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ABSTRACT

The aim of this study is to compare student performance obtained from a multiple choice test and a cloze
test in terms of the cognitive processes and operational characteristics underlying these test formats. A total
of 102 middle school students enrolled in the 7th and 8th grades participated in the study. The research was
conducted using a correlational design, and the data were analyzed through quantitative statistical methods.
The results revealed a strong positive correlation between multiple-choice test scores and cloze test scores
and showed that cloze test performance significantly predicted multiple-choice test performance. These
findings indicate that the two test formats measure overlapping cognitive processes and may be used as
complementary assessment tools. In addition, the study examined the predictive power of total scores
obtained from multiple-choice items corresponding to different cognitive levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy on
cloze test performance. The results showed that items at the analysis level had a higher predictive power
for cloze test performance compared to items at other cognitive levels. While items at the remembering and
understanding levels also significantly predicted cloze test performance, items at the application level did
not demonstrate a significant effect. This pattern suggests that cloze tests are particularly associated with
mid-level cognitive processes, such as text comprehension and analysis.with regard to the classification of
reading proficiency levels, a limited level of agreement was found between the two test formats. More than
half of the participants were classified into different reading proficiency levels depending on their
performance on the two tests.
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Reading comprehension is the process of constructing meaning from written
texts and processing information. This complex process relies on the coordination of
multiple cognitive operations (Kendeou, McMaster, & Christ, 2016; Tighe &
Schatschneider, 2016). Reading skills are essential for individuals’ academic
achievement as well as their social functioning. Through reading, students gain access
to information and acquire new concepts (Pretorius, 2002). Beyond academic
contexts, reading ability also plays a significant role in the development of social and
emotional competencies. Research has demonstrated a positive correlation between
socioemotional skills and reading comprehension (Yu, Yu, & Tong, 2023). In
addition, reading has been shown to enhance mental imagery abilities (Pino & Mazza,
2016). In particular, engagement with fictional texts provides a learning context that
supports social and emotional learning (Kozak & Recchia, 2019). Therefore, the
development of reading comprehension skills is crucial for individuals’ success in
both academic and social domains. Given the multidimensional and functional nature
of reading comprehension, its assessment must be conducted in a valid and reliable
manner. Accordingly, how reading comprehension is measured and the extent to
which the observed performance reflects underlying cognitive processes constitute a
central issue in the field of educational measurement and assessment.

Assessing reading comprehension is important for determining individuals’
information processing abilities and their level of meaning construction from texts.
This assessment is conducted through various tests designed to measure reading skills.
The main test types used in the assessment of reading comprehension include multiple
choice tests, open ended questions, yes/no or true/false questions, cloze tests, short
answer questions, sequencing questions, interpretive and evaluative questions, and
summarization tasks (Ulper, 2010, pp. 123—136). These diverse testing techniques
reflect the multidimensional nature of reading comprehension and are designed to
assess different aspects of this skill.

Reading comprehension involves not only recalling information from a text but
also higher order cognitive processes such as meaning construction, analysis,
synthesis, and evaluation. Accordingly, the assessment techniques used to evaluate
this skill have been diversified to encompass these cognitive processes. Nevertheless,
among the assessment methods mentioned above, multiple choice questions remain
the most widely used format (Ozuru et al., 2007). In Turkey, multiple choice items
are extensively employed at almost all levels of education, not only to measure
students’ reading comprehension performance but also to assess academic
achievement across various subject areas. At the international level, this item format
has long been included in large-scale assessments such as PISA, TOEFL, IELTS,
SAT, and GRE.

The preference for multiple choice tests can be attributed to several factors,
including their capacity to assess higher order thinking skills, their cost-effectiveness,
and their high reliability (Little & Bjork, 2015). In addition, well-constructed multiple
choice tests demonstrate high content validity and are not affected by rater bias during
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the evaluation process. Because students are not required to produce extended written
responses, writing skills are not involved in the assessment process, allowing reading
comprehension to be evaluated more directly (Ulper, 2010, pp. 123—124). Owing to
these characteristics, multiple choice tests occupy an important place in educational
systems and measurement and assessment practices.

Despite their advantages, multiple choice tests also have several limitations. One
major concern is the possibility of selecting the correct answer by chance (Ulper,
2010, p. 124; Cooper & Foy, 1967). In addition, the development of valid and reliable
multiple choice tests is a complex process and typically requires pilot testing and item
analysis (Ulper, 2010, p. 124; Fuhrman, 1996; Gierl et al., 2017). Furthermore, some
researchers have raised concerns about whether multiple choice tests directly assess
reading ability. For example, Rupp et al. (2006) demonstrated that participants often
perceive responding to multiple choice questions as a problem-solving task rather than
areading comprehension task. This finding suggests that students may adopt strategies
that differ from those they typically use while reading a text. Similarly, Daneman and
Hannon (2001) showed that some multiple choice questions can be answered through
reasoning alone, without reading the accompanying text. Keenan and Betjemann
(2006) also reported that certain items in multiple choice tests could be answered
without requiring students to engage with the text itself. Taken together, these findings
point to the limitations of multiple choice tests in measuring reading ability and
underscore the importance of considering alternative assessment methods.

One of the important test types used to assess reading comprehension is the cloze
test. In these tests, specific words or phrases are removed from a text, and students are
expected to complete the blanks with appropriate words. Numerous studies have
demonstrated that cloze tests can be used as valid and reliable instruments for
measuring language skills in both first and second language contexts (Aitken, 1977;
Sumita et al., 2005; Ulusoy, 2009; Zhang et al., 2023). In addition, several studies
have shown that cloze tests exhibit high correlations with other language proficiency
measures and provide reliable assessments of language proficiency (Gooskens & van
Heuven, 2017; Gaillard & Tremblay, 2016; Luchkina et al., 2021). Taken together,
these findings indicate that cloze tests constitute reliable tools for the assessment of
language skills.

Like multiple choice tests, cloze tests also exhibit several limitations. Many
researchers argue that cloze tests are insufficient for measuring reading
comprehension beyond the sentence level (Kleijn, Pander Maat, & Sanders, 2019;
Gellert & Elbro, 2012). In addition, these tests are often reported to assess primarily
lower-level language skills (Alderson, 1980). Wismann et al. (2018) demonstrated
that cloze tests do not support students’ ability to transfer acquired knowledge to
deductive reasoning tasks, indicating limitations in their capacity to assess higher-
order cognitive skills. Furthermore, the study by Baghaei and Ravand (2019) showed
that cloze items account for variance beyond general reading comprehension ability.
In other words, performance on cloze items cannot be explained solely by reading
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comprehension skills. This finding suggests that cloze tests may measure abilities that
differ from the targeted reading skill. Consequently, serious concerns have been raised
regarding the validity of cloze tests and the scope of the skills they purport to measure.

The studies summarized above indicate that multiple choice and cloze tests
possess different strengths and limitations in assessing reading comprehension. This
situation raises important questions regarding how scores obtained from these tests
should be interpreted and to what extent they reflect the targeted reading skill.
Accordingly, the validity of the assessment tools used to evaluate reading
comprehension performance emerges as a central issue that warrants careful
consideration.

Multiple choice tests, which are widely used in the assessment of reading
comprehension, can provide objective and reliable measurements when they are well
constructed. However, they also entail notable limitations, particularly with respect to
representing higher-order thinking skills and the possibility that correct answers may
be selected through guessing (Puthiaparampil & Rahman, 2020).

Cloze tests, by contrast, require the simultaneous use of syntactic structure,
lexical knowledge, and contextual cues, thereby allowing for a more integrated
assessment of multiple linguistic processes associated with reading comprehension
(Kleijn, Maat, & Sanders, 2019). High correlations observed between cloze tests and
standard reading and language proficiency measures indicate that these tests can offer
valid assessments, particularly in distinguishing lower and mid level reading skills
(Fotos, 1991; Kleijn, Maat, & Sanders, 2019; Bréaten, Haverkamp, & Anmarkrud,
2024). Nevertheless, the heavy reliance of traditional item formats on sentence level
linguistic processing may limit the adequate representation of discourse level
coherence building and higher-order comprehension processes.

Determining Reading Levels Using Multiple-Choice and Cloze Tests

Identifying readers’ proficiency levels using various reading comprehension
tests is essential for determining the sources of difficulties in reading comprehension
and for defining different reader subtypes Auphan et al., 2019). In the relevant
literature, research comparing multiple choice tests and cloze tests in terms of their
effectiveness in measuring reading levels dates back to the 1960s. Bormuth (1967),
for instance, compared cloze tests and multiple choice tests with respect to their
capacity to assess reading comprehension levels. The findings of this study indicate
that scores obtained from cloze tests can be aligned with scores from multiple choice
tests. For example, a 38% success rate on a cloze test corresponds to a 75% success
rate on a multiple choice test. Similarly, a student who achieves a 50% score on a
cloze test is expected to obtain approximately 90% on a multiple choice test. In his
study, Bormuth categorized scores from both cloze and multiple choice tests into three
levels; however, he did not assign specific labels to these levels.
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In a similar line of research, Rankin and Culhane (1969) also reported that cloze
test scores could be interpreted as equivalent to the percentage scores obtained from
multiple choice tests, thereby supporting Bormuth’s findings. In their study, the
researchers classified readers into two levels: independent and instructional. To reach
the independent reading level, students were required to achieve a 90% success rate
on multiple choice tests. At this level, students are able to read and comprehend the
material on their own. To attain the same independent reading level on a cloze test,
students were required to answer 61% of the cloze items correctly, which indicates
the ability to comprehend the text independently. For the instructional reading level,
a success rate of 75% on multiple choice tests was required. Students at this level are
able to comprehend the material with teacher guidance or within a supportive
instructional context. To meet the instructional reading level on the cloze test, a
success rate of 41% was considered sufficient, indicating that instructional support is
necessary for adequate comprehension of the text.

In his study, Cetinkaya (2010, p. 35) synthesized previous research and
compared reading proficiency levels based on cloze tests and multiple choice tests.
These levels were classified into three categories: frustrated, instructional, and
independent. Readers at the frustrated level correctly completed less than 35% of the
cloze items and answered fewer than 50% of the multiple choice questions correctly.
Instructional level readers correctly completed 35-50% of the cloze items and
answered 50-70% of the multiple choice questions correctly. Independent readers, by
contrast, achieved more than 50% accuracy on cloze items and exceeded a 70%
correct response rate on multiple choice tests. This classification provides a
framework for determining reading proficiency levels using both test formats.

The alignment between these reading levels has been examined in only a limited
number of empirical studies. In his study, Wait (1987) reported a significant positive
relationship between participants’ scores on a cloze test and their scores on a separate
reading comprehension assessment. Similarly, Kizilaslan Tunger and Erden (2015)
classified participants into three group-independent, instructional, and frustrated-
based on their scores on cloze tests and multiple-choice tests, and found a moderate,
positive correlation between the two test types in determining reading proficiency
levels.

Investigating the relationship between multiple choice tests and cloze tests,
which are widely used to measure reading comprehension, is important for improving
measurement and assessment practices in education. This study examines the
alignment between these two test types in a comprehensive manner. Previous research
has generally compared multiple-choice and cloze tests in terms of reading
comprehension outcomes and the relationships between the scores obtained from
different item formats. These studies have focused on the extent to which scores
derived from different item types converge or diverge, as well as on whether observed
performance differences are associated with test format. Unlike these approaches, the
present study does not limit the comparison to overall test scores. Instead, multiple
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choice items are classified according to the cognitive levels targeted by Bloom’s
Revised Taxonomy, and the relationships between the subscores obtained at these
cognitive levels and cloze test performance are examined. In this way, the study
explores which cognitive processes are more strongly aligned with each test type in
the assessment of reading comprehension, particularly within the framework of
Bloom’s cognitive levels, and provides a more detailed analysis of the cognitive
foundations underlying performance on cloze tests.

Reading proficiency levels were determined using the classification developed
by Cetinkaya (2010), which is based on findings from previous research. By
examining the relationship between students’ scores on multiple choice and cloze
tests, the study aims to contribute important evidence to the development of
assessment tools used to measure reading comprehension.

The aim of this study is to examine the relationship between the measurement
outcomes of multiple-choice tests and cloze tests used to assess reading
comprehension, and to identify the patterns these two test types exhibit in relation to
the cognitive processes underlying reading comprehension, particularly within the
framework of Bloom’s cognitive levels. Accordingly, the following research
questions are addressed:

1. Do cloze test scores significantly predict multiple choice test scores?

2. What is the relationship between students’ performance on multiple choice
items targeting different cognitive levels of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy and their
scores on the cloze test?

3. To what extent do multiple choice and cloze tests show alignment in
determining participants’ reading proficiency levels?

Method

The Method section describes the research design, participants, data collection
tools, and procedures used in the study. It outlines the development and psychometric
properties of the multiple choice and cloze reading comprehension tests, explains how
data were collected and scored, and details the statistical analyses conducted to
examine the relationship between test scores and reading proficiency.

Research Model

This study, which compares student performance on multiple choice and cloze
tests of reading comprehension, adopts a correlational research design. In correlational
research, the relationship between two or more variables is examined without any
manipulation of those variables (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2013, p. 184). The primary focus
of the study is to examine the association between participants’ scores obtained from
a multiple-choice test and a cloze test designed to assess reading comprehension
performance.
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To examine the relationship between scores obtained from the multiple-choice
test (MCT) and the cloze test (CT) in greater detail, regression analysis was employed.
In this analysis, variables were handled within an explanatory statistical modeling
framework without assuming a causal predictive relationship. In the first stage, MCT
scores were treated as the explained variable, while CT scores were included in the
model as the explanatory variable. In the second stage, CT scores were treated as the
explained variable, and scores obtained from multiple choice items targeting the
remembering, understanding, applying, and analyzing levels of Bloom’s Revised
Taxonomy were entered into the model as explanatory variables. This approach aims
not to determine the direction of causality between the tests, but rather to reveal how
different item types and cognitive levels are associated with student performance.

In this study, the items in the MCT were classified according to the cognitive
levels of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy: remembering, understanding, applying, and
analyzing. Subscores for each level (e.g., the total score obtained from five items at
the remembering level) were calculated separately. These subscores were included in
the regression analysis to examine their associations with CT scores. In this way, the
study investigates which cognitive levels of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy show
stronger alignment with performance on the cloze test. No cognitive level
classification was applied to the cloze test itself, as it was constructed through
systematic word deletion from a single text, and individual blanks cannot be
meaningfully assigned to specific cognitive levels. Therefore, the cloze test was
treated as a holistic measure of performance. This analysis aims to provide
explanatory insights into the types of cognitive processes with which cloze test
performance is more strongly associated.

