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B3AUMOCBA3b MEKAY NCITIOJIb3OBAHUEM CTPATEI'MU YTEHUSA
N ITPOAYKTUBHOCTBIO YTEHUA Y CTYJAEHTOB

AHHOmMauun: yeivb uCcie008anus COCMOSLA 8 U3YUeHUU 83AUMOCBAZU MEHCOY UC-
NONb308AHUEM CMpPame2ull YmeHust U NPoOyKMUEHOCbIO UMEHUs. MeHCOy CHYOeH-
MAMU € bICOKUM U HUSKUM YPOBHEM 81A0EHUs UHOCIMPAHHBIM A3bIKOM 8 YHUSepcume-
max S¢gpuonuu. C smoii yenvio 6w110 omobparo wecmvoecam yyawuxcs (30 naubonee
yenesarowux u 30 HaumeHee ycnesaowux) ¢ UCNOIb308AHUEM Memo0a Cmpamupuyu-
POBAHHOU 8b100PKU. BbLI0 8bI61EHO, UMO CIMYOEHMbL UCNOIL306AIU 2100ATbHbIE, NPO-
Oemmuble u noodoepoicusarowue cmpameeuu umenus. 1 100anvHas cmpameus Xapax-
mepuzyemcs, Hanpumep, oelicmsuem: « Al npocmampuearo mexkcm 8 yeiom, 4moowsl no-
HAMb, 0 YeM OH, npedicoe wem yumams e2oy». llpoonemnas cmpameeus — « A neimaioco
npeocmasums UHGOpMayuro, Ymoobsl yyuie 3anoMHUmMs npoyumanuoey. Illoodepaicu-
garowas cmpamezus NOOPA3ymMe8aem Ucnob308aHUe 6CROMOSAMEbHBIX CPeOCmE NPu
ymeHuu, Hanpumep, ciosapeu. Buecme ¢ smum 6vi1 npogeden mecm Ha NOHUMAHUE
npouumannozo. CoopanHvle OanHbvle ObLIU NOOBEPSHY MBI CINAMUCTIUYECKOMY AHATU3Y
C NOMOWBIO ONUCAMENbHOU CIAMUCMUKU, (-KpUMepus He3as8UCUMbBIX 8b100POK U KOP-
pensyuu Iupcona. Pe3ynomamol ucciedosanus nokazanu, 4mo cywecmayem 83aumo-
CBA3b MedHCOY UCNONb30BAHUEM VHAWUMUC BCeX Mpex OCHOBHbIX cmpameuil (m.
e. 2100abHOl, NPOOIEMHOU U NOOOepIcUsarouell) U NPOOYKMUBHOCHbIO UX YMEHUS.
Yem bonvute cmyoeHm UCnoib3yem pasHooOPA3HbIX Cmpameull YmeHus, mem Guvluie
VPOBeHb NOHUMAHUS NPOYUMAanH020. OCHOBbI8AACH HA NOTYYEHHBIX OAHHBIX, PEKOMEH-
0yemcst NOBbICUMb 0C8E0OMAEHHOCIb YUAUWUXCS O CYUWYECMBOBAHUU PA3TUYHBIX CIMPA-
meeutl ymeHus, 4modwvl oHU yauje ux ucnoavzosanu. Craboycnesarowum cmyoenmam
PEKOMEHOYemcs yauje UCNOIb308aMb CMpameuy 4menus 8 yeiom U 21o0anbHy0

cmpamecuiro 6 4aCmHOCnu.
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Knrwueswvie cnosa: cmpamecuu UYnieHusl, 2nobanvras cmpamecusl Ymernusd, npo-
onemnas cmpamecusl YmeHuA, noddepofcueafou;aﬂ cmpamecust YmeHUA, npodykmue-

HOCNnlb YmeHUA.

Musema Aman

Geremew Lemu

THE RELATION BETWEEN READING STRATEGY USE
AND READING PERFORMANCE AMONG STUDENTS

Abstract: the purpose of the study was to investigate the relationship between the
use of reading strategies and reading achievement between high and low EFL univer-
sity students in Ethiopia. To this effect, sixty students were selected (30 top high achiev-
ers and 30 least low achievers) using stratified sampling technique. The Survey of
Reading Strategies and Reading Comprehension Test were employed to discover stu-
dents’ reading Strategy use, and to measure their reading ability respectively. Thus,
thirty reading strategies of the survey and fifty reading comprehension questions were
administered to students. The data gathered was statistically analyzed through descrip-
tive statistics, independent samples t-test and Pearson correlation. The findings of the
study revealed that High achievers adopted a diverse and more reading strategies in
higher frequency compared to low achievers. This difference between the groups was
significant. The result also showed that there was a relationship between students’
three main strategies use (i.e., global, problem-solving and support reading strategies
and their reading achievement). Based on the findings, it was recommended to raise
awareness to enhance students' use of various strategies at higher frequency and the
low achievers must be encouraged to use the reading strategies more frequently in

general and global reading strategies in particular.

