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Reading comprehension success is increased by monitoring and controlling
cognitive process with metacognitive strategies. Metacognitive strategies take their
place as reading strategies in reading education. As a result of the development of
metacognitive awareness of the students, the use of strategy is consciously settled.
It is important that teacher candidates have the ability to use reading strategies in
order to improve their students in this respect in the future. In this study, it is aimed
to describe the level of use of reading strategies by prospective teachers. The
research was carried out in the survey model. A total of 297 teacher candidates
participated in the research at Bartin University Faculty of Education, in the
departments of primary school, social studies, Turkish, mathematics and science at
the 2nd and 3rd grade classes. The data of the study were collected by the
Metacognitive Reading Strategies Scale. As a result of the analyses, it was
determined that the teacher candidates used reading strategies frequently, there was
no meaningful difference in the level of using reading strategies according to the
gender, and there were significant differences according to the departments and
reading habits. The inclusion of reading strategies in curricula and in the educational
process so that prospective teachers can maximize their use of reading strategies;
making motivational, cognitive and behavioral contributions by instructors to direct
students to read; longitudinal and qualitative research on the subject is
recommended based on the findings of the research.
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Okudugunu anlama basarisi, biligsel siirecin Ustbiligsel stratejilerle izlenmesi ve
kontrol edilmesi sonucunda artmaktadir. Ustbilissel stratejiler okuma egitiminde
okuma stratejileri olarak yerini almaktadir. Ogrencilerin iistbilissel farkindaliklarmin
gelistirilmesi sonucunda strateji kullanimi bilingli bir sekilde yerlesmektedir.
Ogretmen adaylarmin okuma stratejilerini beceri haline getirmesi, gelecekte
Ogrencilerini bu agidan gelistirebilmeleri a¢isindan énemlidir. Bu ¢alismada 6gretmen
adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeylerini betimlemek amaglanmistir.
Arastirma tarama modelinde yiiriitilmiistiir. Arastirmaya 2016-2017 egitim ve
dgretim doneminde Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesinde, sinif 6gretmenligi, sosyal
bilgiler, Tiirkce, matematik ve fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi bolimlerinde, 2. ve 3. siniflarda
okuyan 297 &gretmen aday1 katilmistir. Arastirmanin verileri Ustbilissel Okuma
Stratejileri Olgegi ile toplanmistir. Verilerin analizi sonucunda 6gretmen adaylarimin
okuma stratejilerini sik kullandiklari, okuma stratejileri kullanma diizeyinde cinsiyete
gore anlamli bir fark olmadig1, okuduklar1 boliime ve okuma aligkanlig1 diizeyine gore
anlamli farklar oldugu belirlenmistir. Arastirma bulgularina dayali olarak; egitim
fakiiltesi Ogrencilerinin okuma stratejileri kullanimlarmi1 en st diizeye
yiikseltebilmeleri icin Ogretim programlarinda ve egitim siireglerinde okuma
stratejilerine yer verilmesi; Ogretim elemanlarmin 6gretmen adaylarni okumaya
yonlendirmede duyussal, biligsel ve davranigsal katkilar saglamaya ¢aligsmasi; konuyla
ilgili boylamsal ve nitel aragtirmalar yapilmasi 6nerilmektedir.
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Introduction

Reading is a process which consists of several operations of eyes, voice and mind like seeing, perceiving,
voicing, understanding, structuring in mind (Gtines, 2014). In this process, printed symbols which are observed by
sensual memory and charged by selective perception are sent to short-term memory. Information in short-term
memory is associated with pre-information of reader by passing through several cognitive operations like selection,
sorting, classification, association, examination, analyse-synthesis, evaluation, then is re-defined and fit into long-
term memory. According to constructivist approach; meaning is not inherent of text, it reveals as result of pre-
information, experience and cognitive processes of reader (Giines, 2017). Meaning in reading education is handled
in product and process dimensions. The information which remains in mind after reading text or is remembered is
handled in product dimension. Re-defining operation of information which is taken through reading by processing
in several cognitive operations is handled in process dimension. In this process, several language and cognitive
skills come into play, taken information through reading is transformed to cognitive concepts. Performance of
these operations always improves understanding model and skills of individual (Gtines, 2014, 61). Improve of
understanding skills of individuals would contribute to obtain information which they can need in their lives after
school, namely lifelong learning. For that reason, reading education isn’t limited by just understanding text, it is
towards improve understanding skills.

Forming meaning is a result of cognitive operations which are realized in sensual memory, short-term memory
and long-term memory as it is approached in cognitive psychology. From this aspect, reading is a way to get
information and learn. Individual’s determination of where s/he made mistake by being aware of her/his cognitive
processes, assignment of which precaution should be taken to reach solution, controlling whether taken precaution
worked or not is result of metacognitive strategies. Metacognitive strategies are strategies which function to follow
or regulate cognitive processes (Flavell, 1979). Metacognition is approached in two dimensions as “metacognitive
knowledge” and “metacognitive control”. Metacognitive knowledge refers to knowledge and beliefs which
individuals have in their own cognitive resources and be aware of what they can do. Moreover, metacognitive
control is approached as ability to use metacognitive knowledge in strategic way to make it reach cognitive aims.
Individuals who have improved metacognitive control skills can use prediction, planning, monitoring and
evaluation strategies more effectively (Ozsoy, 2008).

Metacognitive processes take place as reading strategies in improvement of reading understanding skills. TLI
(Turkish Language Institution) defines strategy as “pre-set pursued way to reach an aim”. With reference to this
definition, reading strategies can be also thought as ways that reader follows to make reading result with
understanding. Temizkan (2009) defines reading strategies as cognitive tactics which are implemented to get
meaning from text. Reader who uses reading strategies can distinguish what makes contribution to understanding
process, can determine causes of situation which isn’t understood and ways to overcome it.

Reading strategies which are used before, during and after reading are different as a matter of reading
education. Aim of used strategies before reading is to make predictions and planning related to text to read. The
strategies like predicting topic of text with reference to visuals, title and sub-titles of text, determination of aim of
reading, activating pre-knowledge related to text, preparing possible questions related to text to ask are strategies
which are used before reading. By this way, reader become prepared for text cognitively. Strategies which are used
during reading aim to monitor and regulate. Reader should follow whether asked questions related to text before
reading and determined strategies satisfy to understand or not, if necessary used strategy should be changed.
Strategies like taking note, re-reading, highlighting important places, oral reading of difficult places, thinking what
is understood by stopping regularly, visualizing in mind, searching answer to questions and forming new questions
can be used during reading. In this process, used strategies satisfy to structure meaning. Aim of strategies after
reading is to evaluate whether understanding is realized or not, reading reached its aim or not, predictions regarding
text are correct or not. Strategies like conducting relations between ideas, evaluating predictions, summarizing
text, discussing with others can be set in this level. Strategies after reading are important in sense of understanding
text totally, improving criticism skill, reading pleasure and habit (Akkaya, 2011; Karatay, 2014).

Conducted researches show there is a positive correlation between use of metacognitive reading strategies and
attitude regarding reading (Aydogan, 2008; Cetinkaya Edizer, 2014). It is determined that metacognition strategy
education regarding reading skill decreases reading anxiety of student (Lule Mert, 2015; Melanlioglu, 2014),
increases attitude regarding reading significantly (Akkaya, 2011; Tuna, 2016), increases the success of
understanding what read (Balta, 2011; Cakiroglu & Ataman, 2008; Dogan, 2017; Salembier 1999; Swennumson,
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1992; Temizkan, 2007; Tuna, 2016), increases metacognitive strategy usage (Cakiroglu & Ataman, 2008; Gelen,
2003) and satisfies permanent learning (Gelen, 2003; Kanmaz, 2012). It is seen that there is a significant positive
correlation between reading strategies usage frequency and academic success (Cogmen, 2008; Karatay, 2007),
academic self-efficacy perception (Kog¢ & Arslan, 2017) and reading understanding success (Kdse, 2016); students
who have more academic success use more strategies (Topuzkanamis, 2009). Results of studies are important
because they show that improve of metacognitive awareness in students develops reading comprehension,
increases success as natural consequence of comprehension and consciously places strategy usage.

