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Ders Kitabi,
Okunabilirlik,

Ozel egitim gereksinimi olan 6grenciler okumada en fazla giicliigii ceken 6grencilerdir. Bu
nedenle bu galismada, Ozel Ogrenciler Igin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler Sosyal Bilgiler Ek Ders
Kitabi'ndaki (1., 2. ve 3. ciltler) metinlerin okunabilirligi ve bu kitaplarin 6grenci diizeyine
uygun olup olmadig, Tiirkce i¢in gelistirilen okunabilirlik formiilleriyle tutarli olup
olmadig1 belirlenmeye calisilmistir. Bu ¢alisma betimsel bir ¢alismadir. Bu ¢alismada, Ozel
Ogrenciler igin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler Sosyal Bilgiler Ek Ders Kitabi'min okunabilirligi
incelenmistir. Metinler Atesman ve Cetinkaya okunabilirlik formiillerine goére analiz
edilmistir. Hafif diizeyde zihinsel yetersizligi olan bireylere de S6nmez okunabilirlik
formiilii uygulanarak metinlerdeki taninmayan kelimeler tespit edilmis ve bilgi testleri
uygulanmigtir. Calisma sonucunda metinlerin okunabilirlik diizeylerinin Atesman
formiiliine gore orta zorlukta, 1. ve 3. cildin egitimsel okuma diizeyinde, 2. cildin ise
Cetinkaya formiiliine gore yetersiz okuma diizeyinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Sonmez
formiiliine gore metinlerin anlasilir oldugu ancak 6grencilerin metinlere beklenen diizeyde

Ozel Egitim Ogrencileri

tepki vermedigi goriilmiistiir.

1. Giris

Egitim sisteminin amaglar1 arasinda bireyleri bir {ist
O6grenim kurumuna, hayata ve iilkenin ihtiya¢ duydugu
ekonomik etkinliklere hazirlamak vardir. Bir toplumun
varligini siirdiirebilmesinde, amagclarina uygun olarak
yetistirdigi insanlar en Onemli kaynagidir. Egitim
sisteminin temelini olusturan okullar, toplumun {iyesi olan
bireylerin biitiin yeteneklerinin gelistirilmesinde énemli bir
yere sahiptir. Okuma ve yazma becerisi okulun ilk
yillarinda 6grencilere “okumay1 6gretmek” devam eden
yillarda ise “Ogrenmek icin okumak” amaciyla
ogretilmektedir (Giizel-Ozmen, 2011).

Okuma becerisi, sozciik tanima ve ¢oziimleme becerilerini
igerirken; okudugunu anlama, okuyucunun dogru olarak
¢oziimledigi sozciiklere anlam yiiklemesi anlamina gelir.
Okunan metnin anlamlandirilmas: 6grenciden beklenen en
onemli becerilerden biridir (Cosgun-Basar, 2019). Genel
olarak bireylerin metni anlama sirasinda kullandiklar

stratejiler arasinda okuma amaci olusturma, metni gézden
gecirme, okuduklar1 hakkinda tahminde bulunma,
ilerlemelerini kontrol etme, anlamalarimi kontrol etme,
anlagilmayan yerleri tekrar okuma, not tutma ve Ozet
¢ikarma gosterilebilir (Duke ve Pearson, 2009; Klingner,
Vaughn ve Boardman, 2007).

Okunabilirlik iizerine yapilan tanimlar incelendiginde
bunlarin birbirini tamamlar nitelikte oldugu goriliir.
Atesman’a (1997) gore okunabilirlik, okuyan tarafindan
metinlerin kolay ya da gii¢ anlasilir olma durumudur.
Okunabilirlik, bir yaziy1 belli bir diizeydeki 6grencinin
okuyup anlayabilmesidir (Gogiis, 1978). Gogiis (1978),
okuma 6gretiminde okunabilirligin ¢ok onemli bir nitelik
oldugunu, ¢ocuklarn ve genglerin her yaziy1
okuyamadiklarini, okusalar dahi ondan beklenen amaglara
ulasamadiklarim1 belirtmektedir. Ayrica Gogiis (1978),
kiigiik yastaki Ogrencilerin sbzcitk ve zihin giicii
bakimindan yetersiz, okuma-anlama deneyimlerinin de az
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oldugu gerceginden yola ¢ikarak, okunabilirlik
kavrammnin onlar i¢in daha o6nemli oldugunu ifade
etmektedir. Dale ve Chall (1948) okunabilirligi su sekilde
tanimlamiglardir: Okunabilirlik okuyucu grubunun sahip
oldugu basariy1 etkileyen, basili materyal ile ilgili biitiin
unsurlarin toplamidir. Basari, okuyucularin materyali
anlamasi, uygun bir seviyede okumasi ve onu ilging
bulmasidir (Dubay, 2004). Bu tanim digerlerine oranla daha
genis kapsamhidir. Klare (1963)’e gore okunabilirlik, yazma
stilinden dolayi, anlama ve kavramanin kolayligidir. Bu
tanim bigim, yapi 6zellikleri ve igerik gibi faktorlerden cok,
yazma bigimi tizerine odaklanir (Dubay, 2004). Klare (1963)
okunabilirlik kavramini okunaklik,
okunabilirlik bagliklar1 altinda ti¢ anlamda kullanmaktadir.

anlagilabilirlik ve

Metni anlama becerisinin karmasik yapisi bu becerinin
kazandirilmasim zorlastirmaktadir. Ozellikle 6zel egitime
ihtiyact olan Ogrenciler agisindan distiniildiigiinde bu
becerilerin 6gretimi daha zorlu bir siire¢ haline gelmektedir
(Cosgun-Basar, 2019). Egitim sistemi igerisinde 0zel
gereksinimli &grencilerin metni anlama becerisini &zel
egitime ihtiyac1 olmayan akranlar1 gibi gerceklestirmeleri
hedeflenir (Hua vd, 2012).

Ozel egitim hizmetlerinin amaci, bireysel ve gelisim
ozellikleri ile egitim yeterlilikleri agisindan akranlarindan
anlamli diizeyde farklihik gosteren bireylerin egitim
ihtiyaglari, yeterlilikleri, ilgi ve yetenekleri dogrultusunda
kapasitelerini en {ist diizeyde kullanmalari, {ist 6grenime,
meslek hayatina ve toplumsal yasama hazirlanmalarimi
amaclar (MEB, 2017).

Ozel egitime ihtiyaci olan &grencilerin en ¢ok giiglitk
yasadig1 alan okumadir (Cakiroglu, 2015). Okuma kavrami
“sembolleri kullanarak iletisim kurma ve sembollerden
anlam ¢ikarma” seklinde tanimlanabilir. Ozel gereksinimli
¢ocuklarda okuma egitimi i¢in genel bilgi dagarcigi, gérme,
isitme, konusma, kas gelisimi, sosyal ve duygusal uyum,
dinleme, kalem tutma ve el-g6z koordinasyon becerilere
sahip olunmasi gerekir.

Tiirkiye'de 6zel gereksinimli ¢ocuklara okuma &gretilirken
asagidaki yontemler kullanilir:

1. Metin yontemi (Ustiin zekali bireyler icin): Paragraf
biitiin halinde verilir. Sonra ciimle-kelime-hece ve seslere
ayrilir.

2. Harf yontemi (Otizmli bireyler icin): Harflerin okunusu
ogretilir.( Daha dogrusu otizmi olan birey harflerin
okunusunu ezberler. Ornek: ba-ca-ka-p1...) Sonra bu
heceler birlestirilerek yeni kelime ve ciimleler olusturulur.

3. Ses yontemi (Hafif veya ortaya yakin hafif diizeyde
zihinsel yetersizligi olan bireyler icin): Harflerin okunusu
esas alinmustir. Bildiginiz gibi su anda devlet okullarinda
uygulanan bir yontemdir. gruplara ayrilmig
ve guruptaki ses sirasi takip edilerek yeni yeni kelimeler
tlretilmigtir.

Sesler

Okuma ve okudugunu anlama basarisinin diisiik olmasi
ogrencilerin derse yonelik tutum ve akademik basarisini da
olumsuz etkileyebilir. Ogretimin her kademesinde en sik
kullanilan egitim materyali olan ders kitaplarinin (Zorbaz,
2007) hazirlanma siirecinde 6zel egitime ihtiyac1 olan
ogrencilerin akademik basarilar1 ve okumaya yd&nelik
tutumlarn  goz bulundurulmali  ve
kitaplarindaki okunabilirlik
Ogrencilerin seviyesine uygun olmalidir (Cakiroglu, 2015;
Aslan, 2016; Gever, 2017).

oniinde ders

metinlerin seviyeleri

1.1.Yapilan Calismalar

Literatiir incelendiginde okunabilirlik ¢alismalarinin
Isa’dan &nce 9. yiizyilda din adamlarma (Atesman, 1997) ve
Aristo ve Eflatun’a kadar tarihsel ge¢mise sahip oldugu
goriilmektedir (Chall, 1988). 19. yiizyllda Amerika'da
detayli (DuBay, 2004)
okunabilirlik kavrami bircok farkli dildeki metinler
iizerinde (Al-Ajlan, Hend ve Abdulmalik, 2008) ve egitim
kitaplarinda, askeri uygulamalarda ve saghk alaninda
kullanilmistir (Ley, 1996; Hedman, 2008). Uluslararas:
alanyazinda (Dale-Chall, 1948; Flesch, 1948; Gunning, 1952;
Coleman, 1965; Fry, 1968) ve Tiirkge i¢in gegerli (Atesman,
1997; Sonmez, 2003; Bezirci ve Yilmaz, 2010; Cetinkaya,
2010) okunabilirlik formiilleri mevcuttur.

olarak c¢alisilmaya baglanan

Tiirkge dilinde yazilan farkli edebi iiriinlerin (Bezirci ve
Yilmaz, 2010) ve ders kitaplarinin okunabilirlik degerlerine
yonelik  ¢esitli ¢alismalarin literatiirde yer aldig:
goriilmektedir. Sosyal bilgiler (Hizarci, 2009; Gegit, 2010;
Demir, 2013; Chu, 2017; Ulu-Kalin, 2017; Ulu-Kalin ve
Aydemir, 2017; Ulu-Kalin ve Kogoglu, 2017), Tiirkce
(Zorbaz, 2007; Cetinkaya, 2010; Bagc1 ve Unal, 2013; Bas ve
Inan Yildiz, 2015), fen bilimleri (Stylianidou, 2002; Cepni,
Gokdere ve Tas, 2011; Cakmak ve Cil, 2014), biyoloji
(Dikmenli vd., 2008; Ozay-Kose, 2009; Roseman vd., 2010),
vatandaslik ve demokrasi (Topkaya, Ulu-Kalin & Yilar,
2015) ve cografya (Jitendra vd., 2001) ders kitaplarinda
calismalar yapilmistir.

