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ABSTRACT

Reading comprehension is central to student legramd to their learning outcome. Apart from thegess of
decoding information, reading comprehension depeadsthe construction of a coherent meaning-basedtahe
representation of the situation described in a. thxis therefore necessary to activate a set a€lirg comprehension
strategies that facilitate the representationaktraction of a text. Based on a self-reported stidy stratified sample of
400 students drawn from three colleges of educatidBhana, this paper explored teacher traineearemess and use of
reading comprehension strategies Teacher trainepkyged an awareness of their cognitive procedsdag reading and
claimed the ability to utilize a multitude of readistrategies to achieve comprehension. The rasulever contradicts an
earlier study which suggests that students havieultyy understanding academic texts. The gap beitwsvareness of and
use of comprehension strategies need to be bridgedrecommended that explicit explanation anddelting will help
students to think about their reading processeswaie clear what they should be doing, what thesewet doing before,
or what they are doing wrong. This will build theonfidence to use their reported strategic knogéetb enhance their
reading efficacy.
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INTRODUCTION

Reading is one of the most important academic tasksuntered by students in higher education. derdral to
their learning, their success in school and ultetyato their success in life. Students in higheucadion are exposed to a
number of texts that require independent reading, taey must know how to synthesize material froamyndifferent
sources. Obtaining a university degree is not ddlleading for a degree’ for nothing! This is espéy true for higher
education students who, in the context of theidiss; often need to search for and use informatidanglish. Reading
requires comprehension. Reading comprehension bar Wariously described as a process of creatingnimg by
building relationships among ideas in a text, aatiieen the text and one’s knowledge, beliefs, ampagrences (Van den
Broek, 2010; McNeil, 2011; Zhang & Wu, 2009 amorthens).Van den Broek (2010) argues that successful reading
comprehension depends on the construction of arenheneaning-based mental representation of thatsin described
in a text. The reader constructs meaning by coatiely updating information from the text and intgrg this
information with his/her background knowledge, las text unfolds. Thus, reading comprehension isinactive process

that takes place between a reader and a text.

Impact Factor(JCC): 1.7843- This article can be dowloaded from www.impactjournals.us




| 58 Ekua Tekyiwa Amua-Sekyi, Seth Kofi Nti & Patrick Godfred Atiah |

The role of the reader’s background knowledge @ dbquisition of information is important, considerthat
reading comprehension involves the process of fagn@onnections between new information and exiskingwledge
networks. When textual information does not provildficient coherence, readers extend the repraSens with
knowledge about the world. This results in a cohiereonnected representation of the situations ewrehts that are
described in a text which enables readers to dmaferences. This contrasts with lower-order levelerdl text
representation restricted to the actual textuarimftion. Apart from the process of decoding infation, the purpose of
reading comprehension is to construct a representaf the text that allows the reader to respandifferent demands. It
is therefore necessary to activate a set of reazthingprehension strategies that facilitate the s&ational construction
of a text.

Reading comprehension strategies have been deds@gheonscious, deliberate and flexible psycholddimols
selected by readers to efficiently guide, contsabervise and evaluate the coherent representationstruction of a text
(Shanahan, 2006). Afflerbach, Pearson, & Paris §p@®fine reading strategies as specific, delileergbal—directed
mental processes or behaviours, which control andifin the reader’s efforts to decode a text, unided words and
construct the meaning of a text. The reader ieisidhem to solve a problem, to comprehend or Isammething. Williams
(2007) suggests that readers derive more meanimg fiexts when they use different strategies, teples and methods
during reading, and the literature suggests thtgrdint strategies and techniques are used fagrdift purposes. A number
of taxonomies of comprehension strategies have aapgein the literature. For example, while Bloclo&s) grouped
strategic behaviour into general strategies andl lstrategies, Sarig (1987) identified four typéseader ‘moves’ and
Davies (1995) grouped strategies into five mairegaties. Other researchers preferred to compilst @fl observed or
reported behaviours. This study will work with ttheee categories of strategies which help reseesdbeidentify what

type of strategy students use while reading.

