KEFAD

http://kefad.ahievran.edu.tr

KEFAD Cilt 24, Say1 2, Agustos, 2023

Ahi Evran Universitesi
Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi

ISSN: 2147 - 1037

An Examination of Reading Comprehension Skills of Readers with
and without Reading Disabilities by Text Genre and Question Type

Resat Alath

Article Information

Abstract

@ CrossMark

DOI: 10.29299/kefad.1174210

12.09.2022
Revised: 09.11.2022
Accepted:  31.01.2023

Received:

Keywords:

Reading,

Reading Disability,
Reading Comprehension,
Text Genre,

Question Type

The purpose of this study is to compare the text and question comprehension abilities
of readers with and without reading disabilities. In this direction, the study included
40 good readers (GR), 40 poor readers (PR), and 40 learning disabilities (LD) in the 2nd
grade, 60 GR, 60 PR, and 53 LD in the 4t grade. The participants answered the reading
comprehension questions for two narrative and two expository texts that were grade-
level suitable. The average overall reading comprehension ratings obtained from both
text categories were used for analyses. In addition, the responses of the participants on
literal, reorganization, inference, prediction, and evaluation questions were recorded
independently, and the influence of having or not having reading difficulties was
evaluated. Consequently, narrative texts were simpler for each group to comprehend
than expository texts, and the presence of a learning disability had a substantial impact
on the comprehension of the text genres. In addition, when the performances of the
participants in the question types were analyzed, it was determined that the “literal”
questions had the highest rate of correct responses, whereas the rate of correct
responses to the questions that each group had to answer using in-text information and

experience was extremely low. In addition, it was revealed that readers with learning
disabilities achieved lower results on all question types than good and poor readers.

Okuma Giigcliigii Olan ve Olmayan Okuyucularin Okudugunu Anlama
Becerilerinin Metin ve Soru Tiirii Ozelinde Incelenmesi

Makale Bilgileri Oz

Bu calismada okuma gilicliigii olan ve olmayan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama
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becerilerinin metin ve soru tiirii 6zelinde incelenmesi amaglanmistir. Bu dogrultuda 2.
sinuflarda 40 iyi, 40 zayif ve 40 6grenme giigliigii, 4. siniflarda 60 iyi, 60 zayif ve 53 6grenme

gligliigii olan okuyucu arastirmaya dahil edilmistir. Calismaya katilan okuyucular simf

Yiikleme:  12.09.2022

Diizeltme:  09.11.2022 diizeyine uygun iki oykiileyici ve iki bilgi veren metne ait okudugunu anlama sorularina

Kabul: 31.01.2023 cevap vermiglerdir. Analizler her iki metin tiiriinden elde edilen toplam okudugunu
anlama puanlarinin ortalamasi iizerinden yiiriitiilmiistiir. Ayrica katilimcilarin bilgi,

Anahtar Kelimeler: diizenleme, ¢ikarim, tahmin ve degerlendirme tiiriinde sorulara verdikleri tepkiler de ayri
ayr1 kaydedilerek okuma giicliigli olma ve olmama durumlarinin soru tiirleri tizerindeki

Okuma, etkisi incelenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara bakildiginda &ykiileyici metinlerin bilgi veren

Okuma Giigliigii, metinlere gore her grup tarafindan daha kolay anlasildigi, 6grenme giigliigii olma

durumunun metin tiirlerinin anlasilmasi tizerinde énemli bir etkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir.
Ayrica, katilmeilarin soru tiirlerinde sergilemis olduklari performanslara bakildiginda,
bilgi sorular1 dogru cevaplanma orani en yiiksek sorular olurken, her grubun metin igi

Okudugunu Anlama,

Metin Tird,
Soru Tiirii bilgileri ve deneyimlerini kullanarak cevaplamalar1 gereken sorularin dogru cevaplanma
oraninin ¢ok diisiik oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Buna ek olarak 6grenme giigliigii olan
okuyucularin tiim soru tiirlerinde iyi ve zayif okuyuculardan daha diisiik sonuglar elde

ettigi gorilmiistiir.
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Giris

Okuma, akademik basarmin ve yeni bilgilerin kazanilmasi siireglerinin en Onemli
degiskenlerinden bir tanesidir (Best, Floyd ve McNamara, 2008). Okuyucular sergiledikleri okuma
davraniglar ile 6grendikleri yeni bilgileri eski bilgi ve deneyimleri ile iligkilendirerek ve var olan dil
becerilerini kullanarak okuduklarindan anlam c¢ikarma cabasi icerisindedirler. Ozellikle okuma
Ogretiminin formal olarak basladig: ilkokulda 6nce okuma Ogrenilmekte, zamanla 6grenmek igin
okuma davranislar1 sergilenmektedir. Bu siire¢ igerisinde de ders kitaplarinda yer alan, farkl
Ozellikteki metinleri okuyarak bilgi edinmektedirler. Genel olarak bakildiginda bu metin tiirlerinin
Oykiileyici ve bilgi veren metinler olmak tiizere iki farkli tiirde oldugu alanyazinda agik sekilde
belirtilmektedir (Basaran ve Akyol, 2009; Bastug ve Keskin, 2011; Primor, Pierce ve Katzir, 2011; Sahin,
2013; Wu, Barquero, Pickren, Barber ve Cutting, 2020; Yildirim, Yildiz, Ates ve Rasinski, 2010).
Okuyucular ilk zamanlarda oykiileyici metinlerle daha sik karsilasirken smnif diizeyinin artmasi ve

daha teknik derslerin siirece dahil olmasiyla birlikte bilgi veren metinlerle karsilasma sikliklar:

artmaktadir (Duke, 2000).

Oykiileyici metinler, kahraman, yer ve zaman gibi diizenlemeler, problem durumu, ¢6ziim ve
sonug seklinde hiyerarsik hikaye yapisina sahip olan (Hall, Sabey ve McClellan, 2005), gercek ya da
hayali olaylarla birlikte duygularin giinliik kelimelerle anlatildig1 (Cain, Oakhil ve Braynt, 2004) ve
tahmin edilebilir metinler olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Diakidoy, Mouskounti ve loannides, 2011). Bilgi
veren metinler ise bir konu hakkinda bilgi veren, anlatimlarinda duygusallik bulunmayan daha diiz
bir anlatim yapisina sahip metinlerdir (Basaran ve Akyol, 2009). Ayrica bilgi veren metinler daha fazla
yeni kelime ve kavramla birlikte kisisel deneyimlerle ilgili daha az bilgi icermektedir (Hall ve
digerleri., 2005). Her iki metin tiirii hiyerarsik yapilar barindirsa da (Meyer ve Poon, 2001) bilgi veren
metin yapilari dykiileyici metinlere gére farklilklar gostermektedir. Oykiileyici metinler genellikle
kahramanin deneyimlerini belirli bir zaman sirasinda yapilandirip, ongoriilebilir bir gelisim yapisiru
takip ederken (Medina ve Pilonieta, 2006) bilgi veren metinler siralama, karsilastirma, tanimlama,
numaralama, problem ¢6ziim ve neden sonug yapilarinda birbirinden farkli anlatim yapilariyla

karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Meyer ve Freedle, 1984).

Alanyazinda yapilan calismalara bakildiginda &ykiileyici metinlerin bilgi veren metinlere
oranla daha kolay anlasildig1 belirtilmektedir (Basaran ve Akyol, 2009; Best ve digerleri., 2008; Denton
ve digerleri., 2015; Diakidoy ve digerleri., 2011; Graesser, Mcnamara ve Kulkowich, 2011; Kudret ve
Baydik, 2016). Bunun altinda yatan sebeplerin basinda Oykiileyici metinlerin sahip olduklar
ozelliklere vurgu yapildig: goriilmektedir. Buna gore Oykiileyici metinleri olusturan kelimelerin
giinliik yasamda daha sik karsilasilan kelimeler olmasi (Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse ve Cai ,2004),
metnin yapisal olarak daha asina olunan anlatim bi¢iminden olusmasi (Graesser ve digerleri., 2004;

Lorch, 2015), 6nceki anlatilanlarla sonraki anlatilanlar arasinda iliski ve duygusal baglar kurmaya izin
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vermesi (Kneepkens ve Zwaan, 1994) oykiileyici metinlerin anlasilmasimi kolaylastiran etmenlerdir.
Bilgi veren metinlerin anlatimindaki tek diizelikleri, yeni kelimelerin ¢ok fazla olmasi, sozdizimsel
olarak daha karmasik yapilar1 icermesi ve okuyucunun 6n bilgilerini kullanmaya izin vermemesi de
bu tiir metinlerin anlasilmasini zorlastirdig: belirtilmektedir (Beers ve Nagy, 2011; Collins, Compton,

Lindstrom ve Gilbert, 2020; McNamara, Graesser ve Louwerse, 2012) .