Ozel gereksinimli dgrenciler icin ders kitaplarindaki
metinlerin okunabilirligine yonelik ¢alismalara (Cakiroglu,
2015; Kanik-Uysal ve Akyol, 2019; Caglayan, 2020; Ozkubat
ve Ozmen, 2021; Tiirker-Yildirim ve Yikmus, 2022; Ceylan,
2023; Ceylan, 2024) rastlanmistir. Yapilan ¢alismalar
incelendiginde hig¢birinin ortaokul diizeyinde acilan &zel
egitim smiflarinda zorunlu ders olarak okutulan sosyal
bilgiler ders kitaplarina yonelik olmadig1 saptanmustr.

1.2. Calismanmin Amaci

Bu tespitten hareketle bu calismada Ozel Ogrenciler icin
Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET) Sosyal Bilgiler Yardima
Kaynak Kitaplarinda (1, 2 ve 3. Cilt) yer alan metinlerin
okunabilirlik diizeyleri ve 6grenci seviyesine uygun olup
olmadigmi Tiirkge icin gelistirilen okunabilirlik formdilleri
dogrultusunda saptamak amaglanmistir. Bu
ulasmak amaciyla asagidaki alt problemlere yant
aranmaya ¢alisilmistir:

amaca
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1. Ozel Ogrenciler Icin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET)
Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimc1 Kaynak Kitaplarmin (1, 2 ve
3. Cilt) Atesman Okunabilirlik formiiliine gore
okunabilirlik diizeyleri nedir?

2. Ozel Ogrenciler Icin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET)
Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimc1 Kaynak Kitaplarinda yer alan
metinlerin (1, 2 ve 3. Cilt) Atesman Okunabilirlik
formiiliine gore okunabilirlik diizeyleri arasinda
ciltlere gore anlamli farklilik var midir?

3. Ozel Ogrenciler Icin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET)
Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimc1 Kaynak Kitaplarinin (1, 2 ve
3. Cilt) Cetinkaya Okunabilirlik formiiliine gore
okunabilirlik diizeyleri nedir?

4. Ogzel Ogrenciler Icin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET)
Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimc1 Kaynak Kitaplarinda yer alan
metinlerin (1, 2 ve 3. Cilt) Cetinkaya Okunabilirlik
formiiliine gore okunabilirlik diizeyleri arasinda
ciltlere gore anlamli farklilik var midir?

5. Atesman ve Cetinkaya Formiillerinden elde edilen
degerler arasinda anlamli bir iliski var midir?

6. Ozel Ogrenciler Icin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET)
Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimc1 Kaynak Kitaplarmin (1, 2 ve
3. Cilt) Sonmez Okunabilirlik formdiiliine gore
anlagilabilirlik diizeyleri nedir?

7. Katiimcilarm Ozel Ogrenciler Icin  Uyarlanmus
Etkinlikler (UYET) Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimci Kaynak
Kitaplarda (1, 2 ve 3. Cilt) yer alan metinlere yonelik
sorulara vermis olduklar1 cevaplara iliskin basari
puanlar1 nasildir?

2. Yontem
2.1. Desen

Calismada betimsel arastirma yontemi kullanilmigtir.
Betimsel arastirma, verilen bir durumu olabildigince tam
ve dikkatli bir sekilde tanimlar (Biiyiikoztiirk vd., 2016).
Arastirmaya konu olan olay, birey ya da nesne, kendi
kosullar1 igerisinde ve oldugu gibi tanimlanmaya ¢aligilir.
Onlar1 herhangi bir sekilde degistirme, etkileme cabasi
gosterilmez (Karasar, 2010). Bu c¢alismada ise Ozel
Ogrenciler Igin Uyarlanmis Etkinlikler (UYET) Sosyal
Bilgiler Yardimci Kaynak Kitaplarinda yer alan metinlerin
okunabilirlik ve anlagilabilirlik diizeyleri incelenerek
agiklanmaya ve betimlenmeye calisilmstir.

2.2. Arastirmanin Materyali ve Calisma Grubu

Aragtirma kapsaminda Ozel Ogrenciler Icin Uyarlanmig
Etkinlikler (UYET) Sosyal Bilgiler Yardimc: Kaynak
Kitaplar1 okunabilirlik agisindan ele alinmistir. Bu stirecte
metinler Atesman (1997) ve Cetinkaya (2010) formiillerine
gore (2003)'in  anlagilabilirlik
formiilii uygulanirken hafif diizeyde zihin yetersizligi olan
bireyler
metinlerde yer alan bilinmeyen kelimelerin tespit edilmesi
ve bilgi testi uygulamalaridir.

incelenmigtir. Sonmez

calismaya dahil edilmistir. Bunun nedeni

2.2.1. Aragtirmanin materyali

Incelenen kitaplarda 2018 Sosyal Bilgiler Ogretim
Programinda yer alan 6grenme alanlar1 (Birey ve Toplum,
Kiiltir ve Miras, Insanlar, Yerler ve Cevreler, Uretim,
Tiiketim, Etkin Vatandaghk, Kiiresel
Baglantilar) dikkate alinarak 4, 5 ve 6. smif diizeyindeki
kazanimlara yonelik etkinliklere yer verilmistir. Bu
calismanin materyalini ise ilgili kitaplarda yer alan
metinler olusturmaktadir. Arastirma kapsaminda Atesman
(1997)
okunabilirlik diizeyleri hesaplanan metin sayilarinin
ciltlere gore dagilimina Tablo 1’de yer verilmistir.

Dagitim ve

ve Cetinkaya (2010) formiilleri kapsaminda

Tablo 1.
Incelenen metin sayilarimin ciltlere gore dagilimi
Ciltler Incelenen Metin Sayist (n)
1.Cilt 18
2.Cilt 20
3.Cilt 20
Toplam 58

2.2.2. Calisma grubu

Aragtirma kapsaminda Sonmez (2003) formiiliine gore
verileri toplamak ve metinlerin anlagilabilirligine y&nelik
basar1 puanlar1 hesaplamak amaciyla Tiirkiye'nin bir ili
olan Artvin’de Merkez ile Gazi Ortaokulunda 6grenim
goren hafif diizeyde zihin yetersizligine sahip 5 6grenci
c¢alisma grubunu olusturmustur. @grencilere ait
demografik bilgiler Tablo 2’de verilmistir:
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Tablo 2.
Ogrencilere ait demografik bilgiler
Cinsiyet Yas  Siuf Tanu Sosyal Bilgiler Not Ortalamast ~ Okuma Seviyeleri

Ogrencil E 11 5 Hafif diizey zihinsel yetersizlik 85 Seviyeye uygun
Ogrenci2 K 12 6 Hafif diizey zihinsel yetersizlik 89 Seviyeye uygun
Ogrenci3 E 14 8 Hafif diizey zihinsel yetersizlik 81 Seviyeye uygun
Ogrenci4 E 13 7 Hafif diizey zihinsel yetersizlik 86 Seviyeye uygun
Oprenci5 E 13 7 Hafif diizey zihinsel yetersizlik 83 Seviyeye uygun

Hafif diizeyde zihin yetersizligine sahip birey “Zihinsel
islevler ile kavramsal, sosyal ve pratik uyum becerilerinde hafif
diizeydeki yetersizligi nedeniyle 6zel egitim ve destek egitim
hizmetine simirl diizeyde ihtiyact olan birey” olarak ifade
edilmektedir (MEB, 2017).

2.3. Veri Toplama Araglar

Arastirma kapsaminda veri toplama araci olarak
arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilen “okunabilirlik analiz
formu” ile “bilgi testi” kullanilmistir. Bu dogrultuda
arastirma kapsaminda ele alman kitaplardan segilen
metinler Atesman (1997) hem de Cetinkaya (2010)

formdillerine gore analizler gerceklestirilmistir.

Arastirma kapsaminda hem Sénmez (2003) formiiliine gore
verileri toplamak hem de metinlerin anlasilabilirligine
yonelik basari puanlar1 hesaplamak amaciyla bilgi
basamaginda sorulardan olusan basari testi gelistirilmistir.
Bu dogrultuda farkl ciltlerde yer alan 6 metin belirlenmis,
bu metinlere yonelik Dbilgi sorular
olusturulmustur. Sorularin olusturulmasi asamasinda 6zel

egitim alan uzmanlarindan goriisleri alinmis, sorulara son

basamaginda

hali verilmistir.

Calismada Atesman (1997), Cetinkaya (2010) ve Sonmez
(2003) tarafindan gelistirilen okunabilirlik formdiillerinin
kullanim amaca Tiirkce dil yapisina uygun olarak
hazirlanan kitaplar icin gegerlilik ve giivenirliginin kabul
edilmis olmasidir. Tiirk¢e ders kitaplar ile ilgili yapilan
¢alismalar incelendiginde tiim arastirmacilarn bu 3
formiilii kullanarak bir sonuca vardiklari saptanmuistir.
Okunabilirlik formiilleri su sekildedir:

2.3.1. Atesman okunabilirlik formiilia

Atesman (1997), okunabilirligin 6l¢lilmesinde en ¢ok
kullanilan degiskenler olan (kelime olarak) ortalama ciimle
uzunlugu ve (hece olarak) ortalama kelime uzunlugu
degiskenlerini esas alan bir formiil gelistirmistir. Farkh
alanlardan (bilimsel, felsefi, edebi yapitlar, haber metinleri
ve Ogrenci kompozisyonlari) farkli zorluk diizeylerinde
metinler secilmis ve bu metinler en zordan en kolay
okunabilene dogru smiflandirilmistir.

Tiirkge igin en kolay metinlerde kelime uzunlugu (hece) 2,2
olarak tespit edilirken ciimle uzunlugu (kelime) 4 olarak
tespit edilmistir. En zor metinlerde ise kelime uzunlugu
(hece) 3 olarak tespit edilirken ciimle uzunlugu (kelime) 30
olarak tespit edilmistir.

Tablo 3.

Atesman’a gore Tiirkce icin kelime (hece olarak) ve ciimle (kelime
olarak) ortalamalart

Kelime Uzunlugu Ciimle Uzunlugu

(Hece) (Kelime)
En kolay metin 22 4
En zor metin 3 30
Yapilan hesaplamalar neticesinde asagidaki formiil

gelistirilmistir.
AOP = 198,825 — (40,175 x OKU) - (2,610 x OCU)

Tablo 4.
Atesman okunabilirlik formiilii

AOP = 198,825 - (40,175 x OKU ) - (2,610 x OCU )
AQOP
(Atesman Okunabilirlik Puani)

Formiil sonucunda ¢ikan
okunabilirlik puani

OKU
(Ortalama Kelime Uzunlugu)

Hece sayisinin kelime
say1sina boliimii

oCcu
(Ortalama Ciimle Uzunlugu)

Kelime say1sinin ciimle
say1sina boliimii

Tablo 5.
Atesman okunabilirlik seviyeleri
Atesman okunabilirlik puarn Okunabilirlik diizeyi
90-100 Cok kolay
70-89 Kolay
50-69 Orta
30-49 Zor
1-29 Cok zor

2.3.2. Cetinkaya okunabilirlik formiilii

Tiirk¢e metinlerin okunabilirlik 6l¢timii i¢in gelistirilen bir
formiildiir. Cetinkaya’nin (2010) ¢alismasinda Onceki
formiiller incelenmis ve Tiirkce metinlerdeki niceliksel
ozellikler ele alinarak ortaya yeni bir Tiirkge okunabilirlik
formiili konulmustur.