Study Group

The study was conducted in two phases. In the first phase, the data collection
instruments were developed and administered. A total of 216 middle school students
participated in this phase of instrument development. These participants were enrolled
in a public middle school located in the city center of Antalya and characterized by a
middle-level socioeconomic background. Of the students, 115 were in the 7th grade
and 101 were in the 8th grade. The sample consisted of 52% female students (n=112)
and 48% male students (n = 104).

In the second phase of the study, the tests—whose validity and reliability had
been established—were administered in a different public middle school in Antalya
with a similar socioeconomic profile. In this phase, 102 students participated,
including 60 7th-grade students and 42 8th-grade students. Of these participants, 55%
were female (n = 56) and 45% were male (n = 46).

Participants were selected using convenience sampling based on accessibility
and voluntary participation. The sample therefore consisted of the accessible target
student population during the data collection process.
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Data Collection Tools and Process

To measure participants' reading comprehension performance, the researchers
developed two instruments: a Multiple-Choice Reading Comprehension Test (MCT)
and a Cloze Test (CT). The development process of these tests is described below:

Psychometric Properties of the Multiple choice and Cloze Reading
Comprehension Tests

MCT was developed based on the text titled “Iyi Uykular, Tath Riiyalar”
(Genger, 2014) and initially consisted of 24 multiple choice items, each with four
options. Item development was guided by Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy. At this stage,
six items targeted the remembering level, nine the understanding level, seven the
analyzing level, and two the applying level. During the test development process, it
was acknowledged that the psychometric properties of reading comprehension tests
are influenced not only by item characteristics but also by features of the source text.
Accordingly, the reading text and the items developed based on it were reviewed by
two experts in curriculum and instruction and one expert in Turkish language
education. The experts evaluated the items in terms of linguistic appropriateness and
alignment with the intended measurement objectives, as well as the suitability,
readability, and informational/event density of the text for the target age group and
their potential impact on test difficulty. Based on expert feedback, the number of items
was reduced to 20, and necessary revisions were made to strengthen text—item
alignment.

A key focus of the study was to ensure that the multiple choice items targeted
different cognitive levels of Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy. For this reason, each item
was independently examined by the experts with respect to the cognitive level it was
intended to measure. Experts were asked to evaluate which cognitive level each item
was intended to measure, and based on these evaluations, the distribution of the items
across cognitive levels was determined. Items for which consensus could not be
reached regarding their targeted cognitive level were either revised or removed from
the test. In this way, expert-judgment—based validity evidence was obtained for the
representation of the intended cognitive levels.

Following test administration, item statistics and the distribution of items across
cognitive levels were jointly considered to evaluate the measurement instrument from
both statistical and theoretical perspectives. After revisions, the test consisted of six
remembering, seven understanding, five analyzing, and two applying items. During
implementation, one remembering level item was identified as flawed due to an
incorrectly constructed answer option and was therefore excluded from the validity
and reliability analyses. The error was a technical implementation mistake, and the
necessary correction was made in a way that did not affect the overall findings of the
study; the analyses were subsequently conducted based on the remaining items.
Consequently, the final version of the MCT consisted of 19 items, with five items at
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the remembering level. Table 1 presents the difficulty and discrimination indices for
each of the 19 items in the MCT.

Item difficulty indices were calculated based on Classical Test Theory as the
proportion of students who answered each item correctly (p-value). Item
discrimination indices were computed by taking the difference between the
percentages of correct responses in the upper 27% and lower 27% groups for each
item.

Table 1
Item Analysis of the Reading Comprehension Test

Item Difficulty Index Discrimination Index
Item 1 0.87 0.35
Item 2 0.44 0.6
Item 3 0.74 0.47
Item 4 0.72 0.36
Item 5 0.73 0.57
Item 6 0.87 0.36
Item 7 0.69 0.54
Item 8 0.81 0.4
Item 9 0.48 0.43
Item 10 0.62 0.51
Item 11 0.70 0.67
Item 12 0.51 0.71
Item 13 0.32 0.4
Item 14 0.46 0.42
Item 15 0.65 0.61
Item 16 0.68 0.64
Item 17 0.49 0.67
Item 18 0.51 0.5
Item 19 0.79 0.46

The difficulty indices range between 0.32 and 0.87, and the discrimination
indices range between 0.35 and 0.71, indicating that most items have good
discriminative power. These ranges indicate that the test includes a variety of
difficulty levels and demonstrates satisfactory discriminative power. The average
difficulty index of the test is 0.64, and the average discrimination index is 0.51. In the
MCT, participants receive 1 point for each correct answer, with no penalty for
incorrect responses. The score range for the MCT is 0 to 19.

Validity Study

Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted using a tetrachoric
correlation matrix to assess the unidimensionality of the MCT (Embretson & Reise,
2000). In addition, the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy
was found to be above .80, indicating that the sample was sufficient for exploratory
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factor analysis (EFA). Moreover, Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant (p <
.001), suggesting that the correlations among the variables were adequate for
conducting factor analysis. These findings support the suitability of the dataset for
factor analysis and the validity of the results obtained from the analysis.The analysis
results were examined based on eigenvalues, factor loadings, and parallel analysis. A
clearly dominant first factor was considered evidence of unidimensionality (Crocker
& Algina, 1986). Items were evaluated based on whether they loaded sufficiently on
a single factor (=.30) (Cokluk et al., 2012). In parallel analysis, eigenvalues from
randomly generated datasets were compared to actual data to assess unidimensionality
(Horn, 1965).

Factor loadings for the 19-item MCT are presented in Table 2, and those for the
44-item CT are presented in Table 3.

Table 1

Factor Loadings of MCT Item Pool
Item Number Factor loading Item Number Factor loading
MIl 75 MIl11 .79
M2 .54 M12 .69
M3 .64 MI13 .39
M4 44 M14 .34
M5 75 MI15 .67
M6 75 MI16 72
M7 .63 M17 .65
M8 .66 MI8 41
M9 31 MI19 .65
M10 A48

Table 3

Factor Loadings of the CT Item Pool
Item Number  Factor loading Item Number  Factor loading
M1 .58 Mi2 .36
M2 .66 M13 37
M3 40 M14 45
M4 .38 MI15 42
M5 33 M16 .36
M6 32 M17 43
M7 46 M18 47

(continued)
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M8 30 M19 .54
M9 43 M20 .38
M10 41 M21 43
Ml11 .37 M22 .53
M23 33 M34 32
M24 44 M35 .50
M25 .38 M36 .50
M26 .63 M37 .39
M27 .54 M38 .38
M28 49 M39 45
M29 .51 M40 .54
M30 40 M41 .51
M31 .34 M42 .52
M32 42 M43 .59
M33 .36 M44 .57

The EFA results show that both tests largely have a unidimensional structure.
The first component of the MCT accounts for 37.03% of the total variance, while the
CT explains 21.01%. The eigenvalues for the first factor in both tests were
significantly higher than those of other factors, indicating that a major portion of items
load onto a common dimension. The factor loadings ranged from .31 to .79 in the
MCT and from .30 to .66 in the CT, suggesting that most items meaningfully loaded
onto a single underlying construct representing reading comprehension.

Parallel analysis graphs for both tests are presented in Figure 1 (MCT) and
Figure 2 (CT), supporting the unidimensional structure of each test.
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Figure 1
Parallel Analysis Graph-Multiple Choice Test

Parallel Analysis Scree Plots

g &4
f&, —<— PC Actual Data
O 1 N |- - PC Simulated Data
s ---- PC Resampled Data
8 —&— FA Actual Data
2 FA Simulated Data
8 FA Resampled Data
T o -
-
[ =
<
a
5 \
S e -
8 e
S s
= \ A e
o 1 "R % e
S A R S gt o o
@» T8 B e b3
3 By A =
s < 7 - ‘%A"*"ﬁ’—l‘“-f\ i3
£ By B D
3, N
P T T T
5 10 15
Factor/Component Nurmber

N

Figure 2

Parallel Analysis Graph-Cloze Test
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The analyses conducted on the factor structures of the two tests reveal that both
exhibit a unidimensional structure. Results from the parallel analysis indicate that the
first factor in both the MCT and CT is clearly distinguishable from the subsequent
factors, supporting the assumption of unidimensionality.

When examining the model fit indices, the following values were obtained for
the MCT: ¢*(152) = 196.22, p = .009, RMSEA = .037 (90% CI [.019, .051]), SRMR
=.060, TLI =.972, and CFI = .975. For the CT, the results were ¥*(902) = 920.14, p
=329, RMSEA = .013 (90% CI [.00, .031]), SRMR = .088, TLI = .987, and CFI =
.976.
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These results indicate that both tests demonstrate good model fit and support a
unidimensional structure (Hu & Bentler, 1999). However, the nonsignificant 2 value
for the CT (p = .329) suggests that the cloze test provides a better overall fit to the
data.

Cloze Test

CT was developed based on the text titled “Iyi Uykular, Tatl Riiyalar.” The text
consists of a total of 446 words, including the title. It is explanatory in nature and was
selected with consideration of the linguistic and cognitive characteristics of middle
school students. Its plot grounded in everyday life, clear causal relationships, and
semantic coherence indicate that the text provides suitable content for assessing
general reading comprehension. Most of the words used in the text are high-frequency
items commonly encountered in Turkish language textbooks published by the
Ministry of National Education and are expected to be part of students’ receptive
vocabulary. This design choice aims to ensure that the test primarily reflects processes
of meaning construction from context and the use of textual coherence rather than
measuring vocabulary knowledge per se.

The CT was constructed in accordance with standard practices of the cloze
procedure. No words were deleted from the first sentence of the text, beginning with
the second sentence, every sixth word was systematically removed. Punctuation
marks, proper nouns, and numbers were excluded from the deletion process. As a
result, a total of 69 blanks were created. For each blank, participants were required to
produce the word that best fit the textual context. In scoring, only responses that
exactly matched the target word were considered correct; spelling errors, synonyms,
or semantically related but non-identical words were scored as incorrect. Each correct
response was awarded one point, while incorrect or omitted responses received zero
points. Accordingly, total scores on the CT range from 0 to 69.

The suitability of the text for use in a cloze test was evaluated by three faculty
members specializing in Turkish language education. The experts agreed that the text
was appropriate for assessment through the cloze technique in terms of vocabulary
level, semantic coherence, and the availability of contextual cues. Nevertheless, it
cannot be claimed that cloze tests constructed through systematic word deletion
directly or equally measure all cognitive dimensions of reading comprehension. Such
tests primarily reflect performance related to processes such as syntactic processing,
lexical knowledge, and the use of contextual cues. For this reason, in the present study,
the CT was not treated as a comprehensive measure representing the full
multidimensional nature of reading comprehension, but rather as an indicator
reflecting a dominant general reading comprehension factor.

Reliability Values

The reliability analyses of both tests indicate a high level of internal consistency.
For the MCT, the KR-20 coefficient was .83, and McDonald’s o was .85. For the CT,
KR-20 was .86, and McDonald’s o was .88. These values demonstrate that both the
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MCT and CT possess strong internal consistency and reliably assess the intended
construct (Cronbach, 1951; McDonald, 1999).

Ethical Committee Approval

This study was conducted with the approval of the Social and Humanities
Sciences Scientific Research and Publication Ethics Committee of Akdeniz
University, dated 10/06/2022 and numbered 10.06.2022-379259.

Data Analysis

During the data collection process, participants were first administered the CT.
One week later, the MCT was administered to the same group of participants. Both
administrations were conducted in a single session and within one class period.
Responses to the CT were scored by two independent raters using a pre-prepared
answer key, and inter-rater agreement was calculated as 100%. Scores for the MCT
were obtained using the test’s automated scoring system.

Prior to the analyses, the dataset was examined to determine its suitability for
statistical analysis. No missing data were identified. Potential outliers in the total
scores obtained from the CT and MCT were examined using boxplots. The boxplot
for the CT indicated that Participant 78 had an extreme value; however, upon
inspection of this participant’s responses, the high score was judged not to be
attributable to random responding and was therefore retained in the dataset.

To address the first research question—Do cloze test scores significantly predict
multiple-choice test scores?—the distributions of total CT and MCT scores were
examined. The total score of the CT and the total score of the MCT were considered
as the dependent and independent variables. Prior to the analysis, the distributional
properties of both variables were examined. Normality was assessed using the
Shapiro—Wilk test and graphical inspections, which indicated that neither variable
followed a normal distribution. Accordingly, non-parametric correlation techniques
were employed to examine the association between the two tests.

Within the scope of the second research question (“What is the relationship
between students’ performance on multiple-choice items targeting different cognitive
levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy and the scores they obtained from the cloze test?”), the
total CT score was treated as the dependent variable, while the independent variables
consisted of the total scores derived from item groups in the MCT corresponding to
different cognitive levels (e.g., knowledge, comprehension, application, etc.).
Accordingly, the MCT was divided into sub-scores based on cognitive levels, and the
distributional properties of each sub-score were examined separately. Since the
assumption of normality was not met, non-parametric statistical techniques were also
employed at this stage.

Following the correlational analyses, regression analyses were conducted to
examine whether CT scores were statistically explained by MCT cognitive-level
scores. In these models, the CT total score was specified as the explained variable,
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and the total scores corresponding to the different cognitive levels of the MCT were
specified as explanatory variables. Because the study aimed to evaluate the joint
contribution of all cognitive-level scores rather than their isolated effects, the enter
method was used to include all explanatory variables simultaneously.

Before conducting the regression analyses, key assumptions were examined.
Linearity between the explained and explanatory variables was assessed using
scatterplots. The normality of residuals was evaluated using Normal Q—Q plots and
the Shapiro—Wilk test, and homoscedasticity was checked by inspecting the
distribution of residuals against predicted values. To assess multicollinearity among
explanatory variables, Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and tolerance values were
calculated; all VIF values were below 10 and all tolerance values exceeded .10,
indicating that multicollinearity was not a concern. These results suggest that the
assumptions required for regression analysis were adequately met.

To address the third research question—How do multiple-choice and cloze tests
align in terms of participants’ reading proficiency classifications?—each participant’s
total scores on the MCT and CT were converted into three reading proficiency levels
(struggling, instructional, and independent) based on the threshold values proposed
by Cetinkaya (2010). In this study, reading proficiency level refers to the classification
of participants’ competence based on their reading comprehension performance.