The three categories agtobal reading strategies which readers utilize to keep their focus on tradieg act such
as setting the purpose for reading, previewing, @edicting the textproblem-solving strategies used to deal with reading
problems in understanding the text such as checkimgs understanding when encountering conflictimgrmation,
reading slowly and carefully to make sure one ustdeds what is being read, trying to get back anktrwhen losing
concentration, and include adjusting one’s speedeafling when the material becomes difficult oryeasiessing the
meaning of unknown words, and rereading the textrprove comprehension; arslipport reading strategies which
readers employ to sustain responsiveness to readith@o help them in comprehending the text sualsa®y a dictionary,
taking notes, underlining, or highlighting textuaformation. These specific cognitive behaviourssiipe directed and
monitored by higher levels of thinking or meta citign (thinking about thinking). The issue is naisf about what
strategies can be used and how to use them, lmutdisn to use then and for what purpose. Speafimitive behaviours

become metacognitive strategies when readers iotedly recruit them to meet various task demands.

The term meta-cognition can be described from twospectives: knowledge about cognition which inekid
knowledge about the readers’ cognitive resourceb si8 conceptualization of the reading processkangledge of the
use of appropriate reading strategies on the ond had the regulation of cognition which is relatedhe reader’s self
regulatory procedure for solving problems on thkeothand. These procedures include monitoring ffieiescy of
reading strategies used, planning one’s next séising strategies, and evaluating them duringliren(Baker & Beall,

2009). Thus knowledge of cognition and regulatidrcagnition play an important role in comprehendiegt during
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reading. The first meta-cognitive strategy is beicmgraware of prior beliefs and their influence twe processing of text
information. The second is monitoring for intertied relationships and inconsistencies and thinkibgut argumentative
relationships between texts. The third is aboungigirior knowledge for argument evaluation. Metgsitive strategies
therefore refer to the activation of relevant baockgd knowledge, guiding, monitoring and contra@lithe reading
comprehension activity (Efklides & Misailidi, 2010Through these strategies, the reader works effigicioward

effective meaning making. A strategic reader, ftbia perspective, is one who has knowledge aboetvand why to use

one strategy or another and shows skill in applyiregstrategies by means of monitoring and copirotesses.

Competent strategic readers monitor their undedstgn adjusting their reading speed to fit theidifty of the
text and fix-up any comprehension problems theyoenter, such as identifying where in the text diffty occurs,
restarting a difficult sentence or passage on tbein and looking back through the text (Lehr & Osha?005). This
implies that when readers monitor their compret@msihey understand that reading must make sendewhen it does
not they try to use appropriate strategies to stileeproblems. Comprehension monitoring strategplires questioning
whether understanding has occurred or not duriegptiocess of reading and at the end of the pra@siers, 2010).
Question generation and answering of questionseats tare two different types of questions importamtreading

comprehension.

Generating questions helps readers to focus aitemth what they are to learn, think actively asythead,
monitor their comprehension, and review and refetat they have learnt to what they already knovprowing reading
comprehension in the process. Lehr and Osborn {2668 how question generation as a comprehengrategy
encourages learners to be actively involved in faxicessing as they ask themselves questions éaaire them to
integrate information from different segments of tiext to improve their comprehension. Students aglo themselves
guestions to monitor their cognitive level go baake-read a part of a text that they do not urtdads thereby regulating
their reading. A self-regulating student is therefaware of his or her general strengths and weskiseas a learner, is able
to modify his/her actions when demands change anabie to set goals and evaluate his or her owmilea Self-
regulation is essentially relevant in higher ediacatvhere students are considered independentdiesaland external

support is limited.

The second type of questions, asking and answeringuestions on the text is also important in depilg
strategic readers. Joubert, Bester & Meyer (208@)ethat the type of questions students becomestmmed to and the
way questions are asked can shape their undenstpotiiexts. When literal questions which dire@ders to information
in the text dominate, students will focus on thdsgng reading comprehension. Inferential questiohgch demand that
readers read between the lines and determine \whawtiter means and critical questions which rezu@aders to read
beyond the lines and express their opinion on ssuake students aware that active readers quebgoauthor, the text,
and themselves before, during and after reading.alility to summarise a text is also useful asduires sifting through
large units of text, differentiating between im@mt and unimportant ideas and synthesising thesasitb create a new

coherent text that stands for the original.