Importance of Study

It is seen that good readers use effective strategies by observing cognitive processes better, weak readers don’t
use strategies (Cantrell and Carter, 2009; Kuruyer and Ozsoy, 2015). Teaching reading strategies can also increase
metacognitive awareness of weak readers (Shelton, 2006). Reading is a skill which should be developed in all
courses as a way of learning new knowledge. For that reason, it is important that teachers know and teach reading
strategies. “If reading strategies is not thought to student by teacher, and it is expected students to use themselves;
it is not possible to get result from this implement” (Onovughe and Hannah, 2011, cited in Melanlioglu, 2014). In
today education environments which adopts constructive approach, direct understanding education instead of
expecting students to improve understanding indirectly (Giines, 2017). It is important that the teacher candidates
who will teach comprehension use reading strategies as a part of reading skills. It can be said that this study would
make contribution to literature regarding description of reading strategies usage situation of teacher candidates.

Aim of Study

Aim of this research is to describe reading strategies usage level of teacher candidates with respect to gender,
branch and book reading frequency. Problem sentence of study is determined as “How is reading strategies usage
situation of teacher candidates?”. Study problem is handled by these sub-titles:

1. What is the level of reading strategies usage frequency of teacher candidates?
2. Does reading strategies usage level of teacher candidates show significant difference with respect to gender?
3. Does reading strategies usage level of teacher candidates show significant difference with respect to branch?

4. Does reading strategies usage level of teacher candidates show significant difference with respect to reading
habit level?

Method
Research Design

In this study it is aimed to determine situations of reading strategies usage level of Bartin University Education
Faculty students. In accordance with this aim, study is realized in survey mode. “Survey models are approaches
which aim to describe situations in past or today as they are” (Karasar, 2009, 77).

Population and Sample

Bartin University Education Faculty students form the population of study. The data of the study were collected
in the 2016-2017 academic year. In 2016-2017 education year, there are total 855 students in science teaching,
primary school math teaching, primary school teacher, social sciences and Turkish teaching branches. 2. and 3.
grade students are selected to study sample from this population coincidently. 314 students have participated to
study as volunteer. 297 valid data are obtained after sorting through scales which have lack of knowledge.
Considering that it is necessary to work with a sample of 269 people in order to generalize the results of the
research to the population of 900 people (Gay 1996, 125), it can be said that 297 valid data is adequate to represent
the research population of study. Descriptive knowledge of sample group is given in Table 1.
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Table 1. Descriptive Analyse of Sample Group

Gender Grade
Female Male 2.grade  3.grade Total
Primary 58 9 35 32 67
Social S. 32 26 36 22 58
Turkish 45 16 31 30 61
Math 35 20 35 20 55
Science 41 15 28 28 56
Total 211 86 165 132 297

Total 297 teacher candidates participated to study from primary school teacher, social sciences teaching,
Turkish, math and science teaching branches. Participants are 211 females, 86 males. According to grades, 165
are 2nd grade, 132 are 3rd grade students. The majority of the sample consists of female students. It can be said
that the majority of the research population consists of female students and that female students are more willing
to participate in the research. Distribution of sample regarding branch and grade is more balanced compared to
gender.

Data Collection Tools

The data of the study were collected with the Metacognitive Reading Strategies Scale. The scale was developed
by Taraban, Kerr and Rynearson (2004) and Turkish validity and reliability studies were conducted by Cogmen
(2008). The scale consists of 22 items and is quintet Likert type and two sub-dimensions. The first 16 items are
analytical strategies; last 6 items are pragmatic strategies dimensions in scale. Analytical strategies sub-dimension
contains metacognitive strategies which express the cognitive processes and awareness of students; pragmatic
strategies sub-dimension contains strategies towards remanding.

Structure validity works of scale which is adopted to Turkish have been done by 760 teacher candidates who
study in education faculty. As result of conducted analyses KMO value of study is determined as .80 Bartlett
sphericity test significant. By this way, it is seen that data is appropriate for factor analyse. Factor analyse is
limited by two factors by considering two-factor structure in original from of scale in factor analyse. At the result
of analyses, it is seen that clauses in scale take place as in dimensions in original form.

At the result of conducted reliability analyse, Cronbach Alpha internal consistency coefficient is found as .81
for all of scale; .78 for analytical strategies sub-dimension and .82 for pragmatic strategies sub dimension. Scale
explains %34.75 of total variance (Cogmen, 2008).

Reliability analyse have been done again to determine whether scale is reliable for our study sample or not. At
the result of conducted reliability analysis, Cronbach Alfa internal consistency coefficient is determined as .889 in
general of scale, .885 for analytical strategies dimension and .799 for pragmatic strategies dimension.

Data Collection

The data of the study were collected during the 2016-2017 education and training year. The data were collected
face to face with the participants. The data collection process lasted 10 minutes in each class.

Data Analysis

Firstly, whether data shows normal distribution or not was examined to determine methods which would be
used in data resolving. It was determined skewness and kurtosis coefficient of reading strategies points are between
+/- 1. “If skewness coefficient stays between +/-1, it can be interpreted as grades don’t show significant deviation
from normal distribution” (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011, 40). Additionally; it was seen that mean, median and mode were
quite close to each other. “Approach of mean, median and mode can be interpreted as distribution do not drift
away normal” (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011, 40). Based on this finding, it was determined that reading strategies points
distribute normally. Q-Q graph was looked to indicate whether independent variables show normal distribution
together with reading strategies points and it was seen that points were drawn on the line. Analyses based on these
results have been done by parametric tests.
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Analyses which are used in data solving are these: descriptive analyse have been done to determine frequency
level of reading strategies which teacher candidates use, t test is for determination of difference based on gender,
ANOVA test is for determination of difference branch and reading habit level.

In interpretation of reading strategies levels, ranges in below are taken into consideration:
I use always 4.20-5.00

I use usually 3.40-4.19

| use sometimes 2.60-3.39

I use rarely 1.80-2.59

I never use 1.00-1.79 (Cogmen, 2008, 54).

Reading habit level is interpreted according to reading habit level scale which Yilmaz (1995) develops based
on classification of American Library Association. According to that it is approached as:

Reads little: Reads 1-5 books in a year

Medium-Low: Reads 6-11 books in a year

Medium-High: Reads 11-20 books in a year

Reads often: Reads more than 21 books in a year (Yilmaz, 1995, 328).
Findings

The first sub-problem of study is towards determination of reading strategies usage frequency level of teacher
candidates. By this aim, results of descriptive analyse which is done for sub-dimensions of scale are seen in Table
2.

Table 2. Reading Strategies Usage Frequency of Teacher Candidates

N X S Level
Analytical Strategies 297 3,7927 ,56168 Often
Pragmatic Strategies 297 3,5269 ,83256 Often
Scale-wide 297 3,7202 ,55023 Often

As seen in Table 2, it is determined that mean of analytical strategies usage frequency of teacher candidates is
3.79, mean of pragmatic strategies usage frequency is 3.53, mean in general of scale is 3.72. 3.40-4.19 range
corresponds to “I use often” level in scale. It is determined that reading strategies are used often by teacher
candidates in both sub- dimensions and general of scale.

The second sub-problem of study is towards determining whether reading strategies which teacher candidates
use show a significant difference according to gender or not. By this aim, results of t test are in Table 3.

Table 3. Difference of Reading Strategies Grades According to Gender

Gender N X S df t P

Analytical Strategies Female 211 3,82 541 295 1,523 ,129
Male 86 3,72  ,607

Pragmatic Strategies Female 211 3,58 ,804 295 1,641 ,102
Male 86 340 891

Scale-wide Female 211 3,76 525 295 1,811 ,071
Male 86 363 ,601

As seen in Table 3; points of reading strategies which teacher candidates use are higher in female students than
boys in both sub-dimension and general of scale. However, difference between means isn’t significant according
to gender (p> .05).
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ANOVA test has been done for third sub-problem of study which is towards determining whether reading
strategies which teacher candidates use show a significant difference according to branch or not. Descriptive

statistics of reading strategies grades according to branch are seen in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive Statistics of Reading Strategies Grades According to Branch

N X SS

Analytical Strategies  1Primary 67 3,66 ,638
2Social 58 3,92 568

3Turkish 61 3,83 426

4Math 55 3,71 572

5Science 56 3,88 ,546

Pragmatic Strategies  1Primary 67 3,30 822
2Social 58 3,61 734

3Turkish 61 3,68 ,829

4Math 55 3,41 ,900

5Science 56 3,65 ,828

Scale-wide 1Primary 67 3,56 592
2Social 58 3,83 ,515

3Turkish 61 3,79 433

4Math 55 3,63 602

5Science 56 3,82 ,550

In Table 4, it is seen that means of analytical strategies and general of scale are used often in all branches of
these strategies (X=3.40-4.19), mean of pragmatic strategies is used sometimes by primary school teaching branch
students (X=2.60-3.39), it is used in other branches often (X=3.40-4.19). ANOVA which was done to determine
whether seen difference between branches was significant or not is given in Table 5.