According to these thresholds, participants scoring below 50% on the MCT were
classified as struggling, those scoring between 50% and 70% as instructional, and
those scoring above 70% as independent. Similarly, participants scoring below 35%
on the CT were classified as struggling, those scoring between 35% and 50% as
instructional, and those scoring above 50% as independent. Each participant was
assigned a reading proficiency level separately for each test type, and the consistency
between the two classifications was examined.

Based on these classifications, a 3x3 contingency matrix was constructed, and
frequency and percentage values were calculated for each level combination. Finally,
Cohen’s Kappa coefficient was computed to determine the degree of agreement
between reading proficiency classifications derived from the MCT and the CT. In this
analysis, the independent variable was the test type (MCT—CT), and the dependent
variable was the reader level classification.

Results

Before proceeding with the analyses aimed at answering the research questions,
descriptive statistics were conducted using the scores participants obtained from the
CCT and the CDT, and the results are presented in Table 4.

235



Yusuf Aydin, Ezgi Kaya Filik, A Comparative Analysis of Multiple Choice and Cloze Tests in
Terms of Reading Comprehension and Reader Proficiency Levels

Table 4
Descriptive Statistics for the Scores Obtained from the Tests
MCT CT

N 102 102
Mean 10,83 19,79
Sdt. Deviation 3,874 9,81
Minimum 1 2
Maximum 18 46

According to Table 4, a total of 102 students completed both tests. The
mean score obtained from the multiple-choice test (MCT) was 10.83, while the mean
score obtained from the cloze test (CT) was 19.79. The standard deviation was 3.87
for the MCT and 9.81 for the CT. The minimum and maximum scores ranged from 1
to 18 for the MCT and from 2 to 46 for the CT, respectively.

In order to address the first and second research questions together, this section
examines the relationship between cloze test (CT) scores and multiple-choice test
(MCT) scores, as well as the relationships between these test scores and different
cognitive levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy. Accordingly, descriptive statistics for the
total MCT and CT scores were first calculated, and the relationships between overall
test scores and sub-scores corresponding to Bloom’s cognitive process levels were
examined using correlation analysis. Subsequently, regression analyses were
conducted to determine the extent to which CT performance explains MCT
performance. Prior to the analyses, the distributional properties of the variables were
examined using the Shapiro—Wilk test and graphical inspections. Although deviations
from normality were observed, regression analyses were nonetheless applied in order
to explore the predictive relationships between the variables. The results of these
analyses are presented in Tables 5 and 6.

Table 5
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Test Scores
Test X+S.8 1 2 3 4 5
(1) MCT 10.83+3.87 1.00
2)CT 19.79+9.81 .69* 1.00
(3) Remembering 3.54+1.31 IT7* 55% 1.00
(4) Understanding 4.00+1.67 .85%* .56* 47* 1.00
(5) Applying 71+.69 59%  35%  39%  30% 100
(6) Analyzing 2.58+1.36 80%  58%  48%  57% 06
*p<.01

Descriptive statistics for the reading comprehension tests and the correlations
between them are presented in Table 5. The mean score for the MCT was 10.83 (SD
= 3.87), while the mean score for the CT was 19.79 (SD = 9.81). Correlation analysis
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revealed a strong positive relationship between MCT and CT scores, r((MCT, CT) =
.69, p<.0l.

When examining the relationship between test scores and the cognitive levels of
Bloom’s Taxonomy—specifically remembering, understanding, applying, and
analyzing—the remembering-level scores were found to correlate significantly and
positively with both the MCT (r = .77, p < .01) and the CT (r = .55, p < .01). The
understanding-level scores also demonstrated a strong correlation with MCT
performance (r = .85, p < .01), while the correlation with CT performance was
moderate (r = .56, p <.01).

Application-level scores showed a moderate correlation with MCT scores (r =
.59, p < .01) and a low correlation with CT scores (r = .35, p < .01). In contrast,
analysis-level scores were strongly correlated with MCT scores (r = .80, p <.01) and
moderately correlated with CT scores (r = .58, p <.01).

Table 6

Results of the Regression Analysis on the Prediction of Reading Comprehension Test
Scores

Dependent  Predictor B (e) B t p sd F p R R2
Constant 6.34 11.52 <001
MCT (:33) ! 90,02 <.001 .69 .47
CT .35 .69 9.49 <.001 100 ’ ’ ’ '
(.04)
Constant -2.11 1.19 236
(1.76)
Analyzing 1.68 30 323 .002
CT (-52) 3 29.55 <001 .69 .48
Remembering  1.63 28 323 .002 98 ' ’ ’ '
(:50)
Understanding  1.19 26 281 .006
(42)

The regression analysis was conducted in two stages: the first involved a simple
linear regression model predicting MCT scores from CT scores, while the second
stage involved a multiple regression model predicting CT scores from the cognitive
levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy.

In the first model, CT scores were found to be a significant predictor of MCT
scores (B = .35 (.04), B = .69, p < .001). The regression model was statistically
significant, F(1, 100) = 90.02, p < .001, and CT scores explained 47% of the total
variance (R? = .47). This result indicates that MCT performance is largely associated
with CT performance and that CT provides a strong indicator of reading
comprehension ability.

In the second model, CT scores were significantly predicted by the analysis,
remembering, and understanding levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy. Specifically, the
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analysis level (B = 1.68 (.52), B = .30, p = .002), remembering level (B = 1.63 (.50),
B=.28, p=.002), and understanding level (B =1.19 (.42), p = .26, p = .0006) all made
significant contributions to the model. The overall regression model was significant,
F(3, 98) =29.55, p <.001, and explained 48% of the variance in CT scores (R? = .48).
These findings demonstrate that CT performance is meaningfully associated with
Bloom’s cognitive levels, particularly the analysis, remembering, and understanding
levels.

Each student was assigned a separate reading level for each test type based on
these score intervals, and the consistency of the two tests in determining reading
proficiency was then compared accordingly. Table 7 presents the comparison of
participants’ reading levels.

Table 7

Comparison of MCT and CT in Terms of Reading Proficiency Levels
MCT CT f %
Independent Independent 14 13.7
Instructional Instructional 11 10.8
Frustrated Frustrated 27 26.5
Independent Instructional 19 18.6
Independent Frustrated 17 16.7
Instructional Independent 4 3.9
Instructional Frustrated 7 6.9
Frustrated Instructional 3 2.9
Total 102 100

As shown in Table 7, 52 participants were classified at the same reader level
based on their scores on the Multiple-Choice Test (MCT) and the Cloze Test (CT).
These participants were placed in the frustrated, instructional, or independent reader
levels in both tests. In contrast, 50 participants were classified at different reader levels
across the two test types. Specifically, 19 participants were classified as independent
according to the MCT but instructional according to the CT, while 17 participants
were classified as independent based on the MCT but frustrated based on the CT. In
addition, 7 participants were classified as instructional according to the MCT but
frustrated according to the CT, and 3 participants were classified as frustrated
according to the MCT but instructional according to the CT.

To evaluate the agreement between MCT and CT in classifying students’ reading
proficiency levels, a Kappa analysis was conducted. Although the Kappa coefficient
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was statistically significant, the level of agreement between the two tests was
relatively low (x = 0.231, p = .000), suggesting that the two test formats do not
consistently place students in the same reading proficiency categories.

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

This study examined the relationship between scores obtained from multiple-
choice tests (MCT) and cloze tests (CT), which are widely used to assess reading
comprehension, and evaluated the extent to which these two test types align in
classifying reading proficiency levels. The findings of the study can be summarized
as follows.

A strong and positive correlation was found between MCT and CT scores (r =
0.783), indicating a high degree of association between the two test formats in
measuring reading comprehension performance.

The results of the regression analysis showed that CT performance statistically
explained MCT performance. Specifically, 47% of the total variance in MCT scores
was explained by CT scores. The regression model indicated that a one-unit increase
in CT score was associated with a 0.35-unit increase in MCT score.

Analysis of the cognitive-level sub-scores within the MCT revealed that items
targeting the remembering, understanding, and analyzing levels of Bloom’s Revised
Taxonomy significantly explained CT performance (R? = 0.48). Among these,
analyzing-level items emerged as the strongest explanatory variable (p = 0.30),
suggesting that analytical processing plays a critical role in performance on the cloze
test. Remembering (B = 0.28) and understanding (f = 0.26) levels also showed
significant associations with CT performance, whereas application-level items did not
contribute significantly. These findings indicate that cloze test performance is more
closely associated with mid-level cognitive processes.

Despite the strong associations observed at the score level, inconsistencies were
identified between the reading proficiency classifications derived from the two test
types. The results of the Kappa analysis (k = 0.189) indicated a low level of agreement
between the MCT and CT in classifying participants’ reading proficiency levels.
Notably, 55% of the participants were assigned to different reading proficiency levels
depending on the test type.

This study revealed a strong positive relationship between scores obtained from
multiple-choice tests (MCT) and cloze tests (CT). In addition, CT performance was
found to significantly explain MCT performance. These findings are consistent with
previous research reporting substantial associations between cloze and multiple-
choice measures of reading comprehension (Baldauf Jr. & Propst Jr., 1979;
Bensoussan, 1984; Bormuth, 1967; Rankin & Culhane, 1969; Sattarpour & Ajideh,
2014). The strong association between MCT and CT scores can be attributed to the
fact that both test types are sensitive to shared cognitive processes involved in reading
comprehension. Both formats require readers to extract meaning from text, use
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contextual cues, and demonstrate linguistic awareness (Andreassen & Braten, 2010;
Das et al., 2019; Jonz, 1990). From this perspective, MCTs and CTs appear to provide
broadly consistent indicators of reading comprehension performance. However, it
should also be noted that the scores obtained from the two test formats do not exhibit
perfect alignment, which is an expected outcome.

Although MCTs and CTs target overlapping cognitive processes, the specific
cognitive operations required by their formats differ. Multiple-choice tests emphasize
recognition, discrimination among alternatives, and test-taking strategies, whereas
cloze tests place greater demands on contextual integration, lexical retrieval, and
production-based processes. In addition, cloze tests may be more sensitive to variables
such as vocabulary knowledge and morphological awareness, which are related to but
not identical with reading comprehension. Therefore, observed discrepancies between
individual scores across the two test types should be interpreted not as reflecting
differences in the underlying construct, but rather as consequences of format-specific
cognitive and psychometric characteristics.

These findings indicate that both test types are sensitive to certain common
cognitive processes associated with reading comprehension. However, considering
the structure of the cloze test, which is based on systematic word deletion, the results
do not suggest that this test alone encompasses all cognitive dimensions of reading
comprehension. The statistical relationship observed with items at the analysis level
suggests that the cloze test is indirectly related to higher-order cognitive processes
rather than directly measuring them. The findings provide explanatory insights into
the cognitive processes associated with reading comprehension as reflected in cloze
tests. Nevertheless, more comprehensive research is required to reach a generalizable
conclusion regarding whether cloze tests can replace multiple-choice tests or function
as complementary assessment tools.

The finding that understanding-level items significantly explained CT
performance indicates that comprehension-based cognitive processes play a central
role in cloze test performance. Cloze tasks require readers to infer missing words by
using contextual cues (Kleijn et al., 2019), while understanding-level items assess
students’ ability to construct a coherent representation of the text and identify
relationships among its components (Anderson et al., 2001, p. 31; Anikin & Sychev,
2020; Verenna et al., 2018). Accordingly, the predictive relationship between
understanding-level performance and CT scores is theoretically expected, as both rely
on similar interpretive skills.

The significant contribution of analysis- and remembering-level items further
suggests that CT performance is not solely dependent on contextual guessing, but is
also related to processes involving the analysis and retrieval of textual information.
Analysis-level items require learners to decompose information and examine
relationships among elements (Anderson et al., 2001, p. 31; Jensen et al., 2014), a skill
that may support the accurate completion of missing words in cloze tests. Similarly,
the influence of remembering-level items implies that the ability to retain and retrieve
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specific information from the text contributes to CT performance. These findings
indicate that CTs are aligned with both lower-level linguistic processes and
information-access skills.

In contrast, the limited contribution of application-level items to CT performance
can be explained by the nature of these items. Application-level questions aim to
assess the ability to use learned knowledge in novel or real-life situations (Anderson
et al.,, 2001, p. 31; Monrad et al., 2021), whereas cloze tests primarily focus on
understanding the immediate textual context and selecting a word that fits that context.
Consequently, application-level performance appears to be less closely aligned with
the cognitive demands of CTs.

Overall, the findings suggest that cloze tests are effective in capturing mid-
level cognitive processes such as remembering, understanding, and analyzing.
However, this should not be interpreted as evidence that cloze tests comprehensively
assess higher-order cognitive comprehension. Measuring advanced cognitive
processes would require test formats specifically designed to elicit complex
reasoning. Nevertheless, the present results differ from studies suggesting that cloze
tests assess only low-level skills, indicating instead that CTs can serve as effective
tools for evaluating both lower- and mid-level cognitive processes associated with
reading comprehension.

With respect to the classification of readers based on comprehension
performance, the study found a low level of agreement between MCT - and CT-based
reading level classifications. This finding appears to contrast with the strong
correlation observed at the score level. The primary reason for this discrepancy lies
in the cut-off scores used to assign readers to categorical levels. Small differences
in raw scores may lead to different categorical classifications, thereby reducing
agreement between test formats. As a result, relying solely on test scores for reader
classification may lead to unstable or inconsistent categorizations.

Regarding the classification of students based on their reading comprehension
achievement, the level of agreement between the MCT and CT was found to be quite
low. This result appears to contradict the findings concerning the relationship
between the scores obtained from the two tests. The primary reason for this
discrepancy lies in the cut-off scores used to classify students into reader categories.
For example, in this study, a student who scored 8 points on the MCT was classified
as a frustration-level reader, whereas a student who scored 9 points was classified at
the instructional level. Similarly, a reader who obtained 23 points on the CT was
placed at the frustration level, while a reader with 24 points was classified at the
instructional level. In such cases, small differences in scores become decisive in
determining students’ reading levels. For this reason, the two test types
demonstrated low agreement in identifying reader categories. It can therefore be
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argued that relying solely on test scores to classify readers into different levels may
not be appropriate.