Second language (L2) reading research has estadbligte central importance of strategic processingekt
comprehension (lkeda & Takeuchi, 2006; McNeil, 20Zhang & Wu, 2009; among others). Various studiesfirst

language (L1) and second language (L2) readingaresehave analyzed the role of meta-cognitive m®eg in
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comprehension, comparing novice and expert readées findings show that an important differencewssn an expert
reader and a novice reader who is struggling teerstdnd a text is the way in which each goes athmuteading task.
Expert readers approach the reading task effigiehtlving a wide range of comprehension strategi@délable to them.
They intuitively, continuously, and almost uncowssly monitor what it is that they are reading lasytwork toward
reading comprehension of the text. Expert readéis encounter difficulties in comprehending textsdrae cognizant of
their performance limitations, weigh their optionand execute compensatory procedures. Novice readse
comprehension strategies very little and in anekifile way, making them incapable of activating rajppiate previous
knowledge and building a structured representatiothe text (e.g. Dermitzaki, Andreou, & Paraske2@08), and using
meta-cognitive strategies to achieve efficient genfance on text comprehension (e.g. Horner & O Ggn2007; Eme,
Puustinen, & Coutelet, 2006).

McNamara, Ozuru, Best & O’Reilly (2007) observettwhat distinguishes expert readers from struggleaglers
is their mastery and use of meta-cognitive readingtegies. Indeed, several critical strategie® leen demonstrated to
promote students’ reading comprehension. Thesedacbut are not limited to drawing inference, idfgintg important
information in the text, monitoring comprehensiosymmarizing, generating questions, and evaluatimg’'so
understandings (International Reading Associatid®A], 2007). This implies that the use of readingmprehension
strategies is a major characteristic of competeadlers. Hong-Nam & Leavell (2011) express the fi@estudents to learn
how to operate strategically and use multiple sgigis that will allow them to develop a sense afscous control over

their cognitive processes.
Context and Purpose of Study

Students in higher education face many challengethey transition from secondary school to posbsdary
environments (Francis & Simpson, 2009; Pawan & Hhtord, 2009). Among these challenges is the neednéet
academic expectations, largely through independesding and learning. In Ghana, students enterogj pecondary
institutions have already, throughout their secop@aucation, studied content areas through theumedf English. They
see themselves as accomplished readers of Engliskhown by their success within the educationesysiThey are
expected to have developed effective ways to hath@iebarrage of information coming from the envirmmt. Despite
their secondary school success, most studentsugresed by the critical role that texts play isdpline-specific study
and indicate having little experience reading trextensively (Freebody & Freiberg, 2011). They expede given notes

which leads to disappointment.

Consequently, students in colleges of educatioraken through a course in English Language Stwdiaed not
only to bridge the gap that hinders students’ agacl@chievement but also to provide them with ttnatsgies that will
help them to deal with challenges in their acadestidies. This, notwithstanding, tutors report statlents have serious
problems in approaching reading, cannot read phppar the purposes of their courses and face s\kfficulties when
performing a critical evaluation of their readingntent (Amua-Sekyi & Nti, 2015). The abilities tead are no longer
skills which tutors take for granted because theycgive the level of difficulties students face @pproaching and

understanding information from the texts.

Despite the steady growth in recognition of readitrgtegies, to the best of our knowledge, no rekdaas been

done on what strategies students, especially staidieicolleges of education, employ in their attétopcomprehend texts.
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This area of research is important for L2 readersabse effective reading strategies will resuliniproved reading
comprehension (Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2008). Studémtsolleges of education are of interest in thisgdgtbecause upon
graduation they will teach in basic schools. Ibéieved that if they are strategic readers, tis&dis will rub off in their
reading lessons and they will nurture them in tipeipils. This study attempts to find out how coiyelly active teacher
trainees are in drawing on a repertoire of compreine strategies for processing texts as well asitoring
comprehension. The purpose of the study thereferdéoi explore teacher trainees’ awareness and useeaufing

comprehension strategies when they read for acadaumposes. Research questions to guide the stady a
* What are students understanding of reading compsite?
* What specific comprehension strategies do studesg?®
» Are there any gender differences in strategy usengneacher trainees?

