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Abstract: This study examined the relationships of reading strategies among different programs of English for
Specific Purposes (ESP). A total of ninety-seven students in four ESP programs in Ecuador were surveyed
regarding their reading strategies. The results found that there were significant differences among the four
programs. These findings were discussed in regard to whether differences in reading strategies could
potentially influence teaching effectiveness, learning outcomes, and English language applications.

Keywords: English for specific purposes; reading strategiesenglish for specific purposes; reading
strategies

Introduction

Different reading strategies have been researched with many different groups of participants,
but no known research has evaluated reading strategies employed by different groups of English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) students. Differences in reading strategies could potentially influence
teaching effectiveness, learning outcomes, and English language applications. Many studies have
been conducted in relation to ESP and specifically to what students need to do in their vocations or
jobs (Harding, 2012). Likewise, many studies have focused on reading strategies, however, no
known studies have compared reading strategies among Spanish speaking students in different
programs of ESP.

Therefore, the key research question was: Do Spanish speaking university students in various
programs of English for Specific Purposes differ in their reading strategies and if there are any
differences in their reading strategies, what are those specific differences? The answer to this
research question is important because such information could be valuable in helping such
specialized programs to be more effective and efficient in teaching students specific skills and for
helping teachers to be more precise and effective in their teaching. Additionally, this area of inquiry
is also significant because it could help students to learn more efficiently and to utilize reading
concepts and strategies more effectively in the area of applied English for Specific Purposes.

Review of the Literature

Research has found that students often vary in the reading strategies they use to learn. The key
question is whether such variance is also occurring with ESP students, independent of their
knowledge of general English. In the following section, reading, metacognitive strategies, and ESP
are briefly reviewed.
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Reading

Reading is the ability or activity of reading materials. This activity can be performed silently
or audibly verbalized. Reading is a mechanism for assisting in the transmission of information
immediately and over time.

Fuchs, Fuchs, and Hosp (2001) found that younger learners tend to demonstrate larger learning
increases than older learners and, this was also found in a study documented by Dixon (2012).
Additionally, Fuchs, Fuchs, and Hosp (2001) and Reece, Garnier, and Gallimore (2000) found that
students who read aloud tended to learn more and retain more information. Fuchs, Fuchs, and Hosp
study reviewed oral reading fluency as an indicator of reading competence and provided a
theoretical, empirical, and historical analysis “of the extent to which oral reading fluency has been
incorporated into measurement approaches during the past century.” (2001:240)

The study also included specific recommendations regarding the assessment of oral reading
fluency for applications with research and applied practice. The key aspects of the research found
that younger students did much better in correlating better oral reading fluency and academic
performance while older adults were less likely to demonstrate such positive academic performance.
Additionally, the study found that correlations for oral reading fluency were substantially higher and
statistically significantly higher than for silent reading fluency scores.

Research conducted by Crawford, Tindal, and Stieber, S. (2001) found that students who
practiced reading and writing at home and in the classroom demonstrated better academic
performance. The study found that students who wrote more tended to demonstrate better
academic performance and students who read more tended to demonstrate better academic
performance. These research findings were also documented by Baker, Scher, and Mackler (1997).

The later study used a curriculum-based measurement (CBM) to predict student performance
on Oregon statewide reading and math achievement tests. The students read aloud from descriptive
passages and the results indicated support for the timed oral readings as a predictor for performance
on the tests. The strength of this study is that the research was conducted longitudinally with
comprehensive testing procedures and with strong teacher administrative assistance.

Several studies have attempted to provide more precise measures of reading strategy activities.
Research that includes need assessment and evaluation such as the one carried out by Basturkmen
(2010) found that such activities produce better results and outcome. The research of Basturkmen
(2010) focused on real world applications with police officers and with physicians while Edwards
(2000) had similar finding with bankers. Arani (2004) also found similar results with second year
medical students and ESP learning while Sevilla-Pavon, Serra-Camara, and Gimeno-Sanz, (2012)
found the same outcomes with aerospace engineers.

