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Abstract  

The purpose of the study was to investigate the effect of strategy-based reading instruction on English 

as a foreign language (EFL) graduate students` reading comprehension. The study was also intended to 
examine changes in students' attitude toward reading and reading strategies after instruction. The 

accessible participants were forty students studying on an English Language and Academic Skills 

Program at a university in Isfahan. Drawing on feasible application of reading strategies, the researcher 

conducted this study of a regular 50-minute class periods on a weekly basis for one semester. The 

research instruments included pre-/post-training questionnaire, and pre-/post-tests of reading 

comprehension questions. The findings of the study suggested that after the training, most students 

improved their reading comprehension and their attitudes towards reading became more positive. This 

study may provide teachers with effective ways that demonstrate how strategy-based reading 

instruction could be implemented in teaching English reading in EFL classroom setting. 

 

Keywords; Strategy-Based Reading Instruction; Reading Strategies; Reading Comprehension; 

EFL Learners. 

Introduction 

Reading is a fundamental tool to acquire knowledge from a subject and is a basic skill upon 

which all formal education depends (Su, 2006). Reading skill is crucial since so much of 

what is needed to be known, especially in the academic context is communicated via the 

written mode. Effective reading is critical for long-term learning goals and it is especially 

important for students who care about their academic purposes (Carrell, 2003).  

In Iran, most graduate students need to write a thesis in order to be graduated. Therefore, 

they need to spend a large amount of time reading expository texts and research articles 

including English texts and articles. However, reading is not easy to master and most students 

do not know how to read effectively and efficiently. According to Gunning (1998), there are 

six factors that are responsible for poor reading, including "(a) lack of basic decoding skills 

or fluency, (b) lack of academic vocabulary, (c) limited vocabulary, (d) overuse of 

background knowledge, (e) failure to read for meaning, and (f) lack of strategies or failure to 

use strategies" (p. 311). The last factor is what this study is concerned with- lack of strategies 

or failure to use strategies in the process of reading comprehension. In this regard, the 

researcher believes that imparting effective and efficient reading strategies to graduate 

student is very important. 
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In the past few decades, a large number of studies related to reading strategies and 

identifying reading strategies used by expert readers have been conducted. According to 

Garner (1987), strategies are "generally deliberate, planful activities undertaken by active 

learners, many times to remedy perceived cognitive failure and to achieve desired goals or 

objectives" (p.50). Readers take an active role in strategic reading and are able to match 

appropriate strategies to the reading situation (Paris, Wasik, & Turner, 1991). According to 

Blachowicz and Ogle (2001) reading comprehension results when the readers know, which 

skills and strategies are appropriate for the different types of texts, and understand how to 

apply them to accomplish the reading purposes. According to Baker and Brown (1991), 

students' ability to monitor their reading refers to as metacognition and it plays a critical role 

in skilled reading. Griffith and Ruan (2005) posited that the self-monitoring process consists 

of "goal setting", "self questioning", "using mental imagery", and "deploying fix-up 

strategies" (p.12). 

Using good reading strategies help the readers to get the maximum benefit from their 

reading with the minimum effort. Reading strategies can be categorized into three phases: 

pre-reading strategies, while-reading strategies, and post-reading strategies. Since the focus 

of reading strategy instruction in this study was on while-reading strategies, only these 

strategies would be tackled in this section. While-reading strategies are strategies that readers 

take while they read the texts in details. A number of reading researchers (Anderson, 1999; 

Grabe & Stoller, 2002; Nunan, 1999) proposed their own versions of the taxonomy of reading 

strategies. By reviewing their proposed taxonomies of reading strategies, it was concluded 

that they are quite similar. These taxonomies include the reading strategies that are the focus 

of this study such as skimming, scanning, identifying sentence structure, inferring unknown 

vocabulary, making inferences, understanding the main idea, identifying genres, and using 

discourse markers to see relationship. 

Furthermore, it has been shown that the differences between a successful and 

unsuccessful reader is the ability to effectively apply these strategies to a difficult text. A 

number of studies pointed out that successful learners are capable to use a variety of 

metacognitive skills in the process of reading comprehension (Riazi & Rahimi, 2005;  

Schreiber, 2005). Some reading researchers (Duke & Pearson, 2002; Hosenfeld, 1984; 

Pressley, 2002) proposed their own versions of the characteristic of proficient readers. From 

their taxonomies, it is possible to know what good readers do and think while reading. 

