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The purpose of the study is to compare the developmental reading performance of
readers with and without reading disabilities. In this direction, data were obtained
from 444 readers in grades 2, 4, 6, and 8, including 240 with normal development and
204 with learning disabilities. The participants' reading comprehension, reading
fluency, and decoding skills were evaluated and compared. In addition, the links
between the reading component performances of readers with learning disabilities
were investigated. According to the results, the group with learning disabilities
performed lower than their normally developed peers in all reading components
across all grade levels. In addition, it was determined that the decoding skills of the
group with learning difficulties were associated with reading fluency and
comprehension in the 2nd grade, but only with reading fluency in the 4t grade. At all
grade levels, there was a substantial correlation between reading fluency and reading
comprehension. The findings revealed that readers with learning disabilities displayed
severe deficits in the components of reading and carried these deficits into secondary
education. The results are discussed in light of the relevant literature.
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Okumanin Bilegenleri

Arastirmada okuma giigliigii olan ve olmayan okuyucularin gelisimsel olarak okumanin
bilesenlerinde sahip olduklar1 performanslarin karsilastirllmas: amaglanmistir. Bu
dogrultuda 2, 4, 6 ve 8. smifa devam eden 240 normal gelisim gosteren ve 204 6grenme
gligliigii olan toplamda 444 okuyucudan veri toplanmustir. Katilimalarin performanslari
okumanin ¢dziimleme, akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama boyutunda karsilastirilmustir.
Ayrica ogrenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin okumanin bilesenlerinde sahip olduklar
performanslar arasi iliskiler incelenmistir. Sonuglara bakildiginda 6grenme giicliigii olan
grubun her smif diizeyinde okumanin tiim bilesenlerinde normal gelisim gosteren
akranlarindan daha diisiik performans sergiledikleri gozlenmistir. Ayrica 6grenme giicliigii
olan grubun ¢6ziimleme becerilerinin 2. smfta akici okuma ve okudugunu anlamayla, 4.
smifta sadece akici okumayla iliskisi oldugu sonucuna ulasilmustir. Akict okuma
becerilerininse tiim simuf diizeylerinde okudugunu anlamayla anlamli bir iliskiye sahip
oldugu goriilmiistiir. Elde edilen sonuglar 6grenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin okumanin
bilesenlerinde 6nemli siirliliklar sergiledikleri ve bu simirliklari ortaokul diizeyine de
tasidiklarimi gostermistir. Elde edilen sonuglar alanyazin temelinde tartisilmistir.
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Giris
Okuma, 6grencilerin hem akademik hem de giinliik yasamlarmin kalitesini artirmada sahip
olmalar1 gereken ©nemli becerilerden biridir. Okuma gii¢liigli olan 6grenciler, okuma becerisini

kazanmada giicliik yasayan ve yasanan giicliikler nedeniyle akranlarmin sahip olduklar1 akademik

performanslara ulasmada da simirliliklara sahip bir grup olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir.

Genel sekliyle yazili sembollerden anlam ¢ikarma siireci olarak tanimlanan okuma becerisi,
¢oziimleme ve anlama olmak {izere iki bilesenden olusmaktadir (Gough ve Tunmer, 1986; Hoover ve
Gough, 1990). Coziimleme yazili kelimelerin ses birimlerine doniistiiriilerek kelime diizeyinde
semantik bilgilere ulasilmasi olarak tanimlanirken, anlama, dil becerilerinin yardimiyla, ¢6ziimlenen
kelimelerden anlam ¢ikarma becerisi olarak tamimlanmaktadir (Hoover ve Gough, 1990). Okuma
glicliigii olan 6grencilerin genellikle okumanin ¢oziimleme bileseninde giigliikler yasadiklar1 ve bu
glicliiklerden kaynakli olarak akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama bilesenlerinde de giigliiklerle
karsilagtiklar1 belirtilmektedir (Giildenoglu, Kargin ve Miller, 2012; Siegel, 2006). Konuya iliskin
yapilan calismalardan elde edilen bulgularda, okumanin ¢oziimleme bileseninde gilicliigii olan
okuyucularin sesbilgisel siireglerde simurliliklar yasadiklarini ve harf-ses doniisiimii yapmada
zorlandiklarin1 vurgulamaktadir (Hulme ve Snowling, 2016; Knoop-van Campen, Segers ve
Verhoeven, 2018; Pratt ve Brady, 1988, Swank ve Catts, 1994). Okuyucular tarafindan harf ses
doniistim stirecinde uygun hiz ve dogruluga ulasilamamasi ortografik ve akici okuma becerilerinin

gelisiminin 6niinde duran en biiyiik engel olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Coltheart, 2006).

Okuma ve okumada karsilasilan giicliikleri anlamamizda énemli bir yeri olan ¢ift yonlii okuma
kuramina gore okuyucular, okuma siirecinde iki farkli yolu kullanmaktadirlar (Coltheart, 2006).
Bunlardan ilki sdzciik dagarcigina dayali olmayan yoldur. Sézciik dagarcigina dayali olmayan yol okumaya
yeni baslayan 6grenciler tarafindan agirlikli olarak kullanilmakla birlikte akict okuma becerisine sahip
olan okuyucularin da ilk kez karsilastiklar1 bir sozciigii harf ya da hece birim boyutunda
¢oziimleyerek okuma eylemini gerceklestirdikleri yol olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Sozciiklerin yazili
formlariyla belirli bir deneyim kazanan okuyucular harf ya da hece birim boyutunda ¢6ziimlemeye
gereksinim duymadan ikinci yol olan sézciik dagarcigina dayali yolu tercih ederek okuma eylemini
gerceklestirmektedirler. Daha oOnceden okuduklar1 sozciiklerin gorsel formlarimi ortografik
dagarciklarindan geri c¢agirarak okuma islemini ¢ok kisa bir siirede akici bir bigimde

gerceklestirebilmektedirler (Coltheart, 2006).

Yapilan ¢alismalarda okumanin ¢oziimleme bileseninde zor olan okuyucularin genellikle
sozciik dagarcigina dayali olmayan yolu segtikleri ve normal gelisim gosteren okuyuculara oranla
daha yavas ve hatali olduklar: belirtilmektedir (Coltheart, 2005; Stotard, Snwoling ve Hulme, 1996).
Okuma giigliigii olan okuyucularin sézciik ¢oziimleme siireglerinde harf atlama-ekleme, hece atlama-

ekleme yanlis sozciik kullanimi gibi bir¢ok sistematik hata yaptiklar1 da ayrica vurgulanmaktadir
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(Saripmar ve Erden, 2010). Ozellikle anlamsiz s6zciik (pseudoword) okuma gorevlerinde okuma
glicliigii olan okuyucularin normal gelisim gosteren akranlarina oranla daha basarisiz olduklar1 ve
ortaya cikan bu performansin da okuma giigliigii olan okuyucularin sesbilgisel siireclerde sahip
olduklar1 simurhiliklardan kaynaklandig: belirtilmektedir (Rack, Snowling ve Olson, 1992; Suarez-
Coalla ve Cuetos, 2015; Welbourne ve Lambon Ralph, 2007). Bu baglamda sozciik okumada uygun hiz
ve dogruluga ulasamayan okuma giicliigii olan okuyucularin metin okuma siirecinde akici okuma

anlaminda giigliikler yasadiklari ifade edilebilir.

Akic1 okuma, 6zellikle son zamanlarda sesbirim farkindalig1 ve ¢oziimleme becerilerinin yani
sira ilgi duyulan bir alan olarak dikkatleri cekmeye baslamistir (Hudson, Pullen, Lane ve Torgesen,
2008). Perfetti (1985), sozel yeterlik teorisinde okuyucularin bilissel sistemlerini anlama siirecinde
etkili sekilde kullanabilmeleri i¢in ¢Oziimleme siireclerinde ortografik okuma becerileri
sergilemelerinin énemli oldugunu vurgulamaktadir. Bu teoriye iliskin de okuyucunun sadece dogru
¢ozlimleme yapmasimin yeterli olmadigi, bununla birlikte ortografik okumanin da muhakkak
gerceklesmesi gerektigi, aksi halde var olan bilissel kaynaklarin anlama davranisina aktarilma
siirecinde yetersiz kalinacagi ve boylelikle okudugunu anlama performansinin olumsuz yonde
etkilenecegine yonelik aktarimlar dikkati ¢ekmektedir (Ehri, 2005; Silverman, Speece, Harring ve
Ritchey, 2013). Genel olarak bakildiginda akici okuma, metnin uygun prozodi ile konusma hizinda ve
dogru okunmasi seklinde tanimlanirken, dogru okuma becerisinin de dakikada okunan dogru sozciik
sayisiyla hesaplandig1 goriilmektedir (Rasinski, 2004). Farkli bir tamim olarak da Samuels (2006),
¢oziimleme ve anlamanin es zamanli olarak gerceklesmesi durumunu akici okuma olarak
tanimlarken; bu durumun goriilmesinin dogruluk, hiz ve prozodik okuma gibi gostergelerin
olustuguna dair kanit oldugunu aktarmaktadir. Bu tanumlarla birlikte Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp ve Jenkins
(2001) akicr okumanin, harfleri otomatik olarak tutarli ses temsillerine cevirme, ses bilesenlerini
tanmabilir biitlinler halinde birlestirme ve ortografik olarak sozciiksel temsillere erisme, ciimleler
icindeki ve arasindaki anlamli baglantilar: isleme, metnin anlamini dnceki bilgilerle iliskilendirme ve
eksik bilgileri saglamak icin ¢ikarimlar yapma konusunda algisal beceriler gerektiren karmasik ve ¢ok
yonlii bir performansi temsil ettigini vurgulamaktadir. Okuma giigliigii olan okuyucularin akict
okuma becerilerinin degerlendirildigi ¢alismalarda normal gelisim gosteren akranlarna gore
dakikada daha az dogru sozciik okuduklari, okuma sirasinda daha fazla hata yaptiklar1 (Akyol ve
Kodan, 2016; Saripinar ve Erden, 2010; Seckin-Yilmaz ve Baydik, 2017) ve prozodik okuma
sureclerinde daha basarisiz olduklari sonucuna ulagilmigtir (Alves, Reis ve Pinheiro, 2014; Goswami,
Gerson ve Astruc, 2009). Elde edilen bu sonuglarin genel olarak okuma gii¢liigii olan okuyucularin
sozciik ¢oziimleme siireglerinde yasadiklar giigliiklerle agiklandigi goriilmektedir. Buna gore
Ogrenme glicliigii olan &grencilerin, metin okuma siireglerinde, sozciikleri sesbilgisel ¢dziimleme
yaparak okuduklar1 bu sebeple de daha yavas ve prozodiye dikkat etmeden okuduklar:

belirtilmektedir (Suarez-Coalla, Alvarez-Canizo, Martinez, Garcia ve Cuetos, 2016).
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Hudson, Torgesen, Lane ve Tunmer (2012), akict okuma ve sozciik ¢oziimleme becerileri
arasindaki iliskiyi akict okumanin sdzciik okuma (single word reading) ve ¢oziimleme akiciligr (decoding
fluency) olmak iizere iki bilesenden olustugu vurgusuyla aciklamislardir. Sézciik okuma okuyucularin
gercek sozciikleri okuma hizlarim1 ve dogruluklarini ifade etmektedir. Buna gore sozciik okumada
basarili olan okuyucularin ortografik olarak okuma davranisi sergiledikleri ve metin okuma
siireclerini daha kisa siirede ve daha az hatayla tamamladiklar belirtilmektedir (Hudson ve digerleri,
2012). Coziimleme akiciigr ise, okuyucularin anlamsiz sozciikleri okuyabilmek igin kullandiklar:
analitik ¢oziimleme becerileri olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Hudson ve digerleri.,, 2008). Coziimleme
akiclhigimin akict okuma davramislarini dogrudan etkiledigi ve ¢oziimleme akiciliginda basarili
performans sergileyen okuyucularin daha akici okuduklari, basarisiz performans sergileyenlerinse
akic1 okuma becerilerindeki performanslarinin da olumsuz etkilendigi vurgulanmaktadir (Hudson ve
digerleri.,, 2008). Buna ek olarak ¢oziimleme akiciligi etkisinin bilinmeyen kelime sayisiin fazla
oldugu metinlerde ¢ok daha etkili sekilde goriildiigii ve ¢oziimleme akicilig1 becerilerinde siurlilig:
olan okuyucularin hem akici okuma hem de anlama siireclerinde giigliiklerle karsilasmalarinin
kacinilmaz oldugu belirtilmektedir (Hudson ve digerleri., 2008). Bu bilgiler dogrultusunda
okuyucunun sozciik okuma ve ¢oziimleme akiciligy siireclerinde basarili olmasinin onun bilinmeyen
kelimelerle karsilasma sikligini azaltacagi gibi karsilastig1 bilinmeyen kelimeleri ¢oztimleme hizi ve
dogruluklarint1 dogrudan etkileyecegi bdylelikle de daha etkili akicti okuma davranislari
sergilenecegini sdylemek ¢ok da yanlis olmayacaktir. Buna gore akic1 okuma davranislari sergilemek
igin okuyucularin etkili ¢dziimleme becerilerine sahip olmalarinin kaginilmaz oldugu goriilmektedir

(Garcia ve Cain, 2014).