Metacognitive Strategies

In regards to metacognition and reading strategies, Mokhtari and Reichard (2002) noted that
monitoring and awareness of comprehension processes are two key elements of skilled reading. They
state that, “...such awareness and monitoring processes are often referred to in the literature as
metacognition, which can be thought of as the knowledge of the readers’ cognition about reading
and the self-control mechanisms they exercise when monitoring and regulating text comprehension”
(Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002, p. 249)

From the perspective of metacognition, researchers have attempted to evaluate differences
between unskilled readers and skilled readers in the area of reading comprehension (Paris & Jacobs,
1984). Thus, reading strategies have received a large amount of research attention regarding their
effects on reading comprehension (Paris & Winograd, 1990) and in regard to the most effective
reading strategies.

In an attempt to find the most effective reading strategies, many researchers have developed
their own comprehensive reading strategies instruments to use when evaluating this aspect in
students (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002 and Olszak, 2016). Mokhtari & Reichard have also noted that,
“In addition, such research has provided teacher educators and practicing teachers with practical
suggestions for helping struggling readers increase their awareness and use of reading strategies
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while reading. However, there are relatively few instruments to measure students’ awareness and
perceived use of reading strategies while reading for academic purposes.” (2002:250) This assertion
leads to think that there is limited available research because of the shortage of standardized reading
strategies surveys and because of the large investments of time and money necessary to evaluate
validity and reliability for such instruments.

English for Specific Purposes (ESP)

According to Harding (2012) ESP relates directly to what students need to do in their vocations
or jobs. Harding (2012) believes that ESP is important because it helps to increase vocational learning
and training throughout the world. As globalization is spreading, Harding states that knowledge of
English has become the major need. “It’s not just the politician, the business leader, and the academic
professor who need to speak to international colleagues and clients: “it’s also the hotel receptionist,
the nurse, and the site fireman” (Harding, 2012, p. 7). Anthony (1998) has suggested that ESP can
be, but not necessarily be, concerned with a specific discipline and it does not have to be focused on
a specific ability range or particular age group. Rather, Anthony suggests that ESP can be viewed
as an approach to teaching.

Basturkmen (2006) has indicated two distinct perspectives regarding language for specific
purposes. One perspective suggests that English has a common foundation of words of which all
learners should know. The other perspective suggests that all language is already for specific
purposes, and therefore, specialization must begin at an early age.

Whether specialization begins early or late in the life of an individual, Read (2007) has found
that there are numerous methods of identifying vocabulary for specific purposes. However, Read has
further noted that there is a lack of a systematic way of identifying vocabulary for specific purposes.
The lack of such a systematic methodology could have caused variations in outcomes. Therefore,
these variations may have caused many researchers to produce very different and unique conclusions
in their research findings.

In terms of theoretical background some researchers have suggested that ESP is just technical
vocabulary. Other researchers have suggested that ESP is more than technical vocabulary and that it
is important to understand that vocabulary is an important part of any ESP course. Harding (2012)
states that partly this is because specific technical words are used to describe particular features of
the vocabulary specialization and that teaching, and vocabulary development are on-going
processes. These concerns are important to this particular research study because much of the study
of ESP is based on definitions of technical words and vocabulary, which may be perceived to be
perceptually different in different countries and cultures.

Characteristics of ESP

Belcher (2006) addressed the global features of ESP and potential cultural differences. ESP
usually includes Technical English, Medical English, Business English, Aviation English, and other
English areas. Tony Dudley-Evans (1997); has suggested that the field should be viewed from a set
of “absolute” and “variable” characteristics. Dudley-Evans built upon the work of Strevens (1988);
and Johns and Dudley-Evans in relation to general English had developed the following
characteristics:

Absolute Characteristics

1) ESP is defined to meet specific needs of the learners.

2) ESP makes use of underlying methodology and activities

3) ESP is centered on the language appropriate to these activities in terms of grammar, lexis,
register, study skills, discourse, and genre.

Variable Characteristics

1) ESP may be related to or designed for specific disciplines.
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2) ESP may be used in specific teaching situations and with a different methodology from that
of General English.

3) ESP is likely to be designed for adult learners, either at a tertiary level institution or in a
professional work situation. It could, however, be for learners at secondary school level.

4) ESP is generally designed for intermediate or advanced students.

5) Most ESP courses assume some basic knowledge of the language systems.