Furthermore, it has been shown that reading comprehension can be improved by teaching 

students to employ the reading strategies used by good readers when they encounter barriers 

in reading comprehension (Williams, 2002). Thus simple reading strategies lesson can 

provide a struggling reader with the scaffolding necessary to meet success.   

Through reviewing the literature, reading instruction models can be grouped into four 

major categories: (a) Direct Instruction Approach, (b) Reciprocal Teaching, (c) Cooperative 

Learning, and (d) Transactional Strategy Instruction.  Direct instruction approach is teacher-

directed and explicit in nature (Williams, 2002). Reciprocal teaching, which was designed by 

Palincsar and Brown (1984), is a form of guided, cooperative learning featuring a 

collaborative learning environment of learning leaders and listeners. Guided practice is 

provided until students can use the strategies effectively. In this model, the teacher's role is to 

monitor what goes on in the groups. Cooperative learning is a process of constructing 

knowledge in which students are divided into groups and cooperate with one another to solve 

the problems that have been presented to them. Transactional strategy instruction (TSI), 

which is the focus of this study, has been advocated by Pressley (2002). Although, this model 
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provides students with explicit explanation of strategic mental processes used in reading, the 

focus is on the interactive exchanges between students in the classroom (Williams, 2002). 

According to Pressley (2002), students need an instructional approach with the following 

characteristics: 

1. Teachers explain and model effective comprehension strategies through think-aloud 

demonstrations and discussion. 

2. Teachers coach students to use strategies as needed. Many mini-lessons are given 

about when and why it is appropriate to use particular strategies. 

3. Both teachers and students model the uses of strategies for one another on a continual 

basis. Conversations about text meaning include discussion of strategies to improve 

comprehension. 

4. The usefulness of strategies is emphasized and students are reminded to frequently 

about the benefits of strategy use. Issues of when and where to use strategies are 

discussed often. Students explain how they use strategies to process texts. 

In Brown, Pressley, Van Meter, and Schuder`s (2005) study, they adopted a similar 

method to teach second-grade students. At the end of a one-year program participants both in 

experimental and in control group took a reading comprehension test. The experimental 

students performed significantly better than the control students did. When the experimental 

students were asked to think aloud as they read, they reported more strategies than the control 

students did. In another study, which was conducted by Sporer, Brunstein, and Kieschke 

(2009), they tried to investigate the effect of three different forms of strategy instruction on 

210 school students' reading comprehension. Students were assigned to any one of three 

intervention conditions or to a traditional instruction condition. Training students were taught 

four reading strategies (summarizing, questioning, clarifying, predicting) and practiced these 

strategies in small groups (reciprocal teaching), pairs, or strategy-based instructor-guided 

instruction. At both the post- and follow-up test, the intervention students attained higher 

scores on a reading comprehension and strategy use than the control students.  

In another study, Su (2006) evaluated the effectiveness of the teaching strategies about 

English reading skills and the cognition of the 160 first-year English, Japanese, and German 

major students on the reading skills they learned. The findings showed that all the students 

with different language majors thought that the reading skills they learned were helpful for 

the improvement of reading ability except for skimming. All the classes had difficulties to 

handle the exercise of guessing vocabulary from context and the most welcome reading skills 

was looking for key words. Furthermore, Yeh (2006) in his study revealed that those 

participants who received reading strategies instruction did significantly better in the reading 

comprehension posttest than those who did not received the instruction. Moreover, most of 

the participants had a positive response toward their reflection on learning those reading 

strategies. 

 

Purpose of the Study 

Through reviewing the related literature, it is apparent that reading strategies and skills play 

critical roles in students reading success. In many traditional reading classes, plenty of time is 

spend memorizing new vocabularies or grammatical structures. Only a small proportion of 

the teachers explicitly teach students how to employ appropriate reading strategies to solve 

reading problems. As it was reviewed there have been relatively few studies related to 

reading strategy instruction. Thus, the major goal of this study was to find out the effects of 
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strategy-based reading instruction on EFL graduate students reading comprehension. Four 

research purposes were provided to achieve this goal. First, this study aimed to report what 

beliefs or habits the students possessed and what skills the students preferred before receiving 

strategy-base reading instruction. Second, the study investigated any differences between the 

reading comprehension pretest and posttest. Third, the research was to interpret any changes 

in EFL graduate students` reading beliefs, habits, strategies, and changes in students' attitudes 

toward reading after the strategy-based reading instruction. Forth, the study examined 

students' attitudes toward strategy-based reading instruction. Therefore, it is hoped that the 

result of this study may provide teachers with an effective way of teaching English reading 

and evoke English teachers awareness of the importance of reading strategies.  