Okunabilirlik formiiliinde yiiriitiilmesi gereken adimlar su
sekildedir:

796
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#Sozciik sayimi: Bosluklarla aralanmais sayilar, simgeler ve

yazibirimler s6zciik olarak kabul edilmektedir. Kisa ¢izgi
ile boliinmiig sozciikler ve kisaltmalar da sozciik olarak
kabul edilmektedir.

oCiimle sayimi: Nokta (.), soru isareti (?), agiklama noktasi
(:) ve yay ayrag () sonlandirilmis kisimlar ciimle olarak
kabul edilmektedir. eHece sayimi: Sozciikler, simgeler,
sayilar telaffuzlaria gore hecelerine ayrilir.

eOrtalama climle uzunlugunu bulma: Ortalama climle
uzunlugunu bulabilmek igin toplam sdzciik sayis1 ctimle
sayisina boliinmektedir.

Tablo 6.
Cetinkaya okunabilirlik formiilii

eOrtalama sozciik uzunlugunu bulma: Ortalama sézciik
uzunlugunu bulabilmek ic¢in toplam hece sayis1 toplam
sozciik sayisma boliinmektedir.

eFormiil hesaplama: COP = 118,823 - ( 25,987 x OSU ) - (
0,971 x OCU )

Okunabilirlik igindeki
yukarida aciklanan islem basamaklarini uygulayarak elde
edilen ortalama ciimle uzunlugu ve ortalama sozciik
uzunlugu degerleri girilerek hesaplanir.

formiili  denklemi yerlerine

COP = 118,823 - (25,987 x OSU ) - (0,971 x OTU )

COP (Cetinkaya Okunabilirlik Puan)
OSU (Ortalama Sozciik Uzunlugu)
OCU (Ortalama Ciimce Uzunlugu)

Formiil neticesinde ¢ikan okunabilirlik puani
Hece say1sinin sozciik sayisina bolimii

So6zciik sayisimin climle sayisina boliimii

Tablo 7.
Cetinkaya okunabilirlik diizeyleri

Cetinkaya Okunabilirlik Puan Okunabilirlik diizeyi Egitim Seviyesi
0-34 Engelli okuma 10, 11, 12. siuf
35-50 Egitsel okuma 8, 9. Siuf

51+ Bagimsiz okuma 5,6, 7. sinif

Okunabilirlik diizeylerinden bagimsiz okuma diizeyi,
okuyanin herhangi bir yardima ihtiya¢c duymadan metni
anlayabilecegi diizeyi ifade eder. Egitsel okuma diizeyi,
okuyanin bilissel diizeyinin {izerinde, egitici yardimiyla
metni anlayabilecegi seviyeyi ifade bildirir. Engelli okuma
diizeyi ise okuyanin bilissel seviyesinin tizerinde, egitici
yardimi olmasina ragmen metni anlayamayacag1 diizey
olarak agiklanmustir (Cetinkaya, 2010).

2.3.4. Sonmez okunabilirlik formiila

Sonmez (2003) tarafindan hazirlanan bu formiil Gunning
Fog Indeksi iizerinde calisilarak gelistirilmistir. Yapilan
¢alismada Gunning Fog Indeksinin Tiirkge {izerinde
glvenilir olmadigr tespit edilmis ve bu formiil temel
almarak yeni bir formiil gelistirilmistir. Sonmez (2003)
yaptig1 calismada metinlerdeki bilinmeyen kelimeler,
deyim, terim, mecaz, benzetme, kavram, simge, formdil gibi
sozcliklerin sayisini tespit ederek metindeki tiim sozciik
sayisina bolerek giiglitk oranmi tespit etmis, gliclitk
oraninin karesini alarak ise anlagilirlik oranini belirlemistir.
Bu formiile gore anlasilirlik 0-1 arasindadir. Degerler 0’a
yaklastikca kolay anlagilir hale gelmekteyken, 1 degerine
yaklastiginda ise neredeyse anlasilmaz hale gelmektedir.

2.4. Islem

Verilerin toplanmasinda dokiiman analizi ile basar: testi
kullanilmustir. okunabilirlik  diizeylerini
Atesman (1997) ve Cetinkaya (2010) formiillerine gore

Metinlerin

belirlemek dokiiman  analizi
kullanilmistir. Dokiiman analizi, yazili ya da gorsel bir
dokiimanin bilimsel yaklasimlar dogrultusunda analiz
edilmesini saglar (Ozveren, 2021). Arastirma kapsaminda

oncelikle ele alinan kitaplarda formiil kriterlerine uyan

amaciyla teknigi

metinler belirlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda toplamda ortalama
100 kelimeden olusan metinler dikkate alinmis, ilgili
metinlerdeki climle sayilar1 ve hece sayilari belirlenerek
ilgili ~ formiillere = gore  okunabilirlik
hesaplanmustr.

diizeyleri

Aragtirma kapsaminda siirece dahil edilen katilimcilardan
ise veriler hazirlanan basar1 testi ile toplanmistir. Bu
dogrultuda her bir ciltten 2’ser metin segilerek bu metinlere
iliskin sorular hazirlanmistir. Oncelikle secilen 6 metin her
bir O6grenci ile paylasilmis Ogrencilerden anlamini
bilmedikleri kelimelerin altini istenmistir.
Sonrasinda Ogrencilere metinlere yonelik hazirlanan
sorular yoneltilmis ve cevaplandirmalar: istenmistir.
Uygulama 0Ozel egitim ogretmeninin rehberliginde
gergeklestirilmistir.

¢izmeleri
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2.5. Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirma kapsaminda elde edilen verilerin analizinde
SPSS 22 programi kullanilmistir. Bu dogrultuda dncelikle
verilerin dagilim gosterip  gostermedigini
belirlemek amaciyla basiklik ve carpiklik degerleri
hesaplanmigtir. Bu dogrultuda incelenen tiim degerlerin
basiklik-carpiklik degerinin -3 ile +3 araliginda oldugu
belirlenmistir. Jondeau ve Rockinger (2003) ¢arpiklik ve
basiklik katsayilarmin -3 ile +3 araliginda olmasiin
verilerin normal dagilim gosterdigine isaret ettigini ifade

normal

etmislerdir. Bu yiizden ¢alismada verilerin analizinde
parametrik testlerden ANOVA testi ile Pearson Korelasyon
testleri kullanulmigtir. Ayrica frekans ve ortalama gibi
degerlerin hesaplandig1r betimsel analizler de verilerin
¢oziimlenmesinde ele alinmustir. Pearson Korelasyonda
elde edilen degerin diizeyinin hesaplanmasinda ise
(Biiytikoztiirk, 2011) tarafindan ifade edilen deger
araliklar1 (0.70-1.00 aras: yiiksek; 0.30-0.70 aras1 orta; 0.00-
0.30 aras: diisiik) dikkate alimmistir. Pearson Korelasyon
katsayisinda anlamlilik p<.01, diger biitiin analizlerde
anlamlilik p<.05 diizeyinde sinanmustir.

3. Bulgular

Arastirma kapsaminda &zel Ogrenciler i¢in uyarlanmis
sosyal bilgiler etkinlik kitaplar1 okunabilirlik formiilleri
agisindan incelenmis ve bir takim bulgulara ulasilmistir. Bu
dogrultuda Tablo 8'de 6zel Ogrenciler igin uyarlanmis

sosyal bilgiler etkinlik kitaplarinda yer alan metinlerin cilt
bazinda ortalamalarina ve Atesman formiiliine gore
okunabilirlik diizeylerine iliskin bulgulara yer verilmistir.

Tablo 8.

Incelenen kitaplarin Atesman formiiliine gore okunabilirlik
diizeyleri

Kitaplar Incelenen Okunabilirlik Zorluk
Metin Sayis1 Degeri Ortalamasi Diizeyi
N) %
Cilt-1 18 63.13 Orta
Giigliikte
Cilt-2 20 54.72 Orta
Giigliikte
Cilt-3 20 58.62 Orta
Giiglikte
Toplam 58 - -

Tablo 8 incelendiginde ele alinan tiim ciltlerde incelenen
kitaplarda yer alan metinlerin Atesman formdiiliine gore
okunabilirlik diizey ortalamalarinin zorluk seviyelerinin
orta glicliikte oldugu goriilmektedir. Tablo 4’te ise &zel
Ogrenciler igin tasarlanmis tg¢ farkli ciltte yer alan
gore elde
sonuglarmin kargsilastirilmasma yonelik ANOVA  testi
bulgularina yer verilmistir.

metinlerin  Atesman  formiiliine edilen

Tablo 9.

Incelenen kitaplarin Atesman formiiliine gore anova testi sonuclari
Kitaplar N X SS Varyansin Kaynagi Kareler Toplam1  sd Kareler Ortalamasi F p
Cilt-1 18 63.13 14.39 Gruplararasi 669.10 2 334.55 1.76 .18
Cilt-2 20 54.72 1257  Gruplarigi 10426.04 55 189.56
Cilt-3 20 58.62 14.32 Toplam 57

Tablo 9 incelendiginde 6zel Ogrenciler icin uyarlanmus
sosyal bilgiler etkinlik kitaplarinda yer alan metinlerin
okunabilirlik diizeylerinin ciltlere (sinuf diizeylerine) gore
anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmadig: goriilmektedir (F-ss=
1.765, p>.05). Cilt
okunabilirlik diizeylerinin ortalamas: incelendiginde ise
ortalamanin en fazla Cilt-1’de (x= 63.13), en az ise Cilt 2’de
(x= 54.72) oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu dogrultuda 4. sif
diizeyindeki kazanimlara yonelik etkinliklerin yer aldigt

bazinda ele alman metinlerin

kazanimlara yonelik etkinliklerin yer aldig: Cilt-2 ve Cilt-
3’teki metinlere gore daha kolay diizeyde oldugu
sOylenebilir.

Arastirmada ele alinan metinlerin okunabilirlik agisindan
incelenmesinde kullanilan bir diger formiil Cetinkaya
okunabilirlik ~ formiiliidiir. ~ Cetinkaya  okunabilirlik
formiiliine gore cilt bazinda incelenen metinlerin
okunabilirlik puan ortalamalari ile okunabilirlik ve egitim
diizeyine yonelik bulgulara Tablo 10’da yer verilmistir.

Cilt-1"deki metinlerin; 5 ve 6. smif diizeyindeki

Tablo 10.