(Dudley-Evans, 1997:101)

ESP itself has gone under a process of development, as Hutchinson & Alan Waters noted, “From
its early beginnings in the 1960, ESP has undergone five main phases of development including the
concept of special languages, rhetorical or discourse analysis, target situation analysis, skills and
strategies, and learning centered approach” (2003:9)

ESP Vocabulary

Another important area of ESP is the issue of vocabulary, and the kind of vocabulary learners
need. From this area of vocabulary, consideration is usually made regarding specialized vocabulary.
Nation (2008:10) has suggested that most technical vocabularies have about one thousand to five
thousand words depending on the subject area, which can be learned at almost any age.

Some researchers have suggested that ESP is just technical vocabulary. Other researchers have
suggested that ESP is more than technical vocabulary and that it is important to understand that
vocabulary is an important part of any ESP course. Harding (2012) states that partly this is because
specific technical words are used to describe particular features of the vocabulary specialization and
that teaching, and vocabulary are on-going processes.

In order to address target knowledge, ESP has to include “authentic discourse, vocabulary and
situation” used in the context where learners will apply their knowledge (Chalikandy, 2001). For
example, Gatehouse (2001) suggested that the proper use of occupational jargon is absolutely
necessary to perform an effective needs analysis relative to the specific occupational context.

Klimova (2015) suggests that to develop vocabulary materials for an ESP course, teachers must
be authentic in showing students how to use English in real world situations and that ESP
practitioners must remember that ESP students need to use English to fulfill their discipline-specific
real-world tasks. As Frendo (2005) has noted, the teacher must give careful preparation relative to
the knowledge and experience of the students. For example, Frendo observed that in most other fields
of teaching the teacher knows more about the subject than the learner, but in business English the
relationship can be more symbiotic where the teacher knows about language and communication,
but the learner often knows more about the job and its content.

Reading Strategies

Research has attempted to produce better understanding about how reading strategies can
impact different types of learning programs such as in ESP programs. Such research has limited
availability, but the significance of this type of research is very important.

In regards to reading strategies, Olszak (2016) performed an investigation into the use of reading
strategies among students of dual language programs at selected Polish universities. Olszak noted
that O’'Malley and Chamot (1990:1) found that “language learning strategies are the special thoughts
or behaviors that individuals use to help them comprehend, learn or retain new information.”
(2016:5) Olszak further noted that O’Malley and Chamot used three category learning strategies,
which included cognitive, metacognitive, and social/affective strategies with subcategories under
each main category.  Olszak utilized the initial works of O’'Malley and Chamot (1960) to develop
her categories. These categories were also related to the applied aspects of reading strategies and
they were: Organizing reading and planning, Actions undertaken while reading, Evaluation after
reading, and Dealing with problems.

Olszak used this information to create and to minimize variance among grouping of students
and their reading strategies. The resulting questions were the result of direct tabulation of student
survey responses. A key aspect of that research was having sufficient numbers of reading strategies,
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but not too many reading strategies so as to confuse student responses. This approach also
complemented the research of Cohen (1990) who divided strategies into two different types which
were identified as language learning strategies and language use strategies and Anderson (1991) and
Anderson (2003) who examined individual differences in strategy use in reading and testing for
second language students.

Therefore, the final test items reflected the general frequency of student survey responses and
explanations provided to researchers. This approach allowed the maximum number of responses
to be tabulated and to be placed in the final survey while maximizing reliability and validity.

There were a minimum of fifteen reading strategies and five forms of training listed on the
student surveys for which responses were tabulated and analyzed. Items were designed to allow
for the maximum amount of participant responses through the selection format. Each survey took
about fifteen minutes or less per student to complete.

Olszak then used the learning strategies of O’Malley and Chamot to evaluate metacognitive and
cognitive reading strategies of dual language learners (DLLs). Olszak (2016) surveyed reading
strategies among students of Dual Language Programs at selected Polish Universities. Olszak found
that the “frequency of adopted strategies seem to be rather high.” (p.15) and “there are differences in
the adoption of reading strategies between female” dual language learners. (p.15).

In regards to the broader picture of reading strategies and ESP, Martinez (2008) studied students’
metacognitive awareness of reading strategies using the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading
Strategies Inventory (MARSI) (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002). Martinez surveyed 157 English for
Specific Purposes (ESP) university students who were students from a Faculty of Chemistry and the
Technical School of Engineering at the University of Oviedo in Spain.

