, G. J. (1980). Use of top-level
structure in text: Key for reading comprehension of ninth-grade
students. Reading Research Quarterly, 16, 72-103.

Mokhtari, K., & Reichard, C. A. (2002). Assessing students’
metacognitive awareness of reading strategies. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 94(2), 249-259.

Mokhtari, K., & Sheorey, R. (2002). Measuring ESL students’
awareness of reading strategies. Journal of Developmental
Education, 25(3), 2—-10.

Nassaji, H. (2002). Schema theory and knowledge-based processes in
second language reading comprehension: A need for alternative
perspectives. Language Learning, 52(2), 439—481.

Oxford, R., Cho, Y., Leung, S., & Kim, H. J. (2004). Effect of the
presence and difficulty of task on strategy use: An exploratory
study. International Review of Applied Linguistics, 42(1), 1-48.

Rumelhart, D. E. (1977). Toward an interactive model of reading. In
S. Dornic (Ed.), Attention and performance (Vol. VI,
pp. 573-603). New York: Academic Press.

@ Springer



892

J. S. Barrot

Saenz, L. K., & Fuchs, L. S. (2002). Examining the reading difficulty
of secondary students with learning disabilities. Remedial and
Special Education, 23, 31-41.

Sheehan, K.M., Kostin, 1., Futagi, Y., & Flor, M. (2010, December).
Generating automated text complexity classifications that are
aligned with targeted text complexity standards. (Publication No.
RR-10-28), Princeton, NJ: Educational Testing Service.

Snow, C. (2002). Reading for understanding: Toward an R&D
program in reading comprehension. Santa Monica: Rand
Corporation.

Snyder, L. (2010). Reading expository material: Are we asking the
right questions? Topics in Language Disorders, 30(1), 39-47.

Stull, A. T., & Mayer, R. E. (2007). Learning by doing versus
learning by viewing: Three experimental comparisons of learner-
generated versus author-provided graphic organizers. Journal of
Educational Psychology, 99, 808-820.

Sun, Y. S. (2003). A study of the effects of two text structures on
Taiwanese EFL junior high school students’ strategy use.

@ Springer

Unpublished master’s thesis, National Cheng Kung University,
Taiwan.

Sweller, J., & Chandler, P. (1994). Why some material is difficult to
learn. Cognition and Instruction, 12, 185-233.

Tercanlioglu, L. (2004). Postgraduate students’ use of reading
strategies in L1 and ESL contexts: Links to success. Interna-
tional Education Journal, 5(4), 562-570.

Trosborg, A. (1997). Text typology: Register, genre and text type.
Benjamins Translation Library, 26, 3-24.

Young, D., & Oxford, R. (1997). A gender-related analysis of
strategies used to process input in the native language and
foreign language. Applied Language Learning, 8, 43-73.

Zhang, X. (2008). The effects of formal schema on reading
comprehension: An experiment with Chinese EFL readers.
Computational Linguistics and Chinese Language Processing,
13(2), 197-214.



	ESL Learners’ Use of Reading Strategies Across Different Text Types
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Text Types
	Schema Theory in Reading
	Reading Strategies

	Methodology
	Context and Participants
	Instrument
	Procedure
	Data Analysis

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion
	Appendix
	References