 

Research Questions 

In view of the preceding research purposes, two research questions are addressed as follows: 

1. To what extend strategy-based reading instruction have an effects on EFL graduate 

students reading comprehension? 

2. What changes will occur to the students in terms of their reading beliefs, habits, and 

strategies after strategy-based reading instruction? 

 

Methodology 

Participants 

The accessible participants in this study were forty first-year and second-year graduate 

students studying on an English Language and Academic Skills Program at a university in 

Isfahan. The participants included both males and females and the average age of them was 

26. They came from different departments, including Mechanic Engineering, Electronic 

Engineering, Computer Engineering, Management, General Psychology, and Agriculture 

Engineering.  

The participants were selected for the following two reasons. The first one is that the 

graduate students who were interested in the program have all taken placement tests prior to 

attending the program for their homogeneity in reading comprehension level. The difficulty 

level of the English test was medium. Based on their results it could be inferred that the 

reading comprehension level of the students was either intermediate or upper-intermediate 

level. Accordingly, for the study purpose and to investigate the problems of non-proficient 

readers, those students who grouped as intermediate students were recruited to be participated 

in this study. Descriptive statistics of the placement test regarding intermediate group 

revealed that the standard deviation was not high enough to regard learners as heterogeneous 

(Mean=64.68, SD=5.25). The second one is that since they were all graduate students, 

reading expository texts and research articles effectively and efficiently was an essential skill 

to succeed in the graduate program. 

 

 

Instruments 
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Pre-training and Post-training Questionnaires 

The questionnaires were composed of two parts: pre-training questionnaire and post-training 

questionnaire. The questionnaires were revised questionnaires based on the previous studies 

(Anderson; 1999; Grabe & Stoller; 2002; Nunan, 1999). The revised questionnaires were 

checked for reliability and validity. In order to obtained estimates of internal consistency 

reliability, Cronbach`s alpha coefficients were computed. The result turned out to be 

satisfying, both for the pre-training questionnaire (α = 0.71) and for the pre-training 

questionnaire (α = 0.69). These results indicated that the questionnaires had high internal 

consistency. To check for validity of the questionnaires, the questionnaires were designed 

mainly base on Anderson (1999), Grabe & Stoller (2002), and Nunan (1999), and all of them 

had been validated by several previous studies. Moreover, the questionnaires had been 

examined by three professors of EFL, for their content validity. Their interpretation of the 

different components was consistent with the purpose of the questionnaires.  

The purpose of the pre-training questionnaire was to report (a) students reading beliefs, 

habits before the reading strategy instruction, and (b) student preferred reading strategies 

before the reading strategy instruction. It was divided into three sections: (a) reading beliefs, 

(b) reading habits, and (c) reading strategies. The first section of the questionnaire was made 

of 11 items with categorical measurement. The second section of the questionnaire involved 

10 items with a Guttman scale. The third section of the questionnaire consisted of 19 items 

with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly disagree" (1 point) to "strongly agree" (5 

point) (Appendix A). 

The purpose of the post-training questionnaire was to investigate (a) students reading 

beliefs, habits, strategies, and changes in students' attitudes toward reading after the reading 

strategy instruction and (b) students attitudes toward the strategy-based reading instruction. It 

was divided into two sections; (a) attitudes toward the strategy-based reading instruction, and 

(b) changes in students' habits after the reading strategy instruction.  The first section of the 

questionnaire was made of 14 items with a 5-point Likert scale ranging from "strongly 

disagree" (1 point) to "strongly agree" (5 points). The second section of the questionnaire 

involved 6 items with a Guttman scale. (Appendix B). Furthermore, in order to collect 

complete and valid answers, the students were told that the collected data would be kept 

confidentially by the researcher and that they could feel free to answer two questionnaires. 

The questionnaires were written in Persian to facilitate the students to fully understand the 

contents of the questionnaires.   

 

Reading Comprehension Pretest and Posttest 

Two articles in the reading comprehension pretest were adapted from the book "Reading for 

TOEFL Test" (Broukal, 2002). The aim of the pretest was to test students reading 

comprehension level before the reading strategy instruction. The pretest consisted of 20 

multiple-choice items. Item 1 and 11 were designed to test the main idea and topic. Item 2, 3, 

10, 14, 15, 17, and 19 were detailed questions. Item 4, 5, 6, and 14 were inference questions. 

Item 7, 8, 9, 16, and 18 were designed to test students' abilities to guess the meaning of a new 

word in English. Item 12 was designed to test the students' abilities to understand the authors' 

purpose. Item 20 was designed to test the students if they could recognize the writing pattern 

used in the text (Appendix C). 