Martinez (2008) found a moderate to high overall use of reading strategies by ESP students and
that students demonstrated a specifically higher reported use for problem-solving and global reading
strategies. Additionally, the study found that female ESP students reported a significantly higher
use of reading strategies and that these same female ESP students tended to utilize reading strategies
much more frequently than male ESP students.

Later research conducted by Jafari and Shokrpour (2012) evaluated the reading strategies of
Iranian ESP students to comprehend English expository texts. The research used the Survey of
Reading Strategies (SORS) (Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002) with 81 female and male sophomore ESP
students who were studying midwifery, environmental health, and occupational health and safety at
a university in Shiraz. The results of the study found that the ESP student participants were
moderately aware of their own reading strategies and the most frequently used category of strategies
was support strategies, then global strategies, and problem solving strategies. The study also found
the ESP student participants utilized reading strategies differently based on their respective academic
majors.

Research by Vaez Dalili and Tavakoli (2013) evaluated whether significant differences were
found between 35 humanities EFL students and between 35 engineering in regards to metacognitive
perceptions and utilization of particular reading strategies while these students were reading English
for Specific Purposes (ESP) texts. These 70 students at the University of Isfahan in India completed
the Metacognitive Awareness of Reading Strategies Inventory (Mokhtari & Reichard, 2002), which
was used to measure the metacognitive awareness of ESP reading strategies with EFL students.

The results of the research study found that although there were two different groups of
academic major areas of study, both groups displayed similar reading strategy awareness patterns
and similar use of reading strategies while reading the ESP materials. The study also found that
engineering ESP students more frequently used some types of reading strategies than did the
humanities ESP students. The research study also suggested that the findings, “also help to challenge
the purely speculative assumption as to the deficiencies in strategy-based ESP reading
comprehension of humanities students.” (p. 63)

A research study by Poole (2009) evaluated whether there were significant differences in the use
of reading strategies between Columbian university females (N=235) and Columbian university
males (N=117) who completed the Survey of Reading Strategies or SORS (Mokhtari & Sheorey, 2002).
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The results of the study found that the use of males” overall reading strategies was moderate,
“as was their use of half of their strategies (p. 1).” For females, the overall strategy utilization was
high as was the female use of half of their own reading strategies. Finally, the study found that the
overall reading strategies for females were significantly higher than that of the males. The research
study also provided ideas for teaching strategies and for suggesting areas for future research.

Research by Amirian (2013) evaluated “the impact of teaching reading strategies on reading
comprehension improvement of ESP readers. It also intended to find out whether there is any
interaction between readers' proficiency level and the effectiveness of reading strategy training.”
(p-19) The study used 60 sophomore ESP students who were studying geography at Hakim Sabzevari
University in Iran, and they were randomly assigned to one of two equal sized groups. The control
group received traditional reading instruction while the experimental group received training in
reading strategies.

The results of the study found training ESP students in reading strategies was more effective
than traditional reading instruction for improving the reading ability of ESP students. Additionally,
the study found that training in reading strategies did not affect the reading ability of the ESP
students who had different levels of reading proficiency. This research result also suggested that
less proficient ESP readers could potentially benefit from additional training in reading strategies.

Method

For this survey research, four Ecuadorian universities were selected. Two of the universities
were located in the Andean region of Ecuador and the other two universities were located in the
Costa Region. These universities were selected in order to analyze and to establish a comparison of
reading strategies among Spanish-speaking University students in four different ESP programs.
The total population of students in the different English programs of the four universities selected
was one thousand one hundred twenty two (1,122). From that population a sampling of ninety-
seven (97) ESP students voluntarily completed the Olszak (2016) reading strategies survey.

The following list indicates the number of students who were voluntarily surveyed at the
different programs of ESP at four universities in the country of Ecuador.

e 17 students in the Agriculture English Program at a public university in Guayaquil.
e 23 students in the Accounting and Business English Program at a private university in

Guayaquil.

e 32 students in Business English program at a private university in Quito
e  25students in the Medical English program at a public university in Riobamba.