Okuma siireglerinden beklenen en oOnemli ¢ktinin okudugunu anlama oldugu
diislintildiigtinde (Gough ve Tunmer, 1986) okumada belirli bir diizeye ulasildiktan sonra
okuyucularin okuduklar1 metinlerden etkili anlam ¢ikarma siireglerine sahip olmalari beklenmektedir.
Alanyazina bakildiginda okudugunu anlama siireglerinde etkili performans elde edebilmek igin
okuyucularin 6ncelikle karsilarina ¢ikan yazilari etkili sekilde ¢oziimleyerek okumalar: ve sonrasinda
okuduklar1 kelimeleri var olan sozciik dagarciklarimi kullanarak anlamlandirmalar1 gerekmektedir
(Glildenoglu, Kargin ve Miller, 2013). Basit Okuma Kurami'na gore okuma giligliigii olan
okuyucularin kelime ¢6ziimleme siireclerinde 6nemli giigliikleri oldugu (Hoover ve Gough, 1990;
Kendeou, Savage ve van den Broek, 2009) ve bu nedenle bagimsiz yaptiklart okumalar sonrasinda
okuduklarini anlamada sinurliliklar sergiledikleri belirtilmektedir (Miller ve Smith, 1989; Robinson,
Meisenger ve Joyner, 2019). Etkili olmayan ¢oziimleme becerilerinden dolay: okuma gii¢liigli olan
okuyucularin normal gelisim gosteren akranlarmna gore daha yavas ve hatali okumalar
gercgeklestirdikleri vurgulanmaktadir (Kunert ve Scheepers, 2014; Schiff, Katzir ve Shoshan, 2013;
Serrano ve Defior, 2008). Ayrica sahip olduklar: biligssel kaynaklar1 kelime ¢oziimleme siireclerinde

kullanmalar1 sebebiyle anlamada diisiik performanslar sergiledikleri de 6nemle vurgulanan bilgiler
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igerisinde yer almaktadir (Perfetti ve Hogaboam, 1975). Ayrica ortografik dagarcigin gelismemesi ya
da hatali okumalarin da okudugunu anlama siireclerini olumsuz etkiledigi belirtilmektedir (Perfetti,
2007). Ozellikle bagimsiz okuma siireglerinde var olan dil becerilerinin anlama ulagmada
kullanilabilmesi i¢in 6ncelikle okunan sozciiklerin dogru ve uygun bir hizda okunup sonrasinda dil
becerilerinin anlama i¢in kullanilmas: gerekmektedir (Catts, Adlof ve Weismer, 2006; Gough ve
Tunmer, 1986; Hoover ve Gough, 1990). Okuma giicliigii olan okuyucularin heniiz etkili
¢oziimlemeler yapamadig: diistiniildiigiinde anlama ulasmak icin 6ncelikle dogru ve akici bir okuma

davranisinin kazandirilmasi gerektiginin vurgulanmasi pek de yanlis olmayacaktir.

Okuma giigliigli olan Ogrencilerin okuma performanslar: genel olarak degerlendirildiginde
okumanin ¢oziimleme, akicilik ve anlama bilesenlerinde 6nemli simirhiliklar: oldugu goriilmektedir.
Okumada giigliik yasayan gruplar diisiiniildiigiinde 6grenme giicliigii olan okuyucular bu grubun
belki de en baginda gelmektedir (Snowling, Hulme ve Nation, 2020). Ozellikle 6grenme giicliigii (OG)
olan 6grencilerin okumadaki performanslarinin tarulama siirecinde en 6nemli rollerden bir tanesine
sahip oldugu ve tarlama siireglerini dogrudan etkiledigi diisiiniildiigiinde OG olan okuyucularin
okuma becerilerinin tiim bilesenleri anlaminda dikkatli sekilde degerlendirilmesi ve izlenmesi
gerekmektedir. Ogrenme giigliigii olan 6grencilerin genellikle 2. sinifin ilk déneminde ya da ikinci
doneminde agirlikli olarak tanilanabildikleri géz 6ntine alindiginda orgiin 6gretim siirecinin énemli
bir kismin1 destek egitim hizmetlerinden yoksun olarak gecirdikleri sOylenebilir. Ayrica sahip
olduklar1 okuma performanslarmin belirlenerek uygun miidahalelerin sunulmamasi1 akademik basar:
ve okuma performans: anlaminda akranlartyla aralarindaki farkin agilmasina sebep olabilir.
Tiirk¢e'nin saydam bir ortografiye sahip oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde her harfe karsilik gelen tek bir sesin
olmas1 okuma Ogretimi ve dgrenimi siireglerinde avantajli bir durum olarak karsimiza gikmaktadir.
Uluslararas: alanyazin incelendiginde o6grenme giigliigii olan Ogrencilerin okumanin bilesenleri
boyutunda elde ettikleri performanslara yonelik birgok calismanin yer aldigi (Jones, Ashby ve
Branigan, 2013; Jones, Branigan ve Kelly, 2009; Katzir, Shaul, Breznitz ve Wolf, 2004; Kitz ve Tarver,
1989; Martin, Pratt ve Fraser, 2000; Miller, 2007; Nation ve Snowling, 1998; Pae ve digerleri., 2017;
Ransby ve Lee Swanson, 2003; Rijthoven, Kleemans, Segers ve Verheoven, 2018; Tressoldi, Vio ve
Iozzino, 2007; Verhoeven ve Keuning, 2018; Ziegler, Perry ve Zorzi, 2014) buna karsin Tiirkiye’'de
yapilan ¢alismalarin sinirl oldugu (Balc, 2019; Gorgiin ve Melekoglu; Ozmen, 2005; Seckin-Yilmaz ve
Yasaroglu, 2020) ve gelisimsel acidan tiim bilesenlerle birlikte degerlendiren ¢alismaya rastlanmadig:
goriilmiistiir. Yapilacak c¢alismayla birlikte Ogrenme giligliigii olan Ogrencilerin okumanin
bilesenlerinde sahip olduklari performanslar akran performanslariyla karsilagtirilacak ve okumanin
bilesenleri arasindaki iligkiler incelenerek Tiirkce’de 6grenme giicliigli ve okuma alanma onemli
katkilar sunulacaktir. Boylelikle hem uygulamaya iliskin 6neriler sunulacag: gibi ileri dénem bilimsel
arastirmalarin planlanmasina ve arastirma sonuglarinin yorumlanmasina da katki saglanmis olacaktir.

Bu 6nemler dogrultusunda arastirmada asagidaki sorulara yanit aranacaktir.
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1. OG olan ve olmayan 2. ve 4. smif okuyucularin ¢oziimleme performanslari arasinda
anlamli bir fark var midir?

2. 2,4, 6 ve 8. smif OG olan ve olmayan okuyucularmn akici okuma performanslari arasinda
anlaml bir farklilik var midir?

3. 2,4, 6 ve 8. siif OG olan ve olmayan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslari
arasinda anlaml bir farklilik var midir?

4. OG olan okuyucularn elde ettikleri performanslar dogrultusunda okumanin bilegenleri

arasinda sinif diizeylerine gore anlaml bir iligki var midir?
Yontem

Bu calisma nedensel karsilagtirma tiiriinde betimsel bir calisma olup 2, 4, 6 ve 8. sinifa devam
eden OG olan okuyucularin okumanin bilegenleri boyutunda elde ettikleri performanslar ile bu
performanslarin akran performanslariyla karsilastirilmasi ve okumanin bilesenleri arasinda iliski

diizeylerinin incelenmesi amaglanmistir.
Katilimcilar

Katilimcilar amaglh 6rnekleme yontemiyle belirlenmis olup Ankara Ilinde yedi merkez ilcede
2,4, 6 ve 8. sinifa devam eden OG ve ortalama akademik basariya sahip okuyuculardan olusmaktadur.
Ortalama akademik basariya sahip okuyucular 15 ilkokul, 15 ortaokuldan secilmis ve arastirmaya her
okuldan, smnif diizeyinde, dort katilimcr dahil edilmistir. Okul igerisinde katilimcilarin belirlenme
siirecinde hedef sinif diizeyindeki siniflarmn sayisi dikkate alinarak segim yapilmistir (Orn: dort tane 2.
smif varsa her smiftan bir tane Ogrenci/ iki tane 2. siuf varsa her siniftan iki tane 6grenci gibi).
Ortalama akademik basariya sahip okuyucularin belirlenmesi siirecinde sinif 6gretmeni ve Tiirkge
ogretmenlerinden alman goriisler temel alinmis ve akademik olarak ortalama basariya sahip olan
katiimeilar  secilmisti. OG olan 6grencilerin aragtirmaya dahil edilme siirecinde &grenme
gligliglinden bagka bir tanilarmin olmamasi, tanilamanin 2. smif siirecinde yapilmis olmasi ve
okumada tiim ses gruplarimi Ogrenmis ve metin okuma siireglerine gecilmis olmasi kriterleri
belirlenmistir. Bu kriterler dogrultusunda Milli Egitim Bakanligina bagli 6zel ve devlet
kurumlarindan ulasilabilen tim OG olan okuyucular arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. Arastirmaya
katilim gondiilliiliik esasina dayali olup ailelerden Aile Onam Formu’'nu doldurmalar: istenmistir. Bu

siirecler sonrasinda elde edilen katilimc1 grubuna ait bilgiler Tablo 1’de sunulmustur.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilara ait bilgiler

Sinif Ogrenme Giicliigii Ortalama Toplam
Kiz Erkek Kiz Erkek
2. simif 17 23 30 30 100
4. sinaf 16 37 25 35 113
6. sinif 26 34 31 29 120
8. stnif 21 30 23 37 111

Toplam 80 124 109 131 444
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Okuma becerileri degerlendirme aract (OBDA): OBDA, TUBITAK 1001 projesi kapsaminda 117K976
numarali proje igerisinde gelistirilmis, gecerligi ve giivenirligi saglanmuis, 2, 4, 6 ve 8. sinif diizeyindeki
okuyucularin okuma becerilerini degerlendiren bir aractir (Alatl, Giildenoglu ve Kargimn, 2022).
Aracta 2. sinuflara yonelik olarak hece okuma, sézciik okuma, akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama olmak
tizere dort, 4. siniflarda sozciik okuma, akict okuma ve okudugunu anlama olmak iizere ii¢ boyut yer
almaktadir. 6 ve 8. smuflar igin ise aragta akict okuma ve okudugunu anlama olmak iizere iki boyut yer
almaktadir. Arastirmada sozciik okuma performanslari sadece 2. ve 4. smif diizeyindeki okuyucularla
ve anlamli-anlamsiz sozcitk okuma alt boyutlariyla, akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama

performanslari ise 2., 4., 6. ve 8. smif diizeylerinde ilgili boyutlarla degerlendirilmistir.