This study employed a single cloze test constructed using a systematic word
deletion procedure. However, previous research has shown that deletion frequency
can influence both the cognitive difficulty of cloze tests and the extent to which
scores reflect textual properties (Alderson, 1979). Similarly, the type of deleted
words has been shown to affect test difficulty (Henk, 1981). Studies by Ulusoy
(2009) and Bilki (2011) further demonstrate that different deletion strategies and
text types can yield different assessment outcomes, even when based on the same
text. Future research employing cloze tests with systematically varied deletion
frequencies and word types (e.g., nouns, verbs, connectives) may provide deeper
insights into test design and the measurement of reading comprehension.

In conclusion, this study demonstrates that multiple-choice and cloze tests
developed from the same text exhibit largely similar patterns in measuring reading
comprehension performance. While a strong and significant relationship was
observed between total scores, the agreement between reading level classifications
was limited. These findings suggest that cloze tests, when used alongside multiple-
choice tests, may provide complementary information about reading
comprehension. At the same time, differences in scores and classifications should
not be attributed solely to item format, but rather to the broader cognitive and
psychometric characteristics inherent in different measurement approaches.
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Yusuf Aydin ve Ezgi Kaya Filik, Coktan Se¢meli ve Bosluk Doldurma Testlerinin Okudugunu
Anlama ve Okur Diizeyleri Agisindan Karsilastirilmasi

Okudugunu anlama, yazili metinlerden anlam ¢ikarma ve bilgiyi isleme
siirecidir. Bu karmasik siire¢ ¢ok sayida biligsel isleme dayanir (Kendeou, McMaster
ve Christ, 2016; Tighe ve Schatschneider, 2016). Okuma becerisi bireylerin akademik
basarilar1 ve sosyal yasamlari i¢in olduk¢a dnemlidir. Okuma, 6grencilerin bilgiye
erisimini saglar ve yeni kavramlar 6grenmelerine yardimei olur (Pretorius, 2002).
Okuma becerisi akademik gelisimin yani sira sosyal ve duygusal yeteneklerin
gelisiminde de 6nemli bir rol oynar. Arastirmalar sosyal ve duygusal yetenekler ile
okudugunu anlama arasinda pozitif bir korelasyon oldugunu gostermektedir (Yu, Yu
ve Tong, 2023). Ayrica okumanin zihinde canlandirma becerisini gelistirdigi ortaya
koyulmustur (Pino ve Mazza, 2016). Ozellikle kurgu metin okuma, sosyal ve duygusal
o6grenmeyi destekleyen bir 6grenme baglami sunar. (Kozak ve Recchia, 2019). Bu
nedenle okudugunu anlama becerisinin gelistirilmesi, bireylerin hem akademik hem
de sosyal alanlarda bagarili olmalar1 i¢in 6nem tagimaktadir. Bu denli ¢ok boyutlu ve
islevsel bir beceri olan okudugunu anlamay1 6lgmenin gegerli ve gilivenilir bigimde
yapilmasi gerekmektedir. Nitekim okudugunu anlama becerisinin nasil 6l¢iildiigii,
Olgiilen performansin hangi bilissel siire¢leri ne oOlgiide yansittigt Olgme ve
degerlendirme alani agisindan temel bir tartisma konusudur.

Okudugunu anlama becerisinin degerlendirilmesi, bireylerin bilgi isleme
yeteneklerini ve metinlerden anlam ¢ikarma diizeylerini belirlemek agisindan
onemlidir. Bu degerlendirme okuma becerisini Olgen c¢esitli testler araciligiyla
gerceklestirilir. Okuma becerisini 6l¢gme ve degerlendirmede kullanilan baslica test
tiirleri arasinda ¢oktan se¢meli testler, agik uclu sorular, evet-hayir/dogru-yanlis tiirii
sorular, bosluk doldurma testleri, kisa yanitli sorular, siralama sorulari, yorum ve
degerlendirme sorulari ile 6zetleme sorular1 yer almaktadir (Ulper, 2010, s. 123—136).
Bu g¢esitli test teknikleri, okudugunu anlama becerisinin ¢ok yonli dogasini
yansitmaktadir ve bu becerinin farkli boyutlarini 6l¢gmek i¢in tasarlanmistir.

Okudugunu anlama, yalnizca metindeki bilgiyi hatirlama degil, ayn1 zamanda
anlamlandirma, ¢6ziimleme, sentezleme ve degerlendirme gibi st diizey biligsel
siiregleri de igerir. Dolayisiyla bu becerinin degerlendirilmesi i¢in kullanilan test
teknikleri de bu bilissel siirecleri kapsayacak sekilde c¢esitlendirilmistir. Bununla
birlikte yukarida bahsedilen degerlendirme teknikleri arasinda ¢oktan se¢gmeli sorular
en yaygin olarak kullanilmaktadir (Ozuru ve digerleri, 2007). Tiirkiye'de ¢oktan
se¢meli sorular, 6gretimin neredeyse her diizeyinde, 6grencilerin yalnizca okudugunu
anlama basarilarini degil, ayn1 zamanda diger tiim alanlardaki akademik bagarilarini
6lgmek icin de yaygin bir bicimde kullanilmaktadir. Uluslararasi dlgekte de bu tiir
sorular, uzun yillardir PISA, TOEFL, IELTS, SAT ve GRE gibi smavlarda yer
almaktadir.

Coktan se¢meli testlerin tercih edilmesinin baslica nedenleri arasinda, iist diizey
diisinme Dbecerilerini  dlgebilme yetenekleri, diisiik maliyetleri ve yiiksek
giivenilirlikleri yer almaktadir (Little ve Bjork, 2015). Ayrica iyi hazirlanmis ¢oktan
segmeli testler yiiksek kapsam gecerliligine sahiptir ve degerlendirme siirecinde
degerlendiricinin Onyargilarindan etkilenmezler. Bu testlerin yanitlanmasi igin
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6grencilerin bir metin olusturmalar gerekmediginden yazma becerisi 6l¢me siirecine
dahil olmamakta ve bdylece sadece okudugunu anlama becerisi etkin bir sekilde
degerlendirilebilmektedir (Ulper, 2010, s. 123—124). Bu 6zellikleriyle ¢coktan se¢meli
testler, egitim sistemlerinde ve dlgme ve degerlendirme uygulamalarinda énemli bir
yere sahiptir.

Coktan segmeli testlerin gesitli avantajlart bulunmakla birlikte, bu testlerin bazi
dezavantajlar1 da mevcuttur. Coktan se¢meli testlerde sorularin dogru yanitlariin
rastlantisal olarak segilme olasilig1 bulunmaktadir (Ulper, 2010, s. 124; Cooper ve
Foy, 1967). Ayrica bu tiir testlerin gelistirilmesi daha karmasiktir. Gegerli ve giivenilir
testler olusturmak icin &n uygulamalarin yapilmasi gerekmektedir (Ulper, 2010, s.
124; Fuhrman, 1996; Gierl ve digerleri, 2017). Bunun yani sira bazi aragtirmacilar
coktan se¢meli testlerin dogrudan okuma becerisini Ol¢iip dlgmedigi konusunda
kuskulara sahiptir. Ornegin Rupp ve arkadaslar1 (2006) katilimcilarin goktan segmeli
sorulara yanit vermeyi bir anlama gorevi yerine problem ¢6zme gorevi olarak
algiladiklarini ortaya koymuslardir. Bu durum, 6grencilerin metin okurken ve soru
yanitlarken farkli stratejiler kullandiklarin1 gostermektedir. Daneman ve Hannon
(2001) ise goktan segmeli testlerin metni okumadan yalnizca akil yiiriitme yoluyla
yanitlanabildigini ortaya koymustur. Keenan ve Betjemann (2006) da ¢oktan segmeli
testlerdeki bazi sorularin &grenciler tarafindan metni okumaya gerek kalmadan
yanitlanabildigini ifade etmektedir. Bu bulgular, ¢oktan se¢meli testlerin okuma
becerisini 6lgmedeki smirliliklarint  gdstermekte ve alternatif degerlendirme
yontemlerinin dnemli olduguna isaret etmektedir.

Okudugunu anlama becerisini 6l¢gmede kullanilan 6nemli test tiirlerinden biri de
bosluk doldurma testleridir. Bu testler metinden belirli kelime veya ifadelerin
cikarildigi ve Ogrencilerin bu bosluklart uygun kelimelerle tamamlamalarinin
beklendigi 6l¢me araglaridir. Bosluk doldurma testlerinin hem ana dili hem de ikinci
dil dgretiminde dil becerilerinin Sl¢iilmesinde gecerli ve giivenilir araglar olarak
kullanilabilecegi ¢esitli arastirmalarla ortaya koyulmustur (Aitken, 1977; Sumita ve
digerleri, 2005; Ulusoy, 2009; Zhang ve digerleri, 2023). Ayrica gesitli ¢alismalar
bosluk doldurma testlerinin diger dil yeterlilik testleriyle yiiksek korelasyon
gosterdigini ve dil yeterliligini giivenilir bir sekilde dlgtiiglinii ortaya koymaktadir
(Gooskens ve van Heuven, 2017; Gaillard ve Tremblay, 2016; Luchkina ve digerleri,
2021). Bu bulgular, bosluk doldurma testlerinin dil becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde
kullanilabilecek giivenilir araglar oldugunu gostermektedir.

Coktan se¢meli testlerde oldugu gibi bosluk doldurma testlerinin ¢esitli zayif
yonleri bulunmaktadir. Bir¢ok arastirmaci, bosluk doldurma testlerinin ciimle
diizeyindeki anlama becerisinin 6tesini 6l¢mede yetersiz kaldigini belirtmektedir
(Kleijn, Pander Maat ve Sanders, 2019; Gellert ve Elbro, 2012). Ayrica bu testlerin
daha cok alt diizeydeki dil becerilerini 6l¢tiigii de vurgulanmaktadir (Alderson, 1980).
Wismann (2018) ve arkadaslari, bosluk doldurma testlerinin 6grencilerin 6grendikleri
bilgileri timdengelimsel akil vyiiriitme gorevlerine transfer etme yetenegini
desteklemedigini ortaya koymustur. Bu bulgu, bosluk doldurma testlerinin iist diizey
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bilissel becerilerin Ol¢iilmesinde yetersiz kaldigimi gostermektedir. Baghaei ve
Ravand’m (2019) arastirmasi ise bosluk doldurma sorularinin genel okudugunu
anlama becerisinin 6tesinde bir varyans olusturdugunu gostermistir. Yani bu sorularin
sonuclart yalnizca okudugunu anlama yetenegiyle agiklanamamaktadir. Bu durum,
bosluk doldurma sorularinin hedeflenen okuma becerisinden farkli bir beceriyi
Olctiigiinii ortaya koymaktadir. Dolayistyla bosluk doldurma testlerinin gegerliligi ve
olgtiikleri becerilerin kapsami konusunda ciddi sorgulamalar bulunmaktadir.

Yukarida 6zetlenen ¢aligmalar, ¢oktan segmeli ve bosluk doldurma testlerinin
okudugunu anlama becerisini 6l¢mede ¢esitli giiglii ve sinirh yonlere sahip oldugunu
gostermektedir. Bu durum, s6z konusu testlerden elde edilen puanlarin nasil
yorumlanmasi gerektigi ve bu puanlarin hedeflenen okuma becerisini ne Olgiide
yansittigi sorusunu giindeme getirmektedir. Dolayisiyla okudugunu anlama
basarisinin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilan 6lgme araglarmin gecerliligi, iizerinde
durulmasi gereken temel bir kavram olarak ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.

Okudugunu anlama basarisinin dl¢lilmesinde yaygin olarak kullanilan ¢oktan
segmeli  testler, iyi yapilandirildiklarinda nesnel ve gilivenilir dlglimler
sunabilmektedir. Ancak ozellikle iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini yansitma ve dogru
yanitin tahmin yoluyla segilebilme olasiligi bakimindan o6nemli sinirliliklar
tagimaktadir (Puthiaparampil ve Rahman, 2020).

Bosluk doldurma testleri, sdzdizimsel yapi, sozciik bilgisi ve baglamsal
ipuglarindan eszamanli olarak yararlanmay1 gerektirdigi i¢in okudugunu anlama
becerisiyle iligkili birden fazla dilsel siireci biitiinciil bigimde &lgmeye olanak
tanimaktadir (Kleijn, Maat ve Sanders, 2019). Standart okuma ve dil yeterligi
testleriyle elde edilen yiiksek korelasyonlar, bu testlerin 6zellikle alt ve orta diizey
okuma becerilerini ayirt etmede gegerli 6lgiimler sunabildigini géstermektedir (Fotos,
1991; Kleijn, Maat ve Sanders, 2019; Braten, Haverkamp ve Anmarkrud, 2024).
Bununla birlikte geleneksel soru formatlarinin biiyiik 6l¢iide climle diizeyinde dilsel
islemeye dayanmasi, metinler arasi biitiinliik kurma ve iist diizey anlama siireclerinin
yeterince temsil edilememesine yol agabilmektedir.

Coktan Secmeli Testler ve Bosluk Doldurma Testleri ile Okur Diizeylerinin
Belirlenmesi

Cesitli okuma anlama testleri kullanarak okurlarin diizeylerini belirlemek
okudugunu anlama becerisinde karsilasilan problemlerin kaynagini tespit etmek ve
farkli okur alt tiplerini tanimlamak icin gereklidir (Auphan ve digerleri, 2019). ilgili
alanyazinda ¢oktan se¢meli testler ile bosluk doldurma testlerinin okur diizeylerini
Olgme agisindan karsilastirildigi arastirmalar 1960’11 yillara kadar uzanmaktadir.
Bormuth (1967) bosluk doldurma ve g¢oktan segmeli testlerin okudugunu anlama
seviyelerini O6lgme acisindan karsilagtirmistir. Bu aragtirmanin sonuglari bosluk
doldurma testi puanlarinin ¢oktan segmeli test puanlari ile eslestirilebilecegini ortaya
koymaktadir. Ornegin bosluk doldurma testindeki %38’lik basar1 orani goktan
segmeli testte %75’e karsilik gelmektedir. Ayni sekilde, bosluk doldurma testinde
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%350 basar1 gosteren bir 6grencinin ¢oktan se¢meli testte %90 basari gostermesi
beklenmektedir. Bormuth, arastirmasinda bosluk doldurma testleri ile goktan segmeli
testlerinden alinan puanlari 3 diizeye ayirmis ancak bu diizeyler i¢in herhangi bir ad
belirlememistir.