Gender has received much attention as a signifitaator in second language learning. Although thsre@o
conclusive evidence of gender differences in readests conducted in a second language, the usemé specific

strategies emerge differently according to genBepole, 2005; Phakiti, 2003; Young & Oxford, 1997).
METHODS

A cross-sectional descriptive survey was desigoedlitit information from the respondents. The taoumy of
reading strategies in Mokhtari & Sheorey’s (2002n8y of Reading Strategies (SORS) was adoptedhiser study
because it is designed to measure the metacogniiading strategies of L2 readers engaged in rgadoademic
materials. The SORS measures three broad categdrieading strategies, namely: Global strategiFspblem Solving
strategies, and Support strategies on a 5 poirgrtigcale ranging from 1 (“I never or almost nesderthis”) to 5 ("I
always or almost always do this”). The Likert-typ@estionnaire is considered the most appropriate auitable
instrument for measuring attitudes, feelings anccqgations since it offers respondents the oppdstuta indicate the
extent of their belief in a given statement. A tesfi3.5 or above signify high frequency use, 3.4 represent moderate
strategy use, and 2.4 or below characterize loatesjy use. The Cronbach’s Alpha score which wassuared to examine

the internal consistency of reliability for the S®Ras .869.

Wu (2005) used the SORS to measure reading strategyamong 204 Taiwanese English as a foreign égegu
(EFL) college students and reported moderate useanfing strategies. Al-Nujaidi (2003) modified tB®ORS to examine
the use of reading strategies among 225 EFL fest-yniversity students in Saudi Arabia and repontederate use of
reading strategies. A questionnaire like the SO&She a good option for profiling students’ typicahding strategy use.
With the identification of the profile, teacheritraes could incorporate a wide array of readingtstiies which they might

not be aware of and therefore not taking advantdgeo their teaching of reading.

Stratified random sampling based on gender and t#vstudents was used to select teacher traimees three
colleges of education (A, B and C) in the centegion of Ghana for the study. Questionnaires wdraigistered to 120
teacher trainees from college A, a female colld@®) from college B, a mixed college; and 150 frastlege C, a mixed
college. A total of 400 first and second year teadnainees were sampled for the study. Out of4@ questionnaires

distributed, 394 were retrieved. This was made ufpl& from college A; 130 from college B and 146nfr college C,
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giving a return rate of 98.5% which was considemddquate for a survey of this nature. Respondeats wade up of
59.9% ( = 236) females and 40.1%=158) males. First year students accounted for%49ry =196) and second year
students 50.3%n(= 198). This enabled us to compare the differermetsveen male and female and also level of
respondents with respect to their use of compraebtersirategies. Statistical Package for ServicaitBni (SPSS) version
20 was used to analyse the quantitative data gewerBescriptive statistics employed to answerrédsearch questions
included meansM) and standard deviatior5)) of each strategy use, the overall use, and tleofighree strategy
categories. To see if there is a significant défere between reported strategy use of respondgntgebder, an

independent samplésest was applied. To determine significance throwglthe study, the standard p<.05 was used.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS
What are Students Understanding of Reading Comprehesion?

The research question sought to find out respostenderstanding of the reading comprehension Huty
variously described reading comprehensionrasating making”, “a process way of going through a text to understand
what the text is about”, “using your previous knowledge about a text to derive meaning from it”, “reading to understand
what the writer says’ and “reading to understand”. The responses imply that respondents see readimprehension as a
process that requires a conscious and deliberfate &f understand a text (Shanahan, 2006 & VanRteek, 2010).

What Specific Comprehension Strategies Do Studentése?

This research question sought to find out the feegy of strategy use among respondents, as wetheas

strategies used most often and least often by nelgds as follows:

Table 1: Scores of Each Strategy Use (N = 394)