Olszak (2016) developed a reading strategies survey using the responses of 98 dual language
students at three different Polish universities who were asked to identify which reading strategies
they applied while organizing their process of reading comprehension in the first and second foreign
languages that they had studied. The items in the survey thematically include many recognized
reading strategies used by learners. Olszak found the validity of her survey to be 80% and the
reliability to be highly statistically significant (p=0,000; R =0,708) using R=Pearson's correlation
coefficient.

Results

This research study examined the relationships of reading strategies among four different
programs of English for Specific Purposes. A total of 97 students enrolled in four English for Specific
Purposes (ESP) programs in two public universities and in two private universities in Ecuador were
surveyed regarding their reading strategies.

There were a total of 65 items on the surveys completed by the 97 volunteer students in six
reading strategy categories. Those six categories were: Organizing Reading and Planning, with the
number of survey items to be seven.

1. Actions Undertaken While Reading, with the number of survey items to be 18.
2. Evaluation after Reading, with the number of survey items to be 11.
3. Dealing with Problems, with the number of survey items to be ten.
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The following two categories asked for an answer of “yes and no”

4. What kind of actions do you undertake in order to improve your reading skills / comprehension?
The number of survey items was 15.

5. Have you ever been engaged in any of the below mentioned forms of learner training? The
number of survey items was four.

Key Research Question:

Are there significant statistical differences between the four ESP groups?

Table 1. Summary of Participants.

Summary of Participants

A public university in Guayaquil 17 18%
A private university in Guayaquil 23 24%
A private university in Quito 32 33%
A public university in Riobamba 25 26%
TOTAL: 97 00%

A total of ninety-seven (97) ESP students were surveyed. Here are the numbers of students
responding at each university: 17 surveys at a public university in Guayaquil, representing 18% of
respondents, 23 surveys at a private university in Guayaquil, representing 24% of respondents, 32
surveys at a private university in Quito, representing 33% of respondents, and 25 surveys at a public
university in Riobamba representing 26% of respondents.

Chi-Square Method

The use of the Chi-Square Method is a method for evaluating possible statistical differences
among groups. The technological tool used to calculate the Chi-Square in this study was the
VassarStats: Statistical Computation web site for which the URL was www.vassarstats.net

For this study, all responses of the survey from the four questions categories were used. These
responses are represented in the columns of the following table as: Bl (Organizing reading and
planning), B2 (Actions undertaken while reading), B3 (Evaluating after reading), and B4 (Dealing
with problems). For the rows, the five possible answers were Al (never), A2 (rarely), A3 (sometimes),
A4 (usually), and A5 (Always).

This study presented variables called First Language and Second Language and the responses
were calculated using a separate contingency table. Those results are presented below.

First Language

For first language the value of P is: 0.0332, which was lower than 0.5 and the study finding was
that the reading strategies used by the first language group were significantly different.

Table 2. Chi-Square for First Language.
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Data Entry
By B> Bs Bg Bs Totals
Aq 15 44 39 30 | ----- 128
A> 63 176 106 81 | ----- 426
As 135 432 233 222 ||| ee=--- 1022
Ag 210 546 356 327 ----- 1439
As 223 455 289 268 ----- 1235
Totals 646 1653 1023 928 @ ----- 4250

Chi-Square df P

22.41 12 0.0332

Second Language

For the second language the value of P is: 0.0049, which was lower than 0.5 and the study finding
was that the reading strategies used by the second language group were significantly different.

Table 3. Chi-Square for Second Language.

Data Entry
By B> Bs B4 Bs Totals
Aq 24 90 79 50 | ----- 243
As 131 311 168 162 || ----- 772
As 210 574 375 323 - 1482
As 158 440 250 254 || --—-- 1102
As 124 236 151 137 - 648
Totals 647 1651 1023 926 @ ----- 4247

Chi-Square df P

28.38 12 0.0049
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Chi-Square by Groups of Answers in the Survey

In order to evaluate potential differences between ESP groups, chi-square was calculated by
groups of questions answered in the survey. Column (B) represents the values of the results for each
university and row (A) represents the values for the variables from “never to always”.

First Category: Organizing Reading and Planning

Table 4. Chi-Square for First Language — First Category.