Metin tiirii okudugunu anlama becerileri iizerinde 6énemli bir degisken olsa da okudugunu
anlama becerilerinin degerlendirilmesi metinlere ait sorularla yapilmakta ve okudugunu anlama
performanslarina soru tiirlerinin de 6nemli etkisi oldugu belirtilmektedir (Day ve Park, 2005).
Metinlere ait soru tiirlerinin bilgi ve c¢ikarimsal olmak {izere iki farkl sekilde karsimiza ciktig
goriilmektedir (Eason, Goldberg, Young, Geist ve Cutting, 2012). Bilgi sorulari, cevabin dogrudan
metin igerisinde yer aldig1 sorular olarak tanimlanirken cikarimsal sorular, metin igerisinde yer alan
bilgiler ve yasam deneyimleriyle iliski kurularak cevaplanmasi gereken sorular olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Kintsch, 1988). Okudugunu anlama becerilerinin degerlendirildigi ¢alismalarda
her ne kadar iki soru tiirii kullanilsa da her bir soru tiiriine ait performans anlizlerinin sirurli oldugu
goriilmektedir (Best ve digerleri., 2008; Diakidoy, Stylianou, Karefillidou ve Papageorgiou, 2005).
Bunun sebebi de okudugunu anlamanin, genellikle, metnin amaci, ana fikri ve temel kavramlarin
anlagilmas1 becerileriyle degerlendirilmesinden kaynaklandigi belirtilmektedir (Samuelstuen ve
Braten, 2005). Bilgi ve ¢ikarimsal sorulara yonelik performanslarin ayri ayri degerlendirildigi sinirh
calismalarda bilgi sorularinin ¢ikarim sorularindan daha kolay oldugu, ek olarak metinde yer alan
bilgileri birlestirerek ¢ikarim yapilmasi gereken sorularin ge¢mis yasam deneyimlerini kullanarak
cevaplanmasi gereken ¢ikarim sorularindan daha kolay cevaplandigi sonucuna ulasilmistir (Brandao
ve Oakhill, 2005; Geiger ve Millis, 2004; Kudret ve Baydik, 2016; Raphael ve Wannacot, 1985).
Cikarimsal sorularda okuyucularin etkili performans sergileyebilmesi igin 6ncelikle konu hakkinda 6n
bilgilerinin olmasi ve bu bilgilerini ne zaman kullanmas:i gerektigini bilmesi gerektigi
vurgulanmaktadir (Eason ve digerleri., 2012). Iyi okuyucularin gikarimsal sorularda gerektigi yerde
on bilgilerine bagvurma anlaminda zayif okuyuculara gore daha basarili olduklari, zayif okuyucularin
da desteklendikleri takdirde bu becerilerinin gelistigini gosteren calismalara rastlanmaktadir (Raphael
ve Pearson, 1985; Raphael, Winograd ve Pearson, 1980; Raphael ve Wonnacott, 1985). Ayrica
okuyucularin bilgi sorularini cevaplarken metne geri doniigler yaptiklari, ¢ikarimsal sorularda ise 6n

bilgileriyle metinde verilen bilgileri iliskilendirdikleri goriilmiistiir (Brandao ve Oakhill, 2005).

Genel olarak bakildiginda okunan metnin anlasilabilmesi igin sdzciik dagarcigi (Gardner,
2004; Oakhill ve Cain, 2012; Ricketts, Nation ve Bishop, 2007, Senechal, Ouelette ve Rodney, 2006;
Tannenbaum, Torgesen ve Wagner, 2006), bilissel beceriler (calisma bellegi, yiiriitiicii islevler vb.)
(Cain ve digerleri., 2004; Cirino ve digerleri., 2019; Cutting, Materek, Cole, Levine ve Mahone, 2009;
Spencer, Richmond ve Cutting, 2019) ve on bilgilerle yeni 6grenilen bilgilerin iligkilendirilmesi

becerileri (Francis, Kulesz ve Benoit 2018; McNamara, Ozuru ve Floyd, 2011) &nemli rol
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oynamaktadir. Fakat okuyucularin metinlerden, bagimsiz olarak, anlam ¢ikartabilmesi i¢in 6ncelikle
metin igerisinde yer alan kelimeleri dogru ve akic1 bir sekilde ¢dziimleyerek okumasi gerekmektedir
(Gough ve Tunmer, 1986). Buna gore okudugunu anlama, ¢dziimleme ve dinledigini anlama olmak
iizere iki bilesenden olusmaktadir (Gough ve Tunmer, 1986; Gough ve Hoover, 1990). Okuyucularin
bagimsiz sekilde basarili bir okuma davranis: sergileyebilmesi i¢in dncelikle kelimeleri ¢oziimlemesi
ve sonrasinda dil becerilerini kullanarak anlama ulagsmast beklenmektedir. Ozellikle 6rgiin 6gretimin
ilk yillarinda ¢oziimleme becerileri okudugunu anlama becerilerinin en 6nemli yordayicisi olarak
karsimiza c¢ikmaktadir (Catts, Hogan ve Adlof, 2005). Bu siire¢te okuyucular, sunulan 6grenme
firsatlar1 ve gelisim Ozelliklerindeki smirliliklar sebebiyle beklenen ¢6ziimleme becerilerini
sergilemekte giicliiklerle karsilasabilmektedirler (Karande, 2022; Miciak ve Fletcher, 2020). Ogrenme
glicliigii olan okuyucular, tani kriterleri dogrultusunda (Gough ve Tunmer, 1986) c¢oziimleme
becerilerinde giicliik yasayan en onemli grup olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir (Roitsch ve Watson, 2019;
Ziegler, Perry ve Zorzi). Ogrenme giigliigii olan okuyucularin kelime ¢éziimlemede (Gustafson, 2001;
Katzir, Wolf, O’Brein, Kennedy, Lovett ve Moris, 2006; Snowling, 1998) ve buna bagl olarak akici
okuma (Katzir ve digerleri., 2006, Lyon, Shaywitz ve Shaywitz, 2003; Shaywitz, 2003) ve okudugunu
anlama (Arabaci, 2022; Carr ve Thompson, 1996; Quinn ve digerleri, 2020; Williams, 1993)

siireclerinde 6nemli sinurliliklar sergiledikleri alanyazinda sik¢a vurgulanmaktadir.

Ogrenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslarini metin ve soru tiirii
ozelinde inceleyen ¢alismalarin oldukca sinirli oldugu goriilmektedir. Yapilan calismalarda 6grenme
glcliigii olan okuyucularin anlama performanslarinin, normal gelisim gosteren okuyuculardan daha
diisiik oldugu (Carr ve Thompson, 1996; Quinn ve digerleri.,, 2020; Williams, 1993) ve Ogrenme
glcliigii olan okuyucularin ¢ikarimsal tiirdeki sorularda daha diisiik performans sergiledikleri
(Barnes, Ahmed, Barth ve Francis, 2015; Carr ve Thompson, 1996; Crais ve Cahpman, 1987; Gersten,
Fuchs, Williams ve Baker, 2001; Hall ve Barnes, 2017) sonucuna ulasilmistir. Bununla birlikte 6grenme
giigliigli olan okuyucularin metinlerin sahip olduklar yapilar hakkinda smirh bilgiye sahip olduklar
(Gajria, Jitendra, Soods ve Sacks, 2007) bu durumun da onlarin okumalar sonrasinda anlamsal
¢ikarimlar yapmalarini olumsuz etkiledigi belirtilmektedir (Gersten ve digerleri., 2001). Bu sonuglar
dogrultusunda 6grenme giligliigii olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama siireglerinde yasadiklar
giicliikleri belirlemek ve gerekli miidahaleleri yapabilmek i¢in planh ¢alismalarin yiiriitiilmesinin

onemli oldugu diistiniilmektedir.

Tiirkiye’de yapilan ¢aligmalara bakildiginda metin tiirlerine yonelik yapilmis olan ¢alismalar
oldugu goriilse de bu calismalarin genellikle normal gelisim gosteren Ogrencilerin metin tiirleri
tizerindeki performanslarin karsilastirilmas: seklinde gergeklestirildigi (Basaran ve Akyol, 2009;
Bastug ve Keskin, 2011; fleri, Oztiirk ve Horzum, 2013; Temizkan, 2008; Tokgoz ve Isik, 2020;
Vatansever Bayraktar, 2015;Yildirim, Yildiz ve Ates, 2011; Yildirim ve digerleri,, 2010) , okuma

glicliigii olan ve olmayan (Baydik ve Seckin, 2012; Ceylan ve Baydik, 2012) ve 6grenme gilicliigii olan
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okuyuculara yonelik c¢alismalarin ¢ok smirli oldugu goriilmektedir. Fakat Tiirk¢e'nin son derece
saydam bir ortografiye sahip olma avantaji buna karsin morfosentaktik (bi¢im s6zdizimsel) olarak ¢ok
karmasgik bir yapiya sahip olmasi dezavantaji diisiiniildiigiinde konuyla ilgili cok daha fazla ¢alisma
yapilamasinin énemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Orgiin egitimlerine kaynastirma ortamlarinda devam
eden 6grenme glicliigii olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslarinin metin ve soru tiirii
Ozelinde incelenmesi etkili miidahale programlarinin gelistirilmesine 6nemli katkilar saglayacaktir.
Ayrica bu calismada hem 2. hem de 4. smif okuyucu gruplariyla calisilacak olmas: okumay1 yeni
Ogrenen ve ilkokulun son yilinda olan okuyucularin gelen performanslar1 hakkinda énemli bilgiler
edinmemize yardimeci olacaktir. Siirecin basinda olan 2. smiflar igin riskli performanslarin ¢ok erken
donemde goriilmesi, ilkokulun son sinifinda olanlar igin de ortaokula ge¢meden 6nce, varsa, riskli
durumlarin belirlenmesine 6nemli katkilar sunulacaktir. Bu amaglar dogrultusunda ti¢ farkh

aragtirma sorusu hazirlanmistir.
Aragtirma sorulart:

1. Okuma gilicliigli olan ve olmayan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslar1 metin

tiiriine gore farklilasmakta midir?

