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Cross-sectional data were collected from 8-9-year-old, second-grade Turkish-Arabic
simultaneous bilingual children and Turkish monolingual children. The findings showed
that word reading fluency, vocabulary knowledge and phonological memory predicted
reading comprehension in the bilingual group. In the monolingual group, the only
significant predictor of reading comprehension was morphosyntactic awareness. The
study demonstrated that reading comprehension is a multi-dimensional skill and
accessing the meaning of texts depends on various mechanisms in different language
groups. These findings highlight the importance of considering different underlying
resources when evaluating children’s reading comprehension skills. This variation may
have implications for reading assessment and instruction.
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veriler, 8-9 yasinda, 2. sinifa devam eden Turkge-Arapga es zamanli iki dilli cocuklar ile
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Introduction

Understanding the meaning conveyed in texts is so essential for academic achievement that it
ultimately influences socioeconomic well-being of individuals and community. High school and college
drop-out rates are related to poor reading skills (AECF, 2010; Neuman & Dickinson, 2002). Therefore,
identifying the precursors of reading comprehension and taking necessary actions in time may have
significant effects in the long run. Accordingly, the study aims to investigate the cognitive and linguistic
predictors of Turkish reading comprehension in 2" grade students.

Reading comprehension has been regarded as a vulnerable skill in bilingual children (Lesaux & Siegel,
2003; Verhoeven, 2000). According to August and Shanahan (2006), poor reading comprehension rather
than poor decoding skills appears to be the best explanation for the variations between bilingual and
monolingual children. Similarly, in Verhoeven (2000), monolingual children outperformed immigrant
bilingual children in vocabulary and reading comprehension while their decoding skills were similar. Yet,
the comprehension of texts are dependent on the amount of exposure to oral vocabulary (Rothou &
Tsimpli, 2017). In line with the previous studies, the study compared the predictors of reading
comprehension in Turkish monolingual and Turkish-Arabic simultaneous bilingual children.

Models of Reading Comprehension

To explain reading comprehension and its correlates, numerous proposals have been put forward.
Among them, the most well-known theory is The Simple View of Reading (SVR) (Gough & Tunmer, 1986).
According to SVR, reading comprehension (RC) is the product of decoding (D) and language
comprehension (LC) (RC=DxLC). The model's key components—accurate word recognition and oral
language skills—have been widely investigated in reading research (Chen & Vellutino, 1997; Gough,
Hoover, & Peterson, 1996). For instance, Rispens (1990) and Stanovich (1991) argued that word decoding
abilities were the primary causes of poor comprehension. Others (Chen & Vellutino, 1997; Gough &
Tunmer, 1986; Hoover & Gough, 1990) asserted that while early stages of reading comprehension were
dominated by decoding, linguistic and oral comprehension abilities gradually became the most significant
variable with age in opaque orthographies. In transparent orthographies, listening comprehension
became the most influential predictor even in the 1% and 2" grades (Dufva, Niemi & Voeten, 2001).
Despite the attention it has received in the field, it was also criticized by some scholars for its limitation in
including other cognitive and linguistic factors in the comprehension process (Kirby & Savage, 2008).

As an altenative to the SVR model, Joshi (2005) proposed The Componential Model of Reading (Joshi
& Aaron, 2000) by adding fluency as an additional component. According to this model, the constituents
of reading comprehension are RC= Decoding x Oral (Listening) Comprehension + Fluency. Other
comprehension models which focused on accurate and fluent reading are The Automaticity Theory
(LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) and The Verbal Efficiency (Perfetti & Lesgold, 1977). According to these views,
automatic and accurate reading allows for comprehension as fluency minimizes the cognitive load and
readers can extricate the attentional resources for deeper understanding of the message in the text.

Both in SVR and Componential Model of Reading, vocabulary knowledge has a causal role through the
oral compehension skills. Another theory that emphasized the role of vocabulary skills is The Lexical
Quality Hypothesis (Perfetti & Hart, 2002). According to the model, reading and comprehension are
influenced by the quality of the codes (parts of stored linguistic symbols). Fast and effective retrieval is
made possible by high quality representations. The recognition of words as a whole rather than its pieces,
which may also be parts of other words, is made possible by repeated exposure to words and having good
quality representations. Confusion is lessened when a word is regularly used. Even proficient readers,
have poor representations of numerous words, but they have foundational resources and can strengthen
a poor representation. That is, strong orthographic, phonological, and semantic representations are
necessary for reading comprehension. Yet, as Perfetti, Landi, and Oakhill (2005) argued, reading
comprehension has a multi-dimensional nature and it makes the process of establishing theoretical
models more complicated.
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Predictors of Reading Comprehension

In order to explicate the complex process of reading comprehension (Rcomp), the study investigated
phonological awareness (PA), phonological memory (PM), rapid automatized naming (RAN),
morphosyntactic awareness (MA), processing speed (PS), vocabulary knowledge (VK) and word reading
fluency (Wread) as independent variables. The relationship between each independent variable and
reading comprehension will be discussed briefly in this section.

PA refers to the capacity to identify, distinguish and manipulate sounds in a spoken language
regardless of word size (Anthony & Francis, 2005). According to numerous research, PA is the best
indicator of word reading ability (Lonigan, Burgess & Anthony, 2000; Muter, Hulme, Snowling, &
Stevenson, 2004; Wagner et.al., 1997). However, depending on the depth of orthography, the predictive
role of PA varies. As an index of accuracy, PA becomes superfluous by the end of the first year of literacy
instuction, as children read accurately at the ceiling level in shallow orthographies.

The influence of PA on reading comprehension was evidenced by Glildenoglu, Kargin and Ergll (2016)
in the Turkish context. Their longitudinal study demonstrated that good and poor readers did not diverge
in accuracy; yet their fluency and reading comprehension scores differed. Children who had stronger PA
skills recognized words faster and these skills let them comprehend texts. On the other hand, Erdogan
(2012)’s study with Turkish children did not show any influence of PA on reading comprehension.
Moreover, although the data were collected in several phases in the 1% grade, PA was not indicative of
reading comprehension in any phase. She concluded that reading comprehension was a more complex
process than vocalization of sounds.

As previous studies showed, PM is crucial for reading comprehension as well as decoding and basic
reading skills (Baddeley, 2000). It also plays a significant role in coordinating the transmission of
information which allows for the contextual understanding of a text (Baddeley, 2003). More specifically,
word-to-text integration is made possible by working memory; to understand text, individual pieces or
words must be kept in working memory until integration has occurred (Novita, Lockl, & Gnambs, 2021).
However, there are conflicting results on its predictive role on reading comprehension. The participants
and tasks influence the outcome of the studies. As PM skills develop across years, some studies found an
increasing role of PM on comprehension (Seigneuric & Ehrlich, 2005). In their research, working memory
did not contribute to reading comprehension in the 1%t semester, yet it accounted for 4% of variance in
comprehension in the 2" grade. Alternatively, an indirect relationship was evidenced in a number of
studies (Babayigit & Stainthorp, 2014; Dufva, Niemi & Voeten, 2001; Naslund & Schneider, 1991). PM
indirectly accounted for reading comprehension via listening comprehension. Strikingly, these studies
investigated the role of PM in transparent languages. That is, in parallel to the SVR model, when decoding
skills reach to a ceiling level, listening comprehension becomes a strong predictor of reading
comprehension.

RAN stands for rapid identification and articulation of visual stimuli such letters, numbers, objects,
and colors. (Bowers, 1993; Tibi & Kirby, 2018; Wolf & Denckla, 2003). It is considered one of the most
reliable indicators of reading success across all languages and spelling systems. (Araujo, Reis, Petersson &
Faisca, 2015; Georgiou, Parrila & Papadopoulos 2008; Norton & Wolf, 2012). Araujo and colleagues’
(2015) meta-analysis of 137 studies demonstrated that RAN was strongly correlated with reading
comprehension. Likewise, in Arnell, Joanisse, Klein, Busseri and Tannock (2009), RAN explained 10% of
variance in reading comprehension. Longitudinal data further showed that kindergarten RAN skills were
associated with 2" grade untimed passage comprehension (Schatschneider, Fletcher, Francis, Carlson &
Foorman, 2004).

MA is the ability to analyze and manipulate the morphemic structure of words (Carlisle, 1995). The
development of MA skills contributes to fluency and reading comprehension as MA helps readers to
analyze the structure of words and decode them accurately and quickly (Green, 2009). Therefore, as
children grow and have more exposure to print, MA becomes a better predictor of reading comprehension
(Bektas, 2017; Carlisle, 1995; Layes, Lalonde, & Rebai, 2017; Mahony, Singson, & Mann, 2000). For
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instance, MA contributed to reading comprehension beyond phonological processing from *"to 9t grade
(Nagy et al., 2006). MA could also explain reading comprehension beyond word reading (Vaknin-Nusbaum
& Saiegh-Haddad, 2020).

The influence of MA on reading comprehension was investigated in bilingual children as well. Aydin
(2014), compared an English-Turkish bilingual child with a Turkish monolingual child in morphological
processing and reading comprehension. It was observed that the monolingual child outperformed the
bilingual child in reading comprehension. Yet, at the time of testing the child had been living in Turkey for
3 years. It could be concluded that the advantages of bilingualism can be observed in cases where children
attain high levels of proficiency.