Benzer bir arastirma yiiriiten Rankin ve Culhane (1969) de bosluk doldurma testi
puanlarinin ¢oktan se¢meli testlerdeki yilizdelik basari oranlarina gore esdeger puanlar
olarak degerlendirilebilecegini ifade etmistir. Boylece aragtirmacilar Bormut’un
arastirmasini desteklemistir. Ayrica bu arastirmalarinda okurlar1 bagimsiz ve egitsel
olmak iizere iki sinifa ayirmislardir. Bagimsiz okuma seviyesine ulagsmak i¢in ¢oktan
secmeli testlerde %90 basar1 oran1 gereklidir. Bu seviyede bir 6grenci, materyali kendi
basina okuyup anlayabilir. Ayn1 bagimsiz okuma seviyesini bogluk doldurma testinde
yakalayabilmek igin 6grencinin bosluk doldurma testindeki maddelerin %61 ine
dogru yanit vermesi gerekmektedir. Bu, 6grencinin metni bagimsiz olarak anlama
kapasitesine isaret eder. Egitsel okuma seviyesi i¢in %75 basar1 oran1 gerekmektedir.
Bu seviyedeki bir 6grenci, 6gretmen rehberliginde ya da destekleyici bir 6grenme
ortaminda materyali anlayabilir. Egitsel okuma seviyesini kargilamak i¢in bosluk
doldurma testine %41 basart orani yeterli goriilmiistiir. Bu diizeyde okudugunu
anlamak i¢in 6gretim destegi gerekmektedir.

Cetinkaya’nim (2010, s. 35) konuyla ilgili yapilan arastirmalari biitiinlestirerek
bosluk doldurma testleri ve coktan se¢meli testler okur diizeyleri bakimindan
karsilastirmistir. Bu diizeyler engelli, egitsel ve bagimsiz olmak lizere ii¢ grupta
siniflandirilmigtir. Engelli diizeydeki okurlar, bosluk doldurma testlerinde bosluklarin
%35’inden azini dogru tamamlarken ¢oktan se¢meli testlerde sorularin %50’sinden
azina dogru yanit vermektedir. Egitsel diizeydeki okurlar, bogluk doldurma testlerinde
bosluklarin %35-50’sini dogru yanitlarken ¢oktan se¢meli testlerde sorularn %50-
70’ini dogru cevaplayabilmektedir. Bagimsiz okur diizeyindekiler ise bosluk
doldurma testlerinde %50’den fazla basar1 saglarken coktan secmeli testlerde %70°ten
fazla dogru yanit oranina ulagmaktadir. Bu siniflandirma, her iki test tiiriini
kullanarak okur diizeyleri belirlemeye yonelik bir ¢erceve sunmaktadir.

Bu diizeyler arasindaki uyum az sayidaki uygulamali arastirmayla sinanmustir.
Wait (1987) arastirmasinda katilimcilarin bogluk doldurma testinden aldiklari puanlar
ve farkli okuma anlama basari testinden aldiklari puanlar arasinda olumlu ydnde
anlamli bir iligki oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Kizilaslan Tunger ve Erden (2015)
aragtirmalarinda katilimcilarin  bosluk doldurma testinden ve ¢oktan se¢meli
testlerden aldiklar1 puanlar dogrultusunda onlar1 bagimsiz, egitsel ve engelli olmak
iizere li¢ gruba ayirmis ve her iki test tiiriiniin okur diizeyini belirlemede orta diizeyde
ve pozitif bir korelasyon gosterdigini belirlemistir.

Okudugunu anlama becerisini 6lgmek i¢in yaygin olarak kullanilan ¢oktan
se¢meli ve bosluk doldurma testleri arasindaki iliskinin incelenmesi, egitimde 6lgme
ve degerlendirme siireclerinin iyilestirilmesi agisindan 6nemlidir. Bu ¢aligsma, iki test
tiirii arasindaki uyumu ele almaktadir. Onceki arastirmalar, coktan segmeli ve bosluk
doldurma testlerini genellikle okudugunu anlama basarisin1 dlgme sonuglar1 ve bu
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sonuclarin birbiriyle iligkisi iizerinden karsilagtirmigtir. Bu arastirmalarda farkli
madde tiirleriyle elde edilen puanlarin ne 6l¢iide oOrtiistiigii ya da ayristi incelemistir.
Bunun yani sira dgrencilere farkli test formatlari uygulanarak gézlenen performans
farkliliklarinin test tiiriyle iliskisi de ele alinmigtir. Bu aragtirma ise s6z konusu
yaklagimlardan farkli olarak testleri yalnizca toplam puan diizeyinde karsilastirmakla
yetinmemekte, coktan segmeli test maddelerini Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi’nin
farkli biligsel diizeylerinde &lgme yapmayr hedefleyen maddeler olarak
siniflandirmakta ve bu diizeylere ait alt puanlarin bosluk doldurma testi basarisiyla
iliskisini de incelemektedir. Boylece ¢aligsmada, iki test tiiriiniin okudugunu anlama
becerisini dlgerken hangi bilissel siireclerle daha fazla ortiistiigii, 6zellikle Bloom un
bilissel diizeyleri baglaminda ele alinmakta ve bosluk doldurma testinin Ol¢tiigii
performansin biligsel temellerine iliskin daha ayrintili bir ¢6ziimleme sunulmaktadir.

Okur diizeylerini belirlemek i¢in Cetinkaya'nin (2010) onceki arastirma
bulgularina dayali olarak olusturdugu smniflandirma kullanilmistir. Arastirma,
6grencilerin ¢oktan se¢meli testler ile bosluk doldurma testlerinden aldiklart puanlar
arasindaki iligkiyi ve test sonuglarinin smif diizeyine gore degisimini inceleyerek
okudugunu anlama becerisini dlgen araglarmin gelistirilmesine yonelik bulgular
sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Bu aragtirmanin amaci, okudugunu anlama becerisini 6l¢gmeye yonelik olarak
kullanilan ¢oktan se¢gmeli test ve bosluk doldurma testinin 6lgme sonuglar1 arasindaki
iliskiyi incelemektir. Bu iki test tiirliniin okudugunu anlama ile iliskili bilissel
siireclerle, oOzellikle Bloom’un bilissel diizeyleri baglaminda, nasil bir Oriintii
sergiledigini ortaya koymaktir. Bu amag¢ dogrultusunda asagidaki sorulara yanit
aranmistir:

1. Bosluk doldurma testi puanlari, ¢coktan se¢meli test puanlarini anlamli
sekilde yordamakta midir?

2. Ogrencilerin Bloom Taksonomisi’nin farkli biligsel diizeylerinde &lgme
yapmay1 hedefleyen coktan se¢meli maddelerdeki performanslari ile bosluk doldurma
testinden elde ettikleri puanlar arasindaki iliski nasildir?

3. Coktan segmeli test ile bosluk doldurma testi katilimcilarin okur diizeyi ile
ilgili nas1l bir uyum gostermektedir?

Yontem

Yontem boliimii, arastirma desenini, katilimcilari, veri toplama araglarini ve
calismada kullanilan uygulama siireglerini agiklamaktadir. Bu boélimde, ¢oktan
se¢meli ve bosluk doldurma okudugunu anlama testlerinin gelistirilme siireci ve
psikometrik ozellikleri ele alinmakta, verilerin nasil toplandigi ve puanlandig:
aciklanmakta, test puanlar1 ile okur yeterligi arasindaki iliskiyi incelemek i¢in yapilan
istatistiksel analizlere yer verilmektedir.
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Arastirma Modeli

Coktan se¢meli ve bosluk doldurma tiirlinde okudugunu anlama testlerindeki
Ogrenci performanslarini karsilastiran bu arastirma korelasyonel bir arastirmadir.
Korelasyonel arastirmalarda “iki ya da daha ¢ok degisken arasindaki iligki herhangi
bir sekilde bu degiskenlere miidahale edilmeden incelenir” (Biiylikoztiirk ve digerleri,
2013, s. 184). Bu arastirmanin odaginda katilimcilarin okudugunu anlama basarilarini
6l¢en coktan segmeli testten ve bosluk doldurma testinden aldiklart puanlar arasindaki
korelasyonun incelenmesi yer almaktadir.

Bu calismada c¢oktan segmeli test (CST) ve bosluk doldurma testinden (BDT)
elde edilen puanlar arasindaki iliskiyi daha ayrintili bicimde incelemek amaciyla
regresyon analizi kullanilmistir. Bu analizde yer alan degiskenler, nedensel bir
yordama iligkisi varsayilmaksizin istatistiksel agidan agiklayici bir modelleme
cercevesinde ele alinmustir. ilk asamada CST puanlart modelde agiklanan degisken
olarak ele alinmis, BDT puanlar1 ise agiklayici degisken olarak modele dahil
edilmistir. Tkinci asamada ise BDT puanlan agiklanan degisken olarak ele almmus,
Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi’nin hatirlama, anlama, uygulama ve ¢dziimleme
diizeylerinde yapilandirilmis ¢oktan se¢meli maddelerden elde edilen puanlar modele
aciklayici degiskenler olarak dahil edilmistir. Bu yaklasim, testler arasindaki iliskinin
yoniini degil, farkli madde tiirlerinin ve bilissel diizeylerin 6grenci performansiyla
nasil iliskilendigini ortaya koymay1 amaglamaktadir.

Bu g¢alisgmada CST’deki maddeler Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi’ne gore
hatirlama, anlama, uygulama ve ¢dziimleme diizeylerine gore siniflandirilmistir. Her
diizey icin elde edilen alt puanlar (6rnegin hatirlama diizeyine ait 5 maddenin toplam
puani) ayri ayri hesaplanmistir. Bu alt puanlar BDT puanlarim yordamak amaciyla
regresyon analizine dahil edilmistir. Boylece BDT nin Bloom’un hangi biligsel
diizeylerine daha fazla karsilik geldigi incelenmigtir. BDT igin ise bilissel diizey
siniflamasi yapilmamigtir. Ciinkii BDT tek bir metinden sistematik sézciik silme
yoluyla olusturulmustur ve her bir bosluk ayr1 ayr bilissel diizeye atanabilir nitelikte
degildir. Bu nedenle BDT, biitiinciil bir performans 6l¢iisii olarak ele alinmistir. Bu
analiz BDT’nin &zellikle hangi tiir bilissel islemlerle daha fazla ortlistiigiine dair
aciklayici bilgiler sunmay1 amaglamaktadir.

Cahisma Grubu

Arastirma iki asamadan olusmaktadir. Ilk asamada veri toplama araglar
gelisgtirilmis ve uygulanmistir. Veri toplama araglarinin gelistirilmesi asamasinda
aragtirmaya 216 ortaokul 6grencisi katilmistir. Bu asamada aragtirmaya Antalya il
merkezinde yer alan orta diizey sosyoekonomik yapiya sahip bir devlet ortaokulunda
Ogrenim goren toplam 216 &grenci katilmistir. Bu 6grencilerden 11571 7. sinif, 101’1
ise 8. smuf dgrencisidir. Katilimcilarin %52’si kiz (n=112), %48’i erkek (n=104)
ogrencilerden olugsmaktadir.

Arastirmanin ikinci asamasinda ise gecerlik ve giivenirlik analizleri yapilmisg
olan testler, yine Antalya ilinde benzer sosyoekonomik diizeye sahip farkli bir devlet
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ortaokulunda uygulanmigtir. Bu agsamada arastirmaya katilan 102 dgrencinin 60’1 7.
sinif, 42°si 8. smif seviyesindedir. Katilimeilarin %55°1 kiz (n=56), %45°i erkek
(n=46) 6grencilerden olusmaktadir.

Katilimeilar, erigilebilirlik ve goniilliiliik esasina dayali olarak uygun drnekleme
yontemiyle segilmistir. Orneklem veri toplama siirecinde erisilebilen hedef 6grenci
kitlesidir.

Veri Toplama Araglan

Katilimeilarin  okudugunu anlama basarisint  6lgmek i¢in arastirmacilar
tarafindan Coktan Se¢meli Okudugunu Anlama Testi (CST) ve Bosluk Doldurma
Testi (BDT) gelistirilmistir. Asagida bu testlerin gelistirilme siirecine iliskin
aciklamalar yapilmistir:

Coktan Se¢meli ve Bosluk Doldurma Okuma Anlama Testlerine Ait Psikometrik
Ozellikler

CST “Iyi Uykular, Tatli Riiyalar” (Genger, 2014) adli metne dayali 19 goktan
segmeli sorudan olugmaktadir. Testte yer alan her soru i¢in 4 secenek yer almaktadir.
Testi gelistirmek i¢in ayni metne dayali olarak 24 soru hazirlanmigtir. Sorularin
hazirlanmasinda Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi dikkate alinmistir. Sorulardan 6’s1
hatirlama, 9’u anlama, 7’si ¢ozlimleme ve 2’si uygulama diizeyindedir. Okudugunu
anlama testlerinin gelistirilmesi siirecinde, testin psikometrik 6zelliklerinin yalnizca
maddelerden degil, ayn1 zamanda kullanilan metnin 6zelliklerinden de etkilendigi goz
oniinde bulundurulmustur. Bu dogrultuda hazirlanan okuma metni ve buna bagh
olarak gelistirilen maddeler, iki egitim programlar1 alan uzmani ve bir Tiirk¢e egitimi
alan uzmaninin goriisiine sunulmustur. Uzmanlar, maddelerin dilsel uygunlugu ve
6l¢me amacina hizmet etme diizeyinin yani sira, kullanilan metnin hedef yag grubuna
uygunlugu, okunabilirligi ve metnin bilgi/olay yogunlugunun testin giicliigi
iizerindeki olas1 etkileri agisindan da degerlendirme yapmistir. Uzman goriisleri
dogrultusunda soru sayis1 20’ye diisiiriilmiis, metin ve madde uyumunu gii¢lendirecek
bicimde gerekli diizenlemeler yapilmistir.

Calismanin temel odak noktalarindan biri, c¢oktan se¢meli maddelerin
Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi’nin farkli biligsel diizeylerinde 6l¢me yapmay1
hedeflemesidir. Bu nedenle her bir ¢oktan se¢meli madde, uzmanlar tarafindan
hedefledigi bilissel diizey agisindan ayri ayri incelenmistir. Uzmanlardan, maddelerin
hangi biligsel diizeyi 6l¢meyi amagladigina iligkin degerlendirme yapmalar istenmis,
bu degerlendirmeler dogrultusunda maddelerin  biligsel diizeylere dagilimi
belirlenmistir. Uzman goriisleri arasinda goriis birligi saglanamayan maddeler
yeniden diizenlenmis veya Olgme aracindan ¢ikarilmistir. Bylece testte yer alan
maddelerin hedeflenen biligsel diizeyleri temsil etmesine yonelik uzman yargisina
dayal gecerlik kanitlari elde edilmistir.