2. Okuma giigliigli olma/olmama durumunun metin tiriine gore okudugunu anlama

tizerinde etkisi var midir?
3. Okuma giicliigii olma/olmama durumunun soru tiirleri tizerinde anlaml etkisi var midir?
Yontem

Bu calisma 2 ve 4. simifa devam eden iyi, zayif ve 6grenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin
okudugunu anlama becerilerini metin ve soru tiirii yoniinden incelemeyi amaclayan betimsel tiirde

bir ¢alismadir.
Katilimcilar

Arastirmada 6grenme glicliigii, iyi okuyucular ve zayif okuyucular olmak tizere ii¢ farkli grup
kattmer  bulunmaktadir. Ogrenme giigliigii olan okuyucularin belirlenmesi asamasinda tiim
katiimcilarin saglik ve Rehberlik Arastirma Merkezleri raporlari temel alinmis olup, tamilari 2.
smifta alinmis olmalari, bagimsiz okuma yapabiliyor olmalar: ve 6grenme giigliigii disinda herhangi
bir yetersizlik durumlarinin bulunmamasi kriter olarak alinmistir. Bu kriterler dogrultusunda Ankara
merkez ilgelerde bulunan, 6zel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezlerinde destek egitim alan ve
calismaya katilim konusunda goniillii olan 2 ve 4. siif 6grenme giigliigii olan okuyucular ¢alismaya
dahil edilmistir. Iyi ve zayif okuyucularin belirlenmesinde 2. siniflar icin toplam 10 ilkokuldan, her
okuldan iki sinif ve her smniftan da dort katilimar (iki iyi ve iki zayif), 4. siflar icin ise 10 ilkokuldan,

her okuldan {i¢ sinif ve yine her smiftan dort katihma (iki iyi ve iki zayif) arastirmaya dahil edilmistir.
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Katilimailarin iyi ve zayif okuyucu olarak gruplandirilmasi asamasinda katilimecilarin sahip
olduklar1 akici okuma becerileri temel alinmigtir. Akici okuma becerilerinin belirlenmesi siirecinde
Okuma Becerileri Degerlendirme Araci’'nda (OBDA) (Alatli, Giildenoglu ve Kargin, 2022) yer alan iyi
ve zayif okuyucularin sahip olduklari akici okuma performanslari temel alinmistir. Buna gore
OBDA’da yer alan iyi okuyucularin akici okuma puan ortalamalarinin iistiinde yer alan okuyucular
iyi, zayif okuyucularin puan ortalamalarmin altinda puan alanlar zayif okuyucular olarak
gruplanmistir. Ogrenci sayisinin belirlenmesi asamasinda her sinif diizeyinde aragtirmaya katilan
O0grenme glicliigii 6grenci sayis1 temel alinarak, o sayiya es ya da yakin olacak sekilde iyi ve zayif
okuyucu sayist belirlenmistir. Buna gore 2. siniflar icin her siniftan iki iyi ve iki zayif olacak sekilde
toplam 80, 4. siniflar i¢in de her smiftan iki iyi ve iki zayif olacak sekilde toplam 120 iyi ve zayif
okuyucu belirlenmistir. Ogrenme giicliigii (OG) olan katilimcilarin belirlenmesi siirecinde Ankara’da
bulunan 06zel egitim ve rehabilitasyon merkezleriyle iletisime gecilmis ve istenen kriterler
dogrultusunda ulagilan ve calismaya goniillii olan tiim OG olanlar katiimci olarak belirlenmistir.
Katilimcilarin sinuf diizeylerine gore dagilimi ve akici okuma performanslarina yonelik performanslari

Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1. Katilimcilarin sinif diizeyine gore dagilimlar: ve akici okuma performanslar:

Akic1 okuma

Sinif Grup N Ort. SS
1 40 94.89 6.74
2.simif 2 40 47.84 8.69
3 40 36.23 18.24
1 60 108.51 9.60
4.s1mif 2 60 71.00 12.57
3 53 57.90 27.43

1=1iyi okuyucular, 2= zayif okuyucular, 3= 6grenme giicliigii olan okuyucular

Araclar

Okuma becerileri degerlendirme arac1 (OBDA): Calismaya dahil edilen katiimcilarin hem akic
okuma hem de okudugunu anlama performanslar1 Alatli, Giildenoglu ve Kargin (2022) tarafindan
gelistirilen OBDA ile degerlendirilmistir. OBDA 2, 4, 6 ve 8. sinif okuyucularin okumanin ¢oéziimleme,
akic1 okuma ve okudugunu anlama boyutlarinda performanslarini degerlendirmeyi amaglayan bir
aragtir. Aracta, akict okuma ve okudugunu anlama becerilerini degerlendirmeye ydnelik her smif
diizeyi i¢in hazirlanmis iki Oykiileyici ve iki bilgi veren metin bulunmaktadir. Akici okuma
becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde okuyucularin dort metine ait dakikada okuduklar1 dogru sozciik
ortalamalar1 hesaplanmaktadir. Okudugunu anlama siirecinde akici okumada kullanilan metinlere
yonelik hazirlanmis c¢oktan se¢meli sorular cevaplanmaktadir. Okuyucular sorulari cevaplarken
metne geri doniis saglayabilmektedir. Okudugunu anlama siirecinde okuyucular bilgi, diizenleme,
tahmin, ¢ikarim ve degerlendirme tiiriinde sorulara cevap vermektedir. 2. siniflar {i¢ ve 4. smiflar

icinde dort segenekli sorular bulunmaktadir. Her iki sinif diizeyi i¢in her metne ait 6 ve toplamda 24
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soru yer almaktadir. Kapsam ve yapi gegerligi saglanan aracin 2. smuflar igin akict okuma boyutu
Cronbach-alfa giivenirligi .95, 4. smiflar icin de .97, okudugunu anlama boyutu test tekrar test

glivenirligi ise 2. smiflar igin .80, 4. sinuflar igin de .70 olarak bulunmustur.
Verilerin analizi

Calismada oOncelikle iyi, zayif ve Ogrenme giicliigii olan okuyucularin kendi iglerinde
okudugunu anlama performanslarinin metin tiirlerine goére anlaml bir fark yaratip yaratmadig:
degerlendirilmistir. Bu asamada verilerin normal dagilim gostermesi sebebiyle iligkisiz Orneklemler

icin T-testi kullanilmistur.

Farkli okuma performanslarina sahip olma durumunun metin tiiriine gore okudugunu
anlamadaki etkisini incelemek i¢in de Cok Faktorlii Varyans Analizi (MANOVA) yapilmistir. Yine
okuyucu profillerinin soru tiirii tizerinde etkisini gérmek igin MANOVA ve her okuyucu grubunun

soru tiirlerini dogru cevaplama yiizdesini gormek igin de betimleyici analiz teknikleri kullanilmaistir.
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar1 Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi
Yonergesi” kapsaminda uyulmas: belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii
olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashig: altinda belirtilen eylemlerden
hicbiri gerceklestirilmemistir. Calisma 117K976 numarali TUBITAK 1001 destekli proje kapsaminda
gerceklestirilmistir. Proje basvuru siireci 2017 yilinda tamamlanmis ve proje 2018 yilinda kabul
edilmistir. 3 yil siiren proje siirecinde galismada yer alan veriler 2020-2021 egitim-6gretim yili

igerisinde toplanmustir.
Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul ad1 = Hasan Kalyoncu Universitesi
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 20.07.2017
Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi=06
Sonuglar

Okuma Giigliigii Olan ile Olmayan Okuyucularin Okudugunu Anlama Performanslarn

Metin Tiiriine Gore Farklilasmakta midir?

Iyi, zayif ve OG olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama performanslarinin, kendi iglerinde,
metin tiirtine gore farklilasip farklilasmadigini gérmek amaciyla Iliskili Orneklemler igin T-testi

yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo-2’'de verilmistir.

Katilimcilar, kendilerine sunulan okudugunu anlama igeriginde dykiileyici metinler igin 12 ve
bilgi veren metinler igin 12 olmak {izere toplam 24 anlama sorusuna cevap vermislerdir. Tablo 2
incelendiginde 2. siuflarda iyi okuyucularin Oykiileyici ve bilgi veren metinlere ait okudugunu

anlama puan ortalamalari arasinda anlaml bir fark goriilmektedir.
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Tablo 2. Gruplarin kendi iglerinde metin tiiriine gore anlama performanslarimin karsilastirilmasi

T-Test

Sinif Grup N Metin Tiirii Mean SS sd t p

1 40 O 9.48 1.71 39 2.18 .04*
B 8.83 1.36

2.sumf 2 40 O 8.38 1.67 39 85 40
B 8.06 1.72

3 40 O 5.78 241 39 4.04 .00%*
B 455 5.78

1 60 O 9.87 1.66 59 6.29 .00%*
B 7.73 2.09

dsumf 2 60 O 9.17 1.84 59 7.03 00**
B 7.08 2.46

3 53 O 7.28 2.23 52 7.07 .00%*
B 5.53 2.35

1=iyi okuyucular, 2=zay1f okuyucular, 3= OG, O=6ykiileyici, B=bilgi veren, **=p<.01, *=p<.05

Sonuglara gore Oykiileyici metinlere ait anlama puanlarmin daha yiiksek oldugu sonucuna
ulagilmistir. Zayif okuyucu grubuna gelindiginde Oykiileyici ve bilgi veren metinlere ait anlama
performanslarinda anlamli bir farkliik olmadigi goriilmiistiir. OG grubun okudugunu anlama
puanlarma bakildiginda Oykiileyici metinlere ait anlama puanlarin bilgi veren metinlere gore

anlaml sekilde yiiksek oldugu sonucuna ulasilmstir.