Table 5. Difference of Reading Strategies Points according to Branches

Resource of  Sum of Mean Significant

Variance Square df Square F p Difference
Analytical ~ Between gr. 3,011 4 ,753 2,433 ,048 1/2,5;
Strategies  Within gr. 90,372 292 ,309 42

Total 93,384 296
Pragmatic Between gr. 6,903 4 1,726 2,541 ,040 1/2,3,4
Strategies Within gr. 198,271 292 ,679

Total 205,173 296
Scale- Between gr. 3,760 4 ,940 3,197 ,014  1/2,35;
wide Within gr. 85,853 292 ,294 4/2

Total 89,613 296

Analyze results show that there is significant difference among branches in usage reading strategies of teacher
candidates in analytical strategies dimension [F(4, 292)=2,433, p<.05], in pragmatic strategies dimension [F(4,
292)=2,541, p<.05] and in general of scale [F(4, 292)=3,197, p<.05].

LSD test was conducted to determine the source of the difference between the groups. It was found that there
was a significant difference in the dimension of analytical strategies between primary school teacher candidates
(X=3,66) and social sciences (X=3,92) and science (X=3,88) in favor of social studies and science departments;
between math (X=3,71) and social sciences (X=3,92) in favor of social sciences.

In pragmatic strategies dimension, significant differences are determined between primary school teacher
candidates (X=3,30) and social sciences (X=3,61), Turkish (X=3,68) and science (X=3,65) branches in favor of

social sciences, Turkish and science branches.
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In general of scale, significant differences are determined between primary school teacher candidates (X=3,56)
and social sciences (X=3,83), Turkish (X=3,79) and science (X=3,82) branches in favor of social sciences, Turkish
and science branches; between math (X=3,63) and social sciences (X=3,83) in favor of social sciences branch.

The last sub-problem of study is towards determining whether reading strategies usage level of teacher
candidates shows a significant difference according to reading habit level or not. This sub- problem was analyzed
by ANOVA test. Descriptive statistics of reading strategies points according to reading habit level are seen in
Table 6 and ANOVA results are in Table 7.

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics of Reading Strategies Grades According to Reading Habit Level

N Mean SS
1 Non- reader 9 3,3264 ,61379
Analytical 2Read_s little 133 3,7101 ,57952
Strategies 3Med|_um-Lo_vv 82 3,8270 ,45040
4 Medium-High 48 3,8698 ,63304
5Reads often 25 4,1400 ,43349
1 Non- reader 9 3,2037 ,84071
Pragmatic 2Read_s little 133 3,4223 ,86373
Strategies 3Med|ym—Lo_W 82 3,5630 , 18726
4 Medium-High 48 3,7604 , 712844
5Reads often 25 3,6333 ,92421
1Non- reader 9 3,2929 ,62370
2Reads little 133 3,6316 ,58839
Scale- wide 3Medi_um-Lo_vv 82 3,7550 ,44022
4 Medium-High 48 3,8400 ,57258
5Reads often 25 4,0018 ,42019

In Table 6, it is seen that means increase gradually from non-reader to reads often in analytical strategies
dimension and general of scale. Whereas, in pragmatic strategies dimension it increases from non-reader to
medium-high reader regularly. The students who indicated that they never read a book, the strategy use averages
are "sometimes used" (2.60-3.39) in the sub-dimensions and the scale wide. The average of reading strategies of
students who say they have read the book are at the level of "I use often" (3.40-4.19).

ANOVA test has been done to determine whether differences between means were significant or not.

Table 7. Differences of Reading Strategies Points According to Reading Habit Level

Square df Square F Sig.  Significant
Total Ort. Difference
Analytical Be_tw_een ar. 6,262 4 1,566 5,247 ,000 1/2,3,4,5;
Strategies Within gr. 87,121 292 ,298 5/1,2,3,4
Total 93,384 296
Pragmatic Be_tw_een ar. 5,403 4 1,351 1,974 098
Strategies Within gr. 199,771 292 ,684
Total 205,173 296
Between gr. 5,458 4 1,365 4,735 1,001  1/3,45;
Scale- wide Within gr. 84,155 292 ,288 4/1,2;
Total 89,613 296 5/1,2,3

In Table 7, it is seen that reading strategies points show significant difference according reading habit level in
analytical strategies dimension [F(4, 292)=5,247, p<.05], and general of scale [F(4, 292)=4,735, p<.05]. Whereas,
significant difference according reading habit level is not seen in pragmatic strategies dimension [F(4, 292)=1,974,
p>.05].

LSD test was done to understand which groups source of difference among means caused by. In analytical
strategies dimension, it was seen that there is significant difference between non-reader students and reader
students. When means of groups are taken into consideration, difference is in favor of reader students. In same
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dimension significant differences was seen between often reader group and other all groups. Difference is in favor
of often reader group based on group means.

In general of scale, it was determined that there were significant differences between non-reader students and
always, medium-high, medium-low reader students. When means are taken into consideration, difference is in
favor of often, medium-high, medium-low reader students. Differences were indicated between medium-high
reader group and non-reader or reads little groups. The difference is in favor of medium-high reader group.
Additionally, differences were specified between often reader group and little reader, non-reader and medium-low
reader groups. Difference is in favor of often reader group.

Discussion and Conclusion

This study has been done to describe reading strategies usage situation of teacher candidates according to
gender, branch and reading habit level. Obtained findings as result of study as follows: Teacher candidates use
reading strategies often and points of reading strategies which teacher candidates use are higher in female students
than male students in both sub-dimensions and general of scale. However, difference between means is not
significant according to gender. Reading strategies usage points according to reading habit level show significant
differences according to branch and reading habit level.

According to the level of reading strategies usage

When the idea of age being an important factor to affect strategy usage (Cantrell and Carter, 2009) is taken
into consideration, it is expected result that students in bachelor degree know reading strategies and use them often.
This result matches with many research which have been done in literature (Akkaya, 2015; Aybek & Aslan, 2016;
Babacan, 2012; Cogmen, 2008; Karasakaloglu, 2012; Kdose, 2016). It is pleasing that teacher candidates make
strategies a part of reading skills.

According to gender

Addition to research which indicates reading strategies usage is different in favor of female students according
to gender (Ates, 2013; Aybek & Aslan, 2016; Benzer, 2016; Cantrell & Carter, 2009; Cetinkaya Edizer, 2014;
Glingor, 2005; Karatay, 2007; Ko¢ & Arslan, 2017; Koése, 2016; Topuzkanamig, 2009); there are also studies
which a significant difference is not seen according to gender (Erdagi Toksun, 2015; Erdem, 2012, Liile Mert,
2015, Oluk & Bagonciil, 2009). In research which was done by C6gmen (2008); a significant difference was not
found in “analytical strategies” dimension according to gender. In “pragmatic strategies” dimension, a significant
difference was found in countenance of female students. Revealed results of research which has been done by
different sample and scaling tools are seen inadequate to determine whether gender is an important variable or not
in usage of reading strategies. It can be possible to get a result by survey studies which would be done with an
extensive sample and qualitative researches.

According to branch

Reading strategies usage levels show significant differences in analytical strategies dimension, pragmatic
strategies dimension and general of scale among branches.

In analytical strategies dimension, students who study in social sciences and science branches use more strategy
than primary school teacher branch students; social sciences branch students use analytical strategies more than
students in math teaching branch.

In pragmatic strategies dimension, students who study social sciences, Turkish and science branches use
pragmatic strategies more than students in primary school teacher branch.