Anlamly Sozciik Okuma Alt Boyutu: Bu alt boyutta okuyuculara en az bir ve en ¢ok dort heceden
olusan toplamda 42 sozciik sunulmaktadir. Sozciiklerin en kisasi iki en uzunu ise 10 harften
olusmaktadir. Okuyucular sozciikleri bilgisayar ekranindan okurken okuma hizlar1 DmDX paket
programi tarafindan milisaniye boyutunda kaydedilmekte ve yanlis tepkiler de uygulamac
tarafindan uygulama formuna kaydedilmektedir. Anlamli sozciik okuma alt boyutunun gegerlik
calismalar1 kapsam gegerligi ile yiiriitilmiistiir. Alt boyutun 2 ve 4. smiflar igin glivenirlik katsayis:

sirastyla .72 ve .53 olarak bulunmustur.

Anlamsi1z Sozciik Okuma Alt Boyutu: Anlamsiz sozciik okuma alt boyutunda toplam 42 sozciik
bulunmaktadir. Anlamsiz sozciikler anlamli sozciik grubunda yer alan sozciiklerin, hece yapisi
korunarak, harflerinin yer degistirilmesiyle elde edilmistir (6rn, pazartesi-zirestapa). Sozciik okuma
boyutunda 2 ve 4. smiflar ayni anlamli ve anlamsiz sozciikleri okumaktadirlar. Okuyucular anlamsiz
sozciikleri yine DmDX programi {izerinden bilgisayarda okumakta ve program okuma siirelerini
milisaniye boyutunda kaydederken uygulayici da yanlis tepkileri uygulama formuna kaydetmektedir.
Gegerlik calismast kapsam gecerligi ile yapilmis olan anlamsiz sozcitk okuma alt boyutunun

glivenirlik katsayisi 2. smiflar igin .78 ve 4. smiflar igin de .82 olarak bulunmustur.

Akict Okuma: Akica okuma boyutunda okuyucularin performanslarini degerlendirmek icin iki
Oykiileyici ve iki bilgi veren olmak {izere, her smif diizeyine uygun, toplam dort metin
bulunmaktadir. Okuyucular metinleri sesli sekilde okumakta ve okuma sirasinda ses kayd:
alinmaktadir. Kayit alinmasmin ardindan ses kayitlari iizerinden yapilan analizlerde dakikada
okunan dogru sozciik sayisina ulasilmaktadir. Dakikada okunan dogru sozciik sayisi hesaplanirken
dort metinden elde edilen sonuglarin ortalamas: alinmaktadir. 2. smiflarda en fazla 142 en az 118 ( x=
129), 4. siuflarda en fazla 319 en az 261 ( x=284), 6. sinuflarda en fazla 692 ve en az 410 ( x=541) ve 8.
siniflarda en fazla 611 ve en az 528 ( x=558) kelimeden olusan metinler yer almaktadir. Akici okuma

boyutuna iliskin gecerlik calismalar1 kapsam gegerligi calismalari ile yapilmistir. Akici okuma
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boyutunun giivenirlik katsayisi 2. siniflar icin .95, 4. siniflar icin .97, 6. siniflar icin .76 ve 8. sinflar igin

de .97 olarak bulunmustur.

Okudugunu Anlama Boyutu: Aracin okudugunu anlama boyutunda akici okuma boyutu igin
gelistirilmis olan metinlere yonelik hazirlanmis ¢oktan se¢meli sorular kullanilmaktadir. 2. siniflar igin
dort metinde toplam 19, 4. siflar icin toplam 22, 6. siiflar icin 24 ve 8. smiflar igin de 24 soru
bulunmaktadir. Coktan se¢meli sorular igerisinde bilgi, diizenleme, ¢ikarim, tahmin ve degerlendirme
tiirlerinde sorular yer almaktadir. Okudugunu anlama sorular: 2. siniflar igin iig, 4, 6 ve 8. smuflar icin
de dort secenekli ¢oktan se¢meli sorulardan olugsmaktadir. Okuyucu metni okuduktan sonra sorular:
cevaplamakta ve sorulari cevaplarken metne geri doniisler yapabilmektedir. Okuyucular cevaplari
oniindeki soru kagidina kodlarken uygulayici da Ogrenci cevaplarini veri toplama formuna
kaydetmektedir. Okudugunu anlama boyutunun gegerlik ¢alismalar: kapsam gecerligi, madde giigliik
ve ayirt edicilik analizleri ve sonrasinda yapr gegerligi calismalari ile yapilmistir. Giivenirlik
calismalarinda test-tekrar test teknigi kullanilmis ve korelasyon katsayis1 2. smflar i¢in .80 4. simiflar

icin .70, 6. siaflar igin .76 ve 8. siniflar i¢in de .75 olarak bulunmustur.
Verilerin Toplanmasi

Katilimcilarin belirlenmesi ve veri toplama siirecine gecilmeden once velilere onam formu
gonderilmis ve veli onay1 olan katilimcilar siirece dahil edilmistir. Verilerin toplanmasi siirecinde
okulun ya da kurumun igerisinde sessiz bir ortam belirlenmis (bos smif, kiitiiphane, resim atolyesi
vb.) ve ortam igerisinde gerekli diizenlemeler (yeterli 151k kaynaginin ve karsilikli oturma diizenin
saglanmas1 vb.) yapilmustir. Veri toplama siirecinde katilimcilar uygulama ortamina tek tek
almmustir. Veri toplamaya baslamadan 6nce katilimcinin kaygi diizeyini en aza indirmek i¢in tanisma,
ilgi alanlarim1 sorma gibi glinliik sohbetler yapilmis ve sonrasinda neden burada oldugu ve

kendisinden neler beklendigi agiklanmuistir.

Veri toplama siirecinde katilimcilar (2. ve 4. smuf) Oncelikle anlamli, sonrasinda anlamsiz
sozciik okuma alt boyutuna yonelik uygulamalar: tamamlamislardir. Anlamli ve anlamsiz sozciik
okuma alt boyutuna yonelik uygulama bilgisayar programi iizerinde yapilmistir. Asil uygulamaya
baslamadan once katilimcilarin hem programin kullanimini hem de kendisinden bekleneni daha iyi
anlayabilmeleri icin 6rnek uygulama yapilmistir. Ogrenciden siireci anladigina iligkin yanit alindiktan
sonra asil uygulamaya gecilmistir. Eger katilimcr siireci anlamadigim belirttiyse 6rnek uygulama
tekrar ettirilmistir. Asil uygulamaya baslamadan 6nce katilimciya uygulama bitmeden farkli bir konu
hakkinda konusmamasi/soru sormamas: vb. gerektigine iliskin agiklama yapilmis ve uygulama
bittikten sonra konusma ve soru sorma davranislari icin kendisine firsat verilecegi belirtilmistir.
Anlamli ve anlamsiz sozciik okuma c¢alismasindan sonra katilimcilara (2., 4., 6. ve 8.siuf) akic
okumada kullanilan metinler sunulmus ve katilimcilarin metinleri sesli sekilde okumalar1 istenmistir.

Katilimcilar, metni okumalariin ardindan metne iliskin sorular1 cevaplamislardir. Sesli okuma ve
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sorular1 cevaplama siirecinin tamamlanmasimnin ardindan diger metne ge¢meden o6nce katilimcilara
dinlenmeleri icin 5 dakikalik bir zaman verilmistir. Diger metinleri okuyup sorulari cevapladiktan
sonra uygulama tamamlanmis ve katilmciya tesekkiir edilerek diger katilimc uygulama icin

cagrilmistir.
Arastirmanin FEtik izinleri

Yapilan bu c¢alismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” baslig1 altinda belirtilen eylemlerden

hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir.
Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi = Hasan Kalyoncu Universitesi
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 20.07.2017
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 6
Bulgular

OG Olan ve Olmayan 2. ve 4. Sinif Okuyucularin Coziimleme Performanslar1 Arasinda

Anlamli Bir Fark Var midir?

Calismada oncelikle 2 ve 4. smif okuyucularin ¢oziimleme becerilerine iliskin performanslari
degerlendirilmistir. Okuyucularin ¢dziimleme becerilerindeki performansi anlamli sdzciik okuma
dogrulugu, anlamli sézciik okuma hizi, anlamsiz sozciik okuma dogrulugu ve anlamsiz sozciik
okuma hizi boyutlarinda incelenmistir. Inceleme ayni siif diizeyinde bulunan OG olan ve normal
gelisim (NG) gosteren okuyucularla yapilmistir. Smif diizeyleri icinde ilk olarak her iki grubun
anlamli sozciik okuma boyutundan elde ettigi puanlara ulasilmis ve puanlar aras: karsilastirma

Iliskisiz Orneklemler icin T-testi ile yapilmustir. Elde edilen sonuglar Tablo 2 de verilmistir.

Tablo 2 incelendiginde, hem 2 hem de 4. siniflarda OG olan okuyucularin anlaml sozciik
okuma dogrulugu ve siiresinde normal gelisim gosteren akranlarina gore anlaml sekilde daha diisiik
performanslar sergiledikleri goriilmektedir. Buna gore OG olan okuyucular anlamli sézciikleri hem
daha yanlis hem de daha yavas okumaktadirlar. Tablo 2’ye bakildiginda 2. smif normal gelisim
gosteren okuyucularla 4. sif OG olan okuyucularin elde ettikleri performanslarin dikkat gektigi
goriilmektedir. 2. smif normal gelisim gosteren okuyucularin 4. sinif OG olan okuyuculara gore elde
ettikleri performanslarin daha iyi oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu iki grup arasinda elde edilen puanlar T-
testiyle incelendiginde, t(111)=4.28, p=.00, 2. smif normal gelisim gosteren okuyucularin anlaml
sozciikleri 4. smif OG olan okuyuculardan daha dogru okuduklari sonucuna ulagilmistir. Her iki
grubun anlaml s6zciik okuma siirelerinden elde ettikleri puanlar arasindaki farka bakildiginda,
t(111)=-6.22, p=.00, 2. smif normal gelisim gdsteren okuyucularin 4. sif OG olan gruptan anlamh

sekilde daha basarili olduklari goriilmiistiir. Bu sonugla birlikte 4. simif OG olan okuyucularin anlaml
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sozctikleri 2. simif normal gelisim gosteren okuyuculara gore daha yavas ve daha hatali okuduklar

sonucuna ulagilmistir.

Tablo 2. OG ve NG 2 ve 4. sumif okuyucularin anlamh sozciik okuma puanlart arasindaki farklar

Sinif Boyut Grup N Ort SS sd t P
Dogruluk 1 60 41.71 1.15 98 7.62 .00%*
2. stnuf 2 40 32.50 9.28
Siire 1 60 51.27 12.64 98 -10 .00%*
2 40 92.23 27.72
Dogruluk 1 60 41.90 48 111 4.64 .00%*
4. stnif 2 53 38.77 5.19
Siire 1 60 43.94 9.03 111 -8.23 .00%*
2 53 72.01 22.04

1=Normal gelisim, 2=Ogrenme Giigliigii, **p<.01

2 ve 4. smif OG olan ve normal gelisim gosteren okuyucularin anlamsiz sdzciik okuma
performanslari liskisiz Orneklemler igin T-testiyle karsilagtirilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglar Tablo 3'te

verilmisgtir.

Tablo 3. OG ve NG 2 ve 4. stnif okuyucularin anlamsiz sézciik okuma puanlart arasindaki farklar

Sinif Boyut Grup N Ort SS sd t P
Dogruluk 1 60 38.33 2.74 98 12.42 .00**
2. siif 2 40 22.43 9.35
Siire 1 60 90.11 16.46 98 -4.68 .00%*
2 40 107.33 20.18
Dogruluk 1 60 39.77 2.55 111 9.99 .00%*
4. sinif 2 53 28.49 8.32
Siire 1 60 75.63 13.02 111 -8.82 .00**
2 53 100.10 16.42

1=Normal gelisim, 2=Ogrenme Giicliigii, **p<.01

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, 2. smif diizeyinde OG olan ve NG gosteren okuyucularin anlamsiz
sozciik okuma dogrulugu ve anlamsiz sozciik okuma siireleri arasinda anlamli bir fark oldugu
goriilmektedir. Buna gore 2. smif diizeyinde OG olan okuyucular anlamsiz sozciikleri okumada NG
gosterenlere gore hem daha fazla hata ile hem de daha yavas okumaktadirlar. Bu durumun 4. simf OG
olan ve NG gosteren okuyucularin arasinda da ayni oldugu ve OG olanlarin anlamsiz szciikleri NG
gosterenlere gore daha yavas ve daha ¢ok hatayla okuduklar1 sonuglarma ulasilmistir. Ayrica, elde
edilen sonuglara bakildiginda 2. smif NG gosteren okuyucularin anlamsiz sozciikleri okuma
dogruluklar1 ve okuma siirelerinin 4. smif OG olanlardan daha iyi oldugu goze carpmaktadir.
Anlamsiz sozciitk okuma performanslar1 arasindaki farkin anlamliligina bakildiginda, t(111)=8.65,
p=-00, 4. stif OG olanlarin 2. siif NG gosterenlere gore daha hatali okumalar yaptig1 sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Anlamsiz sdzciik okuma siireleri arasindaki farka bakildiginda, t(111)=-3.22, p=.00, yine 4.

sinif OG olanlarin 2. sinif NG gosterenlerden daha yavas okuduklari sonucuna ulagilmistir.