Name Strategy M Sd Level
GLOB 1 | Setting a purpose in mind when reading 4.005 | High
GLOB 2 | Talking an overall view before reading 3.65.95| High
GLOB 3 | Evaluating whether the content fits my pugo 3.65 1.23 High
GLOB 4 | Reviewing tests by noting its charactersstic 3.13| 1.31] Moderatg
GLOB 5 | Deciding what to read closely and what taoig. 3.25| 1.39 Moderate
GLOB 6 | Using tables, figures to increase understand 3.60| 1.29 High
GLOB 7 | Using context clues for better understanding 3.77| 1.09] High
GLOB 8 | Using typographical features for key infotiog. 3.25| 1.41) Moderate
GLOB 9 | Critically analyzing and evaluating inforrat. 3.91| 0.99 High
GLOB 10| Checking my understanding when | come acnesv information| 4.08 0.89 High
GLOB 11| Guessing what the content is about wheadlr 3.77, 1.08 High
GLOB 12| Checking if my guesses are right or wrong. 3.57| 1.18| High
GLOB 13| Thinking about what | know to help me ursiand. 3.70 1.0T High

SUP 1 Translating from English in my mother tongue. 3.55| 1.33] High

SUP 2 Reading aloud when the text becomes difficult 3.12| 1.47] Moderate

SUP 3 Underlining or circling information in thexte 3.95| 1.15] High

SUP 4 Using reference materials 3.73| 1.17| High

SUP 5 Paraphrasing for better understanding 3.685 |1High

SUP 6 Going back and forth to find relationship amgaleas. 3.39 1.46 Moderate

SUP 7 Asking questions from the text 365 1}12 High

SUP 8 | Thinking about information both in Englistdanother tongue. 3.72 1.14 High

SUP 9 | Taking notes while reading. 4.28| 0.99| High
PROB 1 | Reading carefully and slowly to understand 174 0.94| High
PROB 2 | Getting back on track when | lose conceptmat 3.94| 1.03] High
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Table 1: Contd.,
PROB 3 | Adjusting reading speed according to the tex 4.32| 0.87| High
PROB 4 | Re-reading the text when it becomes difficul 3.60| 1.16| High
PROB 5 | Stopping from time to time to think aboug tkading. 4.30 0.84 High
PROB 6 | Guessing the meaning of unknown words. 3.Y16 | High
PROB 7 | Paying closer attention when text beconiisult. 4.21] 0.93] High
PROB 8 | Picturing/visualizing information to helpwember. 4.25 0.98 High

The means of the individual items ranged from ahigage level of 4.32 (PROB® a moderate usage level of
3.12 (SUP2) mean according to Mokhtari and Shesré002) category. No strategy was reported asusage. Item
means for global strategies ranged from 4.08 t@,3slipport strategies between 4.28 and 3.12, vghdélem solving
strategies ranged between 4.32 and 3.60. The avexages of each category were 3.64 for Globaleffies (GLOB),
3.67 for Support Strategies (SUP), and 4.06 foblera Solving Strategies (PROB). All the three catezs of reading
strategies were at the high level of usage, witthleém Solving strategy recording the highest mé&due. average score of
overall use of reading strategies was 3.99 € 1.11) on the 5- point likert scale. This ind&sathat teacher trainees in

Ghana are aware of and show “high” usage of reastiragegies when reading for academic purposes.

The five most frequently used strategies by teatiaémees fell within problem solving 3, 5 and Fagtgies and
support strategies 9 and 8. The five least fredyeised strategies were at the moderate levelajeSUP 2, GLOB 4, 8,
5 and SUP 6. A comparison of the five most freqglyamsed strategies and the five least frequentgdustrategies indicate
that respondents tend to use problem solving giiegemore during the reading process. This findioegvever runs
contrary to the findings of Amua-Sekyi & Nti (2018t students who performed both highly or poarlyhe colleges of
education English examination identified readinghpoehension as one of the topics they find modicdif. If students
use problem solving strategies to fix up comprelngroblems they encounter as respondents cldiey, should not
have difficulties with texts as is claimed by theitors and students themselves. Respondents’ dhawareness and use
of reading strategies does not reflect in pract@ensequently, attention needs to be given to titaegic processing of
students to bridge the gap between knowledge aralitise of strategies. Table 2 below shows whe#ispondents’ level

of study significantly affects reported strategg:us

Table 2: Reported Use of Strategy Group and Overallse According to Level of Students (N = 394)

Name Year N (394) | Mean | SD | Level
Global (GLOB) | FIRST 196 3.62] 1.24 High
SECOND 198 3.66| 1.20 High
Support (SUP) FIRST 196 3.69 1.23 High
SECOND 198 3.6| 1.14 High
Problem (PROB) FIRST 196 4.0 1.00 High
SECOND 198 4.05| 0.96 High
Overall FIRST 196 3.79 1.15 High
SECOND 198 3.78/ 1.10 High