PS is recognized as one of the determining elements of readers' individual variances. (Catts, Gillispie,
Leonard, Kail, & Miller, 2002; Nicolson & Fawcett, 1994). It is connected to memory capacity and
articulation rate. (Kail & Park, 1994). In Catts and colleagues (2002), the role of PA, PS and rapid naming
on reading were investigated. They used data from two projects (Catts & Fey, 1995; Leonard, Kail, & Ellis
Weismer, 1995). The overall findings showed that poor readers were slower than readers in rapid naming
of objects and response time which indicated a general processing speed problem. Moreover, PS
explained 8.3% of unique variance in reading comprehension when IQ and PA were considered.

Several hypotheses were proposed to explain the relationship between VK and reading
comprehension. While some researchers emphasized the causal role of VK on reading comprehension
(Stahl & Fairbanks, 1986), some of them discussed a recioprocal connection between VK and
comprehension (Beck, Perfetti & McKeown, 1982; Verhoeven & Perfetti, 2011). Meta-analysis on
vocabulary research also showed that vocabulary played a causal role in comprehension (Stahl &
Fairbanks, 1986). Alternatively, the studies which focused on the reciprocal relationship asserted that
reading enables readers to learn more words, in turn, broader vocabulary allows for extensive reading
and comprehension.

Lastly, fluent word reading plays a significant role in reading comprehension across a range of age
groups and backgrounds. (de Jong & van der Leij, 2002; Protopapas, Sideridis, Mouzaki, & Simos, 2007).
Reading fluency lessens the cognitive load on readers, allowing them to concentrate on other
comprehension-related processes such as monitoring or inferencing as suggested by the Automaticity
Theory (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) and Verbal Efficiency Theory (Perfetti, 1985).

The Study

The current study aimed to investigate the roles of PA, PM, RAN, MA, PS, VK, and Wread in Turkish
reading comprehension. A cross-sectional design was adopted since it is the most feasible method to
measure several variables at once. The following question was addressed in accordance with the research
objectives:

- To what extent phonological awareness (PA), phonological memory (PM), rapid automatized
naming (RAN), morphosyntactic awareness (MA), processing speed (PS), vocabulary knowledge
(VK) and word reading (Wread) explain variance in Turkish reading comprehension (Rcomp) in
Turkish-Arabic simultaneous bilingual and Turkish monolingual children?

It was hypothesized that the simultaneous bilingual and monolingual children would perform similarly
in the tests as the bilingual children had sufficient exposure to oral language from birth. Also, the strongest
contributions to reading comprehension would be observed in Wread, MA and VK in both language
groups. However, based on the previous studies, the performance of bilingual children might be lower
than monolingual children in VK and reading comprehension.

Participants

All tests were implemented in the spring semester of the 2" grade. 138 students who lived in three
districts of Hatay (Defne, Samandag and Antakya), Turkey participated in the study. Among them 100
children were Turkish-Arabic bilingual children. The bilingual children were exposed to Turkish and Arabic
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from birth, yet they received formal instruction only in Turkish. The participants and their families had
been living in Hatay for generations. The participants did not have any reported developmental
disabilities. They were included in the study upon the formal approval of Hatay Directorate for National
Education. School administrators, teachers and parents were informed about the scope of the research.
Demographic information and written consents from the parents were collected. Demographic forms
asked for details on the family members' ages, nationalities, languages, levels of education, and
occupations. Maternal education level ranged from elementary to high school. Only seven mothers were
teachers in the area and had college degrees. The educational level of the fathers was also between
primary and secondary. Six of the fathers were college graduates who worked as teachers or business
owners. In both groups, families were from lower middle class.

The tests were administered individually in quiet classrooms during school hours. Each participant
completed PA, PM, RAN, MA, PS, VK, Wread and Rcomp tests. The responses, scores and test durations
of each participant were recorded by the researcher.

Instruments
All tests were conducted in Turkish and completed by the two groups. The tests were as follows:

Phonological Awareness (PA): It was measured through Turkish Comprehensive Test of Phonological
Processing (Babiir, Haznedar, Ergetin & Ozerman, 2013). The test battery included word elision, word
blending, non-word blending, phoneme reversal and word segmentation tasks.

Phonological Memory (PM): Forward digit span and backward digit span tasks were employed.

Rapid Automatized Naming (RAN): Turkish Test of Rapid Automatized Naming (Bakir & Babiir, 2009, 2018)
was employed. Alphanumeric tests were implemented. Children named letters and numbers as fast as
possible.

Morphological Awareness (MA): It was measured through three tests: inflectional, derivational and
inflectional-derivational tasks. The grammaticality judgement test which included both inflectional and
derivational morphemes was made up of 30 sentences. The inflectional morpheme test also required
judgements about the grammaticality of sentences (Kuzucu Orge, 2018). Lastly, the derivational test was
a multiple choice test which required the correctly derived form of a non-word.

Processing Speed (PS): The task had 40 items and the participants were asked to match the related images
within 3 minutes. Correctly matched items were recorded as the PS score.

Vocabulary Knowledge (VK): This skill was measured through an expressive Picture vocabulary task which
included 44 coloured images with increasing compexity.

Word Reading Fluency (Wread): It was measured through Turkish Test of Word Reading Efficiency (Babdir
et al., 2013). It consists of two subtests: word reading and non-word reading. The participant is given 60
seconds and the number of accurately decoded words is saved as the fluency score.

Reading Comprehension (Rcomp): Bogazici Test of Reading Comprehension (Ergetin, Babur & Haznedar,
2015) was given to the participants. The students read sentences with increasing length and difficulty
silently and answered the questions aloud. The test was untimed and implemented individually.

Results

The number of participants that were put into analysis was 92 bilingual and 35 monolingual children
since 11 participants were unable to complete all tests. The analyses were done in IBM SPSS Windows
22.0 and the alpha value was adopted as .01 in all tests. In order to compare the mean scores,
Independent Samples t-tests with bootstrapping function were run. Only significant findings will be
reported here.
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Table 1
Independent Samples T-Test Results
Bootstrap BCs 95% Cl
X t df SE p lower upper

M 58.3 -3.754 125 4.6 .00 -25.5 -.61
PA

B 74.5

M 23.5 -1.792 125 .70 .07 -2.5 14
PM

B 24.7

M 62 .854 81.4 1.9 .38 -1.7 5.3
RAN

B 60.4

M 48.5 -.702 125 2.42 .40 -8.2 1.8
MA

B 50.9

M 20.9 -2.438 125 .86 .02 -3.7 -34
PS

B 23

M 19.9 -.073 125 .50 .93 -1.0 1.1
VK

B 19.9

M 68.9 1.005 125 3.89 31 -3.6 12.3
WREAD

B 64.9

M 20.7 -.451 125 A7 .59 -1.1 .75
RCOMP

B 20.9

The Independent Samples t-test with bootstrapping findings showed that bilingual students (M=75,
SE=2.17) performed better than monolingual students (M=58, SE=4) in PA. The observed difference in the
two groups was significant (t(125)=-3.754, p.01), bias correlated and accelerated (BCa) 95% confidence
interval (ClI) [-26, -6.2]. In PS, the mean scores of bilingual (M=23, SE=0.44) and monolingual (M=21,
SE=.76) children were compared, the difference between the two groups (2.07, BCa 95% [-3.8, -.326]) was
significant (t(125)=-2.44, p.05).

Although there were several variations between the groups in the descriptive observations, the results
of the Independent Samples t-test with bootstrapping showed that the only significant differences were
in PA and PS. Children who were simultaneously bilingual in Turkish and Arabic did significantly better on
these tests than Turkish-only speakers.

Pearson r correlation test demonstrated the interrelations among the variables. The correlational
analyses were followed by stepwise regression analysis. In the stepwise method, strong variables remain
in the model while the least useful ones are excluded. The assumptions of regression analyses were all
checked and controlled. The following table shows the associations between Rcomp and the independent
variables in both groups:
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Table 2
The Associations Between Rcomp and Independent Variables
PA PM RAN MA PS VK Wread
Bilingual-Rcomp s s - N xn . .
.390 .383 -.388 .263 410 .481 .515
Monolingual- * " . « .
.363 .375 -.092 .520 -339 .147 374
Rcomp

Note.* p <.05, ** p <.01. PA= Phonological Awareness, PM= Phonological Memory, RAN= Rapid
Automatized Naming, MA= Morphological Awareness,, PS= Processing Speed, VK= Vocabulary
Knowledge, Wread= Word Reading Fluency, Rcomp = Reading Comprehension

The first step of the analyses showed that the strongest correlates of Rcomp were Wread and VK (r=
.51, p<.01; r=.48, p<.01 respectively) in the bilingual group. In the monolingual group, the most powerful
relationship among the variables were between Rcomp and MA (r= .52, p<.01). As the second step,
stepwise regression analyses were run. The results are demonstrated below:

Table 3
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Reading Comprehension in Turkish for
Bilingual Children (n=92)

Dependent Independent Squared Semi-Partial

Variable Variable B 8 Correlation t-value p
Step 1

RComp WRead .076 .515 0.27 5.696 .00*

Note. R=.515, R?=.265, R? adj=.257, F(1, 90)= 32.439, p<.01

Step 2

RComp WRead . 060 .409 0.15 4.692 .00*
VK .353  .360 0.12 4.139 .00*
Note. R=.619, R?= .384, R? adj=.370, F(2, 89)= 27.694, p<.01

Step 3

RComp WRead .057 .383 0.13 4.517 .00*
VK .298  .304 0.08 3.504 .00*
PM .118  .226 0.05 2.671 .01*

Note. R=.656, R?>=.430, R? adj=.410, F(3, 88)= 22.114, p<.01

The model explained 41% of variance in reading comprehension. In the bilingual group, the strongest
predictor of reading comprehension was Wread [t(88)= 4.517, p< .01, B= .38]. It was followed by VK
[t(88)=3.504, p< .01, B=.304] and PM [t(88)= 2.671, p< .01, B=.23]. Wread accounted for 13% of unique
variance in the final step of the analysis. The amount of unique variance VK explained was 8% while PM
explained 5% of unique variance. Other predictors (PA, RAN, MA, and PS) in the study were excluded from
the analysis since they did not contribute to reading comprehension significantly. The following table
summarized the regression analysis for Rcomp in monolingual participants:
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Table 4
Summary of Stepwise Regression Analysis for Variables predicting Reading Comprehension in Turkish for
Monolingual Children (n=35)

Dependent Independent Squared Semi-Partial

Variable Variable B 8 Correlation t-value p
Step 1

RComp MA .15 .520 0.27 3.496 .00*

Note. R=.520, R?=.270, R? adj=.248, F(1, 33)= 12.225, p<.01

The results of the regression analysis for monolingual children demonstrated that only MA
[t(33)=3.496, p< .01, B=.520] significantly explained RComp in monolingual children. MA accounted for
27% of the unique variance. The other independent variables were excluded from the analysis since they
did not have significant contributions to the model.