In general of scale, students who study in social sciences, Turkish and science branches use reading strategies
more than students in primary school teacher; social sciences branch students are more compared to students in
math branch.

In many research which make comparisons between branches, it is seen that there isn’t a significant difference
in usage of reading strategies among branches (Aybek & Aslan, 2016; Benzer, 2016; Erdagi Toksun, 2015, Kése,
2016). In our study, the remarking point is that students who study in primary school teacher branch use reading
strategies less. Actually, much knowledge on science, math, history, geography, Turkish and literature are given
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in this branch. It can be expected to use reading strategies more to learn knowledge from that much different
disciplinary. It is thought that obtained result is related with individual specialties not related with given education.

According to reading habit level

One of the handled independent variables in research is reading habit level. 9 of 297 teacher candidates who
participate to study express to read never, 133 express to read less namely 1-5 books in year except course, 82 of
them read in medium-low level namely 6-12 books in a year. These results show that powerful book reading habit
have not placed in teacher candidates.

Reading strategies usage level of teacher candidates increase from non-reader to read often. In research which
Karatay (2007) has done by Turkish teacher candidates, he indicated that reading strategies usage show regular
increase according to reading habit level. In study which Aybek and Aslan (2016) have done by education faculty
students, ones who read book once in a week and once in a month use reading strategy more than ones who read
once in two months. C6gmen (2008) specified that students who read 6 - 20 books in a year and read more than
21 use analytical strategies more often than students who read 1-5 books in a year. These results are dual; as it can
be said ones who use strategies read more, it can be said also that, ones who read more have tendency to use
reading strategies more.

Based on findings of this study, these are recommended: It should be given place to reading strategies in
education processes and teaching programs for education faculty students to increase their reading strategies usage
to top level. Teacher candidates from every branch should be raised in a way which they be able to make an
education to improve this skill on students who they will rear. Improve reading habits of teacher candidates would
contribute to also their cognitive development as their individual development. While cognitive development
increase, reading strategies usage also increases. For that reason, teaching staff should try to make sensual,
cognitive and behavioral contribution to teacher candidates in directing to reading. This study is a cross-sectional
research. This kind of research cannot explain reasons of difference between branches. It can be beneficial to
follow teacher candidates from year that they entered in education faculty to graduation year and describe their
reading strategies usage situation in sense of observing effect of given education in different branches. Therefore,
longitudinal researches are recommended. Additionally, it can be possible to obtain deep knowledge about topic
by qualitative research.
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Ogretmen Adaylarinin Okuma Stratejilerini Kullanma Diizeyleri
Giris

Okuma; gorme, algilama, seslendirme, anlama, beyinde yapilandirma gibi g6z, ses ve beynin gesitli
islemlerinden olusan bir siirectir (Giines, 2014). Bu siirecte duyusal bellek tarafindan dikkat edilen ve segici
algidan gegirilen basili semboller kisa siireli bellege gonderilir. Kisa siireli bellekteki bilgiler segme, siralama,
smiflama, iliskilendirme, sorgulama, analiz-sentez, degerlendirme gibi c¢esitli zihinsel islemlerden gegirilerek
okuyucunun 6n bilgileri ile iliskilendirilir, yeniden anlamlandirilir ve uzun siireli bellege yerlestirilir. Yapilandirict
yaklagima gore anlam, metnin kendisinde olan bir sey degildir; okuyucunun 6n bilgileri, deneyimleri ve zihinsel
stirecleri sonucunda ortaya ¢ikar (Giines, 2017). Okuma egitiminde anlam iirlin ve siire¢ boyutlarinda ele
alimmaktadir. Metin okunduktan sonra zihinde kalan ya da hatirlanan bilgiler {irlin boyutunda ele alinmaktadir.
Okuma yoluyla alinan bilgileri cesitli zihinsel iglemlerden gegirerek yeniden anlamlandirma iglemi siire¢
boyutunda ele alinmaktadir. “Bu siiregte ¢esitli dil ve zihinsel beceriler devreye girmekte, okuma yoluyla alinan
bilgiler zihinsel kavramlara g¢evrilmektedir. Bu islemlerin siirekli yapilmasi bireyin anlama modelini ve
becerilerini gelistirmektedir (Giines, 2014, 61). Bireyin anlama becerilerinin gelismesi okul sonrasi yasaminda
ihtiyag duyabilecegi bilgileri edinmesine, yani hayat boyu Ogrenmesine katki saglayacaktir. Bu nedenle
giiniimiizde okuma egitimi sadece metni anlamayla sinirh degildir, anlama becerilerini gelistirmeye yonelmistir.

Anlam olusturma biligsel psikolojide ele alindig1 gibi duyusal bellek, kisa siireli bellek ve uzun siireli bellekte
gerceklesen bilissel islemlerin bir sonucudur. Bu yoniiyle okudugunu anlama bilgi edinmenin, 6grenmenin bir
yoludur. Kisinin biligsel siire¢lerinin farkinda olup nerede sorun yasadigini belirlemesi, hangi tedbirleri alarak
coziime ulasabilecegini kararlastirmasi, aldig1 tedbirlerin ise yarayip yaramadigini kontrol etmesi ise iistbilissel
stratejilerin sonucudur. Ustbilissel stratejiler, bilissel siirecleri izlemek veya diizenlemek icin islev goren
stratejilerdir (Flavell, 1979). Ustbilis, “iistbilissel bilgi” ve “iistbilissel kontrol” olmak iizere iki boyutta ele
alinmaktadir. Ustbilissel bilgi; bir durumda bireyin kendi zihinsel kaynaklarinda sahip oldugu bilgi ve inanglara,
ne yapabileceginin farkinda olmasina isaret etmektedir. Ustbilissel kontrol ise iistbilissel bilgiyi bilissel amagclara
ulastirabilmek icin stratejik bigimde kullanabilme yetenegi olarak ele alinmaktadir. Ustbilissel kontrol becerileri
gelismis bireyler tahmin, planlama, izleme ve degerlendirme stratejilerini etkin olarak kullanabilmektedirler
(Ozsoy, 2008).

Okum anlama becerilerinin gelistirilmesinde iistbiligsel siiregler, okuma stratejileri olarak yerini almaktadir.
TDK stratejiyi “Onceden belirlenen bir amaca ulasmak i¢in tutulan yol” seklinde tanimlamaktadir. Bu tanimdan
hareketle okuma stratejileri de okumanin anlama ile sonuclanmasi igin okuyucunun izledigi yollar olarak
diistiniilebilir. Temizkan (2009), okuma stratejilerini metinlerden anlam ¢ikarmay:1 kolaylastirmak amaciyla
uygulanan zihinsel taktikler olarak tanimlamaktadir. Okuma stratejileri kullanan bir okuyucu anlama siirecine
nelerin katki sagladigini fark edebilir, anlayamadigi durumlarin nedenlerini ve iistesinden gelmenin yollarini
belirleyebilir.

Okuma egitiminin dogasina uygun olarak okuma &ncesi, sirasi ve sonrasinda kullanilan okuma stratejileri
farklidir. Okuma Oncesinde kullanilan stratejilerin amaci okunacak metin ile ilgili tahmin ve planlamalar
yapmaktir. Gorsellerden, metnin baslik ve alt basliklarindan hareketle okunacak metnin konusunu tahmin etme,
okuma amaci belirleme, metinle ilgili onbilgileri harekete gecirme, metinle ilgili olabilecek sorular hazirlama gibi
stratejiler okuma Oncesinde kullanilan stratejilerdir. Boylece okuyucu metne zihinsel olarak hazirlanmis olur.
Okuma sirasinda kullanilan stratejilerin amaci izleme ve diizenlemedir. Okuma &ncesinde metinle ilgili olarak
sorulan sorularin, kararlastirilan stratejilerin anlamay1 saglayip saglamadigini okuyucu izlemeli, gerekirse
kullandigi stratejileri degistirmelidir. Okuma sirasinda; not alma, tekrar okuma, 6nemli yerlerin altin1 ¢izme, zor
yerleri sesli okuma, belli araliklarda durarak ne anladigini diisiinme, zihinde gorsellestirme, sorulara yanit arama
ve yeni sorular olugturma gibi stratejiler kullanilabilir. Bu siirecte kullanilan stratejiler anlamin yapilandirilmasini
saglamaktadir. Okuma sonrasi stratejilerinin amact ise anlamanin gerceklesip gerceklesmedigini, okuma amacina
ulasilip ulagilmadigini, metinle ilgili tahminlerin dogru olup olmadigint degerlendirmektir. Diisiinceler arasindaki
iligkileri kurma, tahminleri degerlendirme, metni 6zetleme, baskalariyla tartisma gibi stratejiler bu asamada ise
kosulabilir. Okuma sonrast stratejiler; metni tam olarak anlamayi, elestiri becerisini, okuma zevk ve aligkanligimni
gelistirmesi agisindan 6nemlidir (Akkaya, 2011; Karatay, 2014).