Keywords: global, problem-solving and support reading strategies, correlational
study and reading achievement.
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CTYJAEHTCEM CYHMJIACA WIHE BYJAB CTPATETUMEIE
BYJIAB IPOAYKTUBJIAXEH CBIXAHABE

Annomauyu: ménues ménnese — dghuonu yHusepcumeuéceHue masan map 4eixeHe
JIAUAX nejleKeH mama Andx nejeKeH CMyOeHmCeH 10m yeixene ¢blpHa e¢ceHe GVIaAHA
YyyXHexu 8y1ae cmpameuiiene 8y1as NpoOyKMuUeLdxe XyuuuHyy ¢olXdHdeHe mendece
néneccu. Cax meiesne cmpamupurayuiené cyiias menene ycd Kypca ymmdi cmyoeHma
(30 uu naudx eépenexen mama 30 xas ronca nvipaxan) cynaca uiné. Cmyoenmcem
nememeuine, npoonemMdiia mama nyidwyiia eynas cmpameutiécemne ycd KypHu
nandpud. l[lememewine cmpameau, cadmaxpaw, ¢akaH nex uepkenreHem:. «Iné mexkcma
nemeémewie ndxca myxamadn, 6di MEH ¢UHYEeH NYJIHUHEe BYIUYYeH MAImaH JAHAAHAC
memény. I[Ipobnemdnnd cmpameau: «9né 8ynaca myxHuHe 1audxpax acmyca 101ac mece
ungopmayue dcpa ykepemeny. Ilyndwynna cmpameau 8yiand wyxue nyaduty xamepene,
cdmaxpan, cnosapvne, ycd KypHune néimepem. Cakdnna nepiex 8yaHuHe MEeHjle dHIaH-
HUHe ycamaamaxan mecm upmmepue. 11yxud oanndiicene camnaca kamapmaxkau cmamu-
cmuka nyndwnune, t-kpumepune upexne cyinaca uice mama Ilupcon koppenayuiié
nyndwHune CmamucmuKka aHanuzé myna. Ténues pezyniomauécem uge mén cmpameune
(nememeuine, npooremdind mama nyIaulyiild 8ynas) ycd KypHU mama CmyOeHmCceH
8Y1ABEH MYXA¢adxe nep-népunne ¢oixduHune kamapmca nand. Cmyoenm 8ynasdan mepné
cmpamez2utiécemne MEH 4yxae€ blmuapax ycd Kypams, 8)JIaHUHe ¢ABdH YYX/IE 1atdxpax aH-
aanams. [lyxnd Oanudiicene méne xypca 8yiamainu meépae cmpameu nyppu ¢UHYeH
8EpeHeKeHCceH MENICHpeX Kalaca namaina, écemne uac-d4acax ycd kypma cenmenne. Ha-
yap eepeneKer CMyOeHmcene Hymapax yiamaiiu cmpamesune, yupdamwax, nememeuiie
cmpamezune ycd Kypma ceHegge.

Tén cdmaxcem: synas cmpameeutie, nememeéuiie 8y1a8 cmpamecuie, npo-
bnemdnnd 8ynase cmpame2uiie, nyiaulyJiid 8y1ae cmpamecuiie, 8yaase npoo0yKmueudaxe.

Introduction

Reading is a basic need in the modern world of science and technology, and im-
proving the quality of students’ learning is not possible without the activity of reading.
Thus, the ability to Read large amounts of academic text in a fast, efficient and effective

manner is a critical skill for students. However, most EFL university students have not
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yet mastered it; consequently, they are slow readers and they do not understand what
they read (Trudell, 2019). In Ethiopia, many university students are unable to infer and
catch the implied, and sometimes, stated meaning of a sentence. They have difficulties
with the course and fall below the course material requirements.

The poor reading performance of the students may be due to different reasons.
However, the researchers of this study feel that this could happen partly because these
students have problems with using appropriate reading strategies which fit the nature
of tasks and activities given. Reading strategies are a cognitive related factor, learners
choose and use them to ameliorate reading comprehension (Bernhardt, 2011; Grabe,
2009). They are often considered as one of the major causes for the difference of the
students’ reading success.