FIRST LANGUAGE
FIRST CATEGORY: ORGANISING READING AND PLANNING
B1 A Public B2 A  Private B3 A Private B4 A Public

University in University in University in University in
Guayaquil Quito Guayaquil Riobamba
A1l Never 1 9 3 2
A2 Rarely 7 22 20 14
A3
. 13 71 29 22
Sometimes
A4 Usually 42 85 37 46
A5 Always 56 37 65 65
Data Entry
Bl Bz B3 B4 B5 Totals
Ag 1 9 3 2 - 15
Az 7 22 20 14 63
As 13 71 29 2 - 135 Chi-Square df P
Ay 42 85 37 46 ---e- 210
s 6 - o5 — 223 67.78 12 <.0001
Totals 119 224 154 149 ----- 646

Cramer'sV = 0.187

Table 5. Chi-Square for Second Language — First Category.

SECOND LANGUAGE
FIRST CATEGORY: ORGANISING READING AND PLANNING
Bl A  Public B3 A Private
) . - B2 A Private ) ) . B4 A Public University
University in ) o . University in
: University in Quito . in Riobamba
Guayaquil Guayaquil
A1l Never 0 14 2 8
A2 Rarely 13 45 29 44
A3
21 72 66 51
Sometimes
A4 Usually 39 64 27 28

A5 Always 45 29 30 20
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Data Entry
B4 B- B3 B4 Bs Totals
Ay 0 14 2 8 || ----- 24
As 13 45 29 4 - 131
Az 21 72 66 51 - 210
As 39 64 27 28 - y5g  Chi-Square  df P
Asg 45 29 30 20 | —mme- 124 75.52 12 <.0001
Totals 118 224 154 151 647 Cramer'sV = 0.1973
Second Category: Actions Undertaken While Reading
Table 7. Chi-Square for First Language — Second Category.
FIRST LANGUAGE
SECOND CATEGORY: ACTIONS UNDERTAKEN WHILE READING
B1 Universidad Guayaquil B2 UPS Quito ~ B3 UPS Guayaquil =~ B4 UNACH
Al Never 4 21 9 10
A2 Rarely 22 87 44 23
A3 Sometimes 66 184 81 101
A4 Usually 117 185 117 127
A5 Always 95 99 144 117
Data Entry
By B> Bs By Bs Totals
Ay 4 21 9 10 - 44
As 22 87 44 23 || - 176
As 66 184 81 101 ----- 432
Agy 117 185 117 127 - 546 Chi-Square df P
Ag 95 99 144 117 | ----- 455
Totals 304 576 395 378 || - 1653 81.75 12 <0001
_ Reset l Calculate | Cramer's V. = 0.1284
Table 8. Chi-Square for Second Language — Second Category.
SECOND LANGUAGE
SECOND CATEGORY: ACTIONS UNDERTAKEN WHILE READING
Bl A Public B3 A Private
. ) . B2 A Private . ) . B4 APublic University
University in University in

University in Quito in Riobamba

Guayaquil Guayaquil
Al Never 7 40 11 32
A2 Rarely 24 128 67 92
A3 Sometimes 95 190 152 137
A4 Usually 114 150 94 82

A5 Always 62 68 71 35
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Data Entry
Bj_ Bz 53 B4 BS Totals
Ay 7 40 11 32 - 90
Ay 24 128 67 92 | - 311
A 95 190 152 137 - 574 .
: Chi-Square df P
Ay 114 150 94 82 | - 440
Ag 62 68 71 35 eeee- 236 91.74 12 <.0001
Totals 302 576 395 378 | - 1651
B - W - | Cramer'sv = 0.1361
Third Category: Evaluation after Reading
Table 9. Chi-Square for First Language - Category Three.
FIRST LANGUAGE
THIRD CATEGORY: EVALUATION AFTER READING
Bl A  Public B3 A Private
) . . B2 A Private . ) . B4 APublic University
University in . o ) University in
; University in Quito ; in Riobamba
Guayaquil Guayaquil
Al Never 2 24 7 6
A2 Rarely 13 61 21 11
A3
. 47 106 41 39
Sometimes
A4 Usually 57 120 77 102
A5 Always 68 41 96 84
Data Entry
Bl BZ B3 B4 BS Totals
A1 2 24 7 6 - 39
As 13 61 21 11 || --—--- 106
Az 47 106 41 1= T — 233
Ag 57 120 77 102 ----- 356
Ag 68 41 96 84 | - 289
Totals 187 352 242 242 - 1023
Chi-Square df P
116.83 12 <.0001

Cramer'sV = 0.1951

Table 10. Chi-Square for Second Language - Category Three.