4. smif okuyucu gruplarin performansina bakildiginda tiim gruplarin dykiileyici metinlere ait
anlama puanlarinin bilgi veren metinlere gore anlamli sekilde daha yiiksek oldugu sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Sonuglar genel olarak degerlendirildiginde 2. sinif zayif okuyucular disinda kalan tiim
gruplarda Oykiileyici metinlere ait okudugunu anlama puanlarinin bilgi veren metinlerden daha

yliksek oldugu goriilmektedir.

Okuma Giigliigii Olma Durumunun Metin Tiiriine Gére Okudugunu Anlama Uzerinde

Etkisi Var midir?

Gruplarin sahip olduklar1 6zelliklerin metin tiirline etkisinin incelenmesi asamasinda
MANOVA kullanilmistir. MANOVA sonrasi elde edilen sonuglara bakildiginda ikinci siiflarda tiim
gruplarin esit sayida katilimciy: icermesi sebebiyle (Field, 2009) Hotteling’s Trace istatistigine gore
okuma giicliigii olup olmama durumunun metin tiiriinde okudugunu anlama iizerinde anlamli bir
etkisi oldugu goriilmektedir ( T=1.26, F(4,230)= 36.23, p=.00). Buna gore Oykiileyici metinlere yonelik
okudugunu anlama becerilerinde iyi okuyucularin zayif ve OG okuyuculardan, zayiflarm da OG
okuyuculardan daha basarili oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. 4. sinif diizeyinde elde edilen sonuglara
Wilks” Lambda istatistigiyle bakildiginda gruplar arasi okudugunu anlamada anlamli bir fark oldugu
(A=.74 F(4,338)=13.64, p=.00) goriilmektedir. Buradaki fark incelendiginde iyi ve zayif okuyucu olma
durumu &ykiileyici ve bilgi veren metinleri anlama siireclerine etki etmezken OG olma durumunun

hem 6ykiileyici hem de bilgi veren metinlerde anlamli bir etkisi oldugu goriilmektedir.
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Okuma Giigliigii Olma Durumunun Soru Tiirleri Uzerinde Anlamli Etkisi Var midir?

Katilimcilar, okudugunu anlama becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde iki dykiileyici ve iki bilgi
veren metne ait coktan se¢meli sorular cevaplamislardir. Buna gore dykiileyici metinlerde toplam 12
ve bilgi veren metinlerde yine toplam 12 soruya cevap vermislerdir. Metinlere ait sorular iki bilgi, bir
diizenleme, bir ¢ikarim, bir tahmin ve bir degerlendirme sorusundan olusmaktadir. Katiimcilarin
sahip olduklari okuyucu oOzelliklerinin her bir soru tiiri {izerinde etkisi olup olmadigina yonelik
analizler MANOVA kullanilarak yapilmistir. 2. siniflar icin elde edilen Wilks” Lambda sonuglarina
bakildiginda sahip olunan okuma giicliigli durumunun soru tiirleri {izerinde anlaml etkisi oldugu
gozlenmistir (A=.39 F(10, 226)=13.64, p=.00). Elde edilen sonucun okuyucu 06zelliginin hangi soru
tiirleri {izerinde etkisi olduguna Tukey HSD degerleriyle bakilmistir. Buna gore bilgi, diizenleme,
¢tkarim ve degerlendirme sorularinda iyi ve zayif okuyucu olma durumunun etkisi olmadig1 fakat OG
olmanin anlaml bir etkisi oldugu gozlenmistir. Sonuglara gore, iyi ile zayif okuyucularin bilgi,
diizenleme, c¢ikarim ve degerlendirme soru tiirlerini dogru cevaplama performanslari arasinda
anlamli bir fark goriilmezken OG okuyucularin iyi ve zayif okuyuculardan anlaml sekilde daha
diisiik performanslar sergiledigi goriilmektedir. Tahmin soru tiiriine yonelik elde edilen sonuglara
bakildiginda ise iyi, zayif ve OG okuyucu olma durumunun anlamh bir farka yol agtig1 iyi
okuyucularin zayif ve OG’lerden anlamli sekilde daha iyi performans sergiledikleri, zayif
okuyucularin da yine OG okuyuculardan anlamli sekilde daha iyi performansa sahip olduklari

sonucuna ulagilmistir.

4. sinuf diizeyinde yer alan katilimcilarla yapilan calismada Wilks” Lambda istatistigine gore
okuyucu 6zelliklerinin soru tiirleri tizerinde anlamli bir etkisi oldugu goriilmektedir (A=.69 F(10,
332)=6.66, p=.00) . Elde edilen sonuglarin 2. sinif katiimcilarin sonuglariyla benzer oldugu sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Buna gore 4. siif iyi ve zayif okuyucu olma durumu bilgi, diizenleme, cikarim ve
degerlendirme soru tiiriinde anlamli bir fark yaratmazken OG olma durumu anlamlh bir farka neden
olmaktadir. Sonuglara bakildiginda OG’lerin hem iyi hem de zayif okuyuculardan anlamli sekilde
daha diisiik performans sergiledikleri goriilmektedir. Tahmin soru tiiriine bakildiginda iyi, zayif ve
OG okuyucu olma durumunun bu soru tiirii {izerinde anlamli bir etkisi oldugu iyi okuyucularin
zayiflardan, zayiflarin da OG okuyuculardan anlamli sekilde daha iyi bir performans sergiledikleri

sonucuna ulagilmistir.

Soru tiirlerinin okudugunu anlama {izerindeki 6nemi diisiiniildiigiinde her bir okuyucu
grubunun sorulari tiirlerine goére dogru cevaplama oranlarin verilmesinin 6nemli oldugu
diisiiniilmektedir. Tablo 3’te smuf diizeylerine gore okuyucu gruplarinin her biri soru tiiriinii dogru

cevaplama yiizdeleri verilmisgtir.
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Tablo 3. Okuyucu gruplarimin soru tiirlerini dogru cevaplama yiizdeleri

Soru Tiirleri %

Sinif Grup N Bilgi Diizenleme Cikarim Tahmin  Degerlendirme
1 40 92 61 71 65 78
2.sinif 2 40 89 70 61 46 70
3 40 58 43 32 35 36
1 60 85 54 66 77 74
4.s1mif 2 60 82 51 58 64 69
3 53 74 39 38 45 49
Genel Ortalama 293 80 53 54.3 55.4 62.7

1=iyi okuyucular, 2=zayif okuyucular, 3=0G

Tablo 3 incelendiginde, bilgi tiirtindeki sorularin dogru cevaplanma ytizdesinin en yiiksek
oldugu bunu da sirasiyla degerlendirme, tahmin, ¢ikarim ve diizenleme sorularimin izledigi
goriilmektedir. Bu sonug¢ da dogru cevabin metin igerisinde dogrudan verildigi anlama sorularinin
cevaplanma yiizdesinin daha fazla oldugunu gosterirken, okuyucularin hem metin igerisinde verilen
bilgileri hem de on bilgilerini kullanarak cevaplamalar1 gereken sorularda onemli sinurliklar

yasadigini gostermektedir.
Tartisma

Bu calismada, {i¢ farkli okuma becerisine sahip okuyucu grubunun &ykiileyici ve bilgi veren
metinlerdeki okudugunu anlama performanslar1 ve bulunduklar1 grubun soru tiirlerinin
cevaplanmasina olan etkisi incelenmistir. Okudugunu anlama performanslar1 OBDA (Alath ve
digerleri, 2022) ile incelenmistir. Inceleme sonucunda Oncelikle aragtirmaya katilan tiim gruplarin
Oykiileyici metinlerde bilgi veren metinlere gore anlami sekilde daha iyi performans sergiledikleri
goriilmiistiir. Elde edilen bu bulgu alanyazinda verilen sonuglarla paralellik gostermektedir (Best ve
digerleri, 2008; Basaran ve Akyol, 2009; Clinton ve digerleri., 2020; Mar, Li, Nguyen ve Ta, 2021).
Farkli okuma performanslar: sergileseler de Oykiileyici metinlerde daha basarili olunmas: bu
metinlerin sahip olduklar:1 yapiyla aciklanmaktadir. Buna gore dykiileyici metinlerin giinlitk yasama
daha fazla atif yapmasi, kullanilan dil yapis1 ve sdzciiklerin daha sik karsilasilan tiirde olmasi ve sahip
oldugu kurguyla okuyucularin yasam deneyimlerine daha fazla atif yaparak duygusal olarak
okuyucuya ulasmas: daha kolay anlasilmalariin en 6nemli sebebi olarak goriilmektedir (Graesser,
McNamara ve Louwerse, 2003; Graesser ve digerleri., 2004; Snow, 2010). Bilgi veren metinlerde yer
alan sozctiiklerin daha az bilinmesi, anlatimin tek diize olmas: ve bir olay kurgusu i¢inde verilmemesi
durumlar1 da bilgi veren metinlerin anlasilmasinin daha zor olmasinin sebepleri olarak

belirtilmektedir (Berman ve Katzenberger, 2004; Graesser ve digerleri., 2003; Snow, 2010).