2, 4, 6 ve 8. Simif Okuyucularin Akici Okuma Performanslari Arasinda Anlamli Bir

Farklilik Var midir?
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Akic1 okuma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde OG olan ve NG gosteren okuyuculardan
dykiileyici ve bilgi veren metinlere yonelik veriler toplanmistir. OG olan ve NG gosteren
okuyucularin akic1 okuma performanslar dakikada okunan dogru sozciik sayisiyla hesaplanmis olup
karsilashirma hem Oykiileyici hem bilgi veren hem de genel akici okuma performanslar:
dogrultusunda yapilmistir. Dakikada okunan dogru sozciik ortalamalarinin karsilastirilmasinda

Iliskisiz Orneklemler icin T-testi kullanilmis ve elde edilen sonuclar Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

OG olan ve NG gosterenlerin dakikada okuduklar1 dogru sozciik sayilari dykiileyici
metinlerde iki, bilgi veren metinlerde iki metinden elde ettikleri performanslarin ortalamasiyla, genel
performanslari ise hem Oykiileyici hem de bilgi veren metinlerde elde ettikleri toplam performansin

ortalamasiyla elde edilmistir.

Tablo 4. OG ve NG'lerin akici okuma (dakikada okunan dogru sézciik) performanslarimin karsilagtirilmast

Sinif Metin Tiirii Grup N Ort SS sd t p

Oykiileyici 1 60 77.36 18.41 98 10,51 .00*

2 40 37.60 18.72
Bilgi Veren 1 60 75.45 20.05 98 10.23 .00*

2.simf 2 40 34.86 18.44
Genel 1 60 76.40 18.77 98 10,60 .00*

2 40 36.23 18.24
Oykiileyici 1 60 100.42 15.60 111 12.15 .00%*

2 53 58.31 21.09
Bilgi Veren 1 60 89.54 14.68 111 5.46 00%*

4.s1mf 2 53 57.48 42.74
Genel 1 60 94.98 14.56 111 9.12 .00%*

2 53 57.90 27 44
Oykiileyici 1 60 118.93 14.03 118 15.35 .00%*

2 60 69.04 20.91
Bilgi Veren 1 60 102.74 13.04 118 16.04 .00%*

6.s1n1f 2 60 56.50 18.12
Genel 1 60 110.84 11.95 118 16.43 .00%*

2 60 62.77 19.26
Oykiileyici 1 60 133.18 15.86 109 15.49 .00%*

2 51 79.74 20.47
Bilgi Veren 1 60 119.85 14.80 109 14.52 .00%*

8.s1mif 2 51 72.81 19.30
Genel 1 60 126.52 15.00 109 15.30 .00%*

2 51 76.27 19.56

1=Normal geligim, 2= Ogrenme giigliigii, **p<.01

Buna gore Tablo 4 incelendiginde, OG olan okuyucularin NG gosterenlere gore hem
Oykiileyici hem bilgi veren metinlerde hem de genel olarak dakikada okuduklari dogru sozciik
sayisina iliskin performanslari arasinda anlamli fark oldugu goriillmektedir. Bu sonuglar
dogrultusunda OG olanlarin, NG gosterenlere gore dakikada daha az dogru sdzciik okuduklari agik

sekilde goriilmektedir.
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2,4, 6 ve 8. Sinif OG ve NG Okuyucularin Okudugunu Anlama Performanslar1 Arasinda
Anlamli Bir Farklilik Var midir?

OG olan ve NG gosteren okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslari &ykiileyici
metinlerde, bilgi veren metinlerde ve genel okudugunu anlama performanslar1 dogrultusunda
karsilastirilmistir. Okuyucularin performanslar: 2. sinif diizeyinde toplam 19 (10 oykiileyici, 9 bilgi
veren), 4. smif diizeyinde toplam 22 (11 oykiileyici ve 11 bilgi veren), 6 smif diizeyinde 24 (12
Oykiileyici, 12 bilgi veren) ve 8. sinf diizeyinde toplam 24 (11 Oykiileyici, 13 bilgi veren) coktan
secmeli soru ile belirlenmistir. OG ve NG okuyucularin elde ettikleri performanslar Iliskisiz

Orneklemeler icin T-testiyle karsilastirilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 5’'te verilmistir.

Tablo 5. OG ve NG lerin okudugunu anlama performanslarimn karsilastirilmas

Sinif Metin Tiirii Grup N Ort SS sd t p

Oykiileyici 1 60 8.87 81 98 12.03 .00*

2 40 5.13 2.20
Bilgi Veren 1 60 8 74 98 15.93 .00%*

2.s1if 2 40 3.63 1.93
Genel 1 60 16.87 87 98 16.26  .00**

2 40 8.75 3.73
Oykiileyici 1 60 10.28 72 111 10.56  .00**

2 53 7.13 2.18
Bilgi Veren 1 60 8.83 1.17 111 10.75  .00**

4.s1naf 2 53 5.25 2.27
Genel 1 60 19.12 1.12 111 1229 .00**

2 53 12.38 4.08
Oykiileyici 1 60 10.45 91 118 15.85  .00**

2 60 5.65 20.91
Bilgi Veren 1 60 10.47 1.14 118 2120  .00**

6.s1n1f 2 60 4.65 1.79
Genel 1 60 20.92 1.29 118 25.02  .00**

2 60 10.30 3.02
Oykiileyici 1 60 8.65 1.47 109 1232 .00**

2 51 5.55 2.93
Bilgi Veren 1 60 10.57 1.35 109 13.82  .00**

8.s1n1f 2 51 6.04 2.08
Genel 1 60 19.22 1.47 109 17.69  .00**

2 51 11.59 2.93

1=Normal gelisim, 2= Ogrenme giicliigii, **p<.01

OG olan ve NG gosteren okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslari &ykiileyici
metinler, bilgi veren metinler ve tiim metinlerden elde ettikleri toplam performanslar 6zelinde
karsilagtirilmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara bakildiginda OG olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama
puanlarmin Oykiileyici, bilgi veren ve genel toplam alanlarinda NG gosterenlerden anlamh sekilde

farklilastig1 ve daha sinirli okudugunu anlama becerilerine sahip olduklar1 sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Ogrenme Giigcliigii Olan Okuyucular Ozelinde Okumanin Bilesenleri Arasinda Anlamli Bir

iliski Var midir?
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Okumanin bilesenleri arasindaki iliskiler OG olan okuyucularin okumanin bilesenlerinden
elde ettikleri performanslar 6zelinde incelenmistir. Bilesenler arasi iliskiler Pearson Korelasyonu ile

incelenmis ve elde edilen sonuglar Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6. Okumanin bilesenleri arasindaki iliskiler

Sinif Bilesenler ASDO ANSDO ASS ANSS AO OA
2. sinif ASDO 1
ANSDO T7 1
ASS -.87%* -.67%% 1
-.68** -.69%* 78%* 1
AESS 76** 728 -83%* - 77 1
oA 57+ 417 -40%* -36* 507 1
4.s1n1f ASDO 1
ANSDO .62%* 1
ASS -.49%* -46** 1
-43** -.60** 72%%* 1
AEOSS 40** 55%* -.67** -.65%* 1
OA 20 23 -24 -11 34* 1
6.s1n1f AO 1
OA .61%* 1
8.s1nif AO 1
OA A7 1

ASDO: anlaml1 sdzciik dogruluk, ANSDO: anlamsiz sdzciik dogruluk, ASS: anlaml s6zciik siire, ANSS: anlamsiz s6zciik siire,

AO: akia okuma, OA: okudugunu anlama, **p<.01, *p<.05

Tablo 6'da OG olan okuyucularin okumanin bilegenlerinden elde ettikleri performanslar arasi
iliskiler yer almaktadir. Buna gore, 2. sinif diizeyindeki OG olan okuyucularin anlaml sdzciik okuma
dogruluklarinin anlamsiz sozcitk okuma dogrulugu ile pozitif yonlii yiiksek, anlamli ve anlamsiz
sozciik okuma siiresiyle negatif yonlii sirasiyla yiiksek ve orta, akici okumayla pozitif yonlii yiiksek
ve okudugunu anlamayla pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde bir iliskiye sahip oldugu goértilmiistiir. Anlamsiz
sozciik okuma dogruluklarinin anlamli ve anlamsiz s6zciik okuma siireleriyle negatif yonlii orta, akici
okumayla pozitif yonlii yiiksek ve okudugunu anlamayla pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde iliskiye sahip
oldugu goriiliirken anlamli sdzciik okuma stiresinin anlamsiz sozciik okuma siiresiyle pozitif yonlii
yiiksek, akict okumayla negatif yonlii yiiksek ve okudugunu anlamayla negatif yonlii orta diizeyde
iliskiye sahip oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Anlamsiz sdzciik okuma siiresinin akici okumayla negatif
yonlii yliksek ve okudugunu anlamayla pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde iliskili oldugu da elde edilen bir
diger sonug olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Akici okuma ile de okudugunu anlama arasinda pozitif
yonlii orta diizeyde bir iliski oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda 2. sinif diizeyindeki
¢oziimleme, akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama becerilerinin birbirleriyle 6nemli diizeyde iligkilere
sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Buna gore etkili ¢oziimleme yapan okuyucular hem daha akict okuma
davraniglar1 sergileyebilecekler hem de okuduklarimi daha iyi anlayacaklardir. Ozellikle okuma
ogretiminin ¢ok kisa bir siire 6nce tamamlandig: 2. siuf diizeyinde ¢oziimleme becerileriyle hem akici
hem de okudugunu anlama arasinda dogrudan iligkilerin oldugu da elde edilen sonuglar arasinda yer

almaktadir.
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4. smf OG olan okuyucularin sahip olduklari okumanin bilegenleri arasindaki iligkilere
bakildiginda ¢oziimleme becerilerinin (anlamli ve anlamsiz sézciik okuma dogrulugu ve siiresi) kendi
aralarinda orta ve yiiksek diizeyde anlaml iligkilere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Coziimleme ve
akic1 okuma becerileri arasinda orta diizeyde anlaml iligkilere rastlanirken, ¢oziimleme becerileri ile
okudugunu anlama becerileri arasinda anlamli bir iligkinin olmadig: goriilmektedir. 4. smiflara iliskin
son olarak akici okumayla okudugunu anlama arasinda orta diizeyde anlamli bir iligki oldugu

sonucuna ulasilmistir.

Tablo 6'dan elde edilen son bulguda, 6 ve 8. smnif diizeyinde OG olan okuyucularin akict
okuma becerileriyle okudugunu anlama becerileri arasindaki, her iki grupta da, akict okuma ve

okudugunu anlama arasinda pozitif yonlii orta diizeyde iliski oldugu goriilmektedir.
Tartisma

Ogrenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin akademik siireglerde yasadiklar1 giicliiklerin altinda
yatan en énemli etkenlerden birinin okumada sahip olduklar1 performanslar oldugu diisiiniildiigiinde
(Frederickson ve Jacobs, 2001), farkli siuf diizeylerinde okumanin bilesenleri boyutunda sahip
olduklar1 performanslarin belirlenerek giigliik yasanan alanlara uygun miidahalelerin yapilmas1 son
derece &nemlidir. Bu dogrultuda bu galismada OG olan okuyucularin normal gelisim gosteren
akranlarma gore okumanin ¢oziimleme, akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama boyutlarindaki
performanslari belirlenmis ve OG olan okuyucularin bu alanlarda sergiledikleri performanslar

arasindaki iligkiler incelenmistir.