Incelenen kitaplarin Cetinkaya formiiliine gore okunabilirlik diizeyleri
Kitaplar Incelenen Metin Sayisi (N) ~ Okunabilirlik Puam Ortalamast (X) Okunabilirlik Diizeyi Egitim Diizeyi
Cilt-1 18 37.17 Egitsel Okuma Diizeyi 8. ve 9.smif
Cilt-2 20 34.21 Yetersiz Okuma Diizeyi ~ 10., 11. ve 12.siruf
Cilt-3 20 35.47 Egitsel Okuma Diizeyi 8. ve 9.smif
Toplam 58 - - -
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Tablo 10 incelendiginde Cetinkaya formiiliine gore
incelenen metinlerin okunabilirlik puan ortalamalar1
dogrultusunda Cilt-1 (x= 37.17) ve Cilt-3'tin (x= 35.47)
egitsel okuma ile 8 ve 9. smif diizeyinde, Cilt-2'nin (x=
34.21) ise yetersiz okuma ile 10, 11 ve 12. smif diizeyinde
oldugu goriilmektedir. Incelenen ciltlerde yer verilen
etkinliklerin ise 4, 5 ve 6. sinif kazanimlarmma yd&nelik

olmasmin Cetinkaya formiiliinde elde edilen egitim
diizeyleriyle ters diistiigii sdylenebilir. Tablo 11’de ise 6zel
ogrenciler i¢in tasarlanmis tii¢ farkli ciltte yer alan
metinlerin  Cetinkaya gore elde
sonuglarmin karsilastirilmasma yonelik ANOVA testi
bulgularina yer verilmistir.

formiiliine edilen

Tablo 11.
Incelenen kitaplarin Cetinkaya formiiliine gore anova testi sonuglar:
Kitaplar N X SS Varyansin Kaynagi Kareler Toplam1  sd Kareler Ortalamasi F )
Cilt-1 18 3714 8,09 Gruplararasi 81,63 2 40.819 .67 .51
Cilt-2 20 3421 7.04  Gruplarigi 3327.74 55 60.505
Cilt-3 20 3547 817  Toplam 3409.38 57
Tablo 11 incelendiginde 6zel 6grenciler icin uyarlanmis Tablo 12 incelendiginde Atesman ve Cetinkaya

sosyal bilgiler etkinlik kitaplarinda yer alan metinlerin
okunabilirlik diizey ortalamalarinin ciltlere gore anlaml
bir sekilde farklilasmadig: goriilmektedir (Fe-s5= .67, p>.05).
Cetinkaya gore elde edilen puanlarn
ortalamalar cilt bazinda ele alindiginda ortalamanin en
fazla Cilt-1"de oldugu, bunu Cilt-3 ve Cilt-2'nin takip ettigi
goriilmektedir. Arastirma kapsaminda son olarak Atesman
ve Cetinkaya formiillerinden elde edilen veriler arasindaki
iliskiyi incelemek amaciyla Pearson Korelasyon degeri

formiiliine

hesaplanmis ve Tablo 12’'deki verilere ulagilmistir.

Tablo 12.
Atesman ile Cetinkaya formiilleri arasindaki iligki

Okunabilirlik Formiilleri

Cetinkaya Formiilii

Atesman Formiili r .53
P .000**
N 58

Not. **Korelasyon 0,01 diizeyinde anlamlidur.

formiillerinden elde edilen veriler arasinda anlamli bir
sekilde orta diizeyde pozitif yonlii bir iliski oldugu
goriilmektedir (r=.53, p<.01). Bu durum her iki formiilden
elde edilen verilerin birbirlerini destekledigi seklinde
yorumlanabilir.

Calisma kapsaminda ele alinan metinlerin anlagilabilirlik
diizeylerini ortaya c¢ikarmak amaciyla Sénmez modeli
kullanilmigtir.
glicliigii olan ve 6zel egitim alan dgrenciler siirece dahil

Bu dogrultuda hafif diizey Ogrenme

edilmistir. Buna ek olarak incelenen kitaplardan segilen
bazi metinlere yonelik sorular tasarlanmis, 6grencilerin
sorulara verdikleri cevaplar dogrultusunda basari
ortalamalar1 hesaplanmigtir. Tablo 8'de Sénmez formiilii
dikkate almarak toplam 5 6grenciden toplanan veriler
dogrultusunda  incelenen  kitaplardaki

anlasilabilirligine iliskin bulgulara yer verilmistir.

metinlerin
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Tablo 13.

Sonmez modeline gore incelenen metinlerin anlagilabilirlik diizeyine iliskin bulgular

Ciltler
Cilt-1 Cilt-2 Cilt-3
Ogrenciler Islemler Metin 1 Metin 2 Metin 3 Metin 4 Metin 5 Metin 6
So6zciik orant 85 125 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
— Giigliik oran1 .008 1 13 .10 14 19
% Anlam orani .07 1.25 1.61 1.37 1.57 2.36
:gb Anlagilirlik orani .000064 .01 .01 .01 .01 .03
Anlagsilirlik Diizeyi ~ 7%** 6** 6** 6** 6** 7
So6zciik orant 85 125 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
o Giigliik oran1 .008 0.1 13 .10 .09 18
g Anlam orant 07 1 1.61 137 1 227
;go Anlagilirlik orani .000064 .01 .01 .01 .008 .03
Anlagsilirlik Diizeyi ~ 7** 6** 6** 6** 6** 5*
So6zciik orant 85 125 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
© Gigliik oran .008 11 13 .10 15 21
% Anlam orani .07 1.37 1.69 1.37 1.71 2.63
;go Anlagilirlik orani .000064 .01 .01 .01 .02 .04
Anlagsilirlik Diizeyi 7% 6** 6** 6** 6** 5*
So6zciik orant 85 125 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
= Giigliik orant .03 17 18 17 .19 .24
% Anlam orani .28 2.12 223 2.37 2.14 2.90
;go Anlagilirlik orani .001 .02 .03 .03 .03 .05
Anlagilirlik Diizeyi  6** 6** 6** 6** 5% 5%
So6zciik orant 85 125 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
o Giigliik orant .04 13 11 .10 13 21
% Anlam orani .35 1.62 1.46 1.37 1.5 2.54
:go Anlagilirlik oranu .001 .01 .01 .01 .01 .04
Anlagilirlik Diizeyi  6** 6** 6** 6** 6** 5%

Not. *Metin yardim alinarak anlasilabilir. **Metin anlagilabilir. **Metin agik ve anlagilabilir.

Tablo 13 incelendiginde kitaplarda ele alinan metinlerin
Sonmez formiiliinden elde edilen verilere gore genel olarak
anlagilabilir diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir. Incelenen
metinler icerisinde metnin en fazla agik ve anlagilir
bulundugu metin Cilt-1’de yer alan Metin-1 olmustur.
Arastirmaya katilan toplam 5 6grencinin 3’tinden elde
edilen veriler Metin-1’in agik ve anlasilir oldugunu
gostermektedir. Buna ek olarak baz1 6grencilerden elde
edilen veriler arastirma kapsaminda ele alinan baz
metinlerin yardim alinarak anlasilabilir diizeyde oldugunu
gostermektedir. Yardim alinarak anlasilabilir diizeyde olan
metinler ise sadece Cilt-3'te yer almaktadir. Cilt-3'iin

incelenen ciltler igerisinde en iist sinif diizeyi olan 6. siuf
kazanimlarina etkinliklerde
metinlerin anlasilabilirligini de zorlastirabilir.

odaklanmasi, kullanilan

Arastirma kapsaminda incelenen kitaplardan segilen ve
Sonmez formiiliinde kullanilan metinlere yonelik bilgi
basamaginda kapali sorular hazirlanmis ve
ogrencilerden bu sorulari cevaplamalari istenmistir. Tablo
14’te ise 6grencilerin metinlerde yonelik sorulara verdikleri
cevaplar dogrultusunda elde ettikleri basar1 puanlar1 yer

uclu

almaktadir.
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Tablo 14.

Katilimcilarin bagart puanlarina yonelik bulgular

Ogrenci Bagar1 Puanlart

Puan Ort. (X)

Ciltler Metinler  Soru Sayilar1  Ogrenci-1 Ogrenci-2 Ogrenci-3 Ogrenci-4 Oprenci-5

Cilt-1 Metin-1 4 63 75 75 50 50 62.6
Metin-2 5 40 60 40 65 60 53

Cilt-2 Metin-3 5 40 40 40 20 20 32
Metin-4 4 25 25 0 0 25 15

Cilt-3 Metin-5 4 0 25 75 50 50 40
Metin-6 5 40 20 25 30 40 31

Ogrenciler i¢in secilen metinlere yonelik hazirlanan bilgi
basamagindaki kapali uglu sorularin cevab1 tekdir,
O0grencinin kendi yorumunu katmayacagi, metin iginde
sadece bir dogru cevabinin yer aldig1 sorulardir. Asagida
Metin-1 ve soru ornekleri verilmistir:

Metin 1

Toprak dolap ¢ekmecesinde bir albiim buldu ve dedesine
getirdi. Dedesi onu kucagma ald1 ve albiime bakarak
giiliimsedi. Toprak: “Dedecigim burada benim bilmedigim
bir siirli esyanin ve tanimadigim bir¢ok insanin fotografi
var. Hem de bu fotograflar siyah beyaz.” dedi. Dedesi derin
bir ahh c¢ekerek anlatmaya basladi: “Toprak¢igim bu
fotograflar bizim ailemizin tarihini anlatiyor. Adana’dan
Istanbul’a gog ettigimiz giinler, kullandigimiz esyalar,
giydigimiz giysiler,
babanin ilkokula basladig1 giin, babaannenle diigiiniimiiz,
babanin askerligi... Her sey eskide kald1 ama bu fotograflar
sayesinde hatirliyoruz.” dedi. Toprak: “Dedecigim bu
dediklerin artik yok mu?” dedi. Dedesi: “Olmaz mi,
babaannen hepsini ceyiz sandiginda sakliyor. Haydi gel!
Bir bakalim neler varmis sandikta.” dedi. Toprak ve dedesi
sandig1 actilar. Toprak hayatinda hi¢ gormedigi esyalari,

glireste kazandigim madalyalar,

mektuplari, tapulari gorddi.
Sorular

1. S. Toprak’mn buldugu fotograflar hangi renktedir?

2.S. Toprak’n buldugu fotograflarda soz edilen gog
nereden nereye gerceklesmistir?