Yapilan arastirmalar istbiligsel okuma stratejileri kullanimi ile okumaya yonelik tutum arasinda pozitif bir
iliski oldugunu gostermektedir (Aydogan, 2008; Cetinkaya Edizer, 2014). Okuma becerisine yonelik istbilis
strateji egitiminin; 0grencinin okuma kaygisini azalttig1 (Liile Mert, 2015; Melanlioglu, 2014), okumaya yonelik
tutumu anlamli bir sekilde artirdigi (Akkaya, 2011; Tuna, 2016) okudugunu anlama bagarisini artirdig1 (Balta,
2011; Cakiroglu ve Ataman, 2008; Dogan, 2017; Salembier 1999; Swennumson, 1992; Temizkan, 2007; Tuna,
2016), iistbiligsel strateji kullanimini artirdigi (Cakiroglu ve Ataman, 2008; Gelen, 2003) ve kalici 6grenmeyi
sagladigt (Gelen, 2003; Kanmaz, 2012) belirlenmistir. Okuma stratejilerini kullanma siklig1 ile akademik basari
arasinda (Cogmen, 2008; Karatay, 2007), akademik 6zyeterlik algisi (Ko¢ & Arslan, 2017) ve okuma anlama
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basarisi arasinda (Kose, 2016) pozitif yonde anlamli iligki oldugu, akademik basarisi yiiksek dgrencilerin daha
fazla strateji kullandiklar1 (Topuzkanamig, 2009) goriilmektedir. Arastirma sonuclari; dgrencilerin iistbiligsel
farkindaliklariin gelistirilmesinin okuma anlamay1 gelistirdigini, anlamanin dogal bir sonucu olarak basariy1
artirdigmi ve strateji kullaniminin bilingli bir sekilde yerlestirdigini gostermesi bakimmdan énemlidir.

Arastirmanin Onemi

Iyi okuyucularin biligsel siireglerini daha iyi gdzlemleyerek etkili stratejiler kullandiklari, zay1f okuyucularin
strateji kullanmadiklar1 goriilmektedir (Cantrell ve Carter, 2009; Kuruyer ve Ozsoy, 2015). Okuma stratejileri
Ogretimi, zayif okuyucularin da {stbiligsel farkindaliklarini arttirabilmektedir (Shelton, 2006). Okuma;
O0grenmenin, yeni bilgiler edinmenin bir yolu olarak biitiin derslerde gelistirilmesi gereken bir beceridir. Bu
nedenle ogretmenlerin okuma stratejilerini bilmeleri ve &gretmeleri 6nemlidir. “Okuma stratejilerinin nasil
kullanilacag1 6gretmen tarafindan 6grenciye dgretilmez, 6grencinin bu stratejileri kendisinin kullanmasi beklenirse
bu uygulamadan sonug¢ alinmasi1 miimkiin degildir” (Onovughe ve Hannah, 2011, Aktaran: Melanlioglu, 2014).
Yapilandirici yaklagimin benimsendigi giiniimiiz egitim ortamlarinda metin incelemeleriyle 6grencinin anlamay1
dolayli gelistirmesini beklemek yerine dogrudan anlama Ggretimi yapilmaktadir (Giines, 2017). Bu 6gretimi
yapacak olan dgretmen adaylarimin kendilerinin de okuma stratejilerini okuma becerilerinin bir pargasi olarak
kullanmalart &nemlidir. Bu arastirmanin 6gretmen adaylarmin okuma stratejilerini kullanma durumlarimni
betimlemeye iliskin alanyazina katki saglayacagi sdylenebilir.

Arastirmanin Amaci

Bu arastirmanin amaci 6gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeylerini cinsiyete, boliime ve
kitap okuma sikligina goére betimlemektir. Arastirmanin problem ciimlesi “Ogretmen adaylarinin okuma
stratejilerini kullanma durumlart nasildir?” seklinde belirlenmistir. Arastirma problemi su alt problemlerle ele
almmugtir:

1.0gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma sikliklari ne diizeydedir?

2. Ogretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeyleri cinsiyete gore anlamli bir fark gostermekte
midir?

3.0gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeyleri boliimlere gére anlaml farklar gdstermekte
midir?

4. Ogretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeyleri okuma aliskanhig: diizeyine gére anlamli
farklar gostermekte midir?

Ydntem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirmada Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeyleri ile
ilgili olarak bir durum tespiti yapmak amaclanmistir. Bu ama¢ dogrultusunda aragtirma tarama modelinde
gerceklestirilmistir. “Tarama modelleri, gegmiste ya da halen var olan bir durumu var oldugu sekliyle betimlemeyi
amaglayan arastirma yaklagimlaridir.” (Karasar, 2009, 77).

Evren ve Orneklem

Aragtirmanin evrenini Bartin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi 6grencileri olusturmaktadir. 2016-2017 egitim ve
ogretim yilinda fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi, ilkogretim matematik 6gretmenligi, siif 6gretmenligi, sosyal bilgiler ve
Tiirkge d6gretmenligi boliimlerinde toplam 855 dgrenci bulunmaktadir. Bu evren iginden 2. ve 3. sinif 6grencileri
tesadiifi olarak arastirma orneklemine segilmistir. Arastirmaya goniillii olarak 314 6grenci katilmistir. Eksik
bilgiler bulunan 6l¢ekler ayiklandiktan sonra 297 gegerli veri elde edilmistir. Arastirma sonuglarinin 900 kisilik
evrene genellenebilmesi i¢in 269 kisilik bir drneklem ile ¢alismanin gerekli oldugu (Gay 1996, 125) g6z oniine
alindigina, 297 gecerli verinin arastirma evrenini temsil edebilecek yeterlikte oldugu sdylenebilir. Orneklem
grubunun betimsel bilgileri Tablo 1’de verilmistir.
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Tablo 1. Orneklem Grubunun Betimsel Analizi

ABD Cinsiyet Simf
Kiz Erkek 2. simif 3.smif Toplam
Sinif O. 58 9 35 32 67
Sosyal B. 32 26 36 22 58
Turkece 45 16 31 30 61
Matematik 35 20 35 20 55
Fen B. 41 15 28 28 56
Toplam 211 86 165 132 297

Smif 6gretmenligi, sosyal bilgiler 6gretmenligi, Tiirk¢e, matematik ve Fen bilgisi 6gretmenligi bdliimlerinden
toplam 297 6gretmen aday1 arastirmaya katilmistir. Arastirmaya katilanlarm 211’1 kiz, 86°s1 erkektir. Siniflara
gore bakildiginda 165’1 2. sinif, 132’si 3. sinif 6grencisidir. Orneklemin gogunlugu kiz 6grencilerden olugsmaktadir.
Arastirma evreninin ¢gogunlugunun kiz 6grencilerden olusmasi ve kiz 6grencilerin arastirmaya katilmak i¢in daha
istekli olmalar1 bu durumun sebepleri olarak sdylenebilir. Orneklemin siiflara ve boliimlere gore dagilimi,
cinsiyete gore dagilimdan daha dengelidir.

Veri Toplama Araglan

Arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak Taraban, Kerr ve Rynearson (2004) tarafindan gelistirilen ve Tiirkge
gecerlik ve giivenirlik galigmalari Cégmen (2008) tarafindan yapilan Ust Biligsel Okuma Stratejileri dlgegi
kullamlmugtir. Olgek 22 maddeden olusan 5°1i Likert tipi, iki boyutlu bir dlgektir. Olcekte yer alan ilk 16 madde
analitik stratejiler, son 6 madde pragmatik stratejiler boyutlarin1 olugturmaktadir. Analitik stratejiler boyutu,
ogrencilerin biligsel siireclerini ve farkindaliklarini ifade eden iist biligsel stratejileri; pragmatik stratejiler boyutu
hatirlamaya yonelik stratejileri igermektedir.