OG olan 2. ve 4. sinif okuyucularin ¢oziimleme becerilerine bakildiginda normal gelisim
gosteren akranlarina gore daha diisiik performanslar sergiledikleri goriilmektedir. Buna gore bu smaif
diizeyindeki OG olan okuyucular anlamli ve anlamsiz sozciikleri hem daha yanlis hem de daha yavas
okumaktadirlar. OG olan okuyucularin ¢dziimlemede yasadiklar1 bu giigliiklerde sesbilgisel bilgi ve
becerilerde yasadiklari sorunlarin 6nemli rol oynadig: belirtilmektedir (Elbro ve Petersen, 2007; Friend
ve Olson, 2008; Snowling, 1998). Buna gore OG olan okuyucular sesbilgisel siireclerde yasadiklart
glicliikler sebebiyle harf ses doniisiimii yapmada istenen performansi sergileyememekte ve
karsilastiklar1 kelimeleri uygun siirelerde ve uygun dogrulukta okuyamamaktadirlar (Bernstein, 2009;
Chen, Schneps, Masyn ve Thomson, 2016). Coziimleme becerilerine yonelik yapilan
degerlendirmelerde 2. smif normal gelisim gosteren okuyucularin tiim alanlarda elde ettikleri
performanslarin anlamlh sekilde daha iyi oldugu bulgusu elde edilen garpici bir sonug olarak
karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Buna gore OG olan 4. siif okuyucularin ¢oziimleme siireglerinde 2. simf
normal gelisim gdsteren okuyucularin performansini yakalayamadig1 acik sekilde goriilmektedir. OG
olan okuyucularin tiimiiniin 2. smifin ilk ya da ikinci doneminde tanilandiklari, 4. sinifa kadar 6zel
egitim destek hizmetlerinden yararlandiklary, orgiin Ogretime devam ettikleri ve saydam bir

ortografiye sahip bir dili 6grendikleri goz oniine alindiginda elde edilen bu sonucun kabul edilebilir
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olmadig1 diisiiniilmektedir. Elde edilen bu sonug¢ OG olan okuyuculara sunulan destek hizmetlerin ve

orglin 0gretim siireclerinin iceriginin etkili olmadiginin diisiiniilmesine sebep olmaktadir.

OG olan okuyucularin ¢dziimleme becerilerinde sahip olduklari sirliklarin etkileri akici
okuma becerilerinde de kargimiza cikmaktadir. OG olan okuyucularin akici okuma becerilerine
bakildiginda tiim smif diizeyindeki OG olan okuyucularin normal gelisim gosteren akranlarindan
daha diisiik performans elde ettikleri goriilmektedir. Akic1 okumada yasanan giigliiklerin en 6nemli
sebebi OG olan okuyucularin ¢oziimleme becerilerinde sergiledikleri siurli performanslardan
kaynaklandig1 bu sebeple de uygun siire ve dogrulukta ¢dziimleme yapilamadigini gosteren 6nemli
bir kamittir. Bu sonug da OG olan okuyucularin ortografik okuma siireclerinde her sinif diizeyinde

onemli giicliikleri oldugunu karutlar niteliktedir (Alatl ve digerleri, 2022).

Okudugunu anlama, okumanin son asamas: ve okuma davramiginin tam anlamiyla
gerceklestiginin gostergesi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Cain ve Oakhil, 2007; Gough ve Tunmer, 1986;
Giildenoglu ve digerleri., 2013; Tunmer, 2008). Arastirma sonuglarinda OG olan okuyucularmn tiim
smif diizeylerinde okudugunu anlama performanslarinin NG gosteren akranlarindan daha diisiik
oldugu agik¢a goriilmektedir. Elde edilen bu sonucun OG olan okuyucularin ¢oziimleme ve akic
okuma siireclerinde yasadiklar1 giicliiklerin bir ¢iktis1 oldugunun sodylenmesi ¢ok da yanlis
olmayacaktir. OG olan okuyucularin sahip olduklar: biligsel kaynaklar1 ¢oziimleme ve akici okuma
siireglerinde kullanmalar1 sebebiyle okuduklarindan anlam ¢ikarma asamasinda beklenen
performans: sergileyemedikleri hem bu ¢alismada hem de alanyazinda agik¢a goriilmektedir (Kim,
Wagner ve Lopez, 2012; Schiff, Schwartz-Nahshon ve Nagar, 2011; Shaywitz ve Shaywitz, 2005). Genel
olarak degerlendirildiginde OG olan okuyucularin tiim smif diizeylerinde ve tiim alanlarda NG
gosteren akranlarindan daha diisitk performanslar sergiledikleri ve okumada biitiinciil olarak
glicliikler yasadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Bu asamada, biitiinciil olarak yasanan giigliiklerde, okumanin
bilesenlerinin birbirleriyle olan iliskileri okuma becerilerine miidahale siirecinin daha etkili sekilde

planlanmasinda 6nemli rol oynayacaktir.

Calismada son olarak okumada Ogrenme gilicliigii olan katilimclarin okumanin
bilesenlerinden elde ettikleri puanlarin iligkisi incelenmistir. Buna gore 2. sinif diizeyinde ¢oziimleme
becerilerinin hem akici hem de okudugunu anlama becerileriyle iliski oldugu goézlenmistir.
Coziimleme becerileriyle akici okuma arasindaki yiiksek iliski ¢oziimleme becerilerine gereken
Onemin verilmesiyle akici okuma siireglerinde daha basarili olunacagini bizlere gostermektedir.
Buradan hareketle 2. sinifta ya da daha erken dénemlerde okuyucularin ¢dziimleme becerilerinin
desteklenmesine gereken oOnem verilmeli, gerekirse yapilandirilmis c¢alismalarla bu becerilerin
ogretimi planlanmalidir. 4. smuf diizeyine gecildiginde ¢Oziimleme becerilerinin akici okumayla
iliskisi oldugu fakat okudugunu anlama ile iliskili olmadigi, akici okuma becerileriyle okudugunu

anlama becerileri arasinda anlamh bir iligki oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu sonuglara goére de ¢éziimleme
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becerilerinin akici okumayla dogrudan ve okudugunu anlama becerileriyle de dolayli yonden iligkili
oldugu soylenebilir. Boylelikle iyi ¢oziimleme becerilerinin akici okumayi, akici okumanin da
okudugunu anlamay1 destekleyecegi belirtilebilir. 6 ve 8. smif diizeyinde OG olan okuyucularin sahip
olduklar1 akici okuma becerileriyle okudugunu anlama arasinda anlamh bir iliski oldugu
goriilmektedir. Elde edilen sonuglar dogrultusunda OG olan okuyucularin okuma siireglerinde
gelisim sergileyebilmeleri igin biitiinciil bir bakis agisimin gelistirilmesinin gerekliligi ortaya
¢ikmaktadir. Okudugunu anlama becerilerinde gelisimin beklenmesi igin okuyucularin 6ncelikle

¢oziimleme sonrasinda da akici okuma becerilerinin gelisimine odaklanilmasi gerekmektedir.

Genel olarak bakildiginda elde edilen sonuglarin alanyazinla paralellik gosterdigi acikga
goriilmektedir. Sonuglara bakildiginda OG olan okuyucularin okumanin bilesenlerinde normal
gelisim gosteren akranlarindan anlamh sekilde sinirliliklara sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu sonuglar
dogrultusunda OG olan okuyucularin okuma becerilerindeki performansini artirmak igin erken
donemlerde oOzellikle ¢oziimleme becerilerine gereken ©nemin verilmesi gerekmektedir. Archer,
Gleason ve Vachon (2003) ¢oziimleme becerilerindeki yeterliklerin kisa ve uzun doénemli sonuglari
oldugunu, sozciikleri dogru sekilde ¢oziimleyemeyen okuyucularin metinde yer alan sozciiklerin
anlamina ulasmada ve okuduklar: metinden anlam ¢ikarmada (Perfetti, 1986) giicliikler yasayacagini
belirtmistir. Uzun dénemli sonuglar olarak da ortaokulda akademik olarak giicliikler yasanabilecegi,
okulu birakma davraniglarinin gozlenebilecegi, is bulma siireglerinde giigliikler yasanabilecegi, sosyal
ve duygusal giigliiklerle karsilasilabilecegi ve liseden sonra yiiksek 6gretime katilma sanslarinin daha
diisiik olabilecegi belirtilmektedir (Archer, Gleason ve Vachon, 2003). Ozellikle 1. sinifta akici
okuyamayan okuyucularin %70'inin 8. sinfta zayif okuyucular oldugu (Landerl ve Wimmer, 2008)
bilgisi de ¢oziimleme becerilerinin akademik yasam ic¢in onemine dikkat ¢ekmektedir. Bu sebeple
okuma Ogretimi siireclerinin ilk doénemlerinde ¢6ziimleme becerilerinin desteklenmesi hatta
yapilandirilmis stratejilerin etkililigi diistiniildiigiinde (Swanson, 1999; Vaughn, Gersten ve Chard,
2000) egitim programlarinda 6zel hedeflerin alinmasi gerektigi diistiniilmektedir. Tiirkiye’'deki
okuma yazma programi incelendiginde (MEB, 2020) 1. siifta ¢oziimleme becerilerine atif yapan
“T.1.3.2. Harfi tamr ve seslendirir., T.1.3.3 Hece ve kelimeleri okur., T.1.3.4. Basit ve kisa ciimleleri okur.”
kazammlarmin yer aldig1 goriilmektedir. 2. sinifa gegildiginde ise ¢dzlimleme becerilerine atif yapan
kazanimlarin yer almadig1 ve okuma ile ilgili kazanimlara akici okuma 6grenme alaniyla baslandig:
goriilmektedir. Ses Temelli Ilk Okuma Yazma Ogretim yonteminin tercih edildigi programin tanitim
iceriginde seslerin Ogretim siireclerine iliskin kisa Ornekler verildigi de goriilmektedir. Fakat
¢ozlimleme siireglerinde karsilasilabilecek giigliikler, farkli teknikler ve etkinlik 6rneklerine yer
verilmemektedir. Bu sonug da inisiyatifin 6gretimi yapan 6gretmene birakildigini gostermekte olup
risk grubunda yer alabilecek okuyucularin ¢dziimlemede yasadiklari giigliiklerin belirlenerek etkili
miidahale  programlarinin  gelistirilmesinin =~ 6gretmen  yeterligiyle smirlandirldigin

diislindiirtmektedir. Ogrenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin egitsel degerlendirme siirecleri sonunda
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kaynastirma ortamlarina yerlestirildikleri diisiiniildiigiinde ve genel egitim miifredatindan sorumlu
olduklar1 goz oniine alindiginda, okuma Ogretimi sunacak Ogretmenlere ¢oziimleme siireglerinin
onemini fark etmelerini kolaylastiracak ve gerektiginde miidahale igin yol gosterecek program
igeriginin sunulmas: gerekmektedir. Boylelikle Ogretmen, Ogrenci performansma en uygun
Bireysellestirilmis Egitim Plan1 hazirlama ve programi daha etkili kullanma yoniinden desteklenmis
olacaktir. Daha once de belirtildigi gibi okumanin nihai amaci okudugunu anlama siireclerinin
gerceklesmesidir. Okudugunu anlama becerilerinin gelisimi sadece ¢6ziimleme ve akici okuma
becerilerine bagh olmadigi, bilissel becerilerin ve dil becerilerinin de énemli yordayicilar oldugu
belirtilse de okuyucularin bilissel ve dil becerilerini etkili sekilde kullanabilmeleri igin 6ncelikle
karsilagtiklar1 kelimeleri belirli dogruluk ve hizda okumalari, sonrasinda var olan bilissel ve dil
becerilerini kullanmalar1 beklenmektedir. Bu Oncelik gz Oniine alindiginda o6gretimi sunan
uzmanlarin ¢dziimleme ve akici okuma becerilerinin desteklenmesine yonelik calismalara Snem

vermeleri gerekmektedir.