Ogrencilerden alinan cevaplarin tam dogru olmasi onlara
puan kazandirdi. Degerlendirme her bir
dogrulugu veya yanlisligina gore puanlanarak yapildi.

sorunun

Tablo 9 incelendiginde katilimcilarin herhangi bir metne
yonelik dogru bir sekilde
yanitlayamadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Buna ek olarak bazi
ogrenciler (Ogrenci 1, Ogrenci 3 ve Ogrenci 4) ise bazi
metinlerde (Metin-4 ve Metin-5) yer alan sorularin
tamamindan puan alamamistir. Her bir metin icin basar
puan ortalamalar1 degerlendirildiginde ise basari puan
ortalamasinin en yiiksek oldugu metnin Cilt-1’de yer alan
Metin-1 (x= 62.6) oldugu goriiliirken; en diisiik basar1 puani
ortalamasina sahip olan metnin ise Cilt 2’de yer alan Metin-
4 (x=15) oldugu sdylenebilir.

sorularin tamamini

4. Tartisma

Bu arastirmada &zel gereksinimli 6grenciler igin hazirlanan
uyarlanmus sosyal bilgiler etkinlik kitaplarmn (1., 2. ve 3.
cilt) okunabilirlik ve anlagilabilirlik diizeyleri tespit
edilmistir. Bu okunabilirlik ve anlasilabilirlik diizeylerinin
Ogrencilerin seviyelerine uygun olup olmadigl ortaya
konulmustur. Elde edilen sonuglara gore, sosyal bilgiler
yardimar kaynak kitaplarinda (1., 2. ve 3. Cilt) yer alan
metinlerin Atesman formdiiliine gore okunabilirlik diizey
ortalamalarinin zorluk diizeylerinin orta giigliikte oldugu
goriilmektedir. Ayrica yapilan ANOVA testinde kitapta
yer alan metinlerin okunabilirlik diizeylerinin ciltlere (struf
diizeylerine) gore anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmadig: tespit
edilmistir. Zorluk diizeyinin ii¢ ciltte ayn1 olmasi ciltler
arasinda okunabilirlik agisindan sinf seviyesine gore artan
bir grafik izlenmedigini ortaya koymaktadir. Genel
egitimde sinif seviyesi arttik¢a akademik beceri diizeyi de
artmaktadir. Bu nedenle smif seviyesi ilerledikge kitaplarin
zorluk diizeyinin de artmas: beklenir. Ancak zihin
yetersizligi olan dgrencilerin genel egitim 6grencilerine ve
diger o6zel gereksinimli Ogrencilere goére daha diisiik
okudugunu performansi sergiledikleri
bilinmektedir (Afacan vd., 2021). Ayrica bu durumun zihin
yetersizligi olan 6grenciler igin ilerleyen sinif seviyelerinde
de devam edebilecegi goz dniinde bulundurulmalidir. Bu
uyarlanmis  etkinlik  kitaplarmin
diizeylerinin orta gliclitkte olmasi anlasilabilir
durumdur.

anlama

zorluk
bir

nedenle
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Sosyal bilgiler yardimc1 kaynak kitaplarinda (1., 2. ve 3.
Cilt) yer alan metinlerin Cetinkaya formiiliine gore
okunabilirlik diizeylerine bakildiginda Cilt-1 ve Cilt-3'iin
egitsel okuma diizeyinde oldugu, Cilt-2'nin ise yetersiz
okuma diizeyinde oldugu tespit edilmistir. Yapilan
ANOVA testinde etkinlik kitaplarinda yer alan metinlerin
okunabilirlik diizey ortalamalarinin ciltlere gore anlaml
bir sekilde farklilasmadigi goriilmektedir. Bir onceki
sonuca paralel olarak bu sonuca gore de kitaplarin
okunabilirlik agisindan sinif seviyesine gore artan bir grafik
izlemedigi goriilmektedir. Ozel gereksinimli 6grenciler i¢in
uyarlanan kitaplarda yer alan etkinlikler 4, 5 ve 6. sinif
kazanimlarma yoneliktir. Cetinkaya formiiliinden elde
edilen sonuglara gore Cilt-1 ve Cilt-3'te yer alan metinler 8
ve 9. sinif diizeyindedir. Cilt-2'de yer alan metinler ise 10,
11 ve 12. simf diizeyindedir. Bu durumda uyarlanan
kitaplarda yer alan metinlerin sinf diizeyleri ile Cetinkaya
formiiliinden elde edilen sinif diizeyleri 6rtiismemektedir.
Bu sonuca gore kitaplarda yer alan metinlerin hitap ettigi
egitim diizeyinin, hedef kitlenin egitim diizeyinin ¢ok
oldugu
Cetinkaya formiillerinden elde edilen veriler arasindaki
iliskiyi incelemek amaciyla Pearson Korelasyon degeri
hesaplanmistir. Hesaplama sonucunda bu iki formiil
arasinda anlamli bir sekilde orta diizeyde pozitif yonlii bir
iliski oldugu tespit edilmistir. Buna gore Atesman ve
Cetinkaya formiillerinden elde edilen sonuglarmn birbirini
destekledigi soylenebilir.

tizerinde sOylenebilir. Ayrica Atesman ve

Ozel égrenciler igin uyarlanmis Sosyal bilgiler yardimc
kaynak kitaplarinda (1., 2. ve 3. Cilt) yer alan metinlerin
anlagilabilirlik diizeyleri Sonmez modeli kullanilarak tespit
edilmistir. Bu formiilden elde edilen genel sonuglara gore
kitaplardan alinan metinlerin anlagilabilir diizeyde oldugu
goriilmektedir. Cilt-1’"de yer alan metinlerin agik ve
anlagilabilir bulundugu, Cilt-2 ‘de yer alan metinlerin
anlagilabilir oldugu, Cilt-3'te yer alan metinlerin ise yardim
alarak anlagilabilir oldugu tespit edilmistir. Metinlerin
anlagilabilirlik ~ diizeylerini derinlemesine incelemek
amaciyla 6grencilere bilgi basamaginda sorulardan olusan
basar1 testi uygulanmistir. Sonmez’in formiiliine gore
anlagilabilir olarak tespit edilen metinlere dair 6grencilere
bilgi diizeyinde sorular sorulmustur. Fakat 6grencilerin bu
sorulara yeterli diizeyde cevap veremedikleri, bunun yani
sira bazi 6grencilerin bazi1 metinlerin sorularina hig yant
veremedikleri goriilmiistiir.
formiiliinden elde edilen sonuglar ile basar: testinden elde
edilen sonuglarin birbiriyle ortiismedigi goriilmektedir.
Ozel gereksinimli bireyler igin okudugunu anlama becerisi
diger tiim akademik beceriler igerisinde en az gelisim
gosterdikleri beceridir (Gargiulo ve Bouck, 2018). Bunula
birlikte ¢ikarim disindaki tlrlerini
cevaplamada normal gelisim gosteren akranlarma gore
daha diisitk performans sergiledikleri bilinmektedir
(Ceylan, 2023). Ancak Ogrenciler calismada kullanilan
metinleri daha 6nce okumus ve bilmedikleri kelimeleri
belirlemislerdir. Daha sonra metinler 6gretmen tarafindan
ogrencilere sesli olarak okunmus ve ardindan metin

Bu durumda Sonmez’in

sorular1 soru

hakkinda bilgi sorular1 sorulmustur. Fakat dgrencilerden
metin hakkinda sorulan sorulara beklenen diizeyde
yanitlar almamamistir. Buna goére metinlerin tamamen

anlagilabilir oldugu sonucuna ulasilamayacag:
sOylenebilir.
Bu c¢alismada yararlamilan kitabin hedef Kkitlesi

“kaynastirma/biitiinlestirme yoluyla egitimlerine devam
eden hafif diizeyde zihin yetersizligi olan ve otizm
spektrum bozuklugu, 6grenme giicliigii, dikkat eksikligi ve
hiperaktivite bozuklugu
ogrencilerdir (MEB, tarihsiz).
metinler hafif diizeyde zihin yetersizligi olan 6grencilere
okutulmus ve bu 6grencilere okudugunu anlama ile ilgili
sorular sorulmustur. Atesman formiiliine gore orta zorluk
diizeyinde olan metinler, Cetinkaya formiiliine gore hedef

ile isitme yetersizligi olan

Calismada kullanilan

kitlenin yas grubunun {izerindedir. Sonmez formiiliine
gore ise metinler anlasilabilirdir. Fakat bu i¢ formiilden
elde edilen sonuglar arasinda farkliliklar bulunmaktadir.
0zel Ogrenciler igin uyarlanmus kitaplardaki metinlerin
hedef 6grenci gruplar: i¢in uygun olmasi gerekmektedir.
Ancak metinlerin hem o6grencilerin kendileri tarafindan
hem de O6gretmen tarafindan okunmasma ragmen tam
olarak anlasilamadig1 goriilmektedir. Bu nedenle bu
kitaplardaki metinlerin okunabilirliklerinin 6zellikle hafif
diizeyde zihin yetersizligi olan Ogrenciler igin tekrar
gozden gecirilmesi tavsiye edilebilir. Okumanin nihai
hedefi okudugunu anlamaktir (Browder, Hudson ve
Wood, 2013). Bu nedenle 6grencilerin bu metinleri okuma
ve anlamada yasadiklar1 zorluklar onlarin sosyal bilgiler
ders igeriklerine erigimlerini sinirlandirabilir.

Bu ¢alismada Atesman formiiliine gore metinlerin zorluk
orta gliclikte oldugu goriilmektedir.
Alanyazinda da farkli ders kitaplarinin okunabilirlik
diizeylerine yonelik gesitli ¢alismalar yer almaktadir. Bu
calismadan elde edilen sonuglara benzer olarak fen bilgisi
(Cakmak ve Cil, 2014), sosyal bilgiler (Ulu Kalin ve
Kogoglu, 2017) ve Tiirke (Bagci ve Unal, 2013) ders
kitaplarinda da metinlerin zorluk diizeylerinin orta
glicliikte oldugu tespit edilmistir. Dahas1 Cakiroglu (2015)
Atesman kullanmis  ve ders
kitaplarindaki zorluk diizeylerinin orta
glicliikkte oldugunu ve sinif seviyesi arttikca metinlerin

diizeylerinin

formiilini Tirkee

metinlerin

okunabilirlik degerlerinin de
Metinlerin okunabilirliklerinin orta giicliikte olmasi
calismamizin sonuglari ile paralellik gostermektedir. Fakat
bu calismada incelenen 6zel gereksinimli 6grenciler igin
uyarlanan kitaplarda smif seviyesi arttik¢a metinlerin
okunabilirlik degerinin arttig1 soylenemez. Calismamiz bu
diger calismalardan farklilik

arttigini  belirlemistir.

yoniiyle alanyazindaki
gostermektedir.

Zihin yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin okuma performanslari
diisiik olmasina ragmen bu 6grencilerin performanslarini
sadece onlarin bireysel 6grenme siiregleri ve kapasiteleriyle
iligkilendirmek dogru olmayacaktir. Okuma 6gretiminde
bu &grencilere yonelik kullanilan miidahale yontemleri ve
materyalleri de oldukg¢a onemlidir (Afacan vd., 2021).