Tiirkg¢eye uyarlanan 6lgegin yap1 gegerliligi ¢aligmalar1 egitim fakiiltesinde 6grenim goren 760 6gretmen adayi
ile gerceklestirilmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda 6lgegin KMO degeri .80 Bartlett kiiresellik testinin anlamli
oldugu belirlenmistir. Bdylece verilerin faktor analiz i¢in uygun oldugu goriilmiistiir. Faktor analizinde 6lgegin
orijinal bigimindeki iki faktorlii yapt goz oniinde bulundurularak faktor analizi iki faktorle simirlandirilmisgtir.
Analiz sonucunda 6l¢ekteki maddelerin orijinal formdaki boyutlarinda yer aldig1 goriilmiistiir.

Yapilan giivenirlik analizi sonucunda Cronbach Alpha i¢ tutarlik katsayilar1 6lgegin biitiinii i¢in .81; analitik
stratejiler alt boyutu igin .78 ve pragmatik stratejiler alt boyutu igin ise .82 olarak bulunmustur. Olgek, toplam
varyansin %34.75’ini agiklamaktadir (C6gmen, 2008).

Olgegin bizim arastirma drneklemimizde giivenilir olup olmadigini belirlemek iizere giivenirlik analizi tekrar
yapilmustir. Yapilan giivenirlik analizi sonucunda Cronbach Alfa i¢ tutarlik katsayisi 6l¢ek genelinde .889, analitik
stratejiler boyutunda .885 ve pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda .799 olarak belirlenmistir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi

Aragtirmanin verileri 2016-2017 egitim ve 6gretim yilinda toplanmustir. Veriler katilimcilarla yiiz ylize
goriiserek toplanmustir. Veri toplama siireci her smifta 10 dakika stirmiistiir.

Verilerin Analizi

Veri ¢oziimlemede kullanilacak yontemleri belirlemek iizere oncelikle verilerin normal dagilim gosterip
gostermedikleri incelenmistir. Okuma stratejileri puanlarinin ¢arpiklik ve basiklik katsayilarinin +/- 1 arasinda
oldugu belirlenmistir. “Carpiklik katsayis1 +/-1 sinirlar i¢inde kaliyorsa, puanlarin normal dagilimdan énemli bir
sapma gostermedigi seklinde yorumlanabilir” (Biiytikoztiirk, 2011, 40). Ayrica ortalama, ortanca ve modun g¢ok
yakin oldugu goriilmistiir. “Ortalama, ortanca ve modun birbirine yaklagmasi dagilimm normalden asiri
uzaklagsmadigi seklinde yorumlanabilir” (Biiyiikoztiirk, 2011, 40). Bu bulgulara dayanarak okuma stratejileri
puanlarinin normal dagildig: belirlenmistir. Bagimsiz degigkenlerin okuma stratejileri puanlari ile birlikte normal
dagilim gosterip gostermedigini belirlemek tizere Q-Q grafigine bakilmig ve noktalarin ¢izgi iizerinde toplandigt
goriilmiistiir. Bu sonuglara dayali olarak analizler parametrik testlerle yapilmistir.

Verilerin ¢dziimlenmesinde yapilan analizler sunlardir: Ogretmen adaylarinin kullandiklari {istbilissel okuma
stratejilerinin siklik diizeyinin belirlenmesinde betimsel analiz, cinsiyete gore farkinin belirlenmesinde t testi,
boliimlere gore ve okuma aligkanligi diizeyine gore farkin belirlenmesinde ANOVA testi yapilmustir.
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Okuma stratejileri diizeylerinin yorumlanmasinda asagidaki araliklar dikkate alinmistir:

Her zaman kullanirim 4.20-5.00

Sik sik kullanirim 3.40-4.19

Bazen kullanirim 2.60-3.39

Nadiren kullanirim 1.80-2.59

Hig¢ kullanmam 1.00-1.79 (C6gmen, 2008, 54).

Okuma aligkanlig1 diizeyi Yilmaz’in (1995) Amerika Kiitiiphaneler Birliginin siniflamasina dayali olarak

gelistirdigi okuma aligkanlig1 diizeyi 6lgiitiine gore yorumlanmistir. Buna gore;

Az Okuyan Okuyucu: Yilda 1-5 kitap okuyan

Alt-orta siklikta okuyan okuyucu: Yilda 6-11 kitap okuyan
Ust-orta siklikta okuyan okuyucu: Yilda 12-20 kitap okuyan

Sik okuyan okuyucu: Yilda 21 ve daha fazla kitap okuyan (Y1lmaz, 1995, 328) okuyucu olarak ele alinmistir.

Bulgular

Arastirmanin birinci alt problemi 6gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma sikliklar1 diizeyini
belirlemeye yoneliktir. Bu amacla 6l¢egin alt boyutlar: geneli i¢in yapilan betimsel analiz sonuglar1 Tablo 2’de

gorilmektedir.

Tablo 2. Ogretmen Adaylarinin Okuma Stratejilerini Kullanma Sikliklari

N X Ss Duzey
Analitik Stratejiler 297 3,7927 ,56168 Sik sik
Pragmatik Stratejiler 297 3,5269 ,83256 Sik sik
Olgek Geneli 297 3,7202 ,55023 Sik sik

Tablo 2’de goriildiigii gibi 6gretmen adaylarinin analitik stratejileri kullanma siklig1 ortalamasi 3.79, pragmatik
stratejileri kullanma siklig1 ortalamasi 3.53, 6lgek genelinde ortalama ise 3.72 olarak belirlenmistir. 3.40-4.19
aralig1 6lcekte “sik sik kullanirim” diizeyine karsilik gelmektedir. Hem alt boyutlar hem de 6l¢ek genelinde okuma
stratejilerinin 6gretmen adaylari tarafindan sik sik kullanildigi belirlenmistir.

Arastirmanin ikinci alt problemi 6gretmen adaylarinin kullandiklari okuma stratejilerinin cinsiyete gore
anlamli bir fark gosterip gostermedigini belirlemeye yoneliktir. Bu amagla yapilan t testi sonuglar1 Tablo 3°te

gorilmektedir.

Tablo 3. Okuma Stratejileri Puanlariin Cinsiyete Gore Farki

Cinsiyet N X S sd t P

Analitik Stratejiler Kiz 211 3,82 541 295 1,523 ,129
Erkek 86 3,72 607

Pragmatik Stratejiler Kiz 211 3,58 ,804 295 1,641 ,102
Erkek 86 340 891

Olgek Geneli Kiz 211 3,76 525 295 1,811 071
Erkek 86 363 ,601

Tablo 3’te goriildigii gibi 6gretmen adaylarinin kullandiklar1 okuma stratejileri puanlari hem alt boyutlarda
hem de 6lgek genelinde kiz 6grencilerde erkek 6grencilerden daha yiiksektir. Ancak ortalamalar arasindaki fark

cinsiyete gore anlamli degildir (p> .05).
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Ogretmen adaylarinin  kullandiklar1 okuma stratejilerinin béliimlere gére anlamli farklar gdsterip
gostermedigini belirlemeye yonelik olan {igiincii alt problem icin ANOVA testi yapilmistir. Okuma stratejisi
puanlariin boliimlere gore betimsel istatistikleri Tablo 4’te goriilmektedir.

Tablo 4. Okuma Stratejisi Puanlarinin Boliimlere Gére Betimsel istatistikleri

N X SS

Analitik Stratejiler 1Siif 67 3,66 ,638
2Sosyal 58 3,92 568

3Turkee 61 3,83 426

4Matematik 55 3,71 572

SFen 56 3,88 ,546

Pragmatik Stratejiler ~ 1Simf 67 3,30 ,822
2Sosyal 58 3,61 , 7134

3Turkee 61 3,68 829

4Matematik 55 3,41 ,900

SFen 56 3,65 ,828

Olgek Geneli 1Sinif 67 3,56 592
2Sosyal 58 3,83 ,515

3Tirkege 61 3,79 ,433

4Matematik 55 3,63 ,602

SFen 56 3,82 550

Tablo 4’te analitik stratejilerin ve Olgek genelinin ortalamalar1 bu stratejilerin biitin bolimlerde sik sik
kullamldigi (X =3.40-4.19), pragmatik stratejilerin simf &gretmenligi bolimii dgrencileri tarafindan bazen
kullamldigi (X =2.60-3.39), diger boliimlerde ise sik sik kullamldign (X =3.40-4.19) gorilmektedir. Boélim
ortalamalar1 arasinda goriilen farklarin anlaml olup olmadigini belirlemek {izere yapilan ANOVA testi Tablo 5’te
verilmistir.