Ayrica testin uygulama sonrasinda elde edilen madde istatistikleri ile maddelerin
bilissel diizeylere gore dagilimi birlikte ele alinarak dlgme aracinin hem istatistiksel
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hem de kuramsal agidan degerlendirilmesi amaglanmistir. Bu bigimiyle testteki
sorularin 6’s1 hatirlama, 7’si anlama, 5’i ¢dziimleme ve 2’si uygulama diizeyindedir.
Hatirlama diizeyinde olan 10. sorunun uygulama sirasinda hatali oldugu fark edilmis
ve soru testten c¢ikarilmistir. Uygulanma siirecinde yapilan kontrol sirasinda soz
konusu sorunun segeneklerinden birinin hatali olusturuldugu fark edilmistir. Bu
nedenle ilgili soru gegerlilik ve giivenilirlik analizlerinde degerlendirmeye
alimmamigtir. Hata teknik bir uygulama hatasidir ve ¢aligmanin genel bulgularini
etkilemeyecek sekilde gerekli diizenleme yapilmis, analizler geri kalan maddeler
iizerinden stirdiiriilmiistiir. Bu nedenle testteki toplam madde sayis1 19’a ve hatirlama
diizeyinde yer alan madde sayis1 5°e inmistir. Tablo 1°de 19 sorudan olugan CST nin
her sorusu i¢in giicliik ve ayirt edicilik degerleri sunulmaktadir.

Madde giicliik indeksleri, her bir sorunun dogru yanitlanma oranin1 (p) gésteren
klasik test kuramina dayali olarak hesaplanmistir. Madde ayirt edicilik indeksleri ise
27% st ve alt gruplarin her maddeye verdikleri dogru yanit ylizdeleri arasindaki fark
alinarak belirlenmistir.

Tablo 1
CST Madde Analizleri
Soru Madde Giigliik Indeksi Madde Ayirt Edicilik Indeksi
S1 0.87 0.35
S2 0.44 0.60
S3 0.74 0.47
S4 0.72 0.36
S5 0.73 0.57
S6 0.87 0.36
S7 0.69 0.54
S8 0.81 0.40
S9 0.48 0.43
S 10 0.62 0.51
S11 0.70 0.67
S12 0.51 0.71
S13 0.32 0.40
S14 0.46 0.42
S15 0.65 0.61
S 16 0.68 0.64
S17 0.49 0.67
S18 0.51 0.50
S 19 0.79 0.46

Tablo 1’deki giigliik indeksi degerleri 0.32 ile 0.87 arasinda degismektedir. Ayirt
edicilik indeksi ise 0.35 ile 0.71 arasinda degismektedir ve sorularin ¢ogu iyi diizeyde
ayirt edicilige sahiptir. Bu araliklar, testin hem gesitli zorluk seviyelerini i¢erdigini
hem de basarili bir sekilde ayirt edici oldugunu gostermektedir. Testin ortalama
giicliigii 0.64, ortalama ayirt ediciligi ise 0.51°dir. CST’de katilimcilar, her dogru yanit
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icin 1 puan almakta olup yanlis yanitlanan sorular igin herhangi bir puan
verilmemektedir. CST’den alinabilecek puanlarin araligt 0 ile 19 arasinda
degismektedir.

Gecerlilik Calismasi

Agimlayici Faktor Analizi (AFA), CST’nin tek boyutlulugunu degerlendirmek
amaciyla tetrakorik korelasyon matrisi kullanilarak gerceklestirilmistir (Embretson ve
Reise, 2000). Ayrica Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 6rneklem yeterlilik katsayist .80’in
iizerinde bulunmus ve &rneklemin AFA igin yeterli oldugu anlasilmistir. Ayrica
Bartlett Kiiresellik Testi anlamli ¢ikmig (p < .001) ve degiskenler arasinda faktor
analizi yapilmasina olanak saglayacak diizeyde iliski oldugu belirlenmigtir. Bu
bulgular, veri setinin faktor analizine uygun oldugunu ve analizden elde edilen
sonuclarin gegerliligini desteklemektedir. Analiz sonuglari, faktor 6z degerleri, faktor
yiikleri ve paralel analiz kriterlerine gére incelenmistir. Ilk faktoriin diger faktorlere
kiyasla belirgin sekilde biiyilk olmasi, tek boyutlulugun gdstergesi olarak
degerlendirilmistir (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Maddelerin tek faktor altinda yeterli
diizeyde faktor yiikiine (>.30) sahip olup olmadigi kontrol edilmistir (Cokluk ve
digerleri, 2012). Paralel analiz ile rastgele olusturulan veri setlerinden elde edilen 6z
degerler, gercek veriden elde edilen 6z degerlerle karsilagtirilarak tek boyutlulugun
saglanip saglanmadig1 yorumlanmistir (Horn, 1965).

19 maddeden olusan CST’ye ait faktor yiikleri Tablo 2'de, 44 maddeden olusan
BDT’ye ait faktor yiikleri ise Tablo 3'te sunulmustur.

Tablo 2

CST Madde Havuzuna Ait Faktor Yiikleri
Madde Faktor yiiki Madde Faktor yiiki
No No
M1 75 M6 75
M2 .54 M7 .63
M3 .64 M8 .66
M4 44 M9 31
M5 75 M10 48
MI11 .79 M16 72
M12 .69 M17 .65
M13 .39 M18 41
M14 .34 M19 .65
M15 .67
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Tablo 3
BDT Madde Havuzuna Ait Faktor Yiikleri

Madde Faktor ytiki Madde Faktor yiiki
No No

M1 .58 M12 .36
M2 .66 M13 .37
M3 40 Ml14 45
M4 38 M15 42
M5 33 M16 .36
M6 32 M17 43
M7 46 MI18 47
MS .30 M19 .54
M9 43 M20 .38
M10 41 M21 43
Mil11 37 M22 .53
M23 .33 M34 .32
M24 44 M35 .50
M25 38 M36 .50
M26 63 M37 .39
M27 54 M38 .38
M28 49 M39 45
M29 S1 M40 .54
M30 .40 M41 Sl
M31 .34 M42 .52
M32 42 M43 .59
M33 36 M44 57

Her iki test icin yapilan AFA sonuglari, testlerin biiyiik dl¢iide tek faktorlii bir
yaptya sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. CST’de ilk bilesen toplam varyansin
%37.03’lnil aciklarken BDT’de %21.01’ini agiklamaktadir. Her iki testte de ilk
faktoriin 6z degeri diger faktorlerden belirgin sekilde yiiksek olup test maddelerinin
6nemli bir kismi ayni temel boyuta yiliklenmektedir. Faktor yiikleri agisindan
degerlendirildiginde, CST’de faktor yiikleri .31 ile .79 arasinda degisirken BDT .30
ile .66 arasinda degismektedir. Bu durum, her iki testte de maddelerin biiylik 6l¢iide
ortak bir faktore anlamli sekilde yiiklendigini ve bu faktoriin testlerin ana yapisini
temsil ettigini gostermektedir. Sonug olarak her iki test de genel olarak tek faktorli
bir yapiya sahip olup okudugunu anlama becerisini 6lgme konusunda tutarli bir yap1
sundugu soylenebilir.

AFA sonuglarma iligkin paralel analiz grafiklerine gore belirlenen faktor yapilar
Sekil 1 ve Sekil 2°de sunulmustur.
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Sekil 1
Paralel Analiz Grafigi-CST
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Paralel Analiz Grafigi-BDT
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Iki
testin faktor yapisina iligkin yapilan analizler, her iki testin de tek boyutlu bir yap:
gosterdigini ortaya koymaktadir. Paralel analiz sonuglari, CST ve BDT’de ilk
faktoriin diger faktorlerden belirgin sekilde ayrildigini ve bu durumun tek boyutluluk
varsayimini destekledigini gostermektedir.

Model uyum indeksleri incelendiginde, CST icin X*(152) = 196.22, p=.009,
RMSEA = .037 (%90 GA [.019, .051]), SRMSR = .060, TLI = .972 ve CFI = .975
olarak hesaplanmistir. BDT de ise X*(902) = 920.14, p =.329, RMSEA = .013 (%90
GA [.00, .031]), SRMSR = .088, TLI = .987 ve CFI = .976 degerleri elde edilmistir.
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Bu sonuglar, her iki testin de iyi diizeyde model uyumu sagladigini ve tek
faktorlii bir yapiya sahip oldugunu gostermektedir (Hu ve Bentler, 1999). Ancak
BDT’de X? degerinin anlamli olmamasi (p = .329), bu testin veriyle daha iyi
ortlistiiglini goéstermektedir.

Bosluk Doldurma Testi

BDT, “lyi Uykular, Tath Riiyalar” adli metne dayali olarak gelistirilmistir.
Metin, baglik dahil olmak {izere toplam 446 sozciikten olusmaktadir. Metin 6ykiileyici
tiirdedir ve ortaokul diizeyindeki 6grencilerin dilsel ve biligsel ozellikleri dikkate
alinarak segilmistir. Giinlik yasam baglamina dayali olay orgiisii, agik nedensel
iliskiler ve anlamsal biitiinlik iceren yapisi, metnin genel okudugunu anlama
becerisini dlgmeye elverisli bir icerik sundugunu gostermektedir. Metinde yer alan
sozciiklerin biiylik boliimii, Milli Egitim Bakanlig: Tiirkce ders kitaplarinda siklikla
karsilagilan ve 6grencilerin alict sozciik dagarciginda yer almasi beklenen yiiksek
frekansli sdzciiklerden olugmaktadir. Bu durum, testin agirlikli olarak sozciik bilgisini
degil, baglamdan anlam c¢ikarma ve metinsel bitinliigii kullanma siireglerini
yansitmasini amaglamaktadir.

BDT, bosluk doldurma tekniginin standart uygulamalarina uygun bigimde
yapilandirilmistir. Metnin ilk ciimlesinde herhangi bir sdzciik silinmemis, ikinci
climleden baslanarak her altinct sézciik sistematik olarak ¢ikarilmigtir. S6zciik silme
isleminde noktalama isaretleri, 6zel adlar ve sayilar kapsam disinda birakilmigtir. Bu
islem sonucunda testte toplam 69 bosluk olusturulmustur. Her bir bosluk igin
katilimeilardan metnin baglamina uygun sozciigii iiretmeleri beklenmistir. Yanitlarin
degerlendirilmesinde yalnizca hedef sozciikle birebir ortiisen yanitlar dogru kabul
edilmis; yazim hatalari, yakin anlamli sézciikler ya da anlamsal olarak yakin ancak
hedef sozciikten farkli yanitlar yanlis olarak degerlendirilmistir. Her dogru yanit i¢in
1 puan verilmis, yanlis veya bos birakilan yanitlar i¢in puan verilmemistir. Bu
dogrultuda BDT den alinabilecek toplam puanlar 0 ile 69 arasinda degismektedir.

Metnin bosluk doldurma testine uygunlugu konusunda Tiirk¢e egitimi alaninda
uzman ii¢ 6gretim iiyesinin gorisiine bagvurulmusg, uzmanlar, metnin sézciik diizeyi,
anlamsal tutarlilign ve baglamsal ipuglari bakimmdan bosluk doldurma teknigiyle
6lgmeye uygun oldugu yoniinde goriis bildirmistir. Bununla birlikte sézciik silme
yoluyla yapilandirilan bogluk doldurma testlerinin okudugunu anlama becerisinin tiim
bilissel boyutlarini1 dogrudan ve esit diizeyde 6l¢tiigii iddia edilemez. Bu tiir testler,
ozellikle sdzdizimsel yapi, sozciik bilgisi ve baglamsal ipuglarindan yararlanma gibi
siireglerle iligkili performans: yansitmaktadir. Bu nedenle BDT, bu c¢aligmada
okudugunu anlama becerisinin ¢ok boyutlu dogasini biitiiniiyle temsil eden bir 6lgme
araci olarak degil, baskin bir genel okudugunu anlama faktdriinii yansitan bir gosterge
olarak ele alinmistir.

Giivenirlilik Degerleri

Her iki testin giivenilirlik analizi sonuclari, testlerin yiiksek diizeyde i¢ tutarliliga
sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. CST i¢in Kuder-Richardson 20 (KR-20) katsayis1 .83,
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McDonald's Omega (®) katsayisi ise .85 olarak hesaplanmistir. BDT de ise KR-20
.86, McDonald's Omega (®) ise .88 olarak bulunmustur. Bu degerler, her iki testin de
giiclii i¢ tutarliliga sahip oldugunu ve Oolgtiikleri yapiyr giivenilir bir sekilde
degerlendirdigini gostermektedir (Cronbach, 1951; McDonald, 1999).

Etik Kurul Karan

Bu arastirma, Akdeniz Universitesi Sosyal ve Beseri Bilimler Bilimsel
Aragtirma ve Yaym Etigi kurulunun 10/06/2022 tarihli 10.06.2022-379259 sayili
karart ile alinan izinle yiiriitiilmistiir.

Verilerin Toplanmasi ve Analizi

Veri toplama siirecinde katilimcilara dncelikle BDT uygulanmus, bir hafta sonra
ayni1 katilimci grubuna CST verilmistir. Her iki uygulama da tek oturumda ve bir ders
saatinde gergeklestirilmistir. Katilimcilarin BDT ye verdikleri yanitlar iki bagimsiz
degerlendirici tarafindan Onceden hazirlanan yanit anahtar1 dogrultusunda
puanlanmis, degerlendiriciler arast uyum %100 olarak hesaplanmistir. CST puanlari
ise testin otomatik puanlama sistemi kullanilarak elde edilmistir.

Analizlere gecilmeden Once veri seti istatistiksel ¢oziimlemeye uygunluk
acisindan incelenmistir. Veri setinde kayip deger bulunmadigi belirlenmistir.
Katilimcilarin BDT ve CST’den elde ettikleri toplam puanlara iliskin ug degerler kutu
grafikleri araciligiyla incelenmistir. BDT toplam puanina iliskin kutu grafiginde 78
numarali katilimcinin ug bir deger aldig1 goriilmiis, ancak ilgili katilimeinin yanitlart
incelendiginde elde edilen yiiksek puanin rastgele yanitlamayla agiklanamayacagi
degerlendirilmis ve bu deger veri setinden ¢ikartlmamaistir.