Sonug olarak, 6grenme gilicliigii olan okuyucularin okumanin bilesenlerinde farkli smuf
diizeylerinde akranlarina gore daha sinurl yeterliklere sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Coziimleme
becerilerinin hem akici okuma hem de okudugunu anlamanin gelisiminde ilkokulun ilk yillarinda
onemli bir bilesen oldugu sonrasinda akici okuma becerileriyle dogrudan, okudugunu anlamayla
dolayli olarak iligkili oldugu goriilmiistiir. Ogrenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin akici okuma
becerilerindeki smirliklarin orta okul diizeyinde de devam ettigi ve akici okumanin okudugunu

anlama i¢in tiim smif diizeylerinde 6nemli bir bilesen oldugu da agik sekilde ulasilan sonuglardandr.

Yapilan c¢alismanin belirli smirliliklar1 bulunmaktadir. Oncelikle calismaya dahil edilen
katilimcilar Ankara ili merkez ilgeleriyle siurhdir. Ayrica katilimcilarin bilissel ve dil becerilerine

iliskin bilgilerin bulunmamasi arastirmanin bir diger sinirlilig1 olarak kabul edilebilir.
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Introduction

One of the key abilities students should possess to enhance their academic and personal lives
is reading. Students with reading difficulties appear as a group that has difficulties acquiring reading
skills and has limitations in reaching the academic performances of their peers due to the difficulties

experienced.

Reading skill, commonly defined as the process of deriving meaning from written symbols,
has two components: decoding and comprehension (Gough and Tunmer, 1986; Hoover and Gough,
1990). Decoding is defined as attaining semantic information at the word level by translating written
words into phoneme. In contrast, comprehension is the ability to make sense of decoded words using
language abilities (Hoover and Gough, 1990). It is stated that students with reading disabilities
typically struggle with the decoding component of reading and, due to these challenges, also struggle
with the fluency and comprehension components (Giildenoglu, Kargin and Miller, 2012; Siegel, 2006).
Studies on the topic have revealed that readers who struggle with the decoding component of reading
have limits in phonological processing and have difficulty with letter-sound conversion (Hulme and
Snowling, 2016; Knoop-van Campen, Segers and Verhoeven, 2018; Pratt and Brady, 1988; Swank and
Catts, 1994). The greatest challenge to the development of orthographic and fluent reading skills is the

inability of readers to convert letters into sounds with the required speed and accuracy.

According to the dual route cascaded model of reading, which plays a significant role in our
knowledge of reading and the obstacles encountered, readers use two distinct methods during the
reading process (Coltheart, 2006). The first of these is the non-lexical route. The non-lexical route is
primarily utilized by children who are new to reading. In contrast, fluent readers read by decoding a
word encountered for the first time in letter or syllable unit size. Readers who acquire a certain level
of familiarity with the written forms of words choose the second route, the lexical route, without
needing letter or syllable unit decoding. By retaining the visual forms of previously-read words from
their orthographic repertoire, they may complete the reading process fluently in a relatively short time

(Coltheart, 2006).
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Studies have revealed that readers with difficulty in decoding take the non-lexical route and
are slower and less accurate than readers with typical development (Coltheart, 2005; Stotard,
Snwoling and Hulme, 1996). In addition, it is stressed that readers with reading difficulties make
several systematic errors in the word decoding process, such as letter skipping-adding, syllable
skipping-adding, and misuse of words (Saripinar and Erden, 2010). It is stated that, particularly in
pseudoword reading activities, students with reading difficulties perform worse than their normally
developing peers and that this is related to the phonological limitations of readers with reading
difficulties (Rack, Snowling and Olson, 1992; Suarez-Coalla and Cuetos, 2015; Welbourne and Lambon
Ralph, 2007). In this context, it can be argued that readers with reading difficulties who cannot attain

the proper speed and accuracy in word reading struggle with reading fluency during text reading.

As well as phoneme awareness and decoding skills, fluent reading has recently gained interest
as a subject of study (Hudson, Pullen, Lane and Torgesen, 2008). In the verbal efficiency theory,
Perfetti (1985) emphasizes that readers must demonstrate orthographic reading skills in decoding
processes to utilize their cognitive systems efficiently. Regarding this theory, it is essential to note that
it is not sufficient for the reader to decode correctly; orthographic reading must also occur, or else the
process of transferring existing cognitive resources to comprehension will be insufficient, resulting in
a decline in reading comprehension performance (Ehri, 2005; Silverman, Speece, Harring and Ritchey,
2013). In general, fluent reading is described as the correct reading of the text with the proper prosody
and at the speaking rate, and it can be seen that the correct reading skill is determined by the correct
number of words read per minute (Rasinski, 2004). As an alternative definition, Samuels (2006)
describes simultaneous decoding and comprehension as fluent reading; he states that this

circumstance proves that reading indicators such as accuracy, speed, and prosody are present.

Along with these definitions, Fuchs, Fuchs, Hosp and Jenkins (2001) emphasized that fluent
reading is a complex and multifaceted performance that requires perceptual skills such as
automatically translating letters into coherent sound representations, combining sound components
into recognizable wholes and accessing orthographically lexical representations, processing
meaningful connections within and between sentences and correlating the meaning of the text with
the context of the text. In research testing the reading fluency of individuals with reading difficulties,
it was determined that they read fewer correct words per minute, made more errors when reading
(Akyol and Kodan, 2016; Saripinar and Erden, 2010; Seckin-Yilmaz and Baydik, 2017), and were less
successful in prosodic reading processes (Alves, Reis and Pinheiro, 2014; Goswami, Gerson and
Astruc, 2009). In general, these results can be explained by the challenges encountered by readers with
reading impairments while decoding words. According to this, students with reading difficulties
analyze the words in a text using phonological decoding, so they read more slowly and without

regard for prosody (Suarez-Coalla, Alvarez-Canizo, Martinez, Garcia and Cuetos, 2016).
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Hudson, Torgesen, Lane, and Tunmer (2012) demonstrated the relationship between reading
fluency and word decoding skills, emphasizing that reading fluency comprises two components:
single word reading and decoding fluency. Single word reading refers to the speed and accuracy of a
reader reading real words. Accordingly, it is asserted that successful single word readers demonstrate
orthographic reading behaviour and finish their text reading processes more quickly and with fewer
errors (Hudson et al., 2012). Decoding fluency is defined as the analytical decoding skills that readers
use to read nonsense (pseudowords) words (Hudson et al., 2008). It is stressed that decoding fluency
directly influences fluent reading behaviours and that readers who score well in decoding fluency
read more fluently than those who perform poorly have less fluent reading performance (Hudson et
al., 2008). In addition, it is suggested that the influence of decoding fluency is significantly more
pronounced in texts with a large number of unknown words and that readers with low decoding
fluency skills will inevitably struggle with both fluent reading and comprehension processes (Hudson
et al., 2008). In light of this information, it would not be incorrect to assert that the reader's success in
single word reading and decoding fluency processes will not only reduce the frequency of
encountering unknown words but will also directly influence the speed and accuracy with which he
decodes the unknown words he encounters, resulting in more effective fluent reading behaviours.
Therefore, readers must have proficient decoding skills to demonstrate fluent reading behaviors

(Garcia and Cain, 2014).

Considering that reading comprehension is the most essential output expected from the
reading processes (Gough and Tunmer, 1986), after a particular level of reading, readers are expected
to have effective meaning-making processes from the texts they read. To attain good performance in
reading comprehension, readers must first effectively decode and read the texts they encounter, then
interpret the words they read using their existing vocabulary (Giildenoglu, Kargin and Miller, 2013).
According to the Simple View of Reading Theory, students with reading challenges have major
difficulties with word decoding (Hoover and Gough, 1990; Kendeou, Savage and van den Broek, 2009)
and, as a result, struggle to comprehend what they read in their readings (Miller and Smith, 1989;
Robinson, Meisenger and Joyner, 2019). Due to their inadequate decoding abilities, readers with
reading difficulties read more slowly and incorrectly than their typically developed peers (Kunert and
Scheepers, 2014; Schiff, Katzir and Shoshan, 2013; Serrano and Defior, 2008). In addition, it is
underlined that individuals perform poorly in comprehension since they devote much of their
cognitive resources to word decoding processes (Perfetti and Hogaboam, 1975). In addition, it is
believed that a limited orthographic repertoire or incorrect readings have a negative impact on
reading comprehension processes (Perfetti, 2007). First, the words must be read correctly, and at an
acceptable rate before language abilities may be used for comprehension in independent reading

processes (Catts, Adlof and Weismer, 2006; Gough and Tunmer, 1986; Hoover and Gough, 1990). It
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would not be inappropriate to underline that accurate and fluent reading behavior should be taught

first to readers with reading difficulties who cannot do successful decoding.

When evaluating the overall reading performance of students with reading difficulties, it is
evident that decoding, fluency, and comprehension limitations are significant. Compared to other
groups with reading difficulties, readers with learning disabilities are at the top of the list (Snowling,
Hulme and Nation, 2020). Given that the reading performance of children with learning disabilities
(LD) plays one of the essential roles in the diagnostic process and directly affects the diagnostic
procedures, readers with LD should be carefully evaluated and monitored regarding all components
of their reading skills. In light of the fact that students with learning disabilities are typically identified
during the first or second semester of the 2nd grade, it may be stated that they spend a considerable
portion of their formal education without support education services. In addition, if their reading
performances are not identified and appropriate interventions are not provided, the academic success
and reading performance gap between them and their peers may worsen. Given that Turkish has a
transparent orthography, the fact that each letter corresponds to a single sound is advantageous in
instruction and learning to read. Examining the international literature, there are several studies on
the performance of students with learning difficulties in the dimension of reading components (Jones,
Ashby and Branigan, 2013; Jones, Branigan and Kelly, 2009; Katzir, Shaul, Breznitz and Wolf, 2004;
Kitz and Tarver, 1989; Martin, Pratt and Fraser, 2000; Miller, 2007; Nation and Snowling, 1998; Pae et
al., 2017; Ransby and Lee Swanson, 2003; Rijthoven, Kleemans, Segers and Verheoven, 2018; Tressoldi,
Vio and lozzino, 2007; Verhoeven and Keuning, 2018; Ziegler, Perry and Zorzi, 2014); however, there
are few studies in Turkey (Balcy, 2019; Gorgiin and Melekoglu; Ozmen, 2005; Seckin-Yilmaz and
Yasaroglu, 2020) and none that analyze the development of all components. Comparisons will be
conducted between the reading performance of students with learning disabilities and their peers. By
investigating the relationships between the reading components, major contributions will be made to
the field of learning disabilities and reading in Turkish. Thus, both practical advice and a contribution
to planning future scientific studies and interpreting research results will be provided. In light of these

factors, the study will seek answers to the following questions.

1. Is there a significant difference between the decoding performances of 2nd and 4th grade
readers with and without LD?

2. Is there a significant difference between the fluent reading performances of 2nd, 4th, 6th
and 8th grade readers with and without LD?

3. Is there a significant difference between the reading comprehension performances of 2nd,
4th, 6th and 8th grade readers with and without LD?

4. Is there a significant correlation between the components of reading according to the grade

levels in line with the performances of the readers with LD?
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Method

The purpose of this descriptive causal comparison study is to compare the performance of
2nd, 4th, 6th, and 8th grade readers with LD in the dimension of components of reading, to compare
these performances with those of their peers, and to investigate the correlation levels between the

components of reading.
Participants

Participants were identified using a method of purposive sampling and consisted of 2nd, 4th,
6th, and 8th grade students in seven central districts of Ankara with learning disabilities and average
academic achievement. Participants with average academic achievement were selected from 15
primary schools and 15 secondary schools, and 4 participants from each school were included in the
study. In selecting the school's participants, the number of classrooms at the intended grade level was
considered (for example, if there are four 2nd graders, one student from each grade/ if there are two
2nd graders, like two students from each grade). Participants with average academic achievement
were selected based on the judgments of classroom teachers and Turkish teachers. In the process of
including students with LD, it was determined that there could be no other diagnosis besides learning
disability, that the diagnosis must have been made during the second grade, and that students must
have mastered all sound groups in reading and begun text reading processes. Following these criteria,
the research includes all readers with LD who can be contacted through private and public
institutions associated with the Ministry of National Education. Families were invited to complete the
Family Consent Form in order to participate in the research voluntarily. The participant group

information gathered through these approaches is given in Table 1.