Tablo 5. Okuma Stratejileri Puanlarinin Boliimlere Gore Farki

Varyansin Kareler Kareler Anlamh
Kaynag Toplam  sd Ort. F p Fark
Analitik Gruplararasi 3,011 4 ,753 2,433 ,048 1/2,5;
Stratejiler  Gruplarigi 90,372 292 ,309 42
Toplam 93,384 296
Pragmatik  Gruplararasi 6,903 4 1,726 2,541 ,040 1/2,3,4
Stratejiler  Gruplarigi 198,271 292 ,679
Toplam 205,173 296
Olcek Gruplararas1 3,760 4 ,940 3,197 014 1/2,35:
Geneli Gruplarici 85,853 292 ,294 42
Toplam 89,613 296

Analiz sonuglar1 6gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanmalarinda analitik stratejiler boyutunda [F(4,
292)=2,433, p<.05], pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda [F(4, 292)=2,541, p<.05] ve Olcek genelinde [F(4,
292)=3,197, p<.05] boliimler arasinda anlamli farklar oldugunu gostermektedir.

Gruplar arasindaki farkin kaynagini belirlemek iizere yapilan LSD testi sonuglarina goére analitik stratejiler
boyutunda smif dgretmenligi (X=3,66) ile sosyal bilgiler (X=3,92) ve fen bilgisi (X=3,88) boliimleri arasinda
sosyal bilgiler ve fen bilgisi bolumleri lehine; matematik (X=3,71) ve sosyal bilgiler (X=3,92) bélimleri arasinda
sosyal bilgiler boliimii lehine anlamli farklar oldugu gériillmiistiir.

Pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda sinif 6gretmenligi (X=3,30) ile sosyal bilgiler (X=3,61), Tlrkce (X=3,68) ve
Fen bilgisi (X=3,65) béliimleri arasinda sosyal bilgiler, Tiirkge ve Fen bilgisi boliimleri lehine anlamli farklar
belirlenmistir.
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Olgek genelinde smif dgretmenligi (X=3,56) ile sosyal bilgiler (X¥=3,83), Tiirkce (X=3,79) ve fen bilgisi
(X=3,82) boliimleri arasinda sosyal bilgiler, Tiirk¢e ve fen bilgisi boliimleri lehine; matematik (X=3,63) ve sosyal

bilgiler (X=3,83) arasinda sosyal bilgiler béliimii lehine anlaml1 farklar belirlenmistir.

Aragtirmanin son alt problemi 6gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejileri kullanma dizeylerinin okuma
aligkanlig1 diizeyine gore anlamli farklar gosterip gostermedigini belirlemeye yoneliktir. Bu alt problem ANOVA
testi ile ele alimmustir. Okuma stratejisi puanlarinin okuma aligkanligi diizeyine gore betimsel istatistikleri Tablo
6’da ve ANOVA sonuglar1 Tablo 7°de goriilmektedir.

Tablo 6. Okuma Stratejisi Puanlarinin Okuma Aliskanlig1 Diizeyine Gére Betimsel istatistikleri

N Ortalama SS

10kuyucu degil 9 3,3264 ,61379

Analitik 2Az okuyan 133 3,7101 ,57952
Stratejiler 3Alt-orta 82 3,8270 ,45040
4Ust-orta 48 3,8698 ,63304

5S1k okuyan 25 4,1400 ,43349

10kuyucu degil 9 3,2037 ,84071

Pragmatik 2Az okuyan 133 3,4223 ,86373
Stratejiler 3AIt-0rta 82 3,5630 , 718726
4Ust-orta 48 3,7604 , 72844

5S1k okuyan 25 3,6333 92421

10kuyucu degil 9 3,2929 ,62370

2Az okuyan 133 3,6316 ,58839

Olgek 3Alt-orta 82 3,7550 /44022
Geneli 4Ust-orta 48 3,8400 57258
5S1k okuyan 25 4,0018 ,42019

Tablo 6’da analitik stratejiler boyutunda ve 6lgek genelinde ortalamalarin hi¢ okumayandan sik okuyana dogru
diizenli olarak arttigi goériilmektedir. Pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda ise hi¢ okumayandan iist-orta siklikta
okuyanlara dogru ortalamalarin diizenli olarak arttig1 goriilmektedir. Hi¢ kitap okumadigini belirten dgrencilerin
alt boyutlarda ve 6lgek genelinde strateji kullanma ortalamalar1 “bazen kullanirim” (2.60-3.39) duizeyinde iken
kitap okudugunu belirten 6grencilerin iistbiligsel okuma stratejileri ortalamalari “sik sik kullanirim” (3.40-4.19)

diizeyindedir.

Ortalamalar arasindaki farklarin anlamli olup olmadigini belirlemek tizere ANOVA testi yapilmustir.

Tablo 7. Okuma Stratejisi Puanlarinin Okuma Aligkanligi Diizeyine Gore Farki

Kareler df Kareler F Sig. Anlamh
Toplami Ort. Fark
Analitik Gruplargr_as1 6,262 4 1,566 5,247 ,000 1/2,3,4,5;
Stratejiler Gruplarici 87,121 292 ,298 5/1,2,3,4
Toplam 93,384 296
Pragmatik Gruplargr_as1 5,403 4 1,351 1,974 ,098
Stratejiler Gruplarici 199,771 292 ,684
Toplam 205,173 296
Olgek Gruplar'fir_am 5,458 4 1,365 4,735 ,001 1/3,4,5;
Geneli Gruplarici 84,155 292 ,288 4/1,2;
Toplam 89,613 296 5/1,2,3

Tablo 7’de analitik stratejiler boyutunda [F(4, 292)=5,247, p<.05], ve o6l¢ek genelinde [F(4, 292)=4,735,
p<.05], okuma stratejisi puanlarinin okuma aligkanlig1 diizeyine gore anlaml farklar gosterdigi goriilmektedir.
Pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda ise [F(4, 292)=1,974, p>.05] okuma aliskanlig1 diizeyine gore anlamli bir fark

gorilmemektedir.

Ortalamalar arasindaki farklarin hangi gruplardan kaynaklandigini belirlemek tizere LSD testi yapilmistir.
Analitik stratejiler boyutunda hi¢ okumayan 6grencilerle her diizeyde okuyan 6grenciler arasinda anlamli farklar
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goriilmiistiir. Grup ortalamalar1 dikkate alindiginda fark her diizeyde okuyan &grenciler lehinedir. Ayni boyutta
stk okuyan grup ile diger biitiin gruplar arasinda anlaml farklar goriilmiistiir. Grup ortalamalarina dayali olarak
fark sik okuyan grubun lehinedir.

Olgek genelinde hig okumayan grup ile alt-orta, Ust-orta ve sik okuyan gruplar arasinda anlamli farklar
belirlenmistir. Ortalamalar dikkate alindiginda fark alt-orta, Uist-orta ve sik okuyan gruplar lehinedir. Ust-orta
siklikta okuyan grup ile hi¢ okumayan ve az okuyan gruplar arasinda farklar belirlenmistir. Fark iist-orta siklikta
okuyan grup lehinedir. Ayrica sik okuyan grup ile hi¢c okumayan, az okuyan ve alt-orta diizeyde okuyan gruplar
arasinda farklar belirlenmistir. Fark sik okuyan grup lehinedir.