However, only certain studies have been conducted concerning high and low
achievers in terms of reading strategies use (i.e., Shang, 2018; Muijselaar, et al., 2017;
Kim, 2016; Belilew, 2015; Huang & Nisbet, 2014). The area has thus received very
little attention both in and outside Ethiopia. To address this problem at some degree,
the ensuing research questions are formulated.

1. What reading strategies do high and low achievers employ when reading?

2. Is there any significant difference between the two groups in reading strategy use?

3. Is there any relationship between students’ reading strategy use and their read-
ing performance?

Material and Method

The study is descriptive correlational in design. It was conducted at Wollo Uni-
versity situated in the north East part of Ethiopia.

The participants were selected from Freshman students enrolled in the college of
social science of the university in 2022 academic year. After the participants were di-
vided into two groups according to the scores, they got from the reading exam, the top
30 students were designated as high-proficiency students while the bottom 30 students
were designated as low-proficiency students using stratified sampling technique. A to-
tal of 60 students were included as a sample of this study. This sample size fits with

suggestion of Fraenkel, Wallen and Hyun, (2012 p. 103) who state that for correlational
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studies, a sample of at least 50 is deemed necessary to establish the existence of a
relationship.

The Instruments. The instrument used in this study was Survey of Reading Strat-
egies (SORS) of Sheorey and Mokhtari, (2002) to probe students’ use of reading strat-
egies. SORS comprises thirty items that are divided into three reading strategy catego-
ries namely: global, problem-solving and supporting reading strategies. Global reading
strategy is referring to intentional techniques that help readers to prepare for their read-
ing (e.g., setting purpose). Problem-solving describes actions and procedures that read-
ers take when reading difficult parts of a text (e.g., guessing meaning). And support
reading strategies are devices or techniques that support readers to understand a text
(e.g., dictionary). The internal estimate reliability of the SORS instrument using
Cronbach’s coefficient alpha was.89, and it is suitable, consistent and valid for con-
ducting this study.

The study also used reading comprehension test. The major aim of administering
of the reading test was to determine students’ reading comprehension level. The read-
ing comprehension test comprises 50 questions each of which holds four choices.

Method of Data Analysis. In order to identify what FL reading strategies partici-
pants employed, SORS scores for each subscale were calculated by using scoring
guidelines provided by Sheorey and Mokhtari (2002). First, students’ responses to each
item of the questionnaire were measured through 5-point, Likert-type scale. Second,
students’ responses to each of the three categories (i.e., global reading strategies, prob-
lem solving strategies and supportive reading strategies. along with their preference for
each item was computed by mean and standard deviation in terms of their frequency
distribution. Means and standard deviations were computed to determine the students’
overall reading strategy use. These values showed the profile of learners as they are
low, medium or high strategy users. These responses the students gave were indicators
of the level of awareness they have towards reading strategies. Moreover, in measuring
the students reading achievement, they were given the Reading Comprehension Test.

Then, the data (elicited through the questionnaire and test) were analyzed using

different inferential statistical methods. Using SPSS 26 version, two main inferential
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tests: an independent t-test and Pearson product moment correlation were run. The for-
mer was used to determine whether there were any differences between high and low
proficiency level participants’ use of reading strategies and the latter was run to deter-
mine the strength and direction of association between learners reading proficiency and
reading strategies. To interpret the strength of the correlation, we used the guide sug-
gested by Evans (1996). Accordingly, the closer the Pearson correlation (r) is to 1, the
more significant is the correlation between the two variables. If it is closer to 0, it means
that the two variables are insignificantly correlated.

Results and Discussions. To answer the first research question «What reading
strategies do high and low achievers employ when reading?», analyzing data about the

frequency of the strategy use employed by the group in Table 1 below is helpful.

Table 1
Descriptive Statistics on the Reading Strategy Use
of High and Low Achiever Students
Tabmuma 1
OnucarenbHasi CTATUCTUKA UCTIOJIb30BAHUS CTPATETUIA YTCHUS
CTYJICHTOB C BBICOKOW M HU3KOH YCIIEBAEMOCTBIO
High Achievers Low Achievers
Strategies Mean SD Mean SD
Global 3.98 0.708 1.987 0.899
Problem-solving 4.45 0.591 2.967 0.923
Support 341 1.085 2.533 1.007
Overall mean 3.93 0.904 2.41 1.023

As the overall mean result revealed that the high achievers reported to employ
reading strategy in high usage (M = 3.93 SD = 0.904), whereas the low achievers
claimed to use these strategies in low usage (M = 2.41 SD = 1.023). The former mean
value indicates that the strategies were most frequently employed by the high achiev-
ers, and the latter mean value indicates that the strategies were used occasionally by
low achievers. This implies that high achieving and low achieving students applied
these strategies in their reading on a different frequency level.
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Regarding the result of each category of reading strategies, problem-solving strategies
were favored most by high achievers with a mean of (4.45 SD = 0.59) which fell in the high
usage frequency. This denotes that high achievers were using the problem-solving reading
strategies most frequently to settle their comprehension failure. They, however, reported to
use support reading strategies least (with average of 3.41 SD = 1.08) which fell in medium
usage indicating the participants were using the strategies sometimes.