All the three categories of reading strategies ating to level of students were at the high levielsage, with
problem solving strategy recording the highest mefa.05 for first year teacher trainees. An indefent sample T-test
with 95% confidence interval was conducted to asgtbs significance. No significant differences edpbund. The
average scores of overall use of reading stratefgiedoth first and second years were high, witistfiyear students

recording the highest mean of 3.79. One mightlatte this to the fact that first year students gtk on the English
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Language Studies course and therefore have a bagghtawareness of these strategies.

A look at the five most frequently used strategaesording to level of respondents showed that fiosh and
second years were high users of the same catefoeading strategy with first years using more &0@B 3 (adjusting
reading speed according to the text), while theseégears used more of PROB 5 (stopping from tiongnhe to think
about reading). The five least frequently usedtagias indicate that both first and second yeacheatrainees are
moderate users of the same reading strategies,usetlsUP 6 (going back and forth to find relatigmsimong ideas) as
the least fifth strategy. In order to determine thiee significant difference exists with the useaediding strategies among
levels of teacher trainees, an independent t—tist98% confidence interval was performed. Someifant differences
were found in GLOB 7, 8, 11, 12 and SUP 2. Theltesihowed that grade level was related to waystdzher trainees
in Ghana employ the reading strategies. A significhfference between the two grade levels wasdaarthe overall use
of reading strategies. First year teacher trairfses 3.79) reported using reading strategies momgufatly than Second
year teacher traineebi(= 3.78). With regards to the reported use of stpaigroup, the story was not different. First year
teacher trainees frequently used two of threeegisagroups, namely, Problem-solving=< 4.07) and Support(=3.69)
strategies, while Second year teacher traineesidraty use GlobalM=3.66) strategy. This result is inconsistent with
results of other studies (eg. Kung, 2007), whicbvedd that higher grade college students use varigading strategies

more than lower grade students.
Are There Any Gender Differences in Strategy Use aong Teacher Trainees?

With regards to the gender differences among teachmees in the use of reading strategies, arpeddent

sample t-test for each reading strategy was peddriihe results are summarized in Table 3 below:

Table 3: Differences in Reading Strategy Use Betwedlales and Females (N=394)

=
Name Category Gender N Mean SD Value
Setting a purpose in mind . 4.06 0.84
GLOB 1 when reading. Male Female | 158 236 406 101 .026
Taking overall view before . 3.56 1.14
GLOB 2 reading Male Female | 158 236 356 116 .627
GLOB 3 Evaluatlng whether the conter tMaIe Female | 158 236 3.63 1.33 023
fit my purpose. 3.66 1.16
Reviewing texts by noting its . 3.09 1.27
GLOB 4 characteristics. Male Female | 158 236 315 134 .203
Deciding what to read closely . 3.31 1.36
GLOB 5 and what to ignore Male Female | 158 236 391 141 .763
Using tables, figures to . 3.46 1.35
GLOB 6 increase understanding. Male Female | 158 236 3.69 1.35 067
Using context clues for better . 3.68 1.15
GLOB 7 understanding. Male Female | 158 236 382 105 .097
Using typographical features L 3.29 1.41
GLOB 8 for key information. Male Female | 158 236 392 141 .817
Critically analyzing and L 3.96 0.91
GLOB 9 evaluating information. Male Female | 158 236 3.88 1.04 028
Checking my understanding
GLOB when | come across new Male Female | 158 236 4.06 0.87 311
10 ; : 4.09 0.91
information.
GLOB | Guessing what the content is L 3.75 1.08
11 about when reading. Male Female | 158 236 3.79 1.08 502
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GLOB | Checking if my guesses are . 3.55 1.19

12 right or wrong. Male Female | 158 236 358 117 712
GLOB | Thinking about what | know to . 3.60 1.11

13 help me understand. Male Female | 158 23 3.76 1.04 263
Translating from English to my L 3.29 1.35

SUP 1 mother tongue Male Female | 158 236 372 128 .376
Reading aloud when the text . 2.86 1.48