Two articles in the reading comprehension posttest were adapted from the book "Reading 

for TOEFL Test" (Broukal, 2002). The aim of the reading comprehension posttest was to 
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analyze if the students made any improvement after the reading strategy instruction. The 

posttest consisted of 20 multiple-choice items. Item 5 and 13 were designed to test the main 

idea and topic. Item 2, 3, 4, 16, 17, 18, and 20 were detailed questions. Item 1, 12, and 15 

were inference questions. Item 6, 8, 10, 11, and 19 were designed to test students' abilities to 

guess the meaning of a new word in English. Item 7, 9, and 14 were reference questions 

(Appendix D). 

Only the multiple-choice questions had been selected as test questions in order for the 

results of the pretest and posttest to be more objective. The researcher also tried her best to 

make the pretest and posttest to have similar patterns of question types. The four texts had the 

same difficulty level. Two articles in the pretest were related to the biology and technology. 

Thus, two articles in the posttest were also related to the biology and technology in order to 

keep consistency. Moreover, the researcher revised a few questions in the reading 

comprehension pretest and posttest in order to meet her need. 

 

Data Collection Procedure 

The researcher visited a course instructor and tried to obtain the permission from the course 

instructor to get into the class, observe the teaching methods, and take notes on the events 

taking place in the classroom. The instructor taught a course called English Language and 

Academic Skills. According to the instructor` statements, the objective of the course was to 

teach the students reading strategies for reading expository texts and research articles. The 

teaching material that the instructor adapted was "Longman iBT TOEFL Reading". Instead of 

the traditional method, the instructor decided to adopt Transactional Strategy Instruction as 

his teaching methodology. Traditional instruction has two major disadvantages. Firstly, only 

25-50 percent of the class may be listening to the teacher at a given time (Cohen, 1984, cited 

in Chen, 1999). Secondly, students in the teacher-centered classroom play passive roles and 

wait for teachers to impart knowledge to them (Chen, 1999). In contrast, Transactional 

Strategy Instruction helps students to have more active roles in the classroom. 

In the process of instruction, the teacher followed the course characteristics of 

Transactional Strategy Instruction, which was proposed by Pressley (2002). He explained the 

reading strategies explicitly, modeled them to the students, and asked them to practice those 

reading strategies on their own. The students were also encouraged to discuss them in a class. 

At the beginning of the course, the pre-training questionnaire and reading comprehension 

pretest were distributed to each student in the class. No time limit was allotted for the 

completion of the pre-training questionnaire and reading comprehension pretest. During the 

whole semester, the researcher went to the class every week to observe the teacher teaching 

method, students reading strategy use, and the interaction between the teacher and the 

students. At the end of the semester, the post-training questionnaire and reading 

comprehension posttest were distributed to each student in the class.  

 

Results 

Result from the Reading Comprehension Pretest 

Forty reading comprehension pretest sheet were distributed to the students by the researcher 

during the first session of the course. Thirty-eight sheets were returned to the researcher, and 
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accordingly the response rate was %95. Table 1 shows the results from the reading 

comprehension pretest. 

 

Table 1: The Results from the Reading Comprehension Pretest 

    Item       Type of questions                                 Correct                                 Incorrect 

1 Main idea question                               46%                                      54% 

2 Detail question                                      41%                                     59%  

3 Detail question                                      39%                                     61% 

4 Inference question                                39%                                      61%  

5 Inference question                                39%                                      61% 

6 Inference question                                11%                                      89% 

7 Vocabulary question                             41%                                     59% 

8 Vocabulary question                             41%                                     59% 

9 Vocabulary question                             30%                                     70% 

10 Detail question                                      41%                                     59%  

11 Main idea question                                52%                                     48% 

12 Purpose question                                   13%                                     87% 

13 Inference question                                 50%                                     50%  

14 Detail question                                       39%                                    61% 

15 Detail question                                       39%                                    61% 

16 Vocabulary question                              50%                                    50% 

17 Detail question                                       35%                                    65% 

18 Vocabulary question                              41%                                    59% 

19 Detail question                                       35%                                    65% 

20 Writing pattern question                        33%                                    67%              

 

Results from the Reading Comprehension Posttest 

Forty reading comprehension question posttest were distributed to the students during the last 

session of the course. Thirty-eight sheets were returned to the researcher, and the response 

rate was %95. Table 2 shows the results from the reading comprehension posttest. 