Okuma giigliigii olma ya da olmama durumunun metin iizerindeki etkisi incelendiginde 2.
smiflarda dykiileyici metinler {izerinde iyi okuyucularin zayif okuyuculardan zayif okuyucularin da
OG olan okuyuculardan daha yiiksek puanlar elde ettikleri ve okumada giiclitk yasanma durumunun
Oykiileyici metinlerin anlagilmasinda énemli bir etkisi oldugu goriilmiistiir. Fakat bilgi veren metinleri

anlama {izerindeki etkilerine bakildiginda iyi ya da zayif okuyucu olmanin anlamli bir etkisi
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goriilmezken sadece OG okuyucu olma durumunun bilgi veren metinleri anlamada anlamli bir etkisi
oldugu goriilmektedir. 4. smiflara gecildiginde ise iyi ya da zayif okuyucu olma durumunun
oykiileyici ve bilgi veren metinler {izerinde anlamli bir etkisi bulunmazken sadece OG olma
durumunun her iki metin tiirtinii anlama puanlar1 tizerinde anlamli bir etkisi goriilmektedir. 2. simf
iyi ve zayif okuyucularin okuma deneyimlerinin az oldugu disiintildiigiinde akici okuma
becerilerindeki performans farklarinin etkisinin, daha sik karsilastiklari, dykiileyici metinleri anlama
becerilerine etki ettigi diisiiniilmektedir. Oykiileyici metinlerdeki iyi ve zayif okuyucu farkinin bilgi
veren metinlerde goriilmemis olmasi her iki grubun bilgi veren metinlerle karsilasma durumlarinin
¢ok az olmasindan kaynaklanmis olabilecegini diisiindiirtmektedir. 4. sinif iyi ve zayif okuyucu olma
durumunun hem 6ykiileyici hem de bilgi veren metinleri anlama performanslar tizerinde anlamli bir
etkisinin olmamasi ise smif diizeyi arttikga okudugunu anlamanin ¢dziimlemeden ¢ok dil becerileri
tarafindan yordandig1 goriisiiyle agiklanabilir (Catts ve digerleri, 2005). OG okuyucu olma
durumunun hem 2 hem de 4. sinifta her iki metin tiiriine yonelik anlama performanslar: {izerinde
anlamli bir etkisinin olmasi OG okuyucularin sahip olduklari ve ilerleyen kademelerde de etkisini
devam ettiren ¢dziimleme ve akici okuma siireclerinde yasadiklar giigliiklerle agiklanabilir (Hulme ve
Snowling, 2016). Buna gore OG okuyucularin kelime ¢dziimleme hizi ve dogrulugunda yasadiklar:
glicliikler her metin tiiriinde okudugunu anlama becerilerini olumsuz yonde etkilemektedir (Hoover
ve Gough, 1990; Kendeou, Savage ve Van den Broek, 2009; Miller ve Smith, 1989; Robinson, Meisenger

ve Joyner, 2019).

Calismada incelenen bir diger alan ise okuma gligliigii olup olmama durumunun soru
tiirlerinin dogru cevaplanmasi iizerinde bir etkisinin olup olmamasidir. 2. sif katilimcilardan elde
edilen sonuglara bakildiginda bilgi, diizenleme, ¢ikarim ve degerlendirme sorularmin dogru
cevaplanmasinda iyi ve zayif okuyucu olma durumunun etkisi bulunmazken OG olma durumunun
etkisi oldugu, tahmin sorularinda ise iyi, zayif ve OG olma durumunun etkisi oldugu iyi
okuyucularin zayiflardan, zayif okuyucularin da OG olan okuyuculardan daha dogru sonuglara
ulastiklar1 goriilmektedir. 4. simif katilimcilara yonelik soru tiirleri iizerinden ulasilan sonuglarin 2.
siniflarla paralellik gosterdigi, tahmin sorusu disinda yer alan soru tiirlerinde iyi ve zayif okuyucu
olma durumunun anlamli bir etkisi olmazken OG olma durumunun etkisi oldugu sonucuna
ulasilmistir. Tahmin sorularinda iyi, zayif ve OG olma durumunun etkili oldugu sonucuna ulasilmis
ve iyi okuyucular zayif okuyuculardan, zayif okuyucular da OG okuyuculardan daha dogru
sonuglara ulagmistir. Tahmin sorularinda ortaya ¢ikan bu farkin metinlerde yer alan tahmin
sorularinin Ozelliginden kaynaklandig1 diistiniilmektedir. Metinlerde kullanilan tahmin sorular:
okuyucularin yasam deneyimlerinden ¢ok metin igerisinde yer alan bilgileri iligkilendirerek tahmin
yapmalarini gerektiren tiirdendir. Bu 6zellikteki sorularin dogru cevaplanma oraninin deneyimler
kullanilarak cevaplanan tahmin sorularindan daha zor oldugu (Brandao ve Oakhill, 2005; Geiger ve

Millis, 2004; Kudret ve Baydik, 2016; Raphael ve Wannacot, 1985) diisiiniildiigiinde okuyucularin
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sahip olduklari okuma performanslarinin dogru cevaplarin oranina etki ettigi sdylenebilir. Bununla
birlikte soru tiirlerinde dogru cevaplanma orani en yiiksek olan soru tiiriiniin bilgi tiirii sorular:
oldugu goriilmektedir. Bilgi sorulariin cevaplarinin metin igerisinde dogrudan verilmis olmasi ve
okuyucularin sorulari cevaplarken metinlere tekrar bakabildikleri diisiiniildiigiinde dogru cevap
verme oranin yiiksek olmasi beklendik bir durum olarak karsimiza ¢ikmaktadir. Tiirkce alanyazinda
yapilan c¢alismalara bakildiginda Tiirkge dersi kitaplarinda yer alan soru tiirlerinin ¢ogunlugunun
bilgi sorularindan olustugu belirtilmistir (Akyol, 2001; Akyol, Yildirim, Ates ve Cetinkaya, 2013;
Celiktiirk Sezgin ve Gediklioglu Ozilhan, 2019; Kocaarslan ve Yamag, 2018). Ayrica Akyol (2001),
Ogretmenlerin kendi hazirladiklar1 anlama sorularinda da bilgi tiiriinde sorular tercih ettikleri
sonucuna ulagsmistir. Bu bilgiler dogrultusunda okuyucularin bilgi tiiriindeki sorulara yonelik
deneyimlerinin fazla oldugu ve bu nedenle bilgi sorularina dogru cevap verme oranlarmin yiiksek
oldugu da diisiiniilmektedir. Alanyazma bakildiginda cevaplarin dogrudan metin igerisinde yer
almadigl, okuyucunun metin igerisinde ortiik sekilde verilen bilgileri ve deneyimlerini kullanarak
kesin bilgilere ulasmalari, ¢ikarimlar, tahminler ve degerlendirmeler yapmalarini gerektiren sorulara
dogru cevap verme oranlarinin diisitk oldugu goriilmektedir (Brandao ve Oakhill, 2005; Eason ve
digerleri., 2012; Geiger ve Millis, 2004). Ayrica uygulama sirasinda okuyucularin diizenleme, ¢ikarim,
tahmin ve degerlendirme tiiriinde sorular1 cevaplarken c¢ok fazla siire harcadiklarina yonelik
gozlemler ve cevabin metin igerisinde yer almadigina iliskin ifadeleri okuyucularin bu tip sorular
cevaplamada énemli smirliliklar1 oldugunu destekler niteliktedir. Ozellikle OG olan okuyucularin
sorulara verdikleri dogru cevap ytiizdelerinin iyi ve zayif gruptan ¢ok daha diisiik oldugu goriilmekle
birlikte, bu durumun OG olan okuyucularin biligsel becerilerde (dikkat, diizenleme, bilgiyi geri
cagirma vb.) (Eason ve digerleri., 2012; Kim, 2016; Taboada, Tonks, Wigfield ve Guthrie, 2009) ve
¢oziimlemede (Garcia ve Cain, 2014; Perfetti ve Hogaboam, 1975) sahip olduklari smirliliktan

kaynaklandig belirtilmektedir.

Sonuglara genel olarak bakildiginda OG olan okuyucularin dykiileyici metinleri bilgi veren
metinlere gore daha kolay anladiklar1 goriilse de karsilastirildiklar1 gruplarla okudugunu anlama
becerilerine gore nemli simirliliklara sahip olduklar1 goriilmektedir. Bu sonuglar dogrultusunda OG
olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama siireclerinde daha basarili sonuglar elde etmeleri icin 6ncelikle
¢ozlimleme becerilerinin desteklenmesinin, sonrasinda farkli metin tiirleri 6zelinde okudugunu
anlama stratejilerinin 6gretilmesinin 6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Bunun i¢in de okulun ilk
yillarinda, oncelikle yasanan giiglitklerin belirlenerek miidahale programlarinin hazirlanmas: ve
okuyucu performanslarinin izlenmesi Onemli goriilmektedir. Okudugunu anlama sorularina
bakildiginda okuyucularin, bilgi sorular1 disinda yer alan soru tiirlerini cevaplamada genel olarak
glicliikleri oldugu goriilmektedir. Her ne kadar okuyucu grubu tiiriinde ¢ikarim, diizenleme,
degerlendirme tiiriindeki sorulara verilen tepkiler anlamli olmasa da sorularin dogru cevaplanma

ylizdelerinin ¢ok diisiik oldugu ve bu durumun kayg: verici oldugu aciktir. Bu giigliigiin ortadan
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kaldirilmasi ve ileride okudugunu anlama siireclerinde daha basarili ¢iktilar elde edilmesi icin
okuyuculara 6grenme firsatlariin sunulmas: ve soru tiirlerinin ¢oziimiinii kolaylastiric1 stratejilerin
Ogretilmesinin  6nemli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir. Ozellikle okuyucularin ev ortamlarinin
zenginlestirilmesiyle de okudugunu anlama becerilerinin desteklendigi (Algiil ve Bozkurt, 2021)
diistintildiiglinde okul dis1 ortamlara yonelik uyarlama g¢alismalarinin yapilmas: okuyucularm

¢ikarim tiirii sorulara dogru cevap verme oranlarini artiracaktir.

lleri aragtirmalarda agik uglu, bosluk doldurma vb. tekniklerle okumada giigliik yasan
okuyucularin farkli metin tiirlerindeki anlama performanslarina ulasilmasi ve kendilerinden sesli
olarak neden o cevabi verdiklerine yonelik doniitler alinmasi okuyucularin performanslar: hakkinda
daha dogru bilgiler elde edilmesine yardima olacaktir. Ayrica dykiileyici metin tiiriinden bilgi veren
metinlere gecis siirecinde okuyuculara metinlerin 6zellikleri hakkinda bilgi vermek ve gerekirse
Ogretimler yapmak okuyucularin bilgi veren metin tiirlerine yoOnelik performanslarin
destekleyecektir. Farkli soru tiirleriyle olabildigince karsilasmalarini saglayarak ogrenme firsatlari
sunulmasi okuyucularin 6n bilgileri ve metin igcindeki bilgileri iliskilendirmelerini kolaylastiracaktir.
Son olarak orgiin 6gretim siireclerinde farkli gelisimsel 6zellikleri bulunan 6grencilerle karsilasmanin
kagmilmaz oldugu da goz oniine alindiginda gerekli donemlerde metin ve soru tiirii iizerinde

yapilandirilmis 6gretimlerin planlanmasinn etkili olacag: diistintilmektedir.