Birinci arastirma sorusunu (Bosluk doldurma testi puanlari, coktan se¢gmeli test
puanlarini anlamli sekilde yordamakta midir?) yanitlamak amaciyla bagimli ve
bagimsiz degisken olarak BDT toplam puani ve CST toplam puani ele alinmistir.
Analiz dncesinde her iki degiskenin dagilim 6zellikleri incelenmistir. BDT ve CST
toplam puanlarinin normalligi Shapiro—Wilk testi ve grafiksel incelemelerle
degerlendirilmis, her iki degiskenin de normal dagilim gostermedigi belirlenmistir.
Bu nedenle testler arasi iliskiyi incelemek igin parametrik olmayan korelasyon analizi
tercih edilmistir.

Ikinci aragtirma sorusu (Ogrencilerin Bloom Taksonomisi’nin farkli biligsel
diizeylerinde 6lgme yapmay1 hedefleyen ¢oktan segmeli maddelerdeki performanslari
ile bosluk doldurma testinden elde ettikleri puanlar arasindaki iligki nasildir?)
kapsaminda bagimli degisken olarak BDT toplam puani, bagimsiz degiskenler olarak
ise CST’de yer alan farkl biligsel diizeylere (6rnegin bilgi, kavrama, uygulama vb.)
ait madde gruplarindan elde edilen toplam puanlar ele alinmistir. Bu dogrultuda CST,
biligsel diizeylerine gdre alt puanlara ayrilmis ve her bir alt puan igin dagilim
Ozellikleri ayr1 ayri incelenmistir. Normallik varsayiminin saglanmamasi nedeniyle
bu asamada da parametrik olmayan istatistiksel teknikler kullanilmistir.
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fliskisel analizlerin ardindan, BDT puanlarinin CST bilissel diizey puanlar
tarafindan yordanip yordanmadigmi incelemek amaciyla regresyon analizleri
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu analizlerde bagimli degisken BDT toplam puani, bagimsiz
degiskenler ise CST’nin farkli biligsel diizeylerine ait toplam puanlar olarak
tanimlanmistir. Regresyon analizlerinde tiim bagimsiz degiskenlerin modele aym
anda dahil edilmesi aragtirmanin amacina uygun goriildiigiinden “enter” ydntemi
kullanilmustir.

Regresyon analizine gegilmeden once temel varsayimlar kontrol edilmistir.
Bagimli ve bagimsiz degiskenler arasindaki dogrusal iliski scatter plot’lar aracilifiyla
incelenmistir. Artiklarin normal dagilim gdsterip gostermedigi normal Q-Q grafigi ve
Shapiro—Wilk testi ile degerlendirilmis, varyanslarin homojenligi artiklar ile yordanan
degerlerin dagilimi incelenerek kontrol edilmistir. Ayrica bagimsiz degiskenler
arasinda ¢oklu dogrusal baglanti olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla VIF (Variance
Inflation Factor) ve tolerans degerleri hesaplanmis; VIF degerlerinin 10’un altinda,
tolerans degerlerinin ise.10’un tizerinde oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgular, regresyon
analizleri igin gerekli varsayimlarin karsilandigini gostermektedir.

Ugiincii arastirma sorusunu (Coktan se¢meli test ile bosluk doldurma testi,
katilimcilarin okur diizeyi siniflandirmalari agisindan nasil bir uyum gostermektedir?)
yanitlamak amaciyla her bir katilimeinin CST ve BDT den elde ettigi toplam puanlar,
Cetinkaya (2010) tarafindan onerilen esik degerler dogrultusunda ti¢ okur diizeyine
(zorlanan, egitsel, bagimsiz) doniistiiriilmiistiir. Her iki test i¢in yapilan bu siniflama
sonucunda, ayni katilimcinin CST’ye ve BDT ye gore hangi okur diizeyinde yer aldig1
belirlenmistir. Bu ¢aligmada “okur diizeyi”, katilimcilarin okudugunu anlama
performanslarina dayali olarak siniflandirildiklar yeterlik diizeyi olarak ele alinmistir.
Ucgiincii arastirma sorusu kapsaminda, katilimeilarin CST ve BDT den elde ettikleri
toplam puanlar, Cetinkaya (2010) tarafindan onerilen esik degerler dogrultusunda
zorlanan, egitsel ve bagimsiz olmak {izere ii¢ okur diizeyine dontstiiriilmiistiir. Bu
siniflandirma, test tiirlerine gdre okur diizeyi belirlemenin tutarliligini incelemek
amacityla gergeklestirilmistir.

CST ile BDT’nin katilimcilarin okur diizeylerini belirleme konusundaki
tutarhiligini incelemek amactyla her bir katilimecinin bu iki testten aldig1 puanlara gore
okur diizeyi siniflandirmasi yapilmistir. Bu siniflandirmada, Cetinkaya’nin (2010)
calismasina dayali olarak "engelli", "egitsel " ve "bagimsiz" olmak iizere ii¢ diizey
belirlenmistir: Katilimcilar, CST puanlart %50°nin altinda ise "engelli", %50-70
arasinda ise "egitsel", %70’in lizerindeyse "bagimsiz" diizeyde smiflandirilmistir.
Ayni sekilde, BDT puani %35’in altinda olanlar "engelli", %35-50 arasinda olanlar
"egitsel", %50 nin tizerindekiler ise "bagimsiz" diizeyde degerlendirilmistir. Her bir
Ogrenci, her bir test tiirii i¢in ayr1 ayri bu puan araliklarina gore bir diizeye atanmig ve
bu dogrultuda testlerin okur diizeyini belirlemede ne oOlgiide tutarli olduklar

karsilastirilmistir.

Elde edilen siniflandirmalar temel alinarak 3x3 diizey matrisi olusturulmus, her
bir diizey kombinasyonu i¢in frekans ve yiizde degerleri hesaplanmistir. Son asamada,
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CST ve BDT’ye dayali okur diizeyi siniflandirmalarinin birbiriyle ne derece uyumlu
oldugunu belirlemek amaciyla Cohen’s Kappa katsayisi hesaplanmistir. Bu analizde
bagimsiz degisken test tirli (CST-BDT), bagimli degisken ise okur diizeyi
siniflandirmasi olarak ele alinmistir.

Bulgular

Arastirma sorularina yanit bulmak amaciyla yapilan ¢éziimlemelere gegilmeden
once katilimcilarin CST ve BDT den aldig1 puanlar kullanilarak betimsel istatistikler
yapilmis ve sonuglar Tablo 4’te sunulmustur.

Tablo 4
Testlerden Alinan Puanlara Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
CST BDT

N 102 102
Ortalama 10,83 19,79
Sdt. Sapma 3,874 9,81
Minimum 1 2
Maksimum 18 46

Tablo 4’e gore her iki testi toplam 102 6grenci yanmitlamistir. Katilimcilarin
CST’den aldig: ortalama puan 10,83, BDT’den aldig1 puan 19,79’dur. CST’ye ait
standart sapma degeri 3,874, BDT ye ait standart sapma degeri ise 9,81°dir. CST’den
alman en diisiik puan 1, en yiiksek puan 18, BDT’den alinan en diisiik puan 2, en
yiiksek puan ise 46’dir.

Birinci ve ikinci aragtirma sorularimi birlikte ele almak amaciyla, bu bélimde
BDT ile CST puanlar arasindaki iliski ile bu testlerin Bloom Taksonomisi’nin farklt
bilissel diizeyleriyle olan iligkileri incelenmistir. Bu dogrultuda, dncelikle CST ve
BDT toplam puanlarina iligkin betimsel istatistikler ile testler ve Bloom’un biligsel
siire¢ basamaklarina goére olusturulan alt puanlar arasindaki iliskiler korelasyon
analizi ile degerlendirilmistir. Ardindan BDT basarisinin CST basarisint ne 6lgiide
yordadigini ortaya koymak amaciyla regresyon analizleri gergeklestirilmistir. Analiz
oncesinde degiskenlerin dagilim &zellikleri Shapiro—Wilk testi ve grafikler araciligt
ile incelenmis; normallik varsayimindan sapmalar goriilmekle birlikte, yordama
iliskisini ortaya koymak iizere regresyon analizleri uygulanmistir. Elde edilen
bulgular Tablo 5 ve Tablo 6’da sunulmustur.
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Tablo 5
Okudugunu Anlama Test Puanlarina Ait Betimsel Deger ve lliskiler
Test X+£S.S 1 2 3 4 5
(1) CST 10.83+3.87 1.00
(2) BDT 19.79+9.81 .69% 1.00
(3) Hatirlama 3.54+1.31 T7* S55% 1.00
(4) Anlama 4.00£1.67 .85% 56%* 47* 1.00
(5) Uygulama 714,69 59% 35% 39% 39% 1.00
(6) Coziimleme 2.58£1.36 .80%* S58%* 48%* S5T* 26*
*p<.01

Okudugunu anlama testlerine iliskin betimsel istatistikler ve testler arasindaki
korelasyonlar Tablo 5’te sunulmustur. CST ortalama puan1 10.83 (SS = 3.87), BDT
ortalama puani ise 19.79 (SS = 9.81) olarak hesaplanmistir. Korelasyon analizine
gore, CST ile BDT arasinda pozitif ve giiglii bir iliski bulunmaktadir, rcst, spr= .69,
p <.0l.

Bloom’un biligsel siire¢ basamaklarina gére CST’de yer alan hatirlama, anlama,
uygulama ve c¢ozliimleme diizeyindeki sorularin test puanlariyla olan iliskileri
incelendiginde, hatirlama puanlart hem CST (r=.77, p<.01) hem de BDT (r= .55, p
<.01) ile anlaml ve pozitif bir iliski gdstermektedir. Anlama diizeyindeki sorularin
puanlart da CST ile yiiksek bir korelasyon (r= .85, p <.01) gosterirken, BDT ile olan
iligkisi daha diisiik diizeyde kalmistir (r = .56, p <.01).

Uygulama diizeyindeki sorularin toplam test puanlari ile iliskisi incelendiginde,
CST ile orta diizeyde (r = .59, p < .01), BDT ile diisiik diizeyde (r = .35, p <.01) bir
iliski tespit edilmistir. Coziimleme diizeyindeki sorularin test puanlari ile olan iliskisi
ise CST ile yiiksek (r = .80, p <.01), BDT ile orta diizeyde (r = .58, p <.01) anlaml
bir korelasyon gostermektedir.

Tablo 6
Okudugunu Anlama Test Puanlarini Yordamaya Iliskin Regresyon Analizi Sonuglari
Yordanan  Yordayict B (e) B t p sd F p R R2
Sabit 6.34 11.52  <.001
CST (:33) ! 90,02 <.001 69 .47
BD .35 .69 9.49 <001 100 ’ ’ ' ’
(.04)
Sabit -2.11 1.19 236
(1.76)
Coziimleme 1.68 30 323 .002
BDT (:32) 3 2955 <001 .69 .48
Hatirlama 1.63 28 323 .002 98 ’ ’ ' '
(50)
Anlama 1.19 26 281 .006
(42)
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Regresyon analizi iki asamada gergeklestirilmistir. Ik asamada, CST toplam
puanlarmin BDT toplam puanlarini yordama giicii basit dogrusal regresyon modeli
ile; ikinci asamada ise BDT puanlarinin Bloom Taksonomisi’nin farkli biligsel
diizeylerine ait CST puanlarn tarafindan yordanmasi, tiim bagimsiz degiskenlerin
modele ayn1 anda dahil edildigi enter yontemi kullanilarak incelenmistir.

Ik modelde BDT puanlari, CST puanlarmin anlamli bir yordayicisi olarak
bulunmustur (B = .35(.04), B = .69, p <.001). Regresyon modeli anlamlidir, F(1,100)
= 90.02, p < .001 ve toplam varyansin %47’si (R* = .47) BDT puanlan ile
aciklanmaktadir. Bu sonug, CST puanlarinin biiyiik 6l¢iide BDT puanlariyla iligkili
oldugunu ve BDT’nin okudugunu anlama becerisini dlgmede giiclii bir gosterge
sundugunu gostermektedir.

ikinci modelde, BDT puanlarinin ¢éziimleme, hatirlama ve anlama basamaklari
ile anlamli bir sekilde yordanabildigi goriilmiistiir. Céziimleme diizeyi, (B =1.68(.52),
B =0.30, p =.002), hatirlama diizeyi, (B = 1.63(.50), f = 0.28, p = .002) ve anlama
diizeyi (B = 1.19(.42), B = 0.26, p = .006). BDT puanlarii anlamli sekilde
yordamaktadir. Regresyon modeli genel olarak anlamlidir, F(3, 98)= 29.55, p <.001
ve BDT puanlarindaki varyansin %48’ini agiklamaktadir (R? = .48). Bu sonuglar,
BDT puanlarinin Bloom Taksonomisi’nin bilissel diizeyleri ile anlamli iliskiler
gosterdigini ve Ozellikle ¢6ziimleme, hatirlama ve anlama basamaklarmin test
performansini anlamh sekilde yordadigini ortaya koymaktadir.

CST ile BDT’nin katilimeilarin okur yetkinligi ile ilgili nasil bir uyum
gosterdigini ortaya koymak icin CST puanlar1 ve BDT puanlan dikkate alinarak her
bir katilimecmnin okur diizeyi belirlenmis ve testlerin tiiriine gore karsilastirilmigtir.
Tablo 7°de katilimcilarin okur diizeylerine yonelik yapilan karsilastirma
sunulmaktadir.

Tablo 7

CST ve BDT nin Okur Diizeyleri A¢isindan Karsilagtirtlmasi
CST BDT f %
Bagimsiz Bagimsiz 14 13.7
Egitsel Egitsel 11 10.8
Engelli Engelli 27 26.5
Bagimsiz Egitsel 19 18.6
Bagimsiz Engelli 17 16.7
Egitsel Bagimsiz 4 39
Egitsel Engelli 7 6.9
Engelli Egitsel 3 2.9
Toplam 102 100

Tablo 7 incelendiginde, CST ve BDT testlerinden elde edilen puanlara gére ayni
okur diizeyinde siniflandirilan 52 katilimci bulundugu goriilmektedir. Bu katilimeilar
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her iki testte de engelli, egitsel ya da bagimsiz okur diizeyinde yer almaktadir. Buna
karsilik, 50 katilimci iki testte farkli okur diizeylerinde smiflandirilmistir. 19
katilimcinin CST puanlarina gére bagimsiz, BDT puanlarina gore ise egitsel diizeyde
yer aldigi, 17 katilimcinin CST’ye gore bagimsiz, BDT ye gore engelli diizeyde
siniflandirldig goriilmektedir. Ayrica 7 katilimcinin CST puanina gore egitsel, BDT
puanina gore engelli, 3 katilimcinin ise CST’ye gore engelli, BDT ye gore egitsel
diizeyde yer aldigi belirlenmistir.