To summarize, Rcomp was predicted by different variables in the monolingual and bilingual group.
While Rcomp was significantly explained by Wread, VK and PM, the only significant variable in the
monolingual group was MA.

Discussion

Reading comprehension consists of the skills such as activation of background knowledge, inferencing
strategies and word knowledge. Text comprehension performance of children depends on these
multidimensional skills. The study focused on the potential role of simultaneous bilingualism on reading
comprehension. The results demonstrated that Turkish- Arabic bilingual and monolingual children were
not different in the reading comprehension test. However, their reliance on cognitive and linguistic
variables was different.

Word reading fluency and vocabulary knowledge were moderately correlated with reading
comprehension in bilingual children. Yet, the strongest correlate of reading comprehension in the
monolingual group was morphosyntactic awareness. Word reading fluency, vocabulary knowledge and
phonological memory explained 41% of total variance in reading comprehension in the bilingual group. In
the monolingual group, morphosyntactic awareness explained 25% of total variance. These results
indicate that monolingual and bilingual children might be employing different strategies in the
comprehension of texts.

The significance of word reading fluency, vocabulary and phonological memory in the bilingual group
indicates that reading comprehension is a multi-dimensional skill and available resources are assembled
for a better comprehension. Word reading fluency was the most powerful precursor of reading
comprehension in Turkish-Arabic bilingual children and explained 13% of the unique variance. These
results supported Automaticity Theory (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) and Verbal Efficiency Theory (Perfetti,
1985). That is, fluent reading reduced the cognitive load and readers could focus on other processes for
comprehension. Additionally, these findings supported the Componential Model of Reading (Joshi &
Aaron, 2000) that fluency played a causal role in reading comprehension.

In regard to vocabulary knowledge, it explained 8% of unique variance in the bilingual group. Following
word reading fluency, vocabulary knowledge was the second most powerful predictor of reading
comprehension. The bilingual group's findings were consistent with the Matthew Effect (Stanovich, 1986),
as children who scored higher on the vocabulary task had accumulated more abstract and complex
vocabulary, which enabled them to perform better on the reading comprehension assessment. Moreover,
the outcomes provided evidence to support the claims of the Lexical Quality Hypothesis (Perfetti & Hart,
2002). This view suggests that the effectiveness of lexical codes eventually affects decoding and
comprehension. Reading comprehension and text retrieval are made possible by high quality
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representations. Yet, the insignificant results in the monolingual group are inconsistent with other
research (Babayigit & Stainthorp, 2014; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997) which showed a strong
contribution of VK to reading comprehension in early reading. Such results might have been obtained due
to the relatively less participants in this group.

The monolingual and bilingual children performed similarly in the vocabulary size task. These findings
conflicted with earlier research (Pearson, 2002; Rothou & Tsimpli, 2017; Tabors, Paez, & Lopez, 2003;
Verhoeven, 2000; Uccelli & Paez, 2007) that provided evidence that vocabulary was a vulnerable skill in
bilingual children. There are two possibilities for the lack of distinction between the two groups. The
bilingual children were exposed to two languages from birth and were simultaneous speakers of Turkish
and Arabic. The bilingual group had sufficient Turkish language exposure at school and with their friends
and siblings.

Phonological memory explained 5% of unique variance in reading comprehension in the bilingual
group. That is, phonological memory is not only significant for basic reading abilities, but also reading
comprehension, as it connects to long-term memory and regulate the flow of information, which leads to
contextual understanding of a text. These results are congruent with Seigneuric and Ehrlich (2005)’s
research. In their study PM predicted 4% of reading comprehension in the 2" grade. Yet, it is also
noticeable in the current study that phonological memory is an essential skill but needs to be backed up
with other mechanisms to access the meaning.

This study provided further evidence to previous studies (Deacon, Kieffer, & LaRoche, 2014; Green,
2009) which found a signifcant effect of morphosyntactic awareness on reading comprhension. MA was
the only significant predictor of reading comprehension in the monolingual group. It explained 27% of the
unique variance which indicate that MA, as an index of morpemic sensitivity and accuracy is an essential
predictor in reading comprehension in monolingual children.

The differences between the bilingual and monolingual participants could be explained in two ways.
First, although the bilingual children were exposed to both languages from birth, they needed to utilize
multiple resources to perform in comprehension tasks. They resorted to the phonological, lexical and
cognitive resources in order to access the meaning of texts. That is not to claim that they have poor
abilities in comprehension, rather it might enhance their cognitive abilities. Secondly, Turkish is an
agglutinative language and morphosyntactic awareness allows for better compehension as it has an
influence on parsing. Also readers with good MA skills can be more successful in decoding and inferring
the meaning of unfamiliar words. Relying on their parsing skills was sufficient for monolingual participants
to have a good performance in reading comprehension.

Some of the independent variables did not play a significant role in comprehension in the current
study. The insignificant findings on phonological awareness were in line with Erdogan (2012)’s research.
In her study, it did not predict comprehension from the beginning of literacy instruction in the first grade.
Yet, this finding contrasts with Gildenoglu and colleagues (2016) where PA skills influenced reading
fluency and reading comprehension. In the current study, PA which is an index of word reading accuracy
did not guarantee reading comprehension in either group.

The association between RAN and reading comprehension was moderate in bilingual participants (r=-
.39) while there was not a significant correlation in monolingual children. In addition, RAN did not
contribute to comprehension in any groups. These findings contrast with Araujo and colleagues’ (2015)
meta-analysis and Arnell and colleagues’ (2009) study.

Processing speed did not have a significant influence on reading comprehension in the monolingual or
bilingual group. These results contrast with Catts and colleagues (2002)’ study. The reason for this result
could be due to the nature of the test, as PS is a better measure for discriminating good and poor readers.

The current study evidenced that various predictors contribute to the comprehension of texts. The
monolingual and bilingual children preformed similarly in all tests except for PA and PS. Yet, their reliance
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on the cognitive and linguistic skills ranged in reading comprehension. These findings supported the view
that reading comprehension is a multilayered skill which involves various cognitive and linguistic skills.

Lastly, there are some limitations of the study that should be mentioned. To measure several variables
at once, cross-sectional design was chosen. However, a longitudinal approach would have allowed for a
more transparent tracking of the reading development of monolingual and bilingual children. Second,
Turkish was the only language used for the tasks. Data in Arabic would provide a better understanding of
the reading progress and domains of transfer in the bilingual participants. However, Vernacular Arabic,
which differs significantly from Standard Arabic phonologically and morphologically, is spoken in Hatay
Province. Thus, no written form of this dialect nor tests were available.

Conclusion

The current study examined the factors that predicted reading comprehension in Turkish-Arabic
simultaneous bilingual and Turkish-Arabic monolingual second graders. For each group, the results
showed distinct developmental trajectories. It is also remarkable that in all cognitive or language
categories assessed, bilingual children did not perform poorer than monolingual children. The results of
the current study did not support the commonly held opinion that vocabulary and reading comprehension
are problematic domains among bilingual children. The simultaneous mastery of Turkish and Arabic may
be the cause of the bilingual children's performance being comparable to that of the monolingual ones.

Additionally, bilingualism has been linked to success in tasks requiring executive function. Bilingualism
has advantages on its own, independent of other factors, particularly in cognitive activities. Overall, the
results of the present study provide support for the contribution of different predictors to reading
comprehension. Children who were monolingual or bilingual showed similarities in several areas, but their
dependence on these factors varied. These results backed up the idea that reading is a complex skill
requiring both linguistic and general processing skills. Thus, it is crucial to take into account a variety of
elements in reading assessments.

The study manifested that bilingual children's word reading fluency and vocabulary knowledge have a
significant impact on their reading comprehension abilities while morphological awareness is a key
component of reading comprehension in the monolingual children. In order to improve comprehension,
teachers should include activities which promote fluency and vocabulary in their lessons. In order to
assure comprehension, especially in monolingual children, educators should concentrate on exercises
that encourage the recognition and manipulation of morphemes in Turkish.

The current study's findings further suggest that the disparities between monolingual and bilingual
children's literacy development should be taken into account. Teachers need to be aware of the cognitive
and language abilities and limitations of multilingual students in their classes. In the current study,
bilingual participants outperformed monolingual children in phonological awareness (a measure of word
recognition precision) and processing speed (a measure of how long it takes to finish a task in a given
amount of time). Although it is often believed that multilingual children are weaker in vocabulary and
reading comprehension, the current study was unable to support this notion. Due to the participants'
simultaneous bilingualism, the bilingual group's performance in these skills was comparable to that of the
monolingual children.