802



E. Kili¢ Afacan vd.

Ahi Evran Universitesi Kirsehir Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi Cilt 27, Say1 2, 2026

Bunlardan biri de okuma materyallerinin uyarlanmasidir
(Afacan, 2020). Ogrencilere
okunabilirlik diizeyleri belirlenmeli ve metinsel dlgiitlere
gore kategorize edilerek sunulmalidir. Ciinkii okuma
glicliigli olan bireyler icin ilk diistiniilecek seylerden biri
kolaydan zora dogru giden bir
tasarlamaktir. Bu nedenle baslangicta zor ve karmasik
metinler &grencilerin basarisiz olmasmna neden olabilir
(Karmik-Uysal ve Akyol, 2019). Bu g¢alismada 0Ozel
gereksinimli 6grenciler i¢in uyarlanan etkinlik kitaplarinin

okutulacak metinlerin

okuma programi

cilt bazinda incelenmesi ile okunabilirlik diizeylerinin sinif
seviyesine gore anlamli bir sekilde farklilasmadig1 ve en
disiik ortalamaya sahip kitabn Cilt-2 oldugu ortaya
koyulmustur. Bu durum kitaplarin  okunabilirlik
diizeylerinin smuf seviyeleriyle paralel gitmedigini
gostermektedir. Bu sonuca gore kitaplar hazirlanirken sinif
okunabilirlik  diizeylerine dikkat

edilmedigi sdylenebilir.

seviyesi bazinda

Okunabilirlik puanlari metinler hakkinda bizlere bilgi
vermesi acisindan degerlidir. Fakat metni degerlendirmek
i¢cin sadece okuma puani tek basina yeterli bir gosterge
degildir. Okunabilirlik formiilleri metnin bir gruba ya da
bireye  uygunlugu  konusunda  kesin  sonuglar
vermemektedir (Kamik Uysal ve Akyol, 2019). Baz
arastirmacilar metnin okunabilirlik diizeyi ile ilgili yalniz
nicel verilere gore yapilan degerlendirmelerin tek basina
saglikli sonuglar vermeyecegini belirtmislerdir (Budak;
2005; Yazic1 ve Temur, 2007). Bununla birlikte bir konu ne
kadar karmasik olursa olsun, agik ve iyi yazilmis bir metin
konunun anlagilmasmi kolaylastirir (Temizkan, 2009).
Metnin okunabilirlik puanmnin belirlenmesinin yani sira
metnin tiirii, bilinmeyen veya zor kelimeler gibi cok yonlii
incelemeler de Ozetle
okunabilirligi {izerinde nicel verilerin yan1 sira metni
olusturan kelimelerin, metin tiiriin{in, metnin niteligini
olusturan alanlarin ve terimlerin anlamlarinin bilinip
bilinmemesinin de etkisi vardir. Bu nedenle okunabilirlik

gerceklestirilmelidir. metnin

formiilleri ile ilgili yeni ¢ok yonlii ¢alismalara ihtiyag
duyulmaktadir (Coban, 2014).

Bu c¢alismanin bazi siurhiliklart bulunmaktadir. Bu
gelecek aragtirmalar i¢in bazi Oneriler
sunmaktadir. Siirliliklardan ilki bu ¢alismada elde edilen

simurhliklar

veriler sadece 4, 5 ve 6. sinif 6zel 6grenciler i¢in uyarlanmis
sosyal bilgiler yardimc1 kaynak kitaplardan olusmaktadir.
Gelecek bir ¢alismada sosyal bilgiler 7 ve 8. simf
kazanimlarma yonelik kitaplar 6zel gereksinimli 6grenciler
i¢in uyarlanmalidir. Bu uyarlama galismalarinda kitaplarda
yer alacak metinlerin okunabilirlik diizeyleri dikkate
almmalidir. Ayrica incelenen mevcut kitaplardaki metinler
okunabilirlik  diizeyleri dikkate alinarak yeniden
diizenlenebilir. Calismanin ikinci siirliligs 6zel 6grenciler
i¢in uyarlanmis etkinlikler sosyal bilgiler yardimei kaynak
kitaplarindaki metinler sadece hafif diizeyde zihin
yetersizligi olan  Ogrencilere
ogrencilerden basar: testi verileri toplanmistir. Bu nedenle
bu ¢alismanin verileri sadece bu 6grenci grubu ve sadece

uygulanmig ve bu

bu basar1 testi ile siurhdir.
uyarlanmis kitaplarda yer alan metinler 6zel gereksinimli
farkli 6grenci gruplar tizerinde (6rnegin 6grenme giigliigii
veya otizm) ve farkli veri toplama yontemleri (6rnegin
goriisme, gozlem, anket) ile incelenebilir. Calismanin
digeri kullanilan
okunabilirlik formiillerinin sadece ctimle uzunluklari, hece
ve sozciik sayilarmi temel almasidir. Her ne kadar bu
okunabilirlik diizeylerini
hesaplamada yaygm olarak kullanilsa da; anlamlarn

Gelecek ¢aligmalarda

sinirhiliklarindan ~ bir calismada

formiiller metinlerin
bilinmeyen kelimeler, Tiirk¢e” de sik kullanilan sozciikler
ve bazi alanlarda kullanilan terimler (tarih, cografya,
vatandaslik) gibi Olciitler dikkate almarak ¢ok yonlii
okunabilirlik formiilleri tizerinde ¢alismaya ihtiya¢ vardir.
Son olarak gelecek calismalarda uyarlanms sosyal bilgiler
etkinlik kitaplarinda yer alan etkinlik tiirleri, ierikleri ve
sayilar1 sosyal bilgiler ders kitaplar1 ile karsilastirmali
olarak incelenebilir.

Etik bildirim: Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim
Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaymn Etigi Yonergesi”
kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur.
Yonergenin ikinci boliimii olan “Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yayin
Aykir1 Eylemler”  basghg1 belirtilen
eylemlerden higbiri gergeklestirilmemistir. Calisma Artvin
Coruh Universitesi Rektorliigii Bilimsel Arastirma ve
Yayin Etigi Kurulu'nun 26.04.2025 tarih ve E-133329 sayili
yazisl ile etik degerlendirme onay almistir.

Etigine altinda

Yazar Katkilar:: Yazarlar tiim c¢alismaya esit katki
sunmusgtur.

Finansman: Calismada finansal bir destek alinmamustir.
Cikar Catismasi: Calismanizda ¢ikar catismasi yoktur.

Veri Erisilebilirligi: Makul bir sebep iizerine istenmesi
durumunda veriler paylasilabilir.
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Students with special education needs experience the greatest difficulty with reading.
Thus, the present study aimed to determine the readability of the texts in the Adapted
Activities for Special Students Social Studies Supplementary Textbook (Volumes 1, 2,
and 3), assess whether these books were adequate for the students' level, and evaluate
consistency with the readability formulas developed for the Turkish language. The
present study is descriptive. The study investigated the readability of the Adapted
Activities for Special Students Social Studies Supplementary Textbook. The texts were
analyzed using the Atesman and Cetinkaya readability formulas. The Sénmez
readability formula was also applied to individuals with mild intellectual disabilities to
identify the words in the texts that were not recognized and to conduct knowledge tests.
In the study, it was determined that the readability levels of the texts were at medium
difficulty according to the Atesman formula. According to the Cetinkaya formula,
Volume 1 and Volume 3 were at the educational reading level, while Volume 2 was at
the inadequate reading level. According to the Sénmez formula, the texts were
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comprehensible, but the students did not respond to them at the expected level.

1. Introduction

The aims of the education system include preparing
individuals for higher education, life, and economic
activities. The most vital resource for a society's survival is
individuals trained according to national objectives.
Schools serve as the foundation of the education system
and play a crucial role in developing all individual skills.
Reading and writing skills are taught during the early years
of schooling to "teach them how to read" and then to "read
to learn" (Giizel-Ozmen, 2011).

Reading skills include word recognition and decoding,
while reading comprehension involves assigning accurate
meaning to the decoded words. Making sense of the text is
one of the most important skills students are expected to
develop (Cosgun-Basar, 2019). Generally, the strategies
people use to comprehend a text include determining the
purpose of reading, reviewing the text, predicting content,
checking progress, comprehending, re-reading difficult
sections, taking notes, and summarizing (Duke & Pearson,
2009; Klingner et al., 2007).

The definitions of readability show that they complement
each other. According to Atesman (1997), readability is
related to how easily texts can be understood. Readability
Corresponding Author?

Author!
Author?

refers to a student's ability at a certain level to read and
comprehend a text (Gogiis, 1978). Gogiis (1978) argued that
readability is a key aspect of reading instruction; children
and young individuals cannot read every text, and even
when they do, they might not reach the desired outcomes.
Gogiis (1978) also stated that the concept of readability is
especially important for young students, as their
vocabulary and intellectual skills are limited, and they have
less reading comprehension experience. Dale and Chall
(1948) defined readability as the combined effect of all
elements in printed material that influence the reader's
success. Success depends on comprehension, appropriate
reading level, and the reader's interest in the material
(DuBay, 2004). This definition is broader than others.
According to Klare (1963), readability is the ease of
understanding and comprehension due to the writing style.
This definition emphasizes the writing style rather than
factors like form, structure, and content (DuBay, 2004).
Klare (1963) described readability in terms of readability,
comprehensibility, and legibility.

The difficulty of understanding text blocks its learning.
Teaching these skills is harder for students with special
educational needs (Cosgun-Basar, 2019). The education
system aims to help students with special needs develop
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text comprehension skills similar to those of their typically
developing peers (Hua et al., 2012).

Special education services aim to help individuals who
differ significantly from their peers in traits and skills to
fully use their abilities, based on their educational needs,
skills, interests, and talents, and to prepare them for higher
education, professional, and social life (URL-1).

Students with special education needs face the most
challenges in reading (Cakiroglu, 2015). Reading can be
defined as “communicating using certain symbols and
deriving meaning from these symbols.” Teaching reading
to children with special needs requires knowledge of
general skills such as vision, hearing, speech, muscle
development, social and emotional skills, listening, pencil
grip, and hand-eye coordination.

The following methods are employed when teaching
reading to children with special needs in Turkey:

1. Text method (for gifted individuals): The whole
paragraph is provided, then broken down into sentences,
words, syllables, and sounds, progressing from the whole
to the parts.

2. Letter method (for individuals with autism): How to read
the letters is taught. (More specifically, the individual with
autism memorizes how to read the letters. Example: chim-
ney-door ...) Then, these syllables are combined to form
words and sentences.

3. Auditory method (for individuals with mild or moderate
intellectual disabilities): This teaching method is based on
reading letters. It is currently used in public schools.
Sounds are grouped, and new words are created by
following the order of sounds within each group (URL-2).

Low reading achievement and comprehension can also
negatively impact students’ attitudes toward the course
and their academic success. Textbooks, the most common
educational material at all levels (Zorbaz, 2007), should aim
to support the academic achievement and reading attitudes
of students with special needs. The readability of these
textbooks should match the students’ levels (Cakiroglu,
2015; Aslan, 2016; Gever, 2017).