SUP 2 becomes difficult. Male Female | 158 236 330 143 436
Understanding or circling . 3.93 1.16

SUP3 information in the text. Male Female | 158 236 3.96 1.15 965

SUP 4 | Using reference materials Male Femgle 15823 gg 11; .920
Paraphrasing for better . 3.53 1.22

SUP 5 understanding. Male Female | 158 236 374 109 .063
Going back and forth to find . 3.34 1.05

SUP 6 relationship among ideas. Male Female | 158 236 3.43 1.68 076
. . 3.53 1.14

D

SUP 7 | Asking questions from text Male Female 158 23 373 109 .387
Thinking about information 351 116

SUP 8 | both English and mother Male Female | 158 236 .’ ' 443
3.86 1.11

tongue.

. . . 4.24 0.92

SUP 9 | Taking note while reading. Male Female 158 P3 4.9 103 .190
Reading carefully and slowly . 4.10 0.88

PROB 1 to understand. Male Female | 158 236 4.9 0.98 .036

PROB 2 Getting back on track when | Male Eemale | 158 236 3.93 0.97 243
lose concentration. 3.95 1.06
Adjusting reading speed L 4.27 0.82

PROB 3 according to the text. Male Female | 158 236 435 0.91 197
Re-reading the text when it L 3.44 1.17

PROB 4 becomes difficult. Male Female | 158 236 377 114 721
Stopping the text to time to L 4.17 0.84

PROB 5 think about the reading. Male Female | 158 236 4.38 0.84 613
Guessing the meaning of . 3.62 1.12

PROB 6 unknown words. Male Female | 158 236 376 119 .697
Paying closer attention when . 4.24 0.82

PROB 7 the text becomes difficult. Male Female | 158 236 4.20 0.99 042
Picturing or visualizing . 4.24 0.91

PROB 8 information to help remember Male Female | 158 236 4.26 0.93 759

Significant at .05 level

Five strategies showed significant gender diffeeshavith females using three strategies more fratyuavhile

males used two strategies. The results showedydmater is related to ways that teacher traine€hena employ reading

strategiesA one-way ANOVA was conducted to determine the aftg gender on the overall use of reading strategs

shown in table 4 below:

Table 4: Overall Strategy Use by Gender (N=394)

Name Gender | No. | Mean | SD
Overall strategy (SORS) Male 158 3.2 1]12
Female | 23 3.83 1.09

A significant difference was found between male fardale teacher trainees on the dependent meads(te392)

= 5.318,p<.05,n% = .045. This result suggests that gender wasegtlat respondents’ reading strategy use. A one-way
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MANOVA was conducted to determine the effect of dgmon the three dependent variables - scores &fB3ISUP and

PROB strategies as shown in table 5 below:

Table 5: Use of Each Category Strategy by Gender §894)

Category | Gender No | Mean | S.D
GLOB MALE 158| 3.61 | 1.15
FEMALE | 236| 3.66 | 1.15
SUP MALE 158| 3.56 | 1.18
FEMALE | 236| 3.74 | 1.22
PROB MALE 158| 4.00 | 0.94
FEMALE | 236| 4.11 | 1.00

Although female students reported using all threategy categories more frequently than male stisgdaro
significant gender differences were found betweaterand female teacher trainees on the dependerstumes, Wilks's\
= 0948,F (3, 391) = 2.042p = .112,1 >=_.052. In terms of the order of frequency of useath strategy category, both
males and females reported using Problem Solviragegfies most frequently followed by Support sgegs and Global
strategies. This result indicates that gender igelated to the way that respondents use the #irategy categories. This
ties in with the results of other studies in boffLEand ESL contexts (Al-Nujaidi, 2003; Wu, 2005attoth EFL and ESL
students use Problem-Solving Strategies more ti@other categories. Although results of studiegemder difference in
reading strategy use have been inconsistent (WaB;2@oole, 2005; Phakiti, 2003; Sheorey & Mokhtafip1; Young &
Oxford, 1997), studies reporting significant gendifierence consistently showed that females uading strategies more
frequently than males. In line with that, this stsgems to support a common tendency of the getiffierence in reading

strategy use.
SUMMARY

Reading is a process that requires effort on thdaes’ part if they want to understand what they raading. A
considerable amount of research has been devotetigystanding the processes that contribute ttimgaomprehension
and the literature indicates that an awarenesseafling strategies and comprehension monitoringnisngortant
characteristic of expert readers. Readers needddaheir metacognitive knowledge about reading iamdke conscious
and deliberate strategies. This may mean thaaiders are not aware of certain strategies, thdyneiluse them in their

reading task.