 

Table 2: The Results from the Reading Comprehension Posttest 

    Item       Type of questions                               correct                                 incorrect 

1 Inference question                              22%                                       78% 

2 Detail question                                    59%                                      41%  

3 Detail question                                    57%                                      43% 

4 Detail question                                    65%                                      35% 

5 Main idea question                             43%                                       57% 

6 Vocabulary question                           20%                                       80% 
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7 Reference question                             46%                                       54% 

8 Vocabulary question                           30%                                       70% 

9 Reference question                             50%                                       50% 

10 Vocabulary question                           31%                                       69% 

11 Vocabulary question                           33%                                       67% 

12 Inference question                              65%                                        35% 

13 Main idea question                             48%                                        52% 

14 Detail question                                    43%                                       57% 

15 Inference question                              33%                                        67% 

16 Detail question                                   54%                                        46% 

17 Detail question                                   57%                                        43% 

18 Vocabulary question                          30%                                        70% 

19 Detail question                                   35%                                        65% 

20 Detail question                                   63%                                        37% 

 

Reading Comprehension Pretest and Posttest 

The results of the t-test are shown in Table 3. The results revealed that the participants made 

progress with the mean grade increasing from 37.61 to 43.59. The P-value is .034 (under 

0.05). Thus, it shows that there are significantly differences between the pretest and posttest. 

 

Table 3: Paired Sample t-test of Students' Scores of Reading Comprehension Pretest and Posttest 

   Test            Total score         N           Mean           SD            t-value             p-value 

Pretest                100               38           37.61         17.76           

                                                                                                     -2.190              .034* 

Posttest              100               38           43.59          16.39 

  

Result for Pre-training Questionnaire 

Forty copies of the pre-training questionnaire were distributed to the students by the 

researcher during the first session of the the course. Thirty-nine copies were returned to the 

researcher and the response rate was 97%. The purpose of the pre-training questionnaire was 

to analyze students reading beliefs, reading habits, and reading strategy preferences before 

the training. In this section, the students reading beliefs will be examined followed by the 

students reading strategies. The students reading habits will be explained in the next section. 

In item 1, the respondents were asked if they had the habits of reading novels, magazine, 

and newspapers in English. Only 15% of the respondents agreed with this statement. In item 

2, the respondents they asked why they did not read novel, magazine, and newspapers in 

English. It was a multiple-answer question. 60% of the respondents responded that they had 

no interest. 54% of the respondents responded that they had no time. Only 8% of the 

respondents responded that they did not want to buy a book. In item 3, the respondents were 

asked if they thought that reading was the most important skill among the four major skills -

listening, speaking, reading, and writing- in English. 71% of the respondent agreed with this 
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statement. In item 4, the respondent were asked if they frequently encountered difficulties 

while reading in English. Up to 96% of the respondents agreed with this statement. In item 5, 

they were asked if they tried to solve their problems while reading English. Up to 88% of 

them agreed with the statement. In item 6, they were asked how they solved the problems 

while reading in English. It was multiple-answer question. In responding to this item, 77% of 

the respondents stated that they would look up words in the dictionary. 31% of the 

respondents stated that they would look up reference books. 60% of them would search for 

the relevant information on the internet. 29% of the respondents would ask friends or 

teachers. But only 4% of them would use appropriate reading strategies. In item 7, the the 

respondents were asked which of the situations in item 7 would reduce their reading 

motivation in English. 77% of the respondents thought that too many new words in a text in 

English reduced their reading motivation in English. 54% of them thought that difficult 

grammar structures reduced their reading motivation. 52% of them thought that long passages 

reduced their reading motivation. 42% of them thought that boring content reduced their 

reading motivation. 23% of the respondents thought that insufficient background knowledge 

reduced their motivation in reading. In item 8, the respondents were asked if they had ever 

taken formal reading strategy instruction. Only 8% of them had ever taken formal reading 

strategy instruction. In item 9, they were asked if they thought that their English reading 

skills were good enough to deal with a large number of research papers. Only 6% of them 

thought that their English reading skills were good enough to deal with a large number of 

research papers. In item 10, they were asked if they thought that learning reading strategies 

was important. Up to 96% of them thought that learning reading strategies was important. In 

item 11, they were asked if they were thought that teachers should teach reading strategies. 

All of the respondents agreed that teachers should teach reading strategies.  

In exploring the students reading strategies, Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics for 

students' use of reading strategies before receiving reading strategy instruction. The section of 

reading strategy use in the pre-training pretest was based on a Likert scale of one to five, 

indicating the degree to which the respondents agreed or disagreed with statements 

concerning their reading strategy used. 