Calismanin Ankara ilinde {i¢ merkez ilcede yapilmis olmas: ve katilimci gruplarin bilissel
performanslarina yonelik verilerin yer almamasi bu c¢alismanin smirlilifn olarak karsimiza
¢ikmaktadir. Bu sinurliliklar dogrultusunda daha genis bir ¢evre ve bilissel performanslara yonelik

bilgilerin yer aldig1 ¢calismalarin yapilmasi ek bir 6neri olarak sunulmaktadir.
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Introduction

Reading is an essential component of academic achievement and the process of acquiring new
knowledge (Best, Floyd and McNamara, 2008). Readers attempt to make sense of what they read by
associating their reading behaviors with the new information they have acquired and their prior
knowledge and experiences, as well as by employing their existing language skills. In elementary
school, where formal reading instruction begins, beginning readers exhibit reading behaviors to learn
over time. In this process, readers acquire knowledge by reading textbooks containing texts of various
genres. In the literature, it is evident that narrative and expository texts predominate (Basaran and
Akyol, 2009; Bastug and Keskin, 2011; Primor, Pierce and Katzir, 201; $Sahin, 2013; Wu, Barquero,
Pickren, Barber and Cutting, 2020; Yildirim, Yildiz, Ates and Rasinski, 2010). While narrative texts are
encountered more frequently in the early grades, expository texts are encountered more frequently as

grade levels increase and more technical courses are incorporated into the curriculum (Duke, 2000).

Narrative texts are defined as predictable texts (Diakidoy, Mouskointi, and Ioannides, 2011)
with a hierarchical story structure in the form of arrangements such as hero, place and time, problem
situation, solution and result (Hall, Sabey and McClellan, 2005); emotions and actual or imagined
events are described using everyday language (Cain, Oakhil and Braynt, 2004). Expository texts, on
the other hand, provide information about a topic and have a narrative structure that is flat and
devoid of emotion (Basaran and Akyol, 2009). In addition, expository texts contain more new words
and concepts and less information about personal experiences (Hall et al., 2005). Although both types
of texts contain hierarchical structures (Meyer and Poon, 2001), the structures of expository and
narrative texts are distinct. While narrative texts typically organize the character's experiences over a
specific period and follow a predictable developmental structure, expository texts feature narrative
structures such as sequence, comparison, description, problem/solution, and cause-and-effect (Meyer

and Freedle, 1984).

According to the studies in the literature, narrative texts are more accessible to comprehend
than expository texts (Basaran and Akyol, 2009; Best et al., 2008; Denton et al., 2015; Diakidoy et al.,
2011; Graesser, Mcnamara and Kulkowich, 2011; Kudret and Baydik, 2016). At the outset of the
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underlying reasons, it is evident that narrative text characteristics are emphasized. Accordingly, the
fact that the words that comprise narrative texts are the most frequently encountered in daily life
(Graesser, McNamara, Louwerse and Cai ,2004), that the text is structurally more familiar (Graesser et
al.,, 2004; Lorch, 2015), and that it permits establishing relationships and emotional ties between
previous and subsequent narrations (Kneepkens ve Zwaan, 1994) all contribute to the narrative texts'
easier comprehension. The monotony in the narrative of expository texts, the abundance of new
words, the more complex syntactic structures, and the inability to utilize prior knowledge make such
texts challenging to comprehend (Beers and Nagy, 2011; Collins, Compton, Lindstréom and Gilbert,

2019; McNamara, Graesser and Louwerse, 2012).

Although the type of text is a significant variable in determining reading comprehension,
reading comprehension skills are evaluated using questions related to the texts, and the type of
questions substantially impact reading comprehension performances (Day and Park, 2005). As
informational and inferential, the question types associated with the texts appear in two distinct ways
(Eason, Goldberg, Young, Geist and Cutting, 2012). While informational questions are defined as those
for which the answer is directly included in the text, inferential questions require establishing a
relationship between the information in the text and personal experiences (Kintsch, 1988). In studies
that evaluate reading comprehension skills, two types of questions are used, but performance analyses
for each question type are limited (Best, Floyd and McNamara, 2008; Diakidoy, Stylianou, Karefillidou
and Papageorgiou, 2005). Reading comprehension is typically evaluated based on the ability to
comprehend the text’s purpose, main idea, and fundamental concepts (Samuelstuen and Braten, 2005).
According to the limited studies that evaluate the performance of each question type separately,
informational questions are easier to answer than inference questions. Questions that require inference
based on the combination of textual information are more accessible to answer than those that require
inference based on past life experiences (Brandao and Oakhill, 2005; Geiger and Millis, 2004; Kudret
and Baydik, 2016; Raphael and Wannacot, 1985). To perform well on inferential questions, readers
must first possess foundational knowledge of the topic and understand when to apply it (Eason et al.,
2012). There are studies demonstrating that good readers are more successful than poor readers when
it comes to applying prior knowledge to inferential questions when necessary and that the skills of
poor readers can be improved with assistance (Raphael and Pearson, 1985; Raphael, Winograd and
Pearson, 1980; Raphael and Wonnacott, 1985). In addition, readers respond to the text when
answering informational questions, whereas when answering inferential questions, they relate their

prior knowledge to the text's information (Brandao and Oakhill, 2005).

In general, vocabulary (Gardner, 2004; Oakhill and Cain, 2012; Ricketts, Nation and Bishop,
2007, Senechal, Ouelette and Rodney, 2006; Tannenbaum, Torgesen and Wagner, 2006), cognitive
skills (working memory, executive functions etc.) (Cain, Oakhill and Braynt, 2004; Cirino et al., 2019;

Cutting, Materek, Cole, Levine and Mahone, 2009; Spencer, Richmond and Cutting, 2019), and the
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ability to associate newly learned information with prior knowledge (Francis, Kulesz and Benoit 2018;
McNamara, Ozuru and Floyd, 2011) are crucial for text comprehension. However, for readers to
independently derive meaning from the texts, they must first correctly and fluently analyze the words
in the text (Gough and Tunmer, 1986). Accordingly, reading comprehension consists of two
components, namely decoding and listening comprehension, and it is expected that readers will first
decode the words and then arrive at the meaning through the use of their language skills to
demonstrate independent reading success (Gough and Tunmer, 1986; Gough and Hoover, 1990).
Decoding skills appear to be the most significant predictor of reading comprehension in the early
years of elementary school (Catts, Hogan, and Adlof, 2005). Due to the learning opportunities
provided and the limitations imposed by developmental characteristics, it may be difficult for readers
to demonstrate the expected decoding skills during the process. Readers with learning disabilities
appear to be the largest group with decoding difficulties (Roitsch ve Watson, 2019; Ziegler, Perry ve
Zorzi, 2020), according to diagnostic criteria (Gough and Tunmer, 1986). Literature frequently
emphasizes that readers with learning disabilities have significant difficulties with word decoding
(Gustafson, 2001; Katzir, Wolf, O’Brein, Kennedy, Lovett and Moris, 2006; Snowling, 1998) and,
consequently, with reading fluency (Katzir et al., 2006, Lyon, Shaywitz and Shaywitz, 2003; Shaywitz,
2003) and comprehension (Arabaci, 2022; Carr and Thompson, 1996; Quinn et al., 2020; Williams,
1993).

There are studies on the reading comprehension skills of readers with learning disabilities;
however, very few studies that examine reading comprehension performance in terms of text and
question type. In the studies conducted, it was determined that the comprehension performance of
readers with learning disabilities was lower than that of readers with normal development (Carr and
Thompson, 1996; Quinn et al.,, 2020; Williams, 1993), and that the comprehension performance of
readers with learning disabilities was lower on questions requiring inference (Barnes, Ahmed, Barth
and Francis, 2015; Carr and Thompson, 1996; Crais and Cahpman, 1987; Gersten, Fuchs, Williams, and
Baker, 2001; Hall and Barnes, 2017). However, the limited knowledge of text structures possessed by
readers with learning disabilities (Gajria, Jitendra, Soods, and Sacks, 2007) hinders their ability to
draw semantic inferences after reading (Gersten et al., 2001). In light of these findings, it is deemed
essential to conduct planned research to determine the difficulties encountered by readers with
learning disabilities in their reading comprehension processes and to implement the necessary

interventions.