According to the Interdependence Hypothesis (Cummins, 1979) and Durgunoglu (2002), individuals
who have linguistic and cognitive challenges in one language may continue to have such problems in the
other. Furthermore, it is not always a sign of reading difficulties when students are unable to express their
knowledge in one language. Instead, the first action to be taken is to assess that specific knowledge in the
more powerful language. It's possible that the skill hasn't yet been acquires in the weaker language. Thus,
if tests are available, it is imperative to evaluate students in both languages.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Giris
Metinlerde aktarilan anlami kavrayabilmek, bireylerin ve toplumun sosyo-ekonomik refahini etkiledigi
icin akademik basari igin bliylilk 6nem tagsir. Lise ve Universite terk oranlari, zayif okuma becerileriyle
iliskilidir (AECF, 2010; Neuman & Dickinson, 2002). Bu nedenle, okudugunu anlama becerisinin
gostergelerini belirlemek ve zamaninda gerekli 6nlemleri almak, uzun vadede 6nemli etkiler yaratabilir.
Bu dogrultuda yuritilen bu galisma, ilkokul 2. sinif 6grencilerinde Tiirkgede okudugunu anlamanin bilissel
ve dilsel yordayicilarini incelemeyi amaglamaktadir.

Okudugunu anlama becerisi, iki dilli cocuklarda kirilgan bir beceri olarak kabul edilmektedir (Lesaux &
Siegel, 2003; Verhoeven, 2000). August ve Shanahan’a (2006) gore, iki dilli ve tek dilli gocuklar arasindaki
farki en glicli bigcimde, s6zciik ¢éziimleme becerisinden ¢ok, okudugunu anlama becerisi agiklamaktadir.
Benzer sekilde, Verhoeven (2000) da tek dilli ve iki dilli gocuklarin ¢oziimleme becerilerinin esit dizeyde
olmasina ragmen, tek dilli cocuklarin sézclk bilgisi ve okudugunu anlama becerilerinde gocmen iki dilli
cocuklardan daha basarili oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bununla birlikte, metinleri anlama, s6zel kelime
bilgisine ne kadar maruz kalindigiyla dogrudan iliskilidir (Rothou & Tsimpli, 2017). Onceki ¢alismalarla
paralel olarak, bu ¢alisma Tirkce tek dilli ve Turkce-Arapca es zamanh iki dilli cocuklarda okudugunu
anlamanin yordayicilarini karsilastirmistir.

Okudugunu Anlama Becerisi Modelleri

Okudugunu anlama ve bununla iliskili degiskenleri agiklamak igin pek ¢ok kuram 6ne strilmdistar.
Bunlar arasinda en bilineni, Basit Okuma Modeli (Simple View of Reading -BOM)’dir (Gough & Tunmer,
1986). BOM’a gore okudugunu anlama (OA), kod ¢6zme (C) ile sozli dili anlama (DA) becerilerinin
carpimidir (OA = C x DA). Bu modelin temel bilesenleri olan s6zcik tanima ve sozel dil becerileri, okuma
arastirmalarinda genis bicimde incelenmistir (Chen & Vellutino, 1997; Gough vd., 1996). Ornegin, Rispens
(1990) ve Stanovich (1991), s6zclik ¢oziimleme becerilerinin, zayif anlama performansinin temel nedeni
oldugunu savunmustur. Diger arastirmacilar (Chen & Vellutino, 1997; Gough & Tunmer, 1986; Hoover &
Gough, 1990) ise, okuma sirecinin ilk asamalarinda anlama becerilerinin biyik olglide sozcik
¢6ziimlemeye bagli oldugunu, ancak ilerleyen yas ile 6zellikle seffaf olmayan yazi sistemlerinde dil ve s6zIi
anlama becerilerinin en belirleyici degisken haline geldigini belirtmislerdir. Seffaf yazi sistemlerinde ise, 1.
ve 2. sinif seviyelerinde bile dinledigini anlama becerisi en glgli yordayici haine gelmektedir (Dufva vd.,
2001). Bu model, genis 6lgide kabul gérmis olmasina ragmen, 6zellikle anlama sirecine dahil olan diger
bilissel ve dilsel faktorleri yeterince kapsamadigi gerekgesiyle elestirilmistir (Kirby & Savage, 2008).

BOM'’a bir alternatif olarak, Joshi (2005), Bilesen Temelli Okuma Modelini (Componential Model of
Reading) (Joshi & Aaron, 2000) 6nermistir. Bu model, BOM’a ek olarak okuma akiciligini ayri bir bilesen
olarak degerlendirir. Bu yaklasima gore okudugunu anlamanin bilesenleri su sekildedir: OA = Kod Cézme
x S6zIU Dili (Dinleme) Anlama + Akicilik. Dogru ve akici okumaya odaklanan diger anlama modelleri ise
Otomatiklik Kurami (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) ve Sozel Verimlilik Modeli’dir (Perfetti & Lesgold, 1977).
Bu yaklasimlara gore, otomatik ve dogru okuma, anlama siirecine olanak saglar; ¢linkli akici okuma,
zihinsel ylki azaltir ve metindeki mesaji daha derinlemesine kavrayabilmek icin dikkat kaynaklari
kullanilabilir.

BOM ve Bilesen Temelli Okuma Modeli'nde, sézciik bilgisi, s6zli dili anlama becerileri araciligiyla
nedensel bir rol oynar. Sézclk bilgisinin roltin{ vurgulayan bir diger kuram ise S6zciik Niteligi Hipotezidir
(Lexical Quality Hypothesis) (Perfetti & Hart, 2002). Bu modele gére, okuma ve anlama, depolanmis dilsel
sembollerin niteligine baglidir. Yiksek nitelikli depolama, hizli ve etkili ¢cagrisimi mimkiin kilar. Bir
sOzclglin pargalari yerine tamaminin taninmasi, s6zclige tekrar tekrar maruz kalinmasi ve yiksek kaliteli
depolamayla mimkiindir. Dizenli kullanilan soézcliklerde karisikhk azalr. Akici okuyucular bile bircok
sozclige dair zayif temsile sahip olabilir; ancak glicli altyapr kaynaklarina sahip olduklari icin bu temsilleri
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gelistirebilirler. Yani, glcli yazi (ortografik), ses (fonolojik) ve anlam (semantik) temsilleri, okudugunu
anlama igin gereklidir. Bununla birlikte, Perfetti, Landi ve Oakhill (2005) tarafindan belirtildigi tzere,
okudugunu anlama ¢ok boyutlu bir yapiya sahiptir ve bu durum teorik modeller gelistirmeyi daha karmasik
bir hale getirmektedir.

Okudugunu Anlamanin Yordayicilari

Okudugunu anlama (OA) sirecinin karmasik dogasini agikliga kavusturmak amaciyla, bu galismada
bagimsiz degiskenler olarak fonolojik farkindalik (FF), fonolojik bellek (FB), hizli otomatik isimlendirme
(HOTI), bicimbilimsel ve sézdizimsel farkindalik (BSF), islemleme hizi (iH), sdzciik bilgisi (SB) ve sdzciik
okuma akiciligl (SOA) incelenmistir. Bu bélimde, her bir bagimsiz degiskenin okudugunu anlama ile iliskisi
kisaca ele alinacaktir.

Fonolojik farkindahk (FF), s6zciik uzunlugundan bagimsiz olarak, bir dildeki sesleri ayirt edebilme,
taniyabilme ve bu sesleri zihinsel olarak isleyip degistirebilme yetisidir (Anthony & Francis, 2005). Pek gok
¢alismaya gore FF, s6zciik okuma becerisinin en giigli yordayicisidir (Lonigan vd., 2000; Muter vd., 2004;
Wagner vd., 1997). Ancak FF'nin vyordayici rolli, yazi sisteminin derinligine goére degiskenlik
gostermektedir. FF, dogru okuma icin bir 6lglt olarak gegirgen yazi sistemlerinde okuryazarlk egitiminin
ilk yih sonunda islevini yitirir; ¢clinkii cocuklar bu sistemlerde ¢ok erken dénemde “tavan” seviyesine
ulasirlar.

Turkge baglaminda, FF ile okudugunu anlama arasindaki iliski Guldenoglu, Kargin ve Ergil (2016)
tarafindan ortaya konmustur. Bu boylamsal ¢alismada, basarili ve zayif okuyucular benzer diizeyde dogru
okumasina ragmen, akicilik ve anlama puanlarinda anlamli farklar gézlenmistir. FF becerileri giigli olan
cocuklar sdzciikleri daha hizli tanimis ve bu beceri metinleri daha iyi anlamalarini saglamistir. Ote yandan,
Erdogan (2012) tarafindan ydrutilen bir baska ¢alismada, FF'nin okudugunu anlama Gzerinde anlamli bir
etkisi bulunmamustir. Veriler 1. sinif diizeyinde birkag farkli asamada toplanmis olmasina ragmen, FF hicbir
asamada anlamayl yordamamistir. Yazar, okudugunu anlamanin yalnizca seslendirme sireciyle
actklanamayacak kadar karmasik bir yapi oldugunu belirtmistir.