  

Table 4: Descriptive Statistics from Students' Reading Strategy Use before the Training 

Reading strategy                                              No     Min    Max      Mean   Standard Deviation 

Setting a purpose for reading                           38       2         5          4.02                 .75 

Finding a comfortable place for reading         38        2         5          3.91                 .79 

Previewing                                                       38       1          5         4.20                  .82 

Predicting                                                         38       3         5          4.35                  .60 

Finding the main idea                                   38       2         5          4.06                  .83 

Looking for key words                                   38       1         5          3.25                  .88         

Finding topic, supporting, & concluding Ss    38      1         4           2.58                  .82 

Understanding syntax                                    38      1         5          2.52                  .94 

Looking for transitions                                    38      1         5          3.54                 1.03 

Skimming                                                 38      1         5          3.02                 1.08       

Scanning                                                 38      1         5          2.60                   .89 

Identifying the writing pattern                       38      1         5          2.25                   .97 

Note-taking                                                 38      1         5          3.72                 1.08 
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Making inferences                                    38      1         5          3.52                   .96 

Analyzing vocabulary                                    38      1         5          2.68                 1.16 

Semantic mapping                                    38      1         5          2.93                   .99 

Summarizing                                                 38      1         5          3.18                 1.06 

Rereading                                                 38      3         5          4.12                   .73 

Evaluating                                                      38      2         5          3.72                   .86 

 

Changes in Students Reading Habits 

Forty copies of the post-training questionnaire were distributed to the students during the last 

class of the the course. Thirty-seven copies were returned to the researcher and the response 

rate was 92%. Items 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, and 23 in the pre-training 

questionnaire and items 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 21 in the post-training questionnaire were 

taken from More Reading Power by Mikulecky and Jeffries (1996). According to Mikulecky 

and Jeffries (1996), the respondents should check disagree for every question. If one checks 

some agree, then he or she may need to know more about reading. Thus, it can be inferred 

that the reading habits listed in Table 5 are bad reading habits. Table 5 shows the results from 

students reading habits before the training.  
 

Table 5: Descriptive Statistics from Students Reading Habits before the Training 

Items                                                                                                         Agree           Disagree 

14. Do you usually read every word of a passage?                                   65%               35% 

15. Dose reading aloud help you improve you reading?                          52%                48% 

16. Do you use different reading methods in your native language 

       and in English?                                                                                   71%               29% 

17. Do you understand more when when you read slowly in English?    85%               15% 

18. Do you usually use a dictionary when you do not know the  

      meaning of a word?                                                                             90%               10% 

19. Do you think that the best way to improve your reading is by  

      learning as much grammar as possible?                                              37%               63% 

20. Do you think that the best way to improve your reading is by  

      learning as much vocabulary as possible?                                           60%               40% 

21. Do you need to know every word in order to understand what you  

      are reading in English?                                                                        35%               65% 

22. Do you use the same reading methods for all kinds of texts?             85%               15% 

23. Do you usually translate English into your native language in your  

      mind while reading in English?                                                           77%                23% 

 

Table 6 shows the results from students reading habits after the training. The researcher 

deleted four items in the pre-training questionnaire, leaving only six more important items 

that were more related to the course.  
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Table 6: Descriptive Statistics from Students Reading Habits after the Training 

Items                                                                                                        Agree        Disagree 

16. Do you usually read every word of a passage                                    65%             35% 

17. Do you usually use a dictionary when you do not know the  

      meaning of a word?                                                                            89%             11% 

18. Do you think that the best way to improve your reading is by  

      learning as much grammar as possible?                                             26%            74% 

19. Do you think that the best way to improve your reading is by  

      learning as much vocabulary as possible?                                          43%            57% 

20. Do you need to know every word in order to understand what you  

      are reading in English?                                                                        37%            63% 

21. Do you usually translate English into your native language in your  

      mind while reading in English?                                                            87%            13% 

 

 

Students Attitude toward the Reading Strategy Instruction 

The students' attitudes toward strategy-based instruction are represented in Table 7. 
 

Table 7: Students Attitudes toward Strategy-Based Instruction 

Item                                                                                                   SA       A      F       D     SD                           

1. Are you satisfied with this instruction?                                         14       25 

2. Do you think that this course is helpful to you?                            13       22      4 

3. Have you become more interested in reading English after           7        17    13       2 

     reading strategy instruction?                                                            

4. Have you become more confident in reading English after           6         15     14      3      1 

    reading strategy instruction?                                                           

5. After reading strategy instruction, next time when you                 17       19       3 

    encounter difficulties while reading  English, will you use  

    the reading strategies that the teacher taught to solve problems?     