The findings of this study suggest that teachénd&s in Ghana show an awareness of and high w$agading
strategies when reading for academic purposes aeahpa the results of other studies (Wu, 2005; Ajaidi, 2003). One
possible explanation for this might be the currieahd of taking students through reading skillspagt of the English
Language Studies course in the colleges of edutalibis might have heightened students’ awarenadfon use of
reading strategies. Problem Solving strategiesdstart as the most frequently used strategy. This iension with the
findings of Amua-Sekyi & Nti (2015).

CONCLUSIONS

Teacher trainees acknowledged that reading compseheis an active process. The reader has to teovlrds

effective meaning making. They displayed an awa®mé their cognitive process during reading amdhotd the ability
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to utilize a multitude of reading strategies toiageh comprehension. However, an awareness of rgatliategies does not
necessarily lead to actual use of these strategie reading. The gap between awareness of ana@fusemprehension
strategies need to be bridged. This underscoresintpertance of helping students to develop theitac@gnitive

awareness of specific reading strategies deemeessay for proficient reading. Discussions of tiffiectiveness of

strategy training have often recommended that integrated into the normal curriculum and not Haddn a piecemeal
manner. Proficient adult readers seldom recall deixplicitly taught how to comprehend texts. Nekelgss, they have
become strategic readers by engaging in readirap ativity that occurs in many settings and fdfedent purposes and
thereby developing a multitude of strategies to pahend texts regardless of the specific tasktaason. Thus when a
situation arises that requires comprehension of material, they are able to reflect upon the stiiatethey know and

determine which will be appropriate for helpingailgiven situation.

As the awareness and use of reading strategiesihengasingly been identified as indicators of gwedding
comprehension, more emphasis has been placed pimdhattudents to become strategic readers (Mokh&gorey &
Reichard, 2008). Students need to be taught ettplibow to carry out appropriate strategies so tatir reading
comprehension improves. An integration of metacigmireading strategy instruction and practice thi® overall reading
curriculum can help to promote an increased awaenéthe mental processes involved in readingthedievelopment

of thoughtful and constructively responsive reading
RECOMMENDATIONS

* It is recommended that teacher trainees are prdvidigh explicit instruction that helps them to knomhat

reading strategies are, how to use them, why tdahesa, and when to use them.

 The importance of employing problem-solving to emtea comprehension should always be made explicit.
Explicit explanation and modelling will help studeno think about their reading processes and mbda what
they should be doing, what they were not doing kefor what they are doing wrong. This will buildetr

confidence to use their reported strategic knowdetdgenhance their reading efficacy.

e Students should be motivated in applying the sffateto an expanded range of learning activitieshsd the

strategies transfer to new activities and are used.

* The importance of strategy use underscores the foeedstrong emphasis on the development and erante
of effective reading strategy use across the autrim as not using the right strategy in reading hhige one

reason for educational failure.

e There are research-based comprehension strategiek tutors must know and model during reading. &#p

building for tutors is therefore needed, with agpiate guidelines on how to teach reading comprsiben
LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

This study obtained data from three out of the 8Beges of education in Ghana, and in the cenggion of
Ghana only. Although attempts were made to obtaiapaesentative sample by assigning the same nuofbsudents
from different academic levels, caution should kereised when generalizing the results. We ackndgddhe limitations

associated with the use of student reflectionsléda collection. We also acknowledge that thedeatdns, as in the case
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of all self-reported data, may not be true reftatsi of students’ reading behaviours, may reflespoese bias, and are
restricted to those individuals who agreed to pgudte in this study. One cannot therefore telhwibsolute certainty from
the instrument alone whether students actually gadgathe strategies they report using. Futureareseshould therefore

incorporate think-aloud protocols or interviewduaher examine students’ actual strategy use.
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