Onceki arastirmalarin da ortaya koydugu izere, fonolojik bellek (FB) yalnizca kod ¢ézme ve temel
okuma becerileri igin degil, okudugunu anlama igin de kritik 6Gneme sahiptir (Baddeley, 2000). FB, ayrica
metindeki baglamsal anlami kurmaya olanak saglayan bilgi aktariminin diizenlenmesinde de 6nemli rol
oynar (Baddeley, 2003). Diger bir deyisle, metindeki sézciklerin anlamli bigcimde birlestirilebilmesi isler
bellek araciligiyla gergeklesir; ¢clinkii metni anlamak icin bireysel s6zctiklerin ya da parcalarin gegici olarak
bellekte tutulmasi gerekir (Novita vd., 2021). Bununla birlikte, FB’nin okudugunu anlama lzerindeki
yordayici roliine dair arastirmalarda geliskili bulgular yer almaktadir. Katilimci profili ve kullanilan testler,
farkli bulgular ortaya gikarmistir. FB becerileri yasla birlikte gelistigi i¢in, bazi galismalarda FB'nin anlamaya
etkisi zamanla artan bir bicimde gozlemlenmistir (Seigneuric & Ehrlich, 2005). Bu arastirmaya gore, isler
bellek 1. sinifin ilk déneminde okudugunu anlamayi yordamazken, 2. sinifta okudugunu anlama becerisi
varyansinin %4’Uni agiklamistir. Alternatif olarak, bazi calismalarda dolayli bir iliski tespit edilmistir
(Babayigit & Stainthorp, 2014; Dufva vd., 2001; Naslund & Schneider, 1991). Bu calismalarda FB’nin
okudugunu anlamayi, dinledigini anlama becerisi araciligiyla etkiledigi gortlmustiir. Dikkat cekici bir
sekilde, bu calismalarin biyik bolimi seffaf (gecirgen) dillerde yuritilmustir. Yani BOM ile paralel
bicimde, kod ¢6ziimleme becerileri tavan seviyesine ulastiginda, sézll dili anlama, okudugunu anlamanin
en glgli yordayicisi haline gelmektedir.

HOTI, harfler, sayilar, nesneler ve renkler gibi gorsel uyaranlarin hizh bir sekilde tanimlanmasi ve
sesletilmesi anlamina gelir (Bowers, 1993; Tibi & Kirby, 2018; Wolf & Denckla, 2003). HOTI, tim dillerde
ve yazi sistemlerinde okuma basarisinin en glvenilir gostergelerinden biri olarak kabul edilir (Araujo vd.,
2015; Georgiou, Parrila & Papadopoulos, 2008; Norton & Wolf, 2012). Araujo ve arkadaslarinin (2015),
137 galismayi kapsayan meta-analizi, HOTI'nin okudugunu anlama ile gigli bir sekilde iliskili oldugunu
gostermistir. Benzer sekilde, Arnell vd. (2009) ¢alismalarinda, HOTI’nin okudugunu anlama becerisindeki
varyansin %10’unu agikladigini bildirmistir. Ayrica, boylamsal veriler, anaokulundaki HOTI becerilerinin, 2.
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sinif seviyesinde silire tutulmayan okudugunu anlama testleriyle iliskili oldugunu gostermistir
(Schatschneider vd., 2004).

BF (Bigimbilimsel/Morfolojik Farkindalik), sozciklerin bigimbilimsel yapisini analiz edebilme ve
Uzerinde islem yapabilme becerisidir (Carlisle, 1995). BF becerilerinin gelisimi, okuma akiciligina ve
okudugunu anlamaya katkida bulunur; ¢linkli BF, okuyucularin sézcuklerin yapisini analiz etmelerine ve
bu sozcikleri hizli ve dogru bir sekilde ¢oziimlemelerine yardimci olur (Green, 2009). Bu nedenle, ¢ocuklar
bilyludukge ve yazil dile daha fazla maruz kaldik¢a, BF okudugunu anlamanin daha gli¢li bir yordayicisi
haline gelir (Bektas, 2017; Carlisle, 1995; Layes vd., 2017; Mahony vd., 2000). Ornegin, BF, 4. siniftan 9.
sinifa kadar olan donemde fonolojik islemlemenin 6tesinde okudugunu anlamaya katki saglamistir (Nagy
vd., 2006). Ayrica BF, sdzciik okumanin 6tesinde de okudugunu anlamayi agiklayabilmektedir (Vaknin-
Nusbaum & Saiegh-Haddad, 2020).

BF’nin okudugunu anlama lizerindeki etkisi iki dilli gocuklarda da arastirilmistir. Aydin (2014), ingilizce-
Tirkge iki dilli bir cocuk ile Turkge tek dilli bir cocugu, bicimbilimsel islemleme ve okudugunu anlama
acisindan karsilastirmistir. Tek dilli gocugun, iki dilli cocuga goére okudugunu anlamada daha basarili oldugu
gbzlenmistir. Ancak testin yapildigi donemde, iki dilli gocuk Tiirkiye'de yalnizca 3 yildir yasamakta oldugu
gbz 6nilne alindiginda iki dilliligin avantajlarinin, ¢cocuklarin yiiksek yeterlik diizeyine ulasmasi durumunda
ortaya c¢iktig1 disinilebilmektedir.

islemleme Hizi (iH), okuyucular arasindaki bireysel farkhiliklarin belirleyici unsurlarindan biri olarak
kabul edilir (Catts vd., 2002; Nicolson & Fawcett, 1994). Bu beceri, bellek kapasitesi ve seslendirme hiziyla
baglantilidir (Kail & Park, 1994). Catts ve arkadaslarinin (2002) arastirmasinda, FF (fonolojik farkindalik),
iH (islemleme hizi) ve hizli adlandirmanin okuma iizerindeki etkileri incelenmistir. Bu arastirmada iki
projeden elde edilen veriler kullanilmistir (Catts & Fey, 1995; Leonard vd., 1995). Genel bulgular, zayif
okuyucularin nesne adlandirma ve tepki siiresi gibi 6devlerde diger okuyuculardan daha yavas oldugunu
ve bunun genel bir islemleme hizi sorununu isaret ettigini gdstermistir. Ayrica, IQ ve FF kontrol edildiginde
iH, okudugunu anlamadaki varyansin %8,3’iinii agiklamistir.

Sozciik Bilgisi (SB) ile okudugunu anlama arasindaki iligkiyi aciklamak Ulzere cesitli hipotezler 6ne
strilmustdr. Bazi arastirmacilar, SB’nin okudugunu anlama tizerindeki nedensel roliinii vurgularken (Stahl
& Fairbanks, 1986), bazilari ise SB ile anlama arasinda karsilikh bir iliski oldugunu savunmustur (Beck vd.,
1982; Verhoeven & Perfetti, 2011). Kelime bilgisi Gzerine yapilan meta-analiz ¢alismalari da sozclk
bilgisinin anlama tizerinde nedensel bir rol oynadigini ortaya koymustur (Stahl & Fairbanks, 1986). Ote
yandan, karsilikli iliskiyi ele alan g¢alismalar, okumanin okuyucularin daha fazla kelime 6grenmesini
sagladigini, buna karsilik daha genis bir kelime dagarciginin da daha kapsamli okuma ve anlama siirecine
olanak sundugunu belirtmistir.

Son olarak, akici s6zciik okuma, farkli yas gruplari ve altyapiya sahip bireylerde okudugunu anlama
becerisi Gizerinde 6nemli bir rol oynamaktadir (de Jong & van der Leij, 2002; Protopapas vd., 2007). Okuma
akiciligl, okuyucunun zihinsel yiikiini azaltarak, denetleme (monitoring) veya ¢ikarim yapma (inferencing)
gibi anlamayla iliskili diger bilissel slireclere yogunlasmaya olanak tanir. Bu durum, Otomatiklik Kurami
(LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) ve Sozel Verimlilik Kurami (Perfetti, 1985) ile de desteklenmektedir.

Yontem

Bu c¢alisma, Tirkge okudugunu anlama becerisinde FF (fonolojik farkindalik), FB (fonolojik bellek), HOTI
(hizh otomatik adlandirma), bigcimbilimsel ve sézdizimsel farkindalik (BSF), IH (islemleme hizi), SB (kelime
bilgisi) ve SOA (sdzciik okuma akiciligl) degiskenlerinin rollerini arastirmayi amaglamistir. Calisma, ayni
anda bircok degiskeni 6lgmenin en uygun yolu olmasi nedeniyle kesitsel bir desen kullanmistir.
Arastirmanin amaglari dogrultusunda asagidaki arastirma sorusu ele alinmistir:

- Turkge-Arapca iki dilli ve Tiirkce tek dilli cocuklarda fonolojik farkindalk (FF), fonolojik bellek (FB),
hizli otomatik isimlendirme (HOTI), bigcimbilimsel-sézdizimsel farkindalik (BSF), islemleme hizi (iH)
ve sozcik okuma akiciligl (SOA), Tiurkce okudugunu anlama (OA) degiskenindeki varyansi ne
olglide agiklamaktadir?
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Bu calismada, iki dilli cocuklarin dogumdan itibaren yeterli diizeyde sozli dil girdisine maruz kalmis
olmalari nedeniyle, iki dilli ve tek dilli gocuklarin testlerde benzer performans gosterecekleri varsayilmistir.
Ayrica, her iki dil grubunda da okudugunu anlamaya en gliclii katkinin SOA, BSF ve SB degiskenlerinden
gelecegi ongorilmustir. Ancak, 6nceki ¢alismalar temel alinarak, iki dilli gocuklarin SB ve okudugunu
anlama alanlarinda tek dillilere kiyasla daha dusiik performans gosterebilecegi de dikkate alinmigtir.