6. Do think that finding the main idea enhances your reading           10      24       5  

    comprehension?                                                                        

7. Do you think that identifying subject, verb, and modifier in a       10      21       8 

    sentence enhances your reading comprehension?                               

8. Do you think that recognizing topic sentence, supporting              18      12       9 

    sentences, and concluding sentence in a paragraph enhances  

    your reading comprehension?                                                    

9. Do you think that finding a keywords in a text enhances your       14      16       9 

     reading comprehension? 

10. Do you think that finding the transitions in a text enhances          11      16     11       1 

      your reading comprehension? 
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11. Do you think that guessing the meaning of a new word                 8        21     10 

      from part of it enhances your reading comprehension? 

12. Do you think that identifying the writing patterns used                 10      16     13 

      in a text enhances your reading comprehension? 

13. Do you think that recognizing the synonym helps you                    2       22     11      4 

      answer reading comprehension questions?            

14. Do you think that guessing the meaning of a new word                 10      17       9       3  

      from context enhances your reading comprehension? 

 

Discussion 

Reading Comprehension Pretest and Posttest 

As it was demonstrated, the results of the t-test revealed that the participants made progress in 

their reading comprehension after the strategy-based reading instruction. In particular 

applying the principle of transactional strategy instruction helped the students improve their 

reading comprehension. The results supported the findings of Brown, Pressley, Van Meter, 

and Schuder`s (2005) and Sporer, Brunstein, and Kieschke (2009). They adopted a similar 

method to teach student and the findings revealed that at the posttest, the intervention 

students attained higher scores on a reading comprehension and strategy use than the control 

students.  

The percentage of all types of questions from the pretest and posttest are presented in 

Table 8. In the main idea questions, inference questions, and vocabulary questions, the 

students did not make significant progress after the training. However, in the detailed 

questions, the students made a significance progress from 38% to 55%. Thus according to the 

results of reading comprehension posttest, it can be concluded that among the reading 

comprehension strategies that the teacher taught, scanning had the most positive effect on the 

students reading comprehension. In Yeh`s study (2006), the participants thought that 

scanning was the most practical reading strategy. It may be the reason why the students in 

this study made a significant progress on detail questions. 

 

Table 8: Comparison of the Reading Comprehension Pretest and Posttest 

Types of questions                          pretest                             Posttest 

Main idea questions                           49%                               46% 

Detail questions                                 38%                               55% 

Inference questions                            32%                               40% 

Vocabulary questions                        39%                               41% 

 

Students Common Reading Beliefs and Training 

The items discussed in this paragraph belong to the pre-training questionnaire. In item 2 

the responses indicted that no interest and no time were students two principle reasons why 

they did not read novels, magazines, and newspapers in English. Since they were all graduate 

students, they had little time for reading written texts in English. In item 6, 77% of the 



Journal of Academic and Applied Studies                                                          

Vol. 1(5) December 2011, pp. 39-55  

Available online @ www.academians.org                                                                 ISSN1925-931X        

     

 
 

51 
 

students responded that they would look up words in the dictionary when they encountered 

reading problems. It has been stated that looking up words in the dictionary whenever 

encountering a new word can be a waste of time and makes the students rely heavily on the 

dictionary. According to Tylor (1983), good readers almost never use a dictionary. Instead, 

they guess the meaning of the new words or read further to find contextual clues for the 

meaning of any unfamiliar words. The other ways also take. In fact, the most effective and 

efficient way to solve problems is employing appropriate reading strategies. Looking up 

words in the dictionary results in slower reading and does not enhance reading 

comprehension at all. These results correspond with Chen`s (1999) study. In her study, more 

than 50% of the participants in both the high-achiever group and low-achiever group relied 

heavily on using dictionaries rather than contextual clues while encountering unknown 

words. In item 7, from the respondents` responses, it can be concluded with certainty that 

students biggest reading problem is vocabulary. The results are compatible with some studies. 

Chen (1999) asserted that students thought that lack of vocabulary was a critical factor in 

their reading difficulties. She also stated that for students, unknown words are their biggest 

reading problems. In other words, students' vocabulary sizes are highly related to their 

reading comprehension ability. Along from vocabulary, long passages pose another reading 

problem. It may result from the habit of reading every word in a passage in English. In her 

study, Yeh (2006) also indicated that most students did not like long passages. 