SECOND LANGUAGE
THIRD CATEGORY: EVALUATION AFTER READING
Bl A Public B2 A  Private B3 A Private B4 A Public University

University in University in Quito University in in Riobamba
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Guayaquil Guayaquil
Al Never 5 42 9 23
A2 Rarely 16 77 31 44
A3
Sometimes 51 119 101 104
A4 Usually 67 85 52 46
A5 Always 48 29 49 25
Data Entry
By B> Bz By Bsg Totals
Ay 5 42 9 X T — 79
As 16 77 31 44 - 168
As 51 119 101 104 | - 375
Ay 67 85 52 46 @ ----- 250
As 48 29 49 25 151
Totals 187 352 242 242 | -e---- 1023
Chi-Square df P
92.77 12 <.0001
Cramer'sV = 0.1739
Fourth Category: Dealing with Problems
Table 11. Chi-Square for First Language - Category Four.
FIRST LANGUAGE
FOURTH CATEGORY: DEALING WITH PROBLEMS
Bl A  Public B3 A Private
) ) . B2 A Private . ) B4 A Public University
University in . o . University o
; University in Quito : in Riobamba
Guayaquil Guayaquil
Al Never 4 14 4 8
A2 Rarely 4 50 15 12
A3
Sometimes 33 103 43 43
A4 Usually 62 115 67 83
A5 Always 66 37 91 74
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Data Entry
By B> Bs Bs Bs Totals
Ay 4 14 4 8 || --—-- 30
Az 4 50 15 12 [ - 81
Az 33 103 43 43 - 222
Ay 62 115 67 83 - 327
Ag 66 37 61 74 || --—--- 238
Totals 169 319 190 220 ----- 898
Chi-Square df P
85.17 12 <.0001
Cramer's V = 0.1778
Table 12. Chi-Square for Second Language - Category Four.
SECOND LANGUAGE
FOURTH CATEGORY: DEALING WITH PROBLEMS
Bl A  Public B3 A Private
) . . B2 A Private . . . B4 APublic University
University in . o ) University in .
: University in Quito . in Riobamba
Guayaquil Guayaquil
Al Never 4 22 9 15
A2 Rarely 16 79 28 39
A3
. 43 109 93 78
Sometimes
A4 Usually 58 86 52 58
A5 Always 48 22 37 30
Data Entry
Bj_ Bz B3 B4 BS Totals
Ay 4 22 9 T 50
Az 16 79 28 39 - 162
As 43 109 93 78 - 323 Chi-Square df p
Ay 58 86 52 58 ----- 254
As 48 22 37 30 - 137 71.99 12 <.0001
Totals 169 318 219 220 - 926
_ Reset l Calculate | Cramer'sV = 0.161
Discussion

As previously noted, the current study found that there were significant differences in reading
strategies among students of the four different university programs of ESP. Therefore, such
differences in findings should cause researchers to ask this question: why do such differences exist
among the four different university programs of ESP?

On the surface, such differences could be the result of different teaching methodologies among
the four programs of ESP. Such differences could also be the result of different previous student
instruction and different student educational backgrounds before the students enrolled in the four
university programs of ESP. Additionally, such differences could be a combination of differing
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teaching methodologies, differing previous student instruction, and differing student educational
backgrounds. Unfortunately, the current research does not provide any clear or exact reasons to
explain why such statistically significant differences were found among the reading strategies of the
students enrolled in the four university programs of ESP.

Now that the current research study has determined that differences in reading strategies do
exist among the four university programs of ESP, it is logical to suggest that future research in this
area of inquiry needs to control the possible factors of differing teaching methodologies, differing
previous student instruction, and differing student educational backgrounds. Additionally, such
future research investigations should include larger numbers of students in order to clarify any other
sources of potential differences in reading strategies among students who are enrolled in university
programs of ESP.