Katilimcilar

Veriler ikinci sinifin bahar déneminde toplanmistir. Tlrkiye’nin Hatay iline bagh (g ilcede (Defne,
Samandag ve Antakya) yasayan toplam 138 6grenci ¢calismaya katilmistir. Bu 6grencilerden 100°G Turkge-
Arapca iki dilli grubu olusturmustur. iki dilli cocuklar dogumdan itibaren hem Tiirkce hem de Arapgaya
maruz kalmis, ancak resmi egitimi yalnizca Turkge olarak almiglardir. Bu g¢ocuklar Arapga konusulan bir
Ulkeden go¢ etmis bireyler degil, atalari da Hatay’da dogmus bireylerdir.

Katilimcilar herhangi gelisimsel, isitsel ya da gorsel zorluk yasamayan g¢ocuklardan olusmus ve
calismaya, Hatay il Milli Egitim Midirliginiin resmi onayiyla dahil edilmislerdir. Okul yéneticileri,
ogretmenler ve veliler arastirmanin kapsami hakkinda bilgilendirilmistir. Velilerden demografik bilgi
formlari ve yazili izin belgeleri toplanmistir. Demografik formda aile bireylerinin yaslari, uyruklari,
konustuklari diller, egitim dizeyleri ve meslekleri hakkinda bilgiler istenmistir.

Annelerin egitim dlzeyi ilkokul ile lise arasinda degismektedir. Bélgede yalnizca yedi anne 6§retmenlik
yapmaktadir ve (iniversite mezunudur. Babalarin egitim diizeyi de cogunlukla ilk 6gretim ve orta 6gretim
seviyesindedir. Alti baba Universite mezunu olup 6gretmenlik veya isletme sahipligi yapmaktadir. Katihmci
ailelerin ¢cogu alt-orta sosyoekonomik altyapiya sahiptir.

Testler, okul saatleri iginde sessiz siniflarda uygulanmistir. Her katimciya FF, FB, HOTI, BSF, iH, SOA ve
OA testlerinden olusan bir test seti verilmistir. Testler rastgele bir sirayla ve bireysel olarak uygulanmistir.
Her katilimcinin yanitlari, puanlari ve test sireleri arastirmaci tarafindan kaydedilmistir.

Araglar

Tim testler Turkge olarak uygulanmis ve her iki grup tarafindan tamamlanmigtir. Uygulanan testler
sunlardir:

Fonolojik farkindalik (FF), Turkge Kapsamli Fonolojik Farkindalik Testi (KFFT; Babiir, Haznedar, Ergetin &
Ozerman, 2013) araciligiyla lclilmistir. Test bataryasi; sdzciik silme, sdzciik birlestirme, anlamsiz sézciik
birlestirme, fonem ters ¢evirme ve sozclik bolme gorevlerini icermektedir.

Fonolojik bellek (FB), ileriye dogru sayi dizisi ve geriye dogru sayi dizisi gorevleriyle degerlendirilmistir.

Hizli otomatik isimlendirme (HOTI), Hizli Otomatik Tiirkge isimlendirme Testi (HOTIT; Bakir & Babiir, 20009,
2018) ile olgtlmistir. Alfanimerik testler kullaniimis, ¢ocuklardan harfleri ve sayilari olabildigince hizli
adlandirmalari istenmistir.

Bigimbilimsel-Sézdizimsel farkindalik (BSF) g farkl testle olgllmistir: gekim eki, tiretme eki ve ¢ekim-
tiretme eki gorevleri. Dilbilgisel degerlendirme testi, hem ¢ekim hem de tiretme eklerini iceren 30
ciimleden olusmaktadir. Cekim eki testi de benzer sekilde climlelerin dilbilgisel olarak dogru olup
olmadigini degerlendirmeyi gerektirmektedir (Kuzucu Orge, 2018). Son olarak tiiretme testi coktan
se¢meli olup, anlamsiz bir kelimenin dogru tiretilmis halinin segilmesini gerektirmistir.

islemleme hizi (IH) gdrevinde, 40 madde yer almakta ve katilimcilardan ilgili gérselleri 3 dakika icinde
eslestirmeleri istenmistir. Dogru eslestirilen maddeler iH puani olarak kaydedilmistir.

Sézciik bilgisi (SB), 44 renkli resimden olusan ve zorluk diizeyi giderek artan ifade edici resimsel kelime
bilgisi testiyle dl¢timustir.

Sozciik okuma akicihdi (SOA), Tirkce Sozciik Okuma Verimliligi Testi (KOBIT; Babiir ve ark., 2013) ile
degerlendirilmistir. Test, iki alt testten olusmaktadir: gercek sdzciik okuma ve anlamsiz s6zcik okuma.
Katilimcinin 60 saniye icinde dogru sekilde ¢6zdigl sozcik sayisi, akicihik puani olarak kaydedilmistir.
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Okudugunu anlama (OA), Bogazigi Okudugunu Anlama Testi (Ergetin, Babir & Haznedar, 2015) ile
degerlendirilmistir. Ogrenciler, uzunlugu ve zorluk seviyesi giderek artan metinleri sessizce okumus ve
sorulari yliksek sesle cevaplamislardir. Test slresiz olup bireysel olarak uygulanmistir.

Bulgular

Katilimcilardan 11’i tiim testleri tamamlayamadigi igin analize dahil edilen katilimci sayisi 92 iki dilli ve
35 tek dilli gocuktan olusmustur. Analizler IBM SPSS Windows 22.0 programinda gerceklestirilmis ve tim
testlerde anlamlilik diizeyi olarak .01 alfa degeri benimsenmistir. Ortalama puanlar arasindaki farklarin
istatistiksel olarak anlamh olup olmadigini incelemek amaciyla yeniden 6rnekleme (bootstrapping)
isleviyle birlikte Bagimsiz Orneklem t-testleri uygulanmistir. Yalnizca anlaml bulgular rapor edilmistir.

Tablo 1 )
Tablo 1. Bagimsiz Orneklem T-Testi Sonuglari
) Yeniden BC 95% gliven
Ornekleme aralig
% ¢ df SH p alt st
FF T . : -
>8.3 -3.754 125 4.6 0 0 255 -.61
i 74.5
FB T35 -1.792 125 0 0 -2.5 14
i 24.7
HOTI T 62 854 814 19 3 1.7 5.3
i 60.4
BSF T 48.5 -702 125 2.42 : 4 -8.2 1.8
i 50.9
IH T 209 a8 15 8 0 37 3.4
i 23
sB T 199 073 125 0, 9 1.0 1.1
i 19.9
SOA T 689 1.005 125 389 3 36 12.3
i 64.9
OA T 20.7 -451 125 47 9 > -1.1 .75
i 20.9

Not: T=tek dilli, i=iki dilli

888



ilerten, Babiir & Haznedar — Gukurova Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 55(2), 2026, 873-897

Yeniden &rnekleme ile yapilan Bagimsiz Orneklem t-testi sonuglar, iki dilli 6grencilerin (M=75,
SH=2.17) FF testinde tek dilli 6grencilere (M=58, SH=4) kiyasla daha basaril oldugunu géstermistir. iki grup
arasindaki fark anlaml bulunmustur (t(125)=-3.754, p<.01), yanliligi dizeltilmis ve hizlandirilmis (BCa) %95
giiven araligi (GA) [-26, -6.2]. islemleme Hizi (iH) puanlari incelendiginde, iki dilli cocuklarin (M=23,
SH=0.44) tek dilli ¢cocuklara (M=21, SH=.76) gore daha ylksek puan aldigi gérilmektedir; iki grup
arasindaki fark (2.07, BCa %95 GA [-3.8, -.326]) anlamlidir (t(125)=-2.44, p<.05).

Betimleyici gozlemlerde gruplar arasinda gesitli farkliliklar gériilmesine ragmen, yeniden érnekleme ile
yapilan Bagimsiz Orneklem t-testi sonuglari, yalnizca FF ve iH testlerinde anlaml farklar oldugunu
gostermistir. Trkce ve Arapcgayl eszamanli olarak 6grenmis olan iki dilli gocuklar, yalnizca Tiirkge konusan
cocuklara kiyasla bu testlerde anlaml diizeyde daha basarilidir.

Pearson r korelasyon testi degiskenler arasindaki iligkileri gdstermistir. Korelasyon analizlerinin
ardindan adimli regresyon analizi gergeklestirilmistir. Adimli yontemde glgli degiskenler modelde
kalirken daha az etkili olanlar dislanmaktadir. Regresyon analizine iliskin varsayimlar kontrol edilmis ve
saglanmistir. Asagidaki tablo her iki grupta da OA ile bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki iliskileri
gostermektedir:

Tablo 2
OA ile Bagimsiz Degiskenler Arasindaki iliskiler

FF FB HOTI BSF iH SB SOA
iki Dilli * 3
390 .383™ - .263" 410" 481" 515"
OA .388
Tek Dilli . . .
. .520 .339 .147 374
OA .363 375" -.092

Not.* p <.05, ** p <.01. FF= Fonolojik Farkindalik, FB= Fonolojik Bellek, HOTI=Hizli Otomatik
isimlendirme, BSF=Bigimbilimsel-Sdzdizimsel Farkindalk, iH=islemleme Hizi, SB=Sézciik Bilgisi,
SOA=S6zcik Okuma Akiciligi, OA=Okudugunu Anlama

Analizlerin ilk adimu, iki dilli grupta okudugunu anlama (OA) becerisi ile en iliskili degiskenlerin SOA ve
SB oldugunu gostermistir (sirasiyla r =.51, p<.01; r = .48, p<.01). Tek dilli grupta ise degiskenler arasindaki
en gicli iliski OA ile BSF arasindaydi (r = .52, p<.01). ikinci adimda, adiml regresyon analizleri
gerceklestirilmistir. Sonuglar asagida sunulmustur:

Tablo 3
Tirkcede Okudugunu Anlamayi Yordayan Degiskenlere iliskin Adimli Regresyon Analizi Ozeti — iki Dilli
Cocuklar (n=92)