 

Students' Preferences for Reading Strategy Use before the Training 

The reading strategies that the teacher taught during the reading strategy instruction were as 

follows: finding the main ideas, understanding syntax, finding topic, supporting, & 

concluding sentences, looking for key words, looking for transitions, analyzing vocabulary, 

identifying the writing pattern, skimming and scanning. Table 9 presents students preferences 

for reading strategy use before the training. The students had rarely used most of the taught 

strategies before the training. Accordingly, it can be concluded that, this reading strategy 

instruction might be helpful to them. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Table 9: Students' Preferences for Reading Strategy Use before the Training 

Rank      Reading strategy                                               
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   1          Predicting 
   2          Previewing                                                        

   3          Rereading  

   4          Finding the main idea                                        
   5          Setting a purpose for reading 

   6          Finding a comfortable place for reading 

   7          Note-taking                                                    
   8          Evaluating  

   9          Looking for transitions  

  10        Making inferences                                        

  11        Looking for key words                                    
  12        Summarizing  

  13        Skimming  

  14        Semantic mapping                                        
  15        Analyzing vocabulary                                        

  16        Scanning  

  17        Finding topic, supporting, & concluding Ss      

  18        Understanding syntax                                                
  19        Identifying the writing pattern                                                     

 

Changes in Students Readings Habits 

In table 5, the researcher noticed that students had a large number of bad reading habits 

before the training. Most students read every word in a passage. Most students understood 

more when they read slowly. Most students usually resorted to dictionaries when they did not 

know the meaning of a new word. Most of them thought that learning English meant learning 

as much vocabulary as possible. Most of them used the same reading methods for all kinds of 

texts. Most of them habitually translated English into Persian while reading in English. It 

might be explained by the fact that, so far, the most common goal of the formal English 

teaching courses in Iran is to teach the students new vocabulary and to present them 

grammatical structures. Thus, students spend plenty of time on memorizing vocabularies and 

mastering grammatical structures and spend relatively far less time on understanding a 

paragraph or a whole passage. 

From Table 6, it is worth noting that after reading strategy instruction, students still read 

word-for-word. One important issue is that slow reading comprehension and speed is normal 

to poor readers since they only possess limited vocabularies. Comparing the results of Table 

5 and 6, the researcher noticed some interesting points. Firstly, generally speaking, 

participants' readings habits did not change significantly after the training. These results 

indicate that after reading strategy instruction, mostly the students were still unaware of the 

differences between good reading habits and bad reading habits. As it was stated, the course 

lasted only one semester. Probably it will take more time to change students reading habits. 

However, it was demonstrated that students reading beliefs had changed after instruction. 

Before the training, 37% of the respondents believed that the best way to improve their 

reading in English was by learning as much grammar as possible. However, after the training, 

only 26% of the students agreed with the statement. Before the training, 60% of the 

respondents believed that the best way to improve their reading in English was by learning as 

much new vocabulary as possible. However, after the training, only 43% of the students 
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agreed with the statement. In conclusion, beliefs are easy to change but habits take more time 

to change.  

Moreover, regarding the students attitudes toward strategy-based instruction, in general, 

the participants had positive attitudes towards the effectiveness of the teaching strategies 

about English reading and thought that the reading strategies they learned were helpful for the 

improvement of reading ability. The findings were consistent with the revewied studies such 

as Su (2006), and Yeh (2006). 

 

Conclusion and Implications 

Significant differences between the results of reading comprehension pretest and posttest 

indicate that EFL teachers should teach students effective reading strategies when they 

conduct a reading course. Not only teachers should teach students what teaching strategies 

are, but also teachers should teach them how, when, and why they utilize reading strategies. 

Then students can employ reading strategies more appropriately and flexibly. 

Secondly, the researcher found that some reading strategies were difficult to acquire in a 

short period. These reading strategies include looking for main ideas, guessing a new words 

from context, and making inferences. They are high-level reading strategies that acquire the 

readers to infer from surrounding context. As noted earlier, students' biggest reading problem 

is insufficient vocabulary knowledge. If there are too many unfamiliar words in a passage, it 

is difficult for students to get the main idea of the passage. As it was stated, students had the 

habit of reading every word in a passage. Only paying attention to the details of a passage 

makes students neglect the surrounding context. Thus insufficient vocabulary knowledge and 

the habit of reading every word in a passage may be the reasons why the students could not 

make apparent progress in these three reading strategies after the reading strategy instruction. 

On the other hand, scanning was easy for the students to acquire in a short period of time. 

Probably it is because that scanning only requires students to look for facts in a passage and 

does not require students to brainstorm. In conclusion, teachers should consider the factors 

such as level of reading strategies when they conduct a reading course. 
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