1.1. Literature Review

The literature review showed that readability has been
studied since the 9th century BC, with works by the clergy
(Ategsman, 1997), Aristotle, and Plato (Chall, 1988). Research
on readability in the United States began in the 19th century
(DuBay, 2004), and it has been applied to texts in several
languages (Al-Ajlan, Hend & Abdulmalik, 2008), as well as
to educational books, military applications, and medicine
(Ley, 1996; Hedman, 2008). Various readability formulas
have been introduced in international literature (Dale-
Chall, 1948; Flesch, 1948, Gunning, 1952; Coleman, 1965;

Fry, 1968) and in Turkish literature (Atesman, 1997;
Sonmez, 2003; Bezirci & Yilmaz, 2010; Cetinkaya, 2010).

The literature also covers studies on the readability of
various literary works (Bezirci & Yilmaz, 2010) and
textbooks in Turkish. Research has explored social studies
(Hizarc, 2009; Gegit, 2010; Demir, 2013; Chu, 2017; Ulu-
Kalin, 2017; Ulu-Kalin & Aydemir, 2017; Ulu-Kalin &
Kocoglu, 2017), Turkish language (Zorbaz, 2007; Cetinkaya,
2010; Baga & Unal, 2013; Bas & Inan Yildiz, 2015), science
(Stylianidou, 2002; Cepni, Gokdere & Tas, 2011; Cakmak &
Cil, 2014), biology (Dikmenli, Cardak & Altunsoy, 2008;
Ozay-Kése, 2009; Roseman, Stern & Koppal, 2010),
citizenship and democracy (Topkaya, Ulu-Kalin & Yilar,
2015), and geography (Jitendra et al., 2001) textbooks.

Research also examined the readability of textbooks for
students with special needs (Cakiroglu, 2015; Kanik-Uysal
& Akyol, 2019; Caglayan, 2020; Ozkubat & Ozmen, 2021;
Tiirker-Yildirrm & Yikmus, 2022; Ceylan, 2023; Ceylan,
2024). A review of these studies showed that none focused
on social studies textbooks, a required course in special
education classes in junior high schools.

1.2. The Aim of the Study

Thus, the present study aimed to evaluate the readability of
the texts in the Adapted Activities for Special Students
(UYET) Social Studies Supplementary Textbook (Volumes
1, 2, and 3) and to determine if these books are suitable for
students' levels based on the readability formulas designed
for the Turkish language. As a result, the following research
questions were identified:

1. What is the readability level of the Adapted Activities
for Special Students (UYET) Social Studies
Supplementary Textbook (Volumes 1, 2, and 3)
according to the Atesman Readability Formula?

2. Are there significant differences in the readability levels
of the volumes of the Adapted Activities for Special
Students (UYET) Social Studies Supplementary
Textbook (Volumes 1, 2, and 3) as measured by the
Atesman Readability formula?

3. What is the readability level of the Adapted Activities
for Special Students (UYET) Studies
Supplementary Textbook (Volumes 1, 2, and 3)
according to the Cetinkaya Readability Formula?

4. Are there significant differences in the readability levels
of the volumes of the Adapted Activities for Special
Students (UYET) Studies Supplementary
Textbook (Volumes 1, 2, and 3) as measured by the
Cetinkaya Readability formula?

5. Is there a significant correlation between the data
collected using Atesman and Cetinkaya formulas?

6. What is the readability level of the Adapted Activities
for Special Students (UYET) Social Studies
Supplementary Textbook (Volumes 1, 2, and 3)
according to the Sonmez Readability Formula?

Social

Social
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7. What are the achievement grades of the participants in
the Adapted Activities for Special Students (UYET)
Social Studies Supplementary Textbook (Volumes 1, 2,
and 3)?

2. Method
2.1. The Research Design

This study employed a descriptive approach. Descriptive
research aims to fully and accurately describe a given
situation (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2016). The event, individual,
or object being studied is described in its own context, as it
is, without trying to change or influence it (Karasar, 2010).
In this study, the readability and comprehensibility of the
Adapted Activities for Special Needs Students (UYET)
Social Studies Supplementary Textbook were examined,
discussed, and described.

2.2. Research Material and The Study Group

The study analyzed the Adapted Activities for Special
Needs Students (UYET) Social Studies Supplementary
Textbook for readability. The texts were evaluated using
formulas developed by Atesman (1997) and Cetinkaya
(2010). Sonmez’s (2003) comprehensibility formula was
applied to individuals with mild intellectual disabilities to
identify unfamiliar words and to administer knowledge

tests.
2.2.1. Material

The textbook included activities targeting the learning
outcomes for grades 4, 5, and 6 based on the learning areas
outlined in the 2018 Social Studies Curriculum (Individual

Table 2.

Participant demographics

and Society; Culture and Heritage; People, Places, and
Environments; Production, Distribution, and
Consumption;  Active  Citizenship;, and  Global
Connections). The study materials consist of the texts in
these textbooks. Table 1 shows the distribution of the
analyzed texts by volume, with their readability levels
calculated using the formulas of Atesman (1997) and
Cetinkaya (2010).

Table 1.

Distribution of the analyzed texts across the volumes

Volume Analyzed text count (n)
1 18
2 20
3 20
Total 58

2.2.2. The study group

The study group consisted of five students with mild
intellectual disabilities, defined as "individuals who require
limited special education and support services due to mild
disabilities in intellectual functions and conceptual, social,
and practical adaptive skills" (URL-1). They attended Gazi
Junior High School in the central district of Artvin province
in Turkey. The goal was to collect data using Sénmez's
formula and to calculate comprehensibility achievement
scores. Participant demographics are shown in Table 2

Gender Age  Grade Diagnosis Social Studies GPA Reading level
Student 1 M 11 5 Mild intellectual disability 85 Adequate
Student 2 F 12 6 Mild intellectual disability 89 Adequate
Student 3 M 14 8 Mild intellectual disability 81 Adequate
Student 4 M 13 7 Mild intellectual disability 86 Adequate
Student 5 M 13 7 Mild intellectual disability 83 Adequate

An individual with a mild intellectual disability is defined
as “an individual who, due to a mild impairment in
intellectual functions and in conceptual, social, and
practical adaptive skills, requires special education and
support services to a limited extent” (URL-1).

2.3. Measures

The study data were collected using a readability analysis
form and a knowledge test created by the authors.
Consequently, the texts chosen from the textbooks were
analyzed with the Atesman (1997) and Cetinkaya (2010)
readability formulas.

An achievement test containing questions suitable for the
students' knowledge level was created to collect data for
the Sénmez (2003) formula and to calculate comprehension
achievement scores. Therefore, six texts from different
volumes of the textbooks were chosen, and related
questions were developed. The questions were finalized
after consulting field experts in special education.

The readability formulas developed by Atesman (1997),
Cetinkaya (2010), and Sénmez (2003) were used because
their validity and reliability have been established for
Turkish-language books. Previous research on Turkish
textbooks has utilized these three formulas. The readability
formulas are as follows:
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2.3.1. Atesman Readability Formula

Atesman (1997) developed the formula using the most
common variables in readability measurement: average
sentence length (in words) and average word length (in
syllables). Texts of different difficulty levels were selected
from various fields (science, philosophy, literature, news,
and student essays) and classified by their reading
difficulty.

In Turkish, the easiest texts had an average of 2.2 syllables
per word and 4 words per sentence, while the most difficult
texts had an average of 3 syllables per word and 30 words
per sentence.

Table 3.

The average number of syllables in a Turkish word and the
average number of words in a sentence according to Atesman.

Word length (in Sentence length (in
syllables) words)

Easiest text 22 4

Hardest text 3 30

Based on the Atesman readability formula, the following
was calculated.

ARS =198.825 - (40.175 x AWL) — (2.610 x ASL)

where ARS is the Atesman readability score, AWL is the
average word length (number of syllables divided by the
number of words), and ASL is the average sentence length
(number of words divided by the number of sentences).

Table 4.
Atesman readability formula
AOP = 198,825 - (40,175 x OKU ) - ( 2,610 x OCU )

AOP The  readability  score
(Atesman Readability Score)  obtained from the formula.
OKU The division of syllable
(Average Word Length) count by word count

OCU The division of word count

(Average Sentence Length) by sentence count

Table 5.
Atesman readability levels
Atesman readability score Readability Level
90-100 Very easy
70-89 Easy
50-69 Moderate
30-49 Hard
1-29 Very hard

2.3.2. Cetinkaya Readability Formula

It was created to assess the readability of Turkish texts.
Cetinkaya (2010) reviewed earlier formulas and developed
a new Turkish readability formula based on quantitative
features in Turkish texts.

The readability formula is calculated using the following
variables:

¢ Word count: Numbers, symbols, and graphemes
separated by spaces are counted as words. Words and
abbreviations separated by hyphens are also counted as
words.

¢ Sentence count: Phrases ending with periods (.), question
marks (?), colons (:), and brackets ( ) are considered
sentences.

*Syllable count: syllables in words, symbols, and numbers.

¢ Average sentence length: The total number of words is
divided by the number of sentences.

e Average word length: The total number of syllables is
divided by the total number of words.

eFormula: CRF =118.823 - (25.987 x AWL ) - (0.971 x ASL
)

The readability formula is determined by inputting the
average sentence length and average word length, as
explained above, into their respective parts of the equation.

Table 6.

Cetinkaya readability formula

COP =118,823 - (25,987 x OSU ) - (0,971 x OTU )

COP (Cetinkaya The readability score obtained from
Readability Score) the formula.
OSU (Average Word  The division of syllable count by
Length) word count
OCU (Average The division of word count by
Sentence Length) sentence count

Table 7.

Cetinkaya readability levels

Cetinkaya Readability level Edcuation level
Readability

Score

0-34 Impaired reading Grades 10, 11, 12
35-50 Educational reading Grades 8,9

51+ Independent reading Grades 5, 6,7

Apart from readability, reading level measures a reader's
ability to understand a text without help. Educational
reading level is the ability of a reader to comprehend a text
beyond their cognitive level with the support of an
instructor. Impaired reading occurs when a reader cannot
understand a text that is above their cognitive level even
with help from an instructor (Cetinkaya, 2010).

2.3.3. Sonmez Readability Formula

The formula was developed by Sénmez (2003) based on the
Gunning Fog Index. In the study, it was found that the
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Gunning Fog Index was unreliable in Turkish, so a new
formula was created based on it. Sonmez (2003) assessed
difficulty by counting unknown words, idioms, terms,
metaphors, analogies, concepts, symbols, and formulas in
the texts, dividing this by the total number of words, and
then squaring the difficulty score to measure the text's
comprehensibility. In the formula, comprehensibility
ranges from 0 to 1. A lower score indicates higher
comprehensibility, while as the score approaches 1, the text
becomes more difficult to understand.

2.4. Procedure

The study data were collected through document analysis
and achievement tests. Document analysis was employed
to evaluate the readability of texts using the Atesman (1997)
and Cetinkaya (2010) formulas. This method enables the
scientific examination of written or visual documents
(Ozveren, 2021). First, texts that met the formula criteria
were identified within the relevant textbook volumes.
Consequently, texts averaging 100 words were selected; the
number of sentences and syllables in these texts was
counted, and their readability was calculated with the
appropriate formulas.