Bagimsiz Bagimli Yari Kismi t-
Degisken Degisken B 8 Korelasyon Karesi  deger p
Adim 1
OA SOA .076 .515 0.27 5.696 .00*

Not. R=.515, R?=.265, R? adj=.257, F(1, 90)= 32.439, p<.01

Adim 2
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Bagimsiz Bagimli Yart Kismi t-
Degisken Degisken B 8 Korelasyon Karesi  deger p
OA SOA . 060 .409 0.15 4.692 .00*
SB .353 .360 0.12 4.139 .00*

Not. R=.619, R?=.384, R? adj=.370, F(2, 89)= 27.694, p<.01

Adim 3

OA SOA .057 .383 0.13 4,517 .00*
SB .298 304 0.08 3.504 .00*
FB 118 226 0.05 2.671 .01*

Not. R=.656, R?=.430, R? adj= .410, F(3, 88)= 22.114, p<.01

Model, okudugunu anlamadaki varyansin %41’ini agiklamistir. iki dilli grupta okudugunu anlamanin en
glcli yordayicisi SOA olmustur [t(88)=4.517, p< .01, B=.38]. Bunu SB [t(88)=3.504, p< .01, =.304] ve FB
[t(88)= 2.671, p< .01, B= .23] izlemistir. Analizin son adiminda SOA, okudugunu anlamadaki 6zgiin
varyansin %13’Un0U agiklamistir. SB’nin acikladigl benzersiz varyans orani %8 iken, FB %5’lik benzersiz
varyans aciklamistir. Calismada yer alan diger yordayicilar (FF, HOTI, BSF ve iH), okudugunu anlama
becerisine anlamli bir katki saglamadiklari i¢in analizden gikariimislardir.

Asagidaki tablo, tek dilli katilimcilar icin yapilan regresyon analizinin 6zetini sunmaktadir:

Tablo 4
Tiirkgede Okudugunu Anlamayi Yordayan Degiskenlere iliskin Adimli Regresyon Analizi Ozeti — Tek Dilli
Cocuklar (n=35)

Bagimsiz Bagimli Yart Kismi t-

Degisken Degisken B 8 Korelasyon Karesi  deger p
Adim 1
OA BSF .15 .520 0.27 3.496 .00*

Not. R=.520, R’>=.270, R? adj=.248, F(1, 33)= 12.225, p<.01

Tek dilli cocuklara yonelik regresyon analizinin sonuglari, yalnizca BSF degiskeninin [t(33)=3.496, p<
.01, B=.520] okudugunu anlamayi anlamh sekilde agikladigini gbéstermistir. BSF, benzersiz varyansin
%27’sini aciklamistir. Diger bagimsiz degiskenler modele anlamli bir katki saglamadiklari igin analizden
cikariimistir.

Ozetle, okudugunu anlama (OA), tek dilli ve iki dilli gruplarda farkli degiskenler tarafindan
yordanmustir. iki dilli grupta OA anlamli sekilde SOA, SB ve FB degiskenleri tarafindan aciklanirken, tek dilli
grupta anlamli olan tek degisken BSF olmustur.
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Tartisma

Okudugunu anlama, artalan bilgisinin etkinlestirilmesi, ¢cikarim yapma stratejileri ve sdzciik bilgisi gibi
becerileri igerir. Cocuklarin metni anlama performansi bu g¢ok boyutlu becerilere baglidir. Bu ¢alisma, es
zamanli iki dilliligin okudugunu anlama uzerindeki olasi roliine odaklanmistir. Sonuglar, Tlrkge-Arapca iki
dilli ve tek dilli gocuklarin okudugunu anlama testinde benzer performans sergilediklerini gostermistir.
Ancak, bilissel ve dilsel degiskenlerden destek alma bigimleri farkhhk gdstermistir.

iki dilli cocuklarin okudugunu anlama puanlari, sézciik okuma akicilig ve sézciik bilgisi ile orta diizeyde
iliskilidir. Ote yandan, tek dilli grupta okudugunu anlamayla en yiiksek iliskili degisken bigimbirim-
sozdizimsel farkindalik olmustur. iki dilli grupta sézciik okuma akiciligl, sdzciik bilgisi ve fonolojik bellek,
okudugunu anlamadaki toplam varyansin %41’ini agiklamistir. Tek dilli grupta ise bigimbirim-s6zdizimsel
farkindalk, toplam varyansin %25’ini agiklamistir. Bu sonuglar, tek dilli ve iki dilli gocuklarin metinleri
anlamada farkli stratejiler kullaniyor olabileceklerini gostermektedir.

iki dilli grupta sézciik okuma akiciligl, sdzciik bilgisi ve fonolojik bellegin anlamhligi, okudugunu
anlamanin ¢ok boyutlu bir beceri oldugunu ve mevcut bilissel kaynaklarin daha iyi bir anlama icin bir araya
getirildigini géstermektedir. Tlrkce-Arapca iki dilli cocuklarda okudugunu anlamanin en giiclii gostergesi
sozclik okuma akiciligl olmus ve 6zgiin varyansin %13’Gni agiklamistir. Bu sonuglar, Otomatiklik Kurami
(LaBerge & Samuels, 1974) ve Sozel Verimlilik Kuramini (Perfetti, 1985) desteklemektedir. Diger bir
deyisle, akici okuma biligsel yuki azaltmakta ve okuyucularin anlamaya yonelik diger siireglere
odaklanmasina olanak saglamaktadir. Ayrica bu bulgular, Bilesen Temelli Okuma Modeli’ni (Joshi & Aaron,
2000) de desteklemektedir; bu modele gére, akicilik okudugunu anlamada nedensel bir rol oynamaktadir.

Sozciik bilgisi agisindan bakildiginda, bu degisken iki dilli grupta benzersiz varyansin %8’ini agiklamistir.
Sozciik okuma akiciligini takiben, sézciik bilgisi okudugunu anlamanin en giigll ikinci yordayicisi olmustur.
iki dilli gruba iliskin bulgular, Matthew Etkisi (Matthew Effect, Stanovich, 1986) ile de iliskilendirilebilir;
¢linkli sO6zciik bilgisi testinden ylksek puan alan ¢ocuklar daha soyut ve karmasik sdzcikleri edinmis ve bu
durum onlarin okudugunu anlama performanslarini yiikseltmistir. Ayrica elde edilen sonuglar, Sézcik
Niteligi Hipotezi'ni (Lexical Quality Hypothesis; Perfetti & Hart, 2002) destekleyen kanitlar sunmaktadir.
Bu goriise gore, sozcik temsillerinin kalitesi, ses ¢6ziimleme ve anlama siirecini dogrudan etkiler.
Okudugunu anlama ve metin gikarimi, yiksek kaliteli s6zciik temsilleri sayesinde miimkiin olur.

Ancak, tek dilli grupta sozclk bilgisi ile ilgili anlamli sonuglar elde edilememistir. Bu bulgu, sézcik
bilgisinin erken okuma déneminde okudugunu anlamaya gli¢li katkilar sundugunu ortaya koyan énceki
arastirmalarla (Babayigit & Stainthorp, 2014; Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997) tutarsizdir. Bu durumun,
tek dilli gruptaki katilimci sayisinin gorece az olmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilecegi distinilebilir.

Tek dilli ve iki dilli gocuklar, s6zciik dagarcigi testinde benzer performans gostermistir. Bu bulgu, iki dilli
cocuklarda so6zciik bilgisinin daha zayif bir beceri oldugunu ortaya koyan onceki arastirmalarla (Pearson,
2002; Rothou & Tsimpli, 2017; Tabors vd., 2003; Verhoeven, 2000; Uccelli & Paez, 2007) celismektedir. iki
grup arasinda anlamli bir farkin gézlemlenmemis olmasinin iki olasi nedeni vardir: Bu ¢alismadaki iki dilli
cocuklar, dogumdan itibaren iki dile maruz kalmis ve Tiirkge ile Arapgayi es zamanli olarak edinmislerdir.
Ayrica bu grup, okulda ve arkadaslariyla ya da kardesleriyle kurduklarti iliskiler araciligiyla yeterli Tlrkge dil
girdisine sahip olmustur.