When examining the studies conducted in Turkey, it is observed that there are studies on text
types; however, these studies are typically conducted by comparing the performance of normally
developing students on text types (Basaran and Akyol, 2009; Bastug and Keskin, 2011; Tleri, Oztiirk
and Horzum, 2013; Temizkan, 2008; Tokgdz and Isik, 2020; Vatansever Bayraktar, 2015; Yildirim,
Yildiz and Ates, 2011; Yildirim, Yildiz, Ates and Rasinski, 2010), and there are very few studies for
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readers with and without reading difficulties ( Baydik and Seckin, 2012; Ceylan and Baydik, 2012) and
students with learning disabilities. However, in light of the benefit of Turkish's transparent
orthography and the disadvantage of its complex morphosyntactic structure, it is deemed necessary to
conduct additional research on the subject. Examining the reading comprehension ability of readers
with learning disabilities who continue formal education in inclusive environments, in terms of text
and question type, will contribute significantly to the creation of successful intervention programs. In
addition, working with both 2nd and 4th-grade reader groups in this study will allow us to obtain
important information about the reading abilities of those who are just learning to read and those in
their final year of elementary school. The fact that risky behaviors are observed very early for the 2nd
graders who are at the beginning of the process will also contribute significantly to identify risky
situations, if any, before the 4th graders transition to secondary school. To this end, three specific

research questions were formulated.
Research questions:

1) Do the reading comprehension performances of readers with and without reading

difficulties differ according to the text type?

2) Does having/not having a reading disability have an affect on reading comprehension

according to the text type?
3) Does having/not having a reading disability have a significant effect on the question types?
Method

This descriptive study aims to examine the reading comprehension skills of good readers,
poor readers, and readers with learning disabilities in the 2nd and 4th grades in terms of text and

question type.
Participants

The study includes three distinct groups of participants: those with readers with learning
disabilities, good readers, and poor readers. During the identification of readers with learning
disabilities, the Health and Guidance Research Centers reports of all participants served as the basis
and the following criteria were applied. All participants must have been diagnosed in the second
grade, they must be able to read independently, and they must not have any other disabilities besides
learning disabilities. Following these criteria, the study included 2nd and 4th grade readers with
learning disabilities who resided in the central districts of Ankara, received support training in special
education and rehabilitation centres, and volunteered to participate. In the determination of good and
poor readers, a total of 10 primary schools for the 2nd grade, two classes from each school and four

participants from each class (two good and two poor), and for the 4th grade, ten primary schools,
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three classes from each school, and four participants from each class ( two good and two poor) were

included in the study.

The participants' reading fluency was considered as a basis for categorizing the participants
into good and poor readers. To determine fluency in reading, the Reading Skills Assessment Tool
(RSAT) (Alath, Guldenoglu, and Kargin, 2022) scores of good and poor readers were utilized. Those
who score at or above the mean score for good readers on the RSAT's fluent reading subtest are
classified as good readers, while those who score at or below the mean score for poor readers are
classified as poor readers. When determining the number of good and poor readers, the number of
students with learning disabilities participating in the study at each grade level was used as a
benchmark, and an equal or close number of participants was sought. Accordingly, for the 2nd
graders, a total of 80 good and poor readers were identified, with two good and two poor readers
from each class, and for the 4th graders, a total of 120 good and poor readers were identified, with two
good and two poor readers from each class. In order to identify participants with learning disabilities
(LDs), special education and rehabilitation centres in Ankara were contacted, and all LDs who met the
study's inclusion criteria and volunteered to participate were identified as participants. Table 1

displays the distribution of participants according to their grade levels and their fluency in reading.

Table 1. Distribution of participants by grade level and performances in fluent reading

Fleunt Reading
Grade Group N Mean SS
1 40 94.89 6.74
2nd 2 40 47.84 8.69
3 40 36.23 18.24
1 60 108.51 9.60
4th 2 60 71.00 12.57
3 53 57.90 27.43

1= good readers, 2= poor readers, 3= LDs

Tools

Reading skills assessment tool (RSAT): The RSAT developed by Alatli, Giildenoglu, and Kargimn
(2022) was utilized to assess the participants' fluency and comprehension of reading. RSAT is a tool
designed to assess students’ reading performance in the 2nd, 4th, 6th, and 8th grades in terms of
decoding, fluency, and comprehension. In the tool, two narrative texts and two expository texts are
prepared for each grade level to assess reading fluency and comprehension. The average number of
correct words read per minute across four texts is determined in assessing reading fluency. Answering
multiple-choice questions prepared for texts used in reading fluency is part of the reading
comprehension process. The readers may reread the passage while answering the questions. In the
process of reading comprehension, readers respond to knowledge, regulation, prediction, inference,
and evaluation questions. In reading comprehension, readers respond to literal, reorganization,

prediction, inference, and evaluation questions. There are three for 2nd grade questions and four for
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4th grade questions. There are six questions per text for each grade level, for a total of twenty-four
questions. The tool's Cronbach-alpha reliability for 2nd graders is 0.95 and for 4th graders it is 0.97.
The test-retest reliability of the reading comprehension dimension was 0.80 in the 2nd grade and 0.70

in the 4th grade.
Analysis

The study first determined whether there was a statistically significant difference between the
reading comprehension performance of each group (good readers, poor readers and LDs) based on
the type of text. At this point, the T-test was utilized for Unrelated Samples due to the normal

distribution of the data.

MANOVA was conducted to determine the impact of the reader group on text-type-specific
reading comprehension. The MANOVA test was used to determine the effect of reader profiles on the
question type, and descriptive analysis techniques were employed to determine the percentage of

correct responses for each reader group.
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,"
were not carried out. The study was conducted as part of the TUBITAK 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

Do the reading comprehension performances of readers with and without reading

difficulties differ according to the text type?

Table-2 displays the results of a T-test conducted on Related Samples to determine whether

the reading comprehension abilities of good, poor, and LD readers differ depending on the text type.
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Table 2. Comparison of the comprehension performances of the groups according to the text type

T-Test

Grade Group N Text Type Mean SS sd t p

1 40 O 9.48 1.71 39 2.18 .04*
B 8.83 1.36

ond 2 40 O 8.38 1.67 39 85 40
B 8.06 1.72

3 40 O 5.78 241 39 4.04 .00%*
B 455 5.78

1 60 O 9.87 1.66 59 6.29 .00%*
B 7.73 2.09

. 2 60 O 9.17 1.84 59 7.03 .00%*
B 7.08 2.46

3 53 O 7.28 2.23 52 7.07 .00%*
B 5.53 2.35

1= good readers, 2= poor readers, 3= LDs

In the presented reading comprehension content, participants answered a total of 24
comprehension questions, 12 for narrative texts and 12 for expository texts. Examining Table 2 reveals
a significant difference between the reading comprehension scores of good 2nd grade students for
narrative and expository texts. According to the results, it was determined that good readers have
higher narrative text comprehension scores. There was no significant difference between the
comprehension performance of narrative and expository texts among poor readers. When examining
the reading comprehension scores of the LD group, it was determined that the scores for narrative

texts were significantly higher than those for expository texts.

Considering the performance of the 4th grade reader groups, it was concluded that the
comprehension scores of the narrative texts of all groups were significantly higher than the expository
texts. In general, the reading comprehension scores of narrative texts are higher than those of

expository texts across all groups, except for the 2nd grade poor readers.

Does having/not having a reading disability have an effect on reading comprehension

according to the text type?

MANOVA was used to examine the effects of the characteristics of the groups on the text
type. Examining the MANOVA results reveals that the presence of reading difficulties has a
significant effect on text-type reading comprehension, as indicated by the Hotteling's Trace statistic (
T=1.26, F(4,230)= 36.23, p=.00), since all groups contained an equal number of second-grade
participants (Field, 2009). Accordingly, in reading comprehension skills for narrative texts, good
readers were more successful than poor and LD readers, while poor readers were more successful
than LD readers. In addition, it was determined that the status of being a good or poor reader did not
affect the reading comprehension of expository texts. In contrast the status of having a learning
disability was influential in the process of comprehending expository texts. Consequently, while there

was no significant difference between the comprehension abilities of good and poor readers, LD
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participants performed significantly lower than both good and poor readers. Examining the 4th grade
results with Wilks' Lambda statistics (A=.74 F(4,338)=13.64, p=.00) reveals a significant difference in
reading comprehension between the groups. In this study, the status of being a good or poor reader
does not affect the comprehension processes of narrative and expository texts. In contrast the status of
having LD significantly affect both types of texts. Regarding comprehension of narrative and
expository texts, there was no significant difference between the performance of good and poor
readers, while readers with learning disabilities performed significantly lower than both good and

poor readers.
Does having/not having a reading disability have a significant effect on the question types?

As part of the evaluating their reading comprehension, participants answered multiple-choice
questions regarding two narrative and two expository texts. Therefore, they responded to a total of 12
questions pertaining to narrative texts and 12 questions pertaining to expository texts. Textual
questions consist of two literal questions, one reorganization question, one inference question, one
prediction question, and one evaluation question. MANOVA analyses were conducted to determine
whether participants' reader characteristics affected the each question type. Examining the Wilks'
Lambda results (A=39 F(10, 226)=13.64, p=.00) for second graders revealed that the reader
characteristics had a significant influence on the question types. Tukey HSD values were analyzed to
determine which question types the reader characteristic affected. Consequently, it was observed that
being a good or poor reader had no effect on literal, reorganization, inference, and evaluation,
whereas having LD had a significant effect. The performance of LD readers was significantly below
that of good and poor readers. The conclusion that there is a significant difference between the
performance of good, poor, and LD readers on prediction questions, with good readers performing
significantly better than poor and LD readers and poor readers performing significantly better than

LD readers has been reached.