CST ve BDT o6grencilerin okur diizeylerini belirleme konusundaki uyumunu
degerlendirmek i¢in Kappa analizi yapilmigtir. Kappa analizi sonuglart istatistiksel
olarak anlamli olsa da her iki test tlirliniin Ogrencileri aynit okur diizeylerine
yerlestirme konusunda yeterince tutarli olmadigini séylenebilir (k=0.231, p=0.000).

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu ¢aligmada, okudugunu anlama becerisini dl¢gmede yaygin olarak kullanilan
coktan seg¢meli testler ve bosluk doldurma testlerinin puanlari arasindaki iligki
incelenmis, her iki test tiirlinin okur diizeyleriyle uyumu degerlendirilmistir.
Aragtirma bulgulari, asagidaki sonuglart ortaya koymustur.

CST ve BDT puanlar arasinda pozitif yonde yiiksek bir iliski tespit edilmistir
(r=0,783). Bu, her iki test tiirliniin okudugunu anlama becerisini 6lgme acisindan
uyumlu oldugunu gostermektedir.

Regresyon analizi sonuglarina gore BDT basarisi CST basarisint anlamli bir
sekilde yordamaktadir. CST basarisindaki toplam varyansin %47’si BDT basarist
tarafindan agiklanmaktadir. Regresyon modeli, BDT puanindaki her bir birimlik
artisin, CST puaninda 0.35 birimlik bir artisa yol a¢tigini gostermistir.

CST’deki soru tiirlerinden hatirlama, anlama ve ¢oziimleme diizeyindeki
sorularin BDT bagarisin1 anlamli bir sekilde yordadigt belirlenmistir (R? = 0.48). En
giiclii yordayict degisken, ¢oziimleme diizeyindeki sorular olmustur (f = 0.30). Bu
sonug, ¢Oziimleme becerisinin BDT’deki basar1 igin kritik bir rol oynadigimi
gostermektedir. Hatirlama (B = 0.28) ve anlama ( = 0.26) diizeyindeki sorular da
BDT basarisin1 anlamli bir sekilde yordarken uygulama diizeyi anlamli bir yordayict
olarak bulunmamustir. Bu bulgular, BDT nin 6zellikle orta diizey bilissel becerilerle
iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

CST ve BDT puanlarina gore katilimcilarin okur diizeyleri arasinda
uyumsuzluklar oldugu tespit edilmistir. Kappa analizi sonuglar1 (k=0.189), iki test
tirlinin okur diizeylerini belirlemede diisiik bir tutarlilik gdsterdigini ortaya
koymustur. Katilimeilarin %55°1 iki test tiirlerine gore farkli okur diizeylerinde yer
almugtir.

Calisma, CST ve BDT puanlari arasinda pozitif yonde yiiksek bir iliski oldugunu
gostermistir. Ayrica BDT basarisi CST basarisint anlamli bir sekilde yordamaktadir.
Bu sonug, onceki aragtirmalarin (Baldauf Jr. ve Propst Jr., 1979; Bensoussan, 1984;
Bormuth, 1967; Rankin ve Culhane, 1969; Sattarpour ve Ajideh, 2014) bulgularini
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desteklemektedir. CST ve BDT arasindaki yiiksek iliskinin temel nedeni, her iki testin
de okudugunu anlama siirecindeki ortak biligsel becerileri 6lgmesidir. Her iki test,
metinden anlam ¢ikarma, baglam ipuglarini kullanma ve dilsel farkindalik gibi temel
becerilere dayanir (Andreassen ve Bréten, 2010; Das ve digerleri, 2019; Jonz, 1990).
Bu nedenle her iki test tiirii okuma becerilerinin degerlendirilmesinde tutarlt ve
uyumlu gériinmektedir. Bununla birlikte her iki test tiiriinii puanlarinin mitkemmel bir
uyum gostermedigi de ifade edilmelidir ve bu beklenen bir sonugtur. CST ve BDT
benzer biligsel siiregleri hedeflese de test formatlarinin gerektirdigi biligsel islemler
farklilagmaktadir. Coktan segmeli testlerde tanima, segenekler arasinda ayirt etme ve
test stratejileri On plana c¢ikmaktadir. Bosluk doldurma testlerinde baglam
biitiinlestirme, sozciiksel geri ¢agirim ve iiretim temelli siirecler daha belirleyici
olmaktadir. Ayrica bosluk doldurma testlerinin sdézciik bilgisi ve bicimbilimsel
farkindalik gibi okudugunu anlama dist degiskenlere daha duyarli olmasi, bireysel
puanlarin testler arasinda tam olarak ortlismemesine yol acabilmektedir. Bu nedenle
gozlenen puan farkliliklari, 6lgiilen yapinin degil, 6lgme yaklagimina 6zgii biligsel ve
psikometrik 6zelliklerin bir yansimasi olarak degerlendirilmelidir.

Bu sonuglar, her iki test tiiriiniin okudugunu anlama ile iligkili baz1 ortak biligsel
siireglere duyarli oldugunu gostermektedir. Ancak bosluk doldurma testinin
sistematik sozciik silmeye dayali yapisi dikkate alindiginda, elde edilen bulgular bu
testin okudugunu anlama becerisinin tiim bilissel boyutlarini tek basina kapsadigim
gostermemektedir. Coziimleme diizeyindeki sorularla kurulan istatistiksel iliski,
bosluk doldurma testinin iist diizey bilissel siire¢leri dogrudan Ol¢tiigiini
gostermekten ¢ok bu siireglerle dolayli olarak iligkili oldugunu diisiindiirmektedir.
Bulgular, bosluk doldurma testlerinin okudugunu anlama ile iligkili biligsel siireclere
dair aciklayicr ipuclart sunmaktadir. Bununla birlikte bu testlerin ¢oktan se¢meli
testlerin yerine gegebilecek ya da onlart tamamlayici Olgme araglari olarak
kullanilabilecegine iliskin genellenebilir bir sonuca ulagsmak i¢in daha kapsamli
arastirmalarin yapilmasi gerekmektedir.

Anlama diizeyindeki sorularin BDT basarisini yordamasi, metni anlamaya
dayal1 biligsel siireglerin bosluk doldurma testlerinde belirleyici bir rol oynadigini
gostermektedir. BDT, baglam ipuglarini kullanarak eksik kelimenin tamamlanmasini
gerektirirken (Kleijn ve digerleri, 2019), anlama sorulart 6grencilerin metni biitiinciil
olarak kavrama ve pargalar arasindaki iliskileri gérme becerilerini 6l¢er (Anderson ve
digerleri, 2001, s. 31; Anikin ve Sychev, 2020; Verenna ve digerleri, 2018). Bu
baglamda, anlama diizeyindeki sorularin BDT basarisin1 yordamasi beklenen bir
durumdur. Ciinkii anlama sorularini yanitlamada kullanilan beceriler, BDT de eksik
birakilan kelimenin dogru sekilde tamamlanmasi igin de gereklidir.

Coziimleme ve hatirlama diizeyindeki sorularin da BDT bagarisini anlamlt
sekilde yordamasi, BDT nin yalnizca baglam kullanimina degil, ayn1 zamanda bilgi
yapisinin analizi ve hatirlanmasina dayali siireclerle de iligkilendirilebilecegini
gostermektedir. Cozlimleme sorulari, O6grencilerin bilgiyi parcalarina ayirarak
incelemelerini ve pargalar arasindaki iligkileri anlamalarimi 6gretmeyi amaglar
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(Anderson ve digerleri, 2001, s. 31; Jensen ve digerleri, 2014). Bu beceri, BDT de
eksik birakilan kelimenin tahmini i¢in de 6nemli bir rol oynayabilir. Hatirlama
sorularinin etkisi ise 6grencilerin metindeki belirli bilgileri akilda tutma becerilerinin
BDT sonuglarini etkiledigini diisiindiirmektedir. Bu durum, BDT’nin hem alt diizey
dil becerileri hem de bilgi erisimiyle uyumlu oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir.

Uygulama diizeyindeki sorularin BDT basarisindaki etkisinin daha smirlt
olmasi, bu sorularin yapisiyla agiklanabilir. Uygulama sorulari, O6grencilerin
ogrendikleri bilgileri gercek diinyada veya yeni durumlarda kullanma becerilerini
Olgcer (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001, s. 31; Monrad ve digerleri, 2021). Ancak BDT
daha ¢ok mevcut baglami anlamaya ve eksik kelimenin bu baglama uygun sekilde
tahmin edilmesine dayanir. Bu nedenle uygulama diizeyindeki sorularin BDT ile daha
az uyumlu oldugu sdylenebilir.

Bosluk doldurma testlerinin anlama, hatirlama ve ¢oziimleme gibi orta diizey
bilissel stirecleri 6lgmede etkili oldugu sdylenebilir. Ancak bu durum testin iist diizey
bilissel anlamay1 degerlendirdigi anlamina gelmemektedir. Ust diizey bilissel
siiregleri 6lgebilmek igin test formatlarinin yeniden tasarlanmasi ve daha karmasik
diisiinme becerilerini hedefleyen bir yapi olusturulmasi gerekmektedir. Bununla
birlikte, bogluk doldurma testlerinin yalnizca alt diizey biligsel becerileri dlgtiiglini
One siiren aragtirmalarin bulgularindan farkli sonuglara ulasildigi sdylenebilir. Bu
aragtirmanin sonuglari, bosluk doldurma testlerinin alt ve orta diizey biligsel becerileri
degerlendirmede etkili bir 6lgme araci olarak kullanilabilecegini gostermektedir.

Ogrencileri okudugunu anlama basarilarina gére simflandirma konusunda ise
CST ve BDT arasindaki uyumun oldukga diisiik oldugu bulunmustur. Bu sonug her
iki testin puanlari arasindaki iliskinin sonuglartyla ¢elismektedir. Bunun en biiytik
nedeni dgrencileri okur tiirlerine gore smiflandirmada kullanilan kesim noktalaridir.
Ornegin bu arastirmaya katilan bir 6grenci CST’den 8 puan almissa engelli, 9 puan
almigsa egitsel diizeyde bir okur olmaktadir. Benzer bigimde BDT den 23 puan alan
bir okur engelli diizeyde yer alirken 24 puan alan bir okur egitsel diizeyde yer
almaktadir. Bu durumda kii¢iik puan farkliliklar1 6grencilerin diizeyinde belirleyici
olmaktadir. Bu nedenle her iki test tiirii okur tiirini belirlemede diisik uyum
gostermistir. Okurlarin ¢esitli siniflara ayrilmasinda yalnizca test puanlarina
giivenmenin dogru olmayacag ifade edilebilir.

Bu arastirmada bir bosluk doldurma testi kullanilmigtir. Ancak literatiirde,
bosluk doldurma testlerinde silme sikliginin degistirilmesinin hem testin biligsel
zorluk diizeyini hem de puanlarin metin O6zelliklerini yansitma bigimini
etkileyebilecegi ifade edilmektedir (Alderson, 1979). Bu durum, test tasariminda
silme stratejisinin dikkatle belirlenmesi gerektigine isaret etmektedir. Bosluk
doldurma testlerinin gecerliligi ve giivenilirligi acisindan test tasariminda silme
sikligimin dikkatle segilmesi ve belirli baglamlarda test edilmesi gerektigini
vurgulamaktadir. Ayrica Henk (1981), silinen sozciiklerin farkliliginin testin zorluk
diizeyini 6nemli dl¢iide etkileyebilecegini belirtmistir. Bu bulgulara ek olarak Ulusoy
(2009) tarafindan yapilan bir ¢alisma, ayn1 metne dayali olarak olusturulan iki farkli
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bosluk doldurma testinin sonuglarmin farkli oldugunu ortaya koymustur. Bilki (2011)
de belirli silme yontemleri ve metin tiirleri bazi beceri degerlendirmeleriyle daha
giiclii bir uyum sergiledigini bulgulamistir. Bu baglamda, farkli sézciik tiirlerinin
(6rnegin isim, fiil, baglayict vb.) sistematik olarak silindigi bosluk doldurma
testleriyle yeni arastirmalar yapilmasi, test tasarimi ve okudugunu anlama
diizeylerinin daha ayrintili bigcimde anlagilmasina katki saglayabilir.

Sonug olarak bu galisma, aynt metne dayali olarak gelistirilen ¢oktan se¢gmeli
test ve bosluk doldurma testinin, okudugunu anlama becerisini dlgme konusunda
biiyiik 6l¢iide benzer oriintiiler sundugunu gostermektedir. Elde edilen bulgular, iki
testten elde edilen toplam puanlar arasinda yiiksek ve anlamli bir iligki bulundugunu,
buna karsilik test puanlarina dayali okur diizeyi siniflandirmalarinda sinirli diizeyde
uyum oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Bu durum, bosluk doldurma testinin ¢oktan
segmeli testle birlikte ele alindiginda okudugunu anlama performansina iliskin
tamamlayict bilgiler sunabilecegini diislindiirmekle birlikte, puanlardaki ve
siniflandirmalardaki ~ farkliliklarin ~ yalnizca madde tiiriine dayali  olarak
aciklanamayacagini gostermektedir.

Calismada bosluk doldurma testi, sdzciik silme teknigine dayali tek bir uygulama
iizerinden yapilandirilmistir. Bu nedenle elde edilen sonuglar, bosluk doldurma
testlerinin farkl silme stratejileri ya da farkli madde yapilarina dayali uygulamalaria
genellenemez. Gelecek arastirmalarda, silme sikligi, silinen sézciik tiirleri ve
maddelerin biligsel diizeyleri dikkate alinarak gelistirilecek farkli bosluk doldurma
uygulamalarinin, okudugunu anlama becerisini 6l¢me agisindan sundugu olanaklarin
daha kapsamli bicimde incelenmesi dnerilmektedir.
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