Table 1. Demographic informations about participants

Grade Learning Disability Average Total
Female Male Female Male
2nd 17 23 30 30 100
4th 16 37 25 35 113
6th 26 34 31 29 120
8th 21 30 23 37 111
Total 80 124 109 131 444

Data Collection Tool

Reading Skills Assessment Tool (RSAT): RSAT is a tool developed within the TUBITAK 1001 project
with the number 117K976 that examines the reading skills of 2nd, 4th, 6th, and 8th grade students
(Alath, Giildenoglu ve Kargin, 2022). Its validity and reliability have been confirmed. For 2nd graders,
the tool has four dimensions: syllable reading, word reading, fluent reading, and reading comprehension. For
4th graders, the tool has three dimensions: word reading, fluent reading, and reading comprehension. The
tool has two components for 6th and 8th graders: fluent reading and reading comprehension. The study

evaluated word reading performances only with readers at the 2nd and 4th grade levels and with real-
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pseudo word reading sub-dimensions. Fluent reading and reading comprehension performances were

evaluated with the relevant dimensions at the 2nd, 4th, 6th and 8th grade levels.

Real Word Reading Sub-dimension: In this sub-dimension, the reader is given a total of 42 words
containing between one and four syllables. The shortest word contains two letters, while the longest
contains ten. While the participants read the text on the computer screen, the DmDX package program
records their reading speed in milliseconds and the applicator records incorrect responses on the
application form. The real word reading sub-dimension validity investigations were conducted with
content validity. The sub-dimension reliability coefficient for the 2nd and 4th grades is 0.72 and 0.53,

respectively.

Pseudo Word Reading Sub-dimension: There are a total of 42 words within the pseudo word reading
sub-dimension. By modifying the letters of the words in the real word group while retaining their
syllable structure, pseudo words were generated. Both 2nd and 4th graders read the same real and
pseudo words in the word reading dimension. Readers read pseudo words on the computer via the
DmDX program. While the program records the reading times in milliseconds, the practitioner
records the incorrect responses on the application form. The reliability coefficient of the sub-
dimension of pseudo word reading for which a content validity analysis was done was found to be .78

in the 2nd grade and .82 in the 4th.

Fluent Reading Dimension: There are a total of four texts, two of which are narrative and two of which
are expository, appropriate for each grade level to assess the readers' performance on the fluent
reading dimension. Texts are read aloud, and audio is recorded during the reading process. After
recording, voice recording analyses reveal the correct number of words per minute read. The findings
from the four texts are averaged when calculating the correct number of words per minute. There are
texts with a maximum of 142 and a minimum of 118 words ( x= 129) in 2nd grade, at most 319 and a
minimum of 261 words ( x=284) in 4th grade, at most 692 and a minimum of 410 words ( x=541) in
6th grade, and at most 611 and a minimum of 528 words ( x=558) in 8th grade. Validity studies on the
dimension of fluent reading were conducted alongside content validity investigations. The reliability
coefficient for the dimension of fluent reading was determined to be 0.95 for the 2nd grade, 0.97 for

the 4th grade, 0.76 for the 6th grade, and 0.97 for the 8th grade.

Reading Comprehension Dimension: In the tool's reading comprehension dimension, multiple-choice
questions are utilised based on the texts developed for the reading fluency dimension. There are 19
questions for second graders in four texts, 22 for fourth graders, 24 for sixth graders, and 24 for eighth
graders. There are questions pertaining to literal, reorganization, inference, prediction, and evaluation
among the multiple-choice questions. Reading comprehension questions for 2nd graders consist of
three multiple-choice questions, while those for 4th, 6th, and 8th graders consist of four multiple-

choice questions. After reading the text, the reader answers the questions and can look at the text
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while answering the questions. While the readers code the answers on the question paper, the
practitioner notes the student responses on the data collecting form. The reading comprehension
validity investigations included content validity, item difficulty analyses, and index of distinctiveness,
followed by construct validity research. Test-retest technique was used in the reliability studies and
the correlation coefficient was .80 for the 2nd graders, .70 for the 4th grade, .76 for the 6th grade and
.75 for the 8th grade.

Collection of Data

The consent form was delivered to the parents prior to participant identification and data
collection, and only those participants with parental consent were included in the procedure. During
the data collection process, a calm location was identified in the school or institution (empty
classroom, library, etc.), and the environment was prepared accordingly (providing a sufficient light
source and facing seating, etc.). Each participant was led individually to the application environment
during the data collection process. In order to reduce the participant's anxiety level prior to data
collection, everyday dialogues such as meeting and asking about hobbies were used, followed by an

explanation of why she/he was here and what was expected of her/him.

During data collection, the participants (grades 2 and 4) first completed the real word sub-
dimension and then the pseudo word sub-dimension. A computer program was used to create the
application for the reading sub-dimension of real and pseudo words. Since the data collection
technique for the real word reading and pseudo word reading sub-dimensions were conducted on a
computer, sample applications were created so that the participant could understand what was
expected of her/him. The sample study was repeated if the participant could not comprehend the
procedure. Before beginning the real exercise, it was emphasized to the participant that he/she should
not speak/ask questions about a different topic until the end of the practice and that he would have
the opportunity to speak and ask questions following the conclusion of the practice. After the real and
pseudoword reading exercise, the participants (2nd, 4th, 6th, and 8th grades) were given reading texts
for fluency and instructed to read them aloud. The participants answered questions about the text
after reading it. After reading aloud and answering the questions, the participants rested for five
minutes before moving on to the next text. After reading the additional texts and answering the
questions, the application was completed, the participant was thanked and the other participant was

called for the application.
Ethical Research Permissions

In accordance with the Higher Education Institutions Scientific Research and Publication
Ethics Directive, all specified rules were followed in this study. None of the actions specified in the

second section of the directive, titled "Actions Contrary to Scientific Research and Publication Ethics,"
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were not carried out. The study was conducted as part of the TUBTAK 1001 supported project
numbered 117K976.

Ethics committee permission information: The name of the ethical committee: Hasan Kalyoncu

University
Date of ethics review decision: 20.07.2017
Ethics review certificate issue number: 6
Results

Is there a significant difference between the decoding performances of 2nd and 4th grade

readers with and without LD?

First, in the study, readers' decoding skills in the 2nd and 4th grades were tested. In terms of
real-word reading accuracy, real-word reading speed, pseudoword reading accuracy, and
pseudoword reading speed, the readers' decoding skills were evaluated. The examination was
conducted with readers with LD and normal development (ND) at the same grade level. Specific to
grade levels, firstly, the scores obtained by both groups in the meaningful word reading dimension
were reached, and the scores were compared with the T-test for Unrelated Samples. The results are

given in Table 2.

Table 2. Differences between the real-word reading scores of LD and ND 2nd and 4th grade readers

Grade Dimension Group N Mean SD sd t P
Accuracy 1 60 41.71 1.15 98 7.62 .00%*
2nd 2 40 32.50 9.28
Speed 1 60 51.27 12.64 98 -10 .00%*
2 40 92.23 27.72
Accuracy 1 60 41.90 48 111 4.64 .00**
4th 2 53 38.77 5.19
Speed 1 60 43.94 9.03 111 -8.23 .00%*
2 53 72.01 22.04

1=Normal Development 2=Learning Disability, **p<.01

According to Table 2, both 2nd and 4th grade readers with learning disabilities score
significantly lower in terms of reading accuracy and speed than their typically developing peers.
Thus, readers with LD respond incorrectly and slowly to real words. The performance of the 2nd
grade readers with normal development and the 4th grade readers with LD stands out when
examining Table 2. When the scores of these two groups were compared using the T-test, it was
determined that 2nd grade readers with normal development read more accurately than 4th grade LD
readers (t(111) = 4.28, p =.00). Analyzing the difference in reading real-word speed scores between the
two groups (t(111)=-6.22, p=.00,) revealed that 2nd grade readers with normal development were
considerably more effective than the 4th grade LD group. These findings determined that 4th grade

LD readers read real words more slowly and incorrectly than 2nd grade ND readers.
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The T-test for Unrelated Samples was used to compare the pseudoword reading performances

of 2nd and 4th grade LD and ND readers. The findings are presented in Table 3.

Table 3. Differences between the pseudoword reading scores of LD and ND 2nd and 4th grade readers

Grade Dimension Group N Mean SD sd t P
Dogruluk 1 60 38.33 2.74 98 12.42 .00%*
2nd 2 40 22.43 9.35
Siire 1 60 90.11 16.46 98 -4.68 .00%*
2 40 107.33 20.18
Dogruluk 1 60 39.77 2.55 111 9.99 .00%*
4th 2 53 28.49 8.32
Siire 1 60 75.63 13.02 111 -8.82 .00%*
2 53 100.10 16.42

1=Normal Development 2=Learning Disability, **p<.01

According to Table 3, readers with LD in the 2nd and 4th grades read pseudowords with
more errors and at a slower rate than those with ND in reading. In addition, when the findings are
analyzed, it is noticeable that the reading accuracy and reading speed of pseudowords for those with
NDs in the 2nd grade are superior to those with LDs in the fourth grade. Considering the significance
of the difference in pseudoword reading performances, it was determined that 4th grade LD students
had more inaccurate (t(111)=8.65, p=.00) and slower readings (t(111)=-3.22, p=.00) than 2nd grade ND

students.

Is there a significant difference between the fluent reading performances of 2nd, 4th, 6th

and 8th grade readers with and without LD?

To evaluate fluent reading skills, data were gathered from readers with LD and ND using
narrative and expository texts. Fluent reading performances were determined by the number of right
words reads per minute, and a comparison was conducted between narrative texts, expository texts,
and overall fluency performances. The findings of comparing the means of reading fluency with the T-

test for Unrelated Samples are shown in Table 4.

The correct number of words per minute read by individuals with LD and ND was
determined by averaging their performance on two narrative texts and two expository texts. Their
overall performance was determined by averaging their entire performance on both narrative and
expository texts. In accordance with this information, Table 4 demonstrates that those with LD read
fewer correct words per minute than those with ND, indicating that LDs struggle with reading

fluency.
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Table 4. Comparison of fluent reading (correct word read per minute) performances of LDs and NDs

Grade Text Genre Group N Mean SD sd t p

Narrative 1 60 77.36 18.41 98 10,51 .00*

2 40 37.60 18.72
Expository 1 60 75.45 20.05 98 10.23 .00*

2nd 2 40 34.86 18.44
Overall 1 60 76.40 18.77 98 10,60 .00*

2 40 36.23 18.24
Narrative 1 60 100.42 15.60 111 12.15 .00**

2 53 58.31 21.09
Expository 1 60 89.54 14.68 111 5.46 .00**

4th 2 53 57.48 42.74
Overall 1 60 94.98 14.56 111 9.12 .00**

2 53 57.90 27.44
Narrative 1 60 118.93 14.03 118 15.35 .00**

2 60 69.04 20.91
Expository 1 60 102.74 13.04 118 16.04 .00**

6th 2 60 56.50 18.12
Overall 1 60 110.84 11.95 118 16.43 .00**

2 60 62.77 19.26
Narrative 1 60 133.18 15.86 109 15.49 .00**

2 51 79.74 20.47
Expository 1 60 119.85 14.80 109 14.52 .00**

8th 2 51 72.81 19.30
Overall 1 60 126.52 15.00 109 15.30 .00**

2 51 76.27 19.56

1=Normal Development 2= Learning Disability, **p<.01

Is there a significant difference between the reading comprehension performances of 2nd,

4th, 6th and 8th grade readers with and without LD?

LD and ND readers' comprehension of narrative and informational texts, as well as their
overall comprehension, were compared. 19 multiple-choice questions (10 narrative and 9 expository)
in the 2nd grade, 22 (11 narrative and 11 expository) in the 4th grade, 24 (12 narrative and 12
expository) in the 6th grade, and 24 (11 narrative and 13 expository) in the 8th grade were used to
evaluate the performance of the readers. The results of comparing the performance of LD and ND

readers using the T-test for Unrelated Samples are presented in Table 5.