According to Wilks' Lambda statistic (A=.69 F(10, 332)=6.66, p=.00), in the study conducted
with 4th grade participants, the reader characteristics have a significant impact on the types of
questions. Results are comparable to those of 2nd grade participants. Accordingly, being a good or
poor reader in the 4th grade does not significantly affect the types of literal, reorganization, inference,
and evaluation questions, whereas the status of having LD does. The results indicate that LDs perform
significantly lower than good and poor readers. Looking at the prediction question type, it was
determined that being a good, poor, or LD reader had a significant effect on this question type, with
good readers performing significantly better than poor readers and poor readers performing

significantly better than LD readers.

Given the significance of question types on reading comprehension, it is deemed essential to

provide the correct response rates of each reader group to each question type. Table 3 provides the
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percentages of correct responses to each question type by reader groups by grade level. Table 3
displays the percentages of correct responses to each question type by reader group according to

grade level.

Table 3. Percentages of correct responses to each question type by reader group

Question Type %
Grade Group N Literal Reorganization Inference Prediction Evaluation
1 40 92 61 71 65 78
2nd 2 40 89 70 61 46 70
3 40 58 43 32 35 36
1 60 85 54 66 77 74
4th 2 60 82 51 58 64 69
3 53 74 39 38 45 49
Mean 80 53 54.3 55.4 62.7

1=good readers, 2=poor readers, 3=LDs

Examining Table 3 reveals that the percentage of correct answers to literal questions is the
highest, followed by evaluation, prediction, inference, and reorganization questions, in that order.
This result indicates that the percentage of answers to comprehension questions where the correct
answer is given directly in the text is higher and that the readers have significant limitations in the

questions they need to answer using both the information given in the text and their prior knowledge.
Discussion

In this study, an attempt was made to examine the reading comprehension performances of
reader groups with three distinct reading abilities on narrative and expository texts, as well as the
effect of their group on the question types. First, it was determined that all research participants
performed better with narrative texts than with expository texts. This result is consistent with those
reported in the literature (Best et al, 2008; Basaran and Akyol, 2009; Clinton, Taylor, Bajpayee,
Davison, Carlson and Seipel, 2020; Mar, Li, Nguyen and Ta, 2021). Although they demonstrate
different reading abilities, the structure of narrative texts explains why they perform better in this
area. Accordingly, the fact that narrative texts have a simple language structure, the words are more
frequently encountered. The fact that they emotionally engage the reader by making more references
to the readers' life experiences with the fiction they have is viewed as the most significant reason for
their easier comprehension (Graesser, McNamara and Louwerse, 2003; Graesser et al., 2004; Snow,
2010). The lesser familiarity of the words in the expository texts, the monotony of the narration, and
the absence of an event structure are also cited as reasons why the informative texts are more difficult

to comprehend (Berman and Katzenberger, 2004; Graesser et al., 2003; Snow, 2010).

Examining the effect of having or not having a reading disability on the text revealed that
good readers of narrative texts obtained higher scores than poor readers and poor readers obtained
higher scores than LD readers in the 2nd grade, and having a reading disability had a significant

impact on the comprehension of narrative texts. However, when the effects on understanding the
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expository texts are examined, it is seen that there is no significant effect of being a good or poor
reader, while only being an LD reader has a significant effect on understanding the informative texts.
In 4th grade, only the status of having LD substantially affected comprehension scores for both
narrative and expository texts, while the status of being a good or poor reader had no effect at all.
Given that both good and poor 2nd grade readers have limited reading experience, it is thought that
differences in fluent reading skills affect their ability to understand narrative texts, which they
encounter more frequently. The fact that the characteristic of being a good or poor reader does not
affect the comprehension scores of expository texts suggests that both groups have less experience
with encountering such texts. Being a good and poor reader does not affect the comprehension of
narrative and expository texts in the 4th grade can be explained by the fact that, as grade levels
improve, reading comprehension is predicted by language abilities rather than decoding (Catts et al.,
2005). Given that both good and poor readers with normal development do not have a diagnosis that
does not affect their language skills, it is reasonable to conclude that the outcome was predictable. The
fact that being an LD reader has a significant effect on comprehension performance for both text types
in the 2nd and 4th grades can be explained by the difficulties that LD readers have with decoding and
fluent reading, which continue to be effective in subsequent grades (Hulme and Snowling, 2016).
Consequently, the difficulties that LD readers have with word decoding speed and accuracy have a
negative impact on their reading comprehension skills across all text types (Hoover and Gough, 1990;
Kendeou, Savage and van den Broek, 2009; Miller and Smith, 1989; Robinson, Meisenger and Joyner,
2019).

The study also investigates whether a reading disability affects the accuracy of responses to
various question types. There is no effect of being a good or poor reader on properly answering the
literal, reorganization, inference, and evaluation questions. Still there is an effect of being an LD and
an effect of being a good, poor, or LD on the prediction questions. It is observed that they achieve
more precise results than readers with learning disabilities. Regarding the question types, the 4th
graders' findings resemble those of the 2nd graders. The conclusion was that while the status of being
a good or poor reader did not affect the sorts of questions other than the prediction question, the
status of having a LD did. Being a good, poor, or LD reader is advantageous for answering prediction
questions. Good readers produced more accurate results than poor readers, whereas poor readers
produced more accurate results than LD readers. This variation is believed to be attributable to the
nature of the prediction questions in the texts. The prediction questions in the texts demands readers
to create inferences based on the material in the text, as opposed to their own life experiences. Given
that the rate of accurate responses to these questions is more complicated than the rate of correct
answers to prediction questions responded using experience (Brandao and Oakhill, 2005; Geiger and
Millis, 2004; Kudret and Baydik, 2016; Raphael and Wannacot, 1985), it can be stated that the reading

performances of the readers influence the rate of correct answers. However, among question types,
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the type of question with the highest rate of right responses is the literal type. Considering that the
answers to the information questions are provided directly in the text and that the readers can reread
the texts while responding, a high proportion of correct responses is anticipated. Examining the
studies in Turkish literature reveals that the majority of the question types in Turkish course books
consist of literal questions (Akyol, 2001; Akyol, Yildirim, Ates and Cetinkaya, 2013; Celiktiirk Sezgin
and Gediklioglu Ozilhan, 2019; Kocaarslan and Yamag, 2018). In addition, Akyol (2001) concluded that
teachers favour literal-based questions when creating their comprehension questions. Based on this
information, it is assumed that readers have a great deal of experience with questions of this sort;
hence, the rate of correct responses to literal questions is high. On the other hand, the rate of correct
answers to questions that are not directly included in the text and that require the reader to derive
specific information and make inferences, predictions, and judgments based on facts and experiences
implicit in the text is low (Brandao and Oakhill, 2005; Eason et al., 2012; Geiger and Millis, 2004). In
addition, the observations that the readers spent a great deal of time answering questions requiring
reorganization, inference, estimation, and evaluation, and the assertions that the answers were not
provided in the text, indicate that the readers have significant limitations in answering such questions.
Although it is seen that the percentage of accurate responses given by LD readers is significantly
lower than that of the good and weak groups, it is suggested that this is due to the LD readers' deficits
in cognitive skills (attention, regulation, recalling information, etc.) (Eason et al.,, 2012; Kim, 2016;
Taboada, Tonks, Wigfield and Guthrie, 2009) and decoding (Garcia and Cain, 2014; Perfetti and
Hogaboam, 1975).

Examining the results reveals that, despite readers with learning disabilities comprehend
narrative texts more easily than expository texts, their reading comprehension skills are significantly
inferior to those of the comparison groups. In light of these findings, it is believed that it is crucial first
to strengthen decoding abilities and then teach reading comprehension strategies unique to particular
text genres in order for readers with LD to achieve greater success in their reading comprehension
processes. In order to accomplish this, it is necessary to identify the difficulties encountered during the
first years of school, develop intervention programs, and monitor readers' performance. In reading
comprehension questions, readers typically struggle to answer questions that are not literal-based.
Even if the responses to the inference, reorganization, and evaluation questions for the reader group
type are not statistically significant, it is evident that the percentage of accurate answers is deficient,
which is alarming. It is believed that it is essential to provide the readers with learning opportunities
and teach the strategies that facilitate the solution of the question types in order to eliminate this
difficulty and achieve more successful outcomes in future reading comprehension processes.
Considering that the readers' reading comprehension skills are bolstered, particularly by an enriched
home environment (Algiil and Bozkurt, 2021), adaptation studies for out-of-school environments will

increase the proportion of readers who correctly answer inference-type questions.
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In further research, reaching the comprehension performances of readers with reading
difficulties using open-ended, fill-in-the-blank etc. techniques in different text types and receiving
feedback on why they gave that answer aloud will help to obtain more accurate data regarding the
performance of the readers. In addition, in transitioning from narrative text to expository text,
informing the readers about the characteristics of the texts and, if necessary, instructing them will
improve the performance of the readers concerning expository text types. It will be easier for readers
to make connections between prior knowledge and information in the text if learning opportunities
are maximized by exposing them to various question types. Lastly, given the inevitability of
encountering students with different developmental characteristics in formal education, it is believed
to be effective to plan structured instruction for text and question types during the appropriate

periods.

This study is limited because it was conducted in three central districts of Ankara and there is
no information on the cognitive performance of the participant groups. In light of these limitations, an
additional recommendation is made to conduct studies that include information on a broader

environment and cognitive performance.
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