Tartisma ve Sonug

Bu arastirmada 6gretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejilerini kullanma durumlarini cinsiyete, boliime ve okuma
aligkanlig1 diizeyine gore betimlemek amacglanmistir. Arastirma sonucunda elde edilen bulgular sunlardir:
Ogretmen adaylar1 okuma stratejilerini sik sik kullanmaktadirlar. Ogretmen adaylarinm kullandiklar1 okuma
stratejileri puanlart hem alt boyutlarda hem de 6lgek genelinde kiz 6grencilerde erkek Ogrencilerden daha
yiiksektir. Ancak ortalamalar arasindaki fark cinsiyete gore anlamli degildir. Boliime ve okuma aligkanlig
diizeyine gore okuma stratejilerini kullanma puanlar1 anlamli farklar gostermektedir.

Duzeye gore

Yasin strateji kullanimini etkileyen 6nemli bir faktor (Cantrell ve Carter, 2009) oldugu géz 6niine alindiginda
lisans diizeyindeki 6grencilerin okuma stratejilerini tanimasi ve kullanmasi beklenen bir sonugtur. Bu sonug,
alanyazinda 6gretmen adaylar1 ile yapilan pek ¢ok arastirma ile ortiismektedir (Akkaya, 2015; Aybek & Aslan,
2016; Babacan, 2012; Cogmen, 2008; Karasakaloglu, 2012; Kose, 2016). Ogretmen adaylarmin okuma
stratejilerini okuma becerisinin bir pargasi haline getirmis olmalar1 memnuniyet vericidir.

Cinsiyete gore

Okuma stratejileri kullaniminin cinsiyete gore kiz 6grenciler lehine farkli oldugunu belirten ¢aligmalarin (Ates,
2013; Aybek & Aslan, 2016; Benzer, 2016; Cantrell & Carter, 2009; Cetinkaya Edizer, 2014; Gungér, 2005;
Karatay, 2007; Kog & Arslan, 2017; Kése, 2016; Topuzkanamis, 2009) yani sira cinsiyete gore anlamli bir farklilik
goriilmeyen c¢aligmalar da vardir (Erdagi Toksun, 2015; Erdem, 2012, Liile Mert, 2015, Oluk & Basonciil, 2009)
Cogmen (2008) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada “analitik stratejiler” boyutunda cinsiyete gore istatistiksel olarak
anlamli bir fark bulunmamistir, “pragmatik stratejiler” boyutunda ise kiz 6grenciler lehine anlaml bir fark
belirlenmistir. Farkli 6rneklemlerde ve farkli 6lgme araglari ile yapilan bu arastirmalardan ortaya ¢ikan sonuglar,
cinsiyetin okuma stratejilerini kullanmada ©nemli bir degisken olup olmadigimi belirlemede yetersiz
goriinmektedir. Kapsamli bir 6rneklemle yapilacak tarama caligmalari ile bu konuda bir sonuca varmak miimkiin
olabilir.

Bélumlere gore

Okuma stratejilerini kullanma diizeyleri analitik stratejiler boyutunda, pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda ve élgek
genelinde boliimler arasinda anlamli farklar gostermektedir.

Analitik stratejiler boyutunda sosyal bilgiler ve fen bilgisi bolimlerinde okuyan 6grenciler sinif 6gretmenligi
boliimiinde okuyan 6grencilere gore daha fazla strateji kullanmaktadir; sosyal bilgiler boliimiinde okuyan
Ogrenciler matematik 6gretmenligi boliimiinde okuyanlara gore daha fazla analitik stratejiler kullanmaktadirlar.

Pragmatik stratejiler boyutunda sosyal bilgiler, Tiirk¢e ve fen bilgisi boliimlerinde okuyan 6grenciler sinif
ogretmenligi bolimii 6grencilerine gore daha fazla pragmatik stratejiler kullanmaktadirlar.

Olgek genelinde sosyal bilgiler, Tiirkge ve fen bilgisi boliimlerinde okuyan dgrenciler sinif gretmenliginde
okuyan 6grencilere gore; sosyal bilgiler boliimiinde okuyan 6grenciler matematik boliimiinde okuyan dgrencilere
gore daha fazla okuma stratejisi kullanmaktadirlar.

Boliimler arasinda karsilastirma yapan pek ¢ok arastirma anlamli bir fark olmadigini gostermektedir (Aybek
& Aslan, 2016; Benzer, 2016; Erdag1 Toksun, 2015, Kose, 2016). Bizim arastirmamizda dikkat ¢eken sonug sinif
ogretmenligi boliimiinde okuyan 6grencilerin daha az okuma stratejisi kullanmalaridir. Aslinda bu bdliimde fen
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bilgisine, matematige, tarihe, cografyaya, Tiirkceye ve edebiyata yonelik cok gesitli bilgiler verilmektedir. Bu
kadar farkli disiplinden bilgileri &grenebilmek icin daha fazla okuma stratejisi kullanmalar1 beklenebilir.
Dolayisiyla arastirmada ulasilan sonucun verilen egitim ile degil, bireysel 6zellikler ile ilgili oldugu
diisiiniilmektedir.

Okuma aliskanhg diizeyine

Arastirmada ele alinan bagimsiz degiskenlerden biri de okuma aligkanlig1 diizeyidir. Arastirmaya katilan 297
Ogretmen adayindan 9’u hi¢ okumadigini, 133l az okudugunu, yani yilda 1-5 arasi ders dis1 kitap okudugunu,
82’si alt-orta dlizeyde, yani 6-12 aras1 kitap okudugunu belirtmistir. Bu sonuglar 6gretmen adaylarinda giiglii bir
kitap okuma aligkanliginin yerlesmedigini gostermektedir.

Ogretmen adaylarinin okuma stratejisi kullanma diizeylerinin hi¢ okumayandan sik okuyana dogru diizenli
olarak arttig1 belirlenmistir. Karatay (2007) Tiirkce 0gretmeni adaylari ile yaptig1 calismada okuma stratejileri
kullaniminin okuma aliskanlig1 diizeyine gore diizenli bir artig gosterdigini belirlemistir. Aybek & Aslan (2016)
egitim fakiiltesi ogrencileri ile yaptiklar1 ¢aligmada haftada bir ve ayda bir kitap okuyanlarin iki ayda bir
okuyanlardan daha fazla okuma stratejisi kullandiklarini belirlemiglerdir. C6gmen (2008) yilda 6 ile 20 kitap
okuyan 6grenciler ile yilda 21 ve fazla kitap okuyan 6grencilerin, yilda 1 ile 5 kitap okuyan 6grencilere gore daha
sik analitik stratejiler kullandiklarini belirlemistir. Bu sonuglar iki yonliidiir, okuma stratejilerini kullananlarin
daha ¢ok okuduklari sdylenebilecegi gibi, cok okuyanlarin daha ¢ok okuma stratejisi kullanma egiliminde
olduklari soylenebilir.

Aragtirmanin bulgularia dayali olarak sunlar 6nerilmektedir: Egitim fakiiltesi 6grencilerinin okuma stratejileri
kullanimlarint en st diizeye yiikseltebilmeleri i¢in 6gretim programlarinda ve egitim siireclerinde okuma
stratejilerine yer verilmelidir. Her bdlimden ogretmen adayi, yetistirecegi Ogrencilerde bu becerileri
gelistirebilecek bir egitim yapabilecek sekilde yetistirilmelidir. Ogretmen adaylarimin okuma aligkanligin
gelistirmek onlarin kisisel gelisimlerine oldugu kadar biligsel gelisimlerine de katki saglayacaktir. Biligsel olarak
gelisim arttik¢ca okuma stratejileri kullanimi da artmaktadir. Bu nedenle 6gretim elemanlarinin 6gretmen adaylarini
okumaya yonlendirmede duyussal, biligsel ve davramigsal katkilar saglamaya c¢alismasi gerekmektedir. Bu
arastirma kesitsel bir c¢alismadir. Bu tirden bir arastirma boliimler arasinda farklarin nedenlerini
aciklayamamaktadir. Ogretmen adaylarinin egitim fakiiltesine girdikleri y1ldan mezun olduklar1 yila kadar izlenip
okuma stratejilerini kullanma durumunun betimlenmesi fakiiltelerde ve farkli boliimlerde verilen egitimin etkisini
gorebilmek agisindan yararli olabilir. Bunun ig¢in boylamsal c¢aligmalar yapilmasi Onerilebilir. Ayrica nitel
arastirma ile konu hakkinda derinlemesine bilgi edinmek miimkiin olabilir.
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