Fonolojik bellek, iki dilli grupta okudugunu anlamadaki 6zglin varyansin %5’ini agiklamistir. Bu da,
fonolojik bellegin yalnizca temel okuma becerileri icin degil, ayni zamanda okudugunu anlama igin de
onemli oldugunu gostermektedir. Clnkl fonolojik bellek, uzun siireli bellege baghdir ve bilginin akisini
diizenleyerek metnin baglamsal olarak anlasiimasini saglar. Bu sonuglar, Seigneuric ve Ehrlich’in (2005)
arastirmasiyla uyumludur. S6z konusu calismada, fonolojik bellek (FB), 2. sinif diizeyinde okudugunu
anlamanin %4’tnl yordayan bir degisken olarak bulunmustur. Bununla birlikte, mevcut ¢alismada da
fonolojik bellegin anlamaya ulagsmak icin temel bir beceri oldugu, ancak tek basina yeterli olmayip baska
mekanizmalarla desteklenmesi gerektigi dikkat gekmektedir.
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Bu c¢alisma, bicimbirim-so6zdizimsel farkindahgin (BSF) okudugunu anlama tzerindeki anlamli etkisini
ortaya koyan 6nceki arastirmalara (Deacon vd., 2014; Green, 2009) ek kanitlar sunmaktadir. BSF, tek dilli
grupta okudugunu anlamayi yordayan tek anlamh degisken olarak bulunmustur. Benzersiz varyansin
%27’sini aciklayan bu degisken, bicim duyarliligi ve dilsel dogrulugun bir gostergesi olarak, tek dilli
¢ocuklarda okudugunu anlamanin énemli bir yordayicisidir.

iki dilli ve tek dilli katihmcilar arasindaki farklar iki sekilde agiklanabilir. ilk olarak, iki dilli gocuklar her
iki dile dogumdan itibaren maruz kalmis olsalar da, anlamaya yo6nelik goérevlerde performans
gosterebilmek icin birden fazla kaynagl kullanmak durumunda kalmislardir. Bu ¢ocuklar, metinlerin
anlamina ulasmak icin fonolojik, sézclksel ve bilissel kaynaklara basvurmuslardir. Bu durum, onlarin
anlama becerilerinin zayif oldugu anlamina gelmez; aksine, bilissel yetilerini gelistirmis olabilir. ikinci
olarak, Turkge eklemeli bir dil oldugu igin, bicimbirim-sézdizimsel farkindalik metin ¢6ziimlemesinde etkili
olarak anlamayi kolaylastirmaktadir. Ayrica, BSF becerileri yliksek olan okuyucular, bilinmeyen sézcukleri
¢6ziimleme ve anlam g¢ikarma konusunda daha basarili olabilmektedir. Bu nedenle, tek dilli katiimcilar igin
sozdizimsel ¢ozimleme becerilerine dayanmak, okudugunu anlamada basarili olmalari icin yeterli
olmustur.

Mevcut calismada bazi bagimsiz degiskenler, okudugunu anlamada anlamli bir rol oynamamistir.
Fonolojik farkindalik (FF) ile ilgili anlamli olmayan bulgular, Erdogan’in (2012) 1. sinif Tiirk ¢ocuklaryla
yaptigi arastirma ile 6rtiismektedir. Bu ¢alismada, okuma yazma 6gretiminin baslangicinda FF, okudugunu
anlamayi yordayan bir degisken olmamistir. Ancak bu bulgu, FF becerilerinin okuma akiciligi ve anlama
Uzerinde etkili oldugunu gosteren Giildenoglu ve arkadaslarinin (2016) arastirmasiyla ¢elismektedir.
Mevcut calismada ise FF — s6zclik okuma dogrulugunun bir géstergesi olarak — her iki grupta da okudugunu
anlamayi garanti etmemistir.

HOTI (hizh otomatik isimlendirme) ile okudugunu anlama arasindaki iliski, iki dilli katilimcilarda orta
dlizeyde gozlemlenmistir (r =-.39); ancak tek dilli gocuklarda anlamli bir korelasyon bulunmamistir. Ayrica,
HOTI higbir grupta okudugunu anlama lizerinde anlamh bir katki sunmamistir. Bu bulgular, Araujo ve
arkadaslarinin (2015) yaptigi meta-analiz ve Arnell ve arkadaslarinin (2009) galismasiyla ¢elismektedir.

Son olarak, islemleme hizi (iH), ne tek dilli ne de iki dilli grupta okudugunu anlamayi anlamli sekilde
etkilemistir. Bu sonuglar, Catts ve arkadaslarinin (2002) ¢alismasiyla ¢elismektedir. Bu sonucun, islem hizi
(IH) testinin dogasindan kaynaklanmis olabilecegi dusiiniilmektedir; ciinkii iH, basaril ve basarisiz
okuyuculari ayirt etmede daha iyi bir 6l¢iim aracidir.

Mevcut calisma, gesitli yordayicilarin metin anlama stirecine katkida bulundugunu ortaya koymustur.
Tek dilli ve iki dilli gocuklar, FF (fonolojik farkindalik) ve iH (islemleme hizi) disindaki tiim testlerde benzer
performans gostermistir. Ancak, okudugunu anlama siirecinde bilissel ve dilsel becerilere olan
bagimhliklari farklihk géstermistir. Bu bulgular, okudugunu anlamanin gesitli bilissel ve dilsel becerileri
iceren ¢cok katmanh bir beceri oldugu gorisiini desteklemektedir.

Son olarak, ¢alismanin bazi sinirlamalari bulunmaktadir. Birden fazla degiskeni ayni anda 6lgcebilmek
icin kesitsel (cross-sectional) tasarim secilmistir. Ancak, boylamsal (longitudinal) bir yaklasim, tek dilli ve
iki dilli cocuklarin okuma gelisiminin daha seffaf bir sekilde izlenmesini miimkiin kilabilirdi. ikinci olarak,
olgme araglarinda yalnizca Tirkge kullanilmistir. Arapga veriler, iki dilli katilimcilarin okuma gelisimi ve
aktarilan beceri alanlarinin daha iyi anlasilmasina katki saglayabilirdi. Ancak, Hatay ilinde konusulan ve
Standart Arapgadan fonolojik ve morfolojik agidan 6nemli 6lgtide farkli olan yoresel Arapga (Vernacular
Arabic) yazil bir formda degildir ve bu diyalektte testler mevcut degildir.

Sonug

Bu calisma, Tilrkce-Arapca eszamanli iki dilli ve Turkge tek dilli ikinci sinif 6grencilerinde okudugunu
anlamayi yordayan faktorleri incelemistir. Her iki grup icin sonuglar farkl gelisim yollarini gdstermistir.
Ayrica, degerlendirilen tiim bilissel ve dilsel kategorilerde, iki dilli cocuklarin tek dilli gocuklardan daha
disuk performans gostermemesi dikkat ¢ekicidir. Mevcut ¢alisma sonuglari, iki dilli ocuklarda sézciik
bilgisi ve okudugunu anlama becerilerinin problemli oldugu yonindeki yaygin gorisi
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desteklememektedir. Tirk¢ce ve Arapganin eszamanli olarak edinilmesi, iki dilli g¢ocuklarin
performanslarinin tek dilli gocuklarla karsilastirilabilir olmasinin nedeni olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Ek olarak, iki dilliligin yiritiici islev gerektiren gérevlerde basari ile iliskili oldugu bilinmektedir. iki
dillilik, diger faktorlerden bagimsiz olarak ozellikle biligsel etkinliklerde avantaj saglamaktadir. Genel
olarak, bu ¢alismanin sonuglari okudugunu anlamada farkli yordayicilarin katkisini desteklemektedir. Tek
dilli ve iki dilli cocuklar bircok alanda benzerlik géstermis ancak bu faktoérlere olan bagimhliklari farklihk
gostermistir. Bu sonuglar, okumanin dilsel ve genel islem becerilerini gerektiren karmasik bir beceri oldugu
fikrini desteklemektedir. Bu nedenle, okuma degerlendirmelerinde gesitli unsurlarin dikkate alinmasi ¢ok
onemlidir.

Galisma, iki dilli cocuklarin sézciik okuma akicihg ve sézcik bilgisi becerilerinin okudugunu anlama
Uzerinde 6nemli bir etkisi oldugunu, tek dilli ¢ocuklarda ise bigimbirim farkindaliginin (morfolojik
farkindalik) okudugunu anlamanin ana bileseni oldugunu gostermistir. Anlamayi gelistirmek igin
dgretmenler, derslerinde akicilik ve sézciik bilgisini destekleyen etkinliklere yer vermelidir. Ozellikle tek
dilli cocuklarda anlama ulasilmasi i¢in, 6gretmenlerin Tiirkgede bicimbirimleri tanima ve manipile etmeyi
tesvik eden egzersizlere odaklanmasi gerekmektedir.

Mevcut calismanin bulgular ayrica tek dilli ve iki dilli ¢cocuklarin okuryazarlik gelisimi arasindaki
farklilhklarin g6z éniinde bulundurulmasi gerektigini géstermektedir. Ogretmenler, siniflarindaki cok dilli
ogrencilerin bilissel ve dilsel yeteneklerinin ve sinirhliklarinin farkinda olmalidir. Calismadaki iki dilli
katilimcilar, kelime tanima dogrulugunu 6lgen fonolojik farkindalik ve verilen stirede gérevi tamamlama
suresini Olgen islem hizi alanlarinda tek dilli gocuklardan daha iyi performans goéstermistir. Cok dilli
cocuklarin sézcik bilgisi ve okudugunu anlama becerilerinde zayif oldugu yaygin bir inang olsa da, mevcut
calisma bu goérusi desteklememistir. Katilimcilarin eszamanl iki dilliligi nedeniyle, iki dilli grubun bu
becerilerdeki performansi tek dilli cocuklarla karsilastirilabilir dizeydedir.

Bagimlilik Hipotezi'ne (Interdependence Hypothesis, Cummins, 1979) ve Durgunoglu’na (2002) gére,
bir dilde bilissel ve dilsel zorluklar yasayan bireyler, diger dilde de benzer sorunlarla karsilasabilir. Ayrica,
dgrencilerin bir dilde bilgi ifade edememesi her zaman okuma giigliigii isareti degildir. ilk yapilmasi
gereken, o bilgi alanini daha gli¢li olan dilde degerlendirmektir. Zayif dilde heniiz kazanilmamis olabilir.
Bu nedenle, testler mevcutsa 6grencilerin her iki dilde de degerlendirilmesi zorunludur.

Yazar Katki Oranlarn
Yazarlar ¢calismaya esit oranda katkida bulunmustur.
Etik Beyan

Veri toplama sireci oncesinde gerekli tim etik ve kurumsal izinler alinmistir. Tium katilimcilarin
ebeveynlerinden vyazili bilgilendirilmis onam alinmis ve tim arastirma sirecleri ilgili etik ilkeler
dogrultusunda yurutilmastar.
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