The comprehension abilities of readers with LD and NG were compared in terms of narrative
texts, informational texts, and their overall comprehension abilities. When the data were analyzed, it
was determined that the reading comprehension scores of readers with LD differed considerably from
those of readers with ND in the narrative, expository, and overall domains and that their reading

comprehension skills were more limited.
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Table 5. Comparison of reading comprehension performances of LDs and NDs

Grade Text Genre Grup N Mean SD sd t p

Narrative 1 60 8.87 81 98 12.03 .00*

2 40 5.13 2.20
Expository 1 60 8 74 98 15.93 .00%*

2nd 2 40 3.63 1.93
Overall 1 60 16.87 .87 98 16.26 .00**

2 40 8.75 3.73
Narrative 1 60 10.28 72 111 10.56 .00**

2 53 7.13 2.18
Expository 1 60 8.83 1.17 111 10.75 .00**

4th 2 53 5.25 2.27
Overall 1 60 19.12 1.12 111 12.29 .00**

2 53 12.38 4.08
Narrative 1 60 10.45 91 118 15.85 .00**

2 60 5.65 20.91
Expository 1 60 10.47 1.14 118 21.20 .00**

6th 2 60 4.65 1.79
Overall 1 60 20.92 1.29 118 25.02 .00**

2 60 10.30 3.02
Narrative 1 60 8.65 1.47 109 12.32 .00**

2 51 5.55 2.93
Expository 1 60 10.57 1.35 109 13.82 .00**

8th 2 51 6.04 2.08
Overall 1 60 19.22 1.47 109 17.69 .00**

2 51 11.59 2.93

1=Normal Development 2= Learning Disability, **p<.01

Is there a significant correlation between the components of reading according to the grade

levels in line with the performances of the readers with LD?

The links between the components of reading were investigated based on the performance of
readers with learning disabilities. The findings of the Pearson Correlation Analysis of the component

relationships are presented in Table 6.

According to Table 6, there is a high positive correlation between the accuracy of real word
reading and the accuracy of pseudoword reading for readers with LD in the 2nd grade. In addition,
there was a high negative correlation between real word reading accuracy and real word reading
speed, while a moderate negative correlation was found between pseudoword reading speed. Finally,
there is a high positive correlation between real word reading accuracy and fluent reading, and a
moderate positive correlation between reading comprehension. According to the statistics gathered
based on pseudoword reading accuracy, there is a moderately negative correlation between

pseudoword reading accuracy and real word reading speed and pseudoword reading speed.

Moreover, there is a high positive association between pseudoword reading accuracy, fluency,

and comprehension. It was determined that real word reading time had a strong positive correlation
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with pseudoword reading speed, a strong negative correlation with fluency, and a moderate negative

correlation with reading comprehension.

Table 6. Relationships between components of reading

Grade Components RWA PWA RWS PWS FR RC
2nd RWA 1
PWA 7 1
RWS -.87%* -.67%* 1
PWS -.68** -.69%* 78%* 1
FR 76** T72%* -.83** -77** 1
RC S57%* A41** -40%* -.36% 50%* 1
4th RWA 1
PWA .62%* 1
RWS -49%* -46** 1
PWSS -43%* -.60%* 72%* 1
FR 40** 55%* -.67%* -.65%* 1
RC .20 .23 -24 -11 .34* 1
6th FR 1
RC .61%* 1
8th FR 1
RC A47** 1

RWA: real word accuracy, PWA: pseudoword accuracy, RWS: real word speed, PWS: pseudoword speed, FR: fluent reading,
RC: reading comprehension, **p<.01, *p<.05

Similarly, pseudoword reading speed is negatively correlated with fluent reading and
moderately positively correlated with reading comprehension. There is a moderate positive
correlation between reading fluency and reading comprehension. According to these findings, second
graders' decoding, fluent reading, and reading comprehension skills have substantial correlations
with one another. Therefore, readers who undertake effective decoding will demonstrate more fluent
reading behaviors and better comprehend what they read. There are also direct relationships between
decoding skills and reading fluency and comprehension, especially at the 2nd grade level, where

reading instruction has recently finished.

When examining the correlations between the reading components of 4th grade LD readers,
moderate and high significant relationships exist between decoding (real word reading/pseudoword
reading skills accuracy/speed). While there is a moderately significant correlation between decoding
and fluent reading skills, there is no significant correlation between decoding and reading
comprehension skills. Finally, it was concluded that a moderately significant correlation exists
between fluent reading and reading comprehension in the 4th grade. Table 6's last finding indicates a
moderate positive correlation between 6th and 8th grade readers' reading fluency and comprehension

skills.
Discussion

Given that reading performance is one of the most important factors underlying the academic
difficulties experienced by readers with learning disabilities (Frederickson and Jacobs, 2001), it is

crucial to determine their performance in the dimension of reading components at different grade
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levels and to implement appropriate interventions in the areas of difficulty. Accordingly, in this study,
the performance of LD readers in the decoding, fluent reading, and reading comprehension
dimensions of reading was compared to that of their typically developing peers, and the links

between these performances were investigated.

Examining the decoding skills of readers with LD in the 2nd and 4th grades reveals that they
perform less effectively than their typically developing peers. Consequently, LDs at this grade level
read both real words and pseudowords more incorrectly and slowly. It is said that deficiencies in
phonological knowledge and skills play a significant role in these reading difficulties encountered by
individuals with LD (Elbro and Petersen, 2007; Friend and Olson, 2008; Snowling, 1998). Due to their
issues with phonological processes, readers with LD cannot achieve the desired performance in letter-
sound conversion and cannot read the words they encounter with the necessary speed and accuracy
(Bernstein, 2009; Chen, Schneps, Masyn, and Thomson, 2016). In all measures of decoding skills, the
performance of 2nd grade NDs are strikingly superior to that of 4th grade LDs. Consequently, it is
evident that 4th grade readers with LD cannot catch up to the decoding skills of 2nd grade readers
with normal development. Because all readers with LD were identified in the first or second semester
of the second grade, received special education support services through the fourth grade, continued
their formal education, and learned a language with a transparent orthography, this result is deemed
unacceptable. This finding suggests that the support services provided to readers with learning

disabilities and the substance of formal education processes are ineffective.

The limitations in the decoding skills of readers with learning disabilities are also reflected in
their reading fluency. Examining the reading fluency skills of readers with LD reveals that at all grade
levels, readers with LD achieve lower performance than their typically developing peers. It is a crucial
piece of evidence demonstrating that the most significant cause for the difficulties experienced in
fluent reading is the limited performance of readers with LD in their decoding skills. As a result, the
decoding cannot be performed with the necessary time and accuracy (Alatl: et al., 2022). This research
demonstrates that readers with LD struggle significantly with orthographic reading processes across

all school levels.

It is generally considered that reading comprehension is the final stage of reading and a sign
of the full manifestation of reading behaviour (Cain and Oakhil, 2007; Gough and Tunmer, 1986;
Giildenoglu et al, 2013; Tunmer, 2008). According to the research findings, the reading
comprehension performance of LD readers at all grade levels is significantly lower than that of their
peers with ND. It would not be incorrect to claim that this outcome is a consequence of the decoding
and fluent reading challenges encountered by LD readers. It is evident from both this study and the
existing literature (Kim, Wagner and Lopez, 2012; Schiff, Schwartz-Nahshon and Nagar, 2011;

Shaywitz and Shaywitz, 2005) that readers with LD do not perform as predicted at the comprehension
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stage because they devote cognitive resources to decoding and fluent reading. Readers with LD
perform less well than their peers with ND at all grade levels and in all subject areas, and they
struggle with reading holistically. At this level, in the challenges faced holistically, the
interrelationships between the components of reading will play a crucial role in effectively structuring

the reading skills intervention process.

The study concluded by examining the association between the scores obtained from the
reading components by participants with reading learning difficulties. Accordingly, it was shown that
2nd grade decoding skills were related to both fluency and reading comprehension. The high
correlation between decoding skills and fluency demonstrates that by giving decoding skills the
attention they deserve, fluent reading processes will be more successful. From this perspective, it is
important to assist the decoding skills of readers in the 2nd grade or earlier, and if necessary,
structured studies should be created to teach these skills. At the 4th grade level, decoding skills are
related to fluent reading but not reading comprehension, and there is a considerable association
between fluency and reading comprehension. According to these findings, it can be said that decoding
skills are directly associated with reading fluency and indirectly associated with reading
comprehension. Thus, it may be claimed that good decoding skills will facilitate fluent reading and
that fluent reading will facilitate reading comprehension. It is observed that 6th and 8th grade LD
students have a significant association between their fluent reading and comprehension. According to
the findings, it is necessary to establish a comprehensive perspective for readers with LD to progress
in their reading processes. To expect growth in reading comprehension, it is vital to concentrate first

on the readers' decoding abilities and subsequently on their fluency development.

Comparing readers with LD to their peers with normal development reveals that those with
LD have severe difficulties in reading components. In accordance with these findings, to improve the
reading performance of individuals with LD, it is vital to put early emphasis on the development of
decoding skills. According to Archer, Gleason, and Vachon (2003), proficiency in decoding abilities
has both short- and long-term repercussions, and readers who cannot accurately decode words will
have difficulty determining the meaning of the words in the text and understanding what they read
(Perfetti, 1986). As for long-term effects, it is stated that academic difficulties may be encountered in
secondary school, dropout behaviours may be observed, difficulties may be encountered in finding a
job, social and emotional problems may be encountered, and their chances of attending college after
high school may be reduced (Archer, Gleason, & Vachon, 2003). The fact that 70% of readers who
cannot read fluently, particularly in the first grade, are poor readers in the eighth grade (Landerl &

Wimmer, 2008) highlights the significance of decoding skills for academic success.

For this reason, it is believed that particular goals should be established in education

programs when the usefulness of decoding skills and even the effectiveness of structured tactics are
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addressed (Swanson, 1999; Vaughn, Gersten and Chard, 2000) during the earliest stages of reading
instruction. When the literacy curriculm in Turkey is evaluated (MEB, 2020), it is discovered that there
are “T.1.3.2. Recognizes and vocalizes the letter.”, “T.1.3.3 Reads syllables and words.” and “T.1.3.4.
Reads simple and short sentences.” objectives for first-grade decoding skills. Examining the second
grade curriculum reveals that the acquisition of decoding skills is not covered, whereas the acquisition
of reading begins with fluency. In the program's introduction, where the Sound-Based Primary
Reading and Writing Teaching approach is favored, it is also observed that brief instances of sound-
based instruction methods are provided. However, challenges that may arise throughout the decoding
procedures, various approaches, and instances of activities are not covered. This result demonstrates
that the initiative rests with the teacher and suggests that the establishment of successful intervention
programs by identifying the challenges experienced by readers who may be in the risk group is
constrained by the teacher's competency. Because readers with learning disabilities are placed in
inclusive environments following educational evaluation processes and are responsible for the general
education curriculum, the program's content should be presented to the teachers to facilitate their
understanding of the significance of decoding processes and as a guide for intervention when
necessary. Thus, the teacher will be assisted in developing the most effective Individualized Education
Program based on student performance and utilizing the program more efficiently. As stated
previously, the ultimate objective of reading is to achieve reading comprehension. Even though it is
stated that the development of reading comprehension skills is dependent not only on decoding and
fluent reading skills but also on cognitive skills and language skills, for readers to use their cognitive
and language skills effectively, they must first read the words they encounter with precise accuracy
and speed and then apply their cognitive and language skills. Considering the priority, instructors

should emphasise studies that support decoding and fluent reading skills.

Consequently, readers with learning difficulties are less proficient in reading-related skills
than their grade-level normally developing peers. While decoding abilities are crucial to developing
both fluent reading and reading comprehension in the early elementary years, they are directly related
to fluent reading skills and indirectly related to reading comprehension in the upper grades. It is also
evident that the limitations in fluent reading skills of readers with learning difficulties persist
throughout secondary school. That fluent reading is a crucial component of reading comprehension at

all grade levels.

The research has certain limitations. To begin with, the study only includes participants from
the central districts of Ankara. In addition, the absence of information regarding the cognitive and

linguistic abilities of the participants is another limitation of the study.
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