The results of the current study indicate differences in reading strategies among four university
programs of ESP while raising questions of why such differences exist and asking questions
regarding potential implications as a consequence of the research findings. Clearly, the immediate
implication of such differences in reading strategies suggests that ESP program administrators need
to examine carefully and to evaluate their ESP programs on a continuous basis regarding reading
strategies and their use among ESP students. These differences also suggest that ESP program
administrators may need to have additional testing of reading strategies among their ESP students
in order to define more precisely how to match instructional methodologies with variances in ESP
student reading strategies.

These implications seem to also suggest that in terms of applied teaching significance, teachers
may need to have a much deeper and better understanding of individual student reading strategies
in order to help teachers to be more precise and more effective in their target teaching and reading
strategies. Additionally, these implications also seem to suggest that students also need to have a
much deeper and better understanding of their own individual student reading strategies in order to
maximize their own learning, their own potential for learning, and their application of learning.

Since the surveyed applied on this research had four categories, the discussion is presented as
an analysis of the findings of the most interesting results in each category.

The original Olszak study (2016) had four distinct categories of questions presented to the
students. Those four categories were:

1. Organinzing reading and planning.
2. Actions undertaken while reading
3. Evaluation after reading

4. Dealing with problems

For this research which used the Olszak (2016) survey, the exact same four categories and the
Yes and No questions that Olszak included at the end of her survey were also asked to the 97 students
in this study.

Category number one was “Organizing reading and Planning.” In this category the most
significant question was about exam planning. It has been analyzed as the first questions of the
surveyed used in this study. When students have to take an exam in Spanish (first language) they
tend to plan “usually” their exam according to student’s answers. Whereas, in English the answers
showed to be “sometimes.” Having in mind that planning is an essential factor of metacognition, this
behavior may be because students do not know how to get ready for exams. The differences between
taking exams in Spanish and in English can be related to the culture and to the structure of the exam
planned. For example, in English exams all questions are established with specific time for certain
tasks. Whereas in Spanish, the time on an exam is only given as a specific amount of time for the
whole test. Therefore, this cultural and structure change can effect students who are taking exams
and the amount of time they take to do it.

Category number two was “Actions undertaking while reading.” The most significant question
in this category was about guessing meaning according to the context where students in the first
language and in the second language have the same amount impact answering 37.36% in both cases
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for “sometimes” that they do it while reading and a difference of around 3% in “Usually” to the same
activity.

Category number three was “Evaluation after reading” were Evaluation of strategies is one of
the most significant questions that present significant differences on students first and second
language strategies for reading. This was based on the need of students to find strategies to read
faster and to comprehend better what they are asked to do in English. Whereas in Spanish, there is
not such a need of strategies since they dominate the language and it is faster reading comprehension
than it is in English.

Category number four was “Dealing with problems” The most common error from Spanish to
English was translation which is the first thing students tend to do while they are reading and after
reading.

The implications of the current study suggest in regards to the significance of applied teaching
that teachers will need to have a much deeper and more complete understanding of individual
student reading strategies. Such an understanding can greatly assist teachers in their efforts to be
more effective and precise in their target teaching and reading strategies.

Because of the limited sized of the study (N = 97), potential implications from the results of this
research study should be carefully evaluated. Additionally, there are no other known studies that
have evaluated student-reading strategies in different Spanish programs of English for Special
Purposes. Therefore, this research study provides the basis of pilot test research to help guide future
research investigations.

Because statistically significant response differences were found among the four ESP programs,
in the gender of the ESP students, and in the educational level of the ESP students, these results seem
to suggest that ESP programs must be more thoroughly examined in more rigorous long term
research to evaluate further the truer and deeper form of these statistically significant differences.
Therefore, longitudinal studies could provide the best data for evaluating the occurrence and
intensity of any statistically significantly differences. Additionally, future research should utilize
larger sample sizes of thousands of ESP students, more equal numbers of females and males, and
larger samples among ESP students with two or more language skill sets.

Such longitudinal studies could assist researchers in evaluating when and how such statistically
significant changes occur. Additional considerations beyond the type of ESP program, the gender
of the ESP students, and the educational level of the ESP students should also provide more precise
measures of mastery of both written and spoken English skills in order to discover any other
significant influencing factors that could further define such statistically significant differences.
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