Conversely, low achievers claimed to employ problem-solving reading strategies
(with a mean of 2.97 SD = 0.92) most; that is, they employed these strategies with
medium frequency scale. So that they employed these strategies sometimes. Yet, they
reported to use global reading strategies with (M =1.99 SD = 0.89) least. This mean
value of global strategy use is considered to be an indication of the students’ low use
of the strategy. Thus, the global reading strategies were underused by the majority of
low achieving students. These students seemed like they lacked the opportunities they
could obtain from using the global reading strategies when reading.

In response to the second research question which sought to find whether there
was a significant difference in strategy use between high and low achievers, an inde-
pendent samples t-test was executed. Table 2 below shows the result of an independent
samples t-test.

Table 2

Independent Samples Test on Significance Difference on the use of Strategy

by high and low achieving students
Tabmauia 2
HesaBucrMplii BBIOOPOUYHBIN TECT Ha 3HAYUMOCTD Pa3IUUHiA

B UCIIOJIb30BAHHUHU CTPATCTHUU CTYyACHTAMU C BBICOKMMH U HU3KWUMH JOCTUKCHUAMUA

swaegies|  F | sy | T | OF | G| biference | Differnce
Global 713 402 22.732 58 .000 25.8667 1.1379
Problem- 1.447 234 23.648 58 .000 11.8667 5018
solving

Support 1.702 197 11.094 58 .000 7.8667 .7091
Total 2.773 101 8.307 58 .000 1.5080 1815
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Notes: ** p <.01 (significant at.01 level)

As shown in the table above, the statistical significance value of global, problem-
solving and support reading strategies is less than the significance p-value cutoff
(0.000<0.05). This implies that there is a significant difference in using these three
strategies among high and low achiever students. Therefore, it is possible to say that
there is a relationship between students’ strategy use and their reading achievements.
This is because high achievers not only use these strategies more frequently, but also
with significant difference than their counterparts.

In answering the third research question which sought to find whether there is
significant relationship between students’ reading strategy use and their reading
achievement, a Pearson Product Moment correlation was run.

Table 3
Analysis of Correlation Among Reading Strategies Use
and Reading Comprehension Scores
Tabaunia 3
AHanu3 KOppEISINU MEXK]Ty UCTOJIb30BAaHUEM CTPATETUN YTCHUS

" OIICHKAaMH IIOHUMAaHU: IIPOYUTAHHOTI'O

Reading Strategy Variables r P
Global Reading Strategy .945 .000
Problem-solving Reading Strategy .895 .000
Support Reading Strategy 154 .000
Total 947 .000

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As data in Table 3 above depicts, there is strong positive relationship between
each of the subjects’ use of global, problem-solving or support reading strategies and
their reading achievement with a correlation coefficient of (0.945, 0.895 and 0.754 re-
spectively. The significance value of (0.00) for each is less than (0.01). This result
shows that there is a positive relationship between each of students’ use of global,
problem-solving and support reading strategies and their reading scores. The more the

global, problem-solving or support reading strategies the students use while reading,
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their reading comprehension scores increases or vice versa. That is, the two variables
move in the same direction, for they are positively related. One increases so does the
other, and one decreases so does the other. In strength, however, reading achievement
and global reading strategy use coefficient point is a little beat greater than the other
two. So that the relationship between the reading achievement and their use of global
reading strategy is a little bit stronger than the other two.

Discussions. As the overall mean results of the current study revealed, high and low
achiever students reported to use EFL reading strategies with different degree of fre-
quency. In addition to using most frequently, high achievers seem to adopt diverse and
more of strategies in almost all the strategies than the low proficiency students. This find-
ing is consistent with the result of other studies (Sheorey and Mokhtari, 2001; Zhang,
2001). A possible explanation to the difference in reading behavior between high and low
proficient students is associated with the fact that High achievers know the importance of
the strategies, how to use them, and when they are best employed, which often is not the
case with poor readers (Alexander and Jetton, 2000; Sheorey and Mokhtari, 2002).

The rationale why high achievers use only problem-solving and global strategies
most frequently is that they pondered these strategies as key for reading comprehen-
sion. Such students, according to Mokhtari and Sheorey, (2008), are those who are
globally conscious and who were able to think about the reading process.

As Problem-solving strategies relate to how to learning, they are more directly
related to their specific learning tasks. Thus, the use of these strategies helps the high
achievers to understand the linguistic input, get knowledge and settle their reading
problems. The result is in line with the studies of Mokhtari and Reichard, (2002); Sheo-
rey and Mokhtari, (2002) who reported that more successful readers adopted problem-
solving reading strategies more often to simplify comprehension difficulty.

The reason why high-achievers adopt global or Metacognitive reading strategies
more frequently than low achievers is that they come to reading materials already know-
ing how global reading strategies use to monitor their reading comprehension, how to
organize their thoughts, analyze and evaluate the text faster of what they read, which

they use to develop their efficiency in reading comprehension (Mokhtari and Sheorey,
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2008). Particularly, in an EFL context, successful learners realize that it is their duty to
employ global or metacognitive strategies than the other strategies because they may not
have much exposure to the target language to get chance for picking up the target lan-
guage consciously. This finding coincides with Para (2020) and Phakiti’s (2003) who
reported that successful readers use global reading strategies most in EFL context.

However, low achievers employ the global reading strategies at low level. These stu-
dents are very poor in setting purpose, previewing, monitoring and evaluating ... which
Sheorey and Mokhtari, (2002) think them as useful to enhance students’ reading perfor-
mance. This significance is not, however, known by these students, for their teachers
might not have taught them what these strategies are and how to use them according to
their needs. Students who are not able to monitor comprehension during reading can con-
stitute poor comprehension (phakiti, 2003). Hence, low achievers require practicing global
or meta-cognitive reading strategies as frequently as possible in their reading classes, for
these strategies are crucial in helping them improve their performance, particularly in
problem-solving and successful language learning (Alexander et al., 2000).

Regarding the correlational result, students’ problem-solving and global reading
strategies showed a strong, positive relationship with their reading achievements. Many
students assume problem solving strategies are of crucial importance to their language
learning. They frequently use these strategies, and hence they are significantly related
to their reading performance. According to Sheorey and Mokhtari, (2002) these strate-
gies are closely connected to specific reading tasks and exert direct impact on compre-
hension. This finding is in agreement with results of Huang & Nisbet, (2014) and
Madhumathi & Ghosh, (2012).

Moreover, since global reading strategies are advanced reading strategies that are
often associated with skilled readers, the awareness and use of these strategies are hall-
marks of good reading ability. So, it is very likely to see students’ global strategies and
their reading achievement are positively related. That is, the two variables move in the
same direction. As the frequency of strategy use increases, the reading comprehension

scores increase and vice versa. This finding is in agreement with Zhang and Seepho,
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(2013) who discovered that students who chose using global or metacognitive strate-
gies tended to score higher on the reading comprehension test.

Conclusion

This study has attempted to provide a picture of the strategies preferred by high
and low achiever students in the Social Sciences at Wollo university in Ethiopia. The
results revealed four major findings as follows.

First, it was found out that the frequency of using reading strategies used by high
achievers outstripped low achievers in terms of global, problem-solving and support
reading strategy use.

Second, the groups are significantly different in their use of reading strategies.

Third, the proficient students also have an enhanced metacognitive awareness of
their own use of strategies, which in turn leads to greater reading ability and profi-
ciency. Thus, it can be concluded that students who employed more strategies and use
them as frequently as possible would show higher success in reading comprehension.
And this finding has contributed to the growth of research in this area by confirming
indeed that more proficient students use a wide range of strategies.

Fourth, reading strategies are positively correlated to reading achievements and
the correlation is significant.

Recommendation. Based on the above conclusions the following recommenda-
tions were made:

— as reading strategy use leads into improved reading proficiency, it is of utmost
importance for the language instructors to incorporate reading strategies into their
teaching reading, investigate their students’ reading techniques and attempt to realize
and identify these strategies to support low achieving student to attain success and mas-
ter the reading skills.

— moreover, although many researchers verified that less-proficient learners may
benefit even more from the use of global reading strategies, low achievers in this study
were not aware about these strategies. Therefore, it is recommended that teachers
should raise awareness of these types of reading strategies by teaching why and how

to apply them into reading tasks. The proposal of Mokhtari and Sheorey (2002) in this
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regard is of much help i.e., teachers should follow the following steps to teach the
global strategies: «(a) describe what the strategy is, (2) explain why the strategy should
be learned and used, and (c) provide examples of the circumstances under which the

strategies should be used» (p. 6).
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