Participant data were collected using an achievement test.
Therefore, two texts from each volume were selected, and
questions were created based on these sections. First, six
texts were given to each student, who was asked to
underline the words they did not know. Then, the students
answered questions to evaluate their understanding of the
The
supervision of a special education teacher.

texts. intervention was conducted under the

2.5 Data Analysis

The study data were analyzed using SPSS 22. First, kurtosis
and skewness were calculated to evaluate normality. Both

Table 9.

measures ranged from -3 to +3 for all data. Jondeau and
Rockinger (2003) reported that skewness and kurtosis
within this range indicate a normal distribution. Therefore,
the data were analyzed using parametric ANOVA and
Additionally, descriptive
analysis, such as frequencies and averages, was employed.
Pearson correlation analysis was conducted using the
intervals proposed by Biiyiikoztiirk (2011): high (0.70-1.00),
moderate (0.30-0.70), and low (0.00-0.30). Significance was
set at p<.01 for the Pearson correlation coefficient and at
p<.05 for other analyses.

Pearson correlation tests.

3. Results

The study investigated the readability of social studies
activity textbooks adapted for special students using
readability formulas. Table 8 shows the averages of the
texts based on the volume of the social studies activity
textbooks for special students and the readability results
according to Atesman.

Table 8.

Readability of the textbook based on Atesman Formula
Volume  Analyzed text Mean Difficulty

count (N) readability level
X)

1 18 63.13 Moderate
2 20 54.72 Moderate
3 20 58.62 Moderate
Total 58 - -

As shown in Table 8, the average difficulty of the texts
across all volumes was moderate, based on the Atesman
formula. Table 9 shows the ANOVA results comparing all
volumes using the Atesman formula.

ANOVA test results for the analyzed textbook volumes based on the Atesman formula

Volume N X SD Source of variance Sum of df Mean squares F )
squares

1 18 63.13 14.39 Inter-group 669.10 2 334.55

2 20 54.72 12.57 Intra-group 10426.04 55 189.56 176 18

3 20 58.62 14.32 Total 57

As shown in Table 9, the readability of the texts in the
social studies activity textbook adapted for special
students did not differ significantly by volume (grade
level) (F(2-55) = 1.765, p > .05). The mean readability
analysis revealed that Volume 1 had the highest mean
readability (X'=63.13), while Volume 2 had the lowest (X
= 54.72). Therefore, the texts in Volume 1, which
included 4th-grade activities, were easier to read than
those in Volumes 2 and 3, which contained 5th- and 6th-
grade activities related to grade outcomes.

The Cetinkaya readability formula was also used to
evaluate the texts' readability. The average readability
scores of the texts, based on the Cetinkaya readability
formula and grade-based readability, are shown in Table
10.
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Table 10.
Textbook readability based on Cetinkaya Formula
Volume Analyzed text count (N) Mean readability X Readability Grade
1 18 37.17 Educational reading level 8th and 9th
2 20 34.21 Inadequate reading level 10th, 11th, and 12th
3 20 35.47 Educational reading level 8th and 9th
Total 58 - - -

As shown in Table 10, the average readability scores of the
texts analyzed using the Cetinkaya formula indicated that
Volume 1 (X =37.17) and Volume 3 (X = 35.47) correspond
to the 8th and 9th grade reading levels. Meanwhile, Volume
2 (X=34.21) was at a level below that suitable for 10th, 11th,
and 12th grades. This suggests that the activities included

in the volumes targeted 4th, 5th, and 6th-grade learning
areas, which do not align with the educational levels
indicated by the Cetinkaya formula. ANOVA results
comparing the findings from the Cetinkaya formula across
the three volumes designed for special students are
presented in Table 11.

Table 11.
ANOVA test results for the textbook volumes based on the Cetinkaya formula
Volume N X SD Source of variance Sum of squares df Mean squares F )
1 18 37.14 8.09 Inter-group 81.63 2 40.81
2 20 34.21 7.04 Intra-group 3327.74 55 60.50 .67 51
3 20 35.47 8.17  Total 3409.38 57
N 58

As shown in Table 11, the average readability of the texts in
the social studies activity textbook adapted for special
students did not differ significantly by volume (Fes5=.675,
p > .05). The analysis of mean volume scores using the
Cetinkaya formula indicated that Volume 1 had the highest
mean, followed by Volumes 3 and 2. Finally, the Pearson
correlation coefficient was calculated to assess the
relationship between the Atesman and Cetinkaya data, and
the results are presented in Table 12.

Table 12.
The correlation between Atesman among Cetinkaya findings
Readability Cetinkaya
Atesman r .53
P .000%*

Note.**Correlation is significant at 0.01.

As shown in Table 12, there was a significant, moderate,
positive correlation between the results from the Atesman
and Cetinkaya formulas (r=.538, p <.01). This indicates that
the data obtained using both formulas were consistent.

The Sénmez model was used to assess the readability of the
texts. The study was conducted with students with mild
learning disabilities and special education needs. Questions
were developed based on specific textbook sections, and
students' mean achievement scores were calculated. The
Sonmez readability findings for the textbook texts, based
on data collected from 5 students, are presented in Table 13.
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Table 13.
Readability of the analyzed texts based on the Sonmez Model
Volume
1 2 3
Student Findings Text 1 Text 2 Text 3 Text 4 Text 5 Text 6
Word count 8.5 12.5 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
Difficulty .008 1 130 .10 14 19
1 Meaning .07 1.25 1.61 137 1.57 2.36
Comprehension rate .000064 .01 .01 .01 .01 .03
Comprehension level Vil 6** 6** 6** 6** 7Hx
Word count 8.5 12.5 12,38 1362 11.07 12.09
Difficulty .008 1 130 .100 .09 18
2 Meaning .07 1 1.61 137 1 227
Comprehension rate .00006 .01 .01 .01 .008 .03
Comprehension level 7 6** 6** 6** 6** 5%
Word count 8.5 12.5 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
Difficulty .008 11 136 .100 .15 21
3 Meaning .07 1.37 1.69 1.37 1.71 2.63
Comprehension rate .00006 .01 .01 .01 .02 .04
Comprehension level Vi 6** 6** 6** 6** 5*
Word count 8.5 12.5 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
Difficulty .03 17 180 17 19 24
4 Meaning 28 2.12 2.23 2.37 2.14 2.90
Comprehension rate .001 .02 .03 .03 .03 .05
Comprehension level 6** 6** 6** 6** 5% 5*
Word count 8.5 12.5 12.38 13.62 11.07 12.09
Difficulty .04 13 118 .10 13 21
5 Meaning .35 1.62 1.46 137 15 2.54
Comprehension rate .001 .01 .01 .01 .01 .04
Comprehension level 6** 6** 6** 6** 6* 5%

*The text could be comprehended with assistance. **The text is understandable. ***The text is clear and understandable.

Table 13 indicates that the textbook texts were generally
understandable according to the Sonmez formula. Among
these texts, Text 1 in Volume 1 was the clearest and easiest
to understand. Data from three out of five participating
students showed that Text 1 was clear and understandable.
Additionally, student data suggested that some texts were
understandable with some help, and all of these were in
Volume 3.

Since Volume 3 focused on 6th-grade achievements, which
was the highest grade level for which the volumes were
created, it might have been challenging for students to
comprehend.

Closed-ended questions were developed based on the
knowledge levels in the texts using the Sonmez formula,
and the them. The
achievement scores on these questions are presented in
Table 14.

students answered students'
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Table 14.
Participant achievement scores
Student’s achievement score Mean
Volume Text  Question count Student 1 Student 2 Student 3 Student 4 Student 5 score (X)
1 1 4 63 75 75 50 50 62.6
2 5 40 60 40 65 60 53
2 3 5 40 40 40 20 20 32
4 4 25 25 0 0 25 15
3 5 4 0 25 75 50 50 40
6 5 40 20 25 30 40 31

The closed-ended questions developed for the selected
texts had only one correct answer; students could not
interpret them, and there was just a single answer. The
Text-1 and sample questions are shown below:

TEXT 1

Toprak found an album in a drawer and brought it to his
grandfather. His grandfather picked it up and smiled as he
looked through the album. Toprak said, “Grandpa, there
are several photos of things and people I don’t know. And
these photos are black and white.” His grandfather sighed
and said, “My dear Toprak, these photos tell our family's
story. The days we migrated from Adana to Istanbul, the
things we used, the clothes we wore, the medals I won in
wrestling, the day your father started primary school, our
wedding with your grandmother, your father’s military
service... Everything is past, but we remember thanks to
these photos.” Toprak said, “Grandpa, don’t these things
you mentioned exist anymore?” His grandfather said, “No
way. Your grandmother keeps them all in her dowry chest.
Come on! Let’s see what's in the chest.” Toprak and his
grandfather opened the chest. Toprak saw objects, letters,
and title deeds he had never seen in his life.

Questions
1. What color were the photos that Toprak found?

2. Where did the people in the photos that Toprak found
migrate from and to?

3. Where did Toprak’s grandmother hide the items?
4. What did Toprak find in the drawer?

Students were scored based on the number of entirely
correct answers.

Table 9 shows that participants did not answer all questions
correctly in any text. Furthermore, certain students
(Students 1, 3, and 4) were unable to answer any questions
in specific texts (Texts 4 and 5). The average achievement
scores across all texts indicate that the highest mean score
was recorded in Text 1 (x= 62.6) in Volume 1, while the
lowest was in Text 4 (X= 15) in Volume 2.

4. Discussion

The study assessed the readability and comprehensibility
of social studies activity textbooks (Ist, 2nd, and 3rd
volumes) for students with special needs and determined
their suitability for these students. The findings showed
that the average readability difficulty of the texts in the
social studies supplementary textbooks (all three volumes)
was moderate, as measured by the Atesman formula.
Additionally, the ANOVA indicated that readability did
not significantly differ across the volumes (grades). Since
the difficulty levels across the three volumes were similar,
the readability did not increase with volume or grade level.
In general education, academic skill requirements tend to
rise with grade level. Therefore, an increase in difficulty
was expected in the subsequent volumes. However,
students with intellectual disabilities generally show lower
reading comprehension than with
development and other students with special needs
(Afacan, Bal, & Cakir, 2021; Schulte et al., 2016; Wei et al.,
2011). This difficulty may continue into higher grades for
students with intellectual disabilities. Hence, the moderate
difficulty
understandable.

students typical

levels observed in these volumes are

According to the Cetinkaya formula, the readability of the
texts in the social studies supplementary textbook
(Volumes 1, 2, and 3) showed that Volumes 1 and 3 were at
the educational reading level, while Volume 2 was at an
inadequate reading level. The ANOVA indicated that the
average readability of the texts in the activity textbook did
not differ significantly across
consistent with the previous finding, readability did not
improve in later volumes. Textbook activities were
connected with curricular outcomes in 4th, 5th, and 6th
grade. The results from the Cetinkaya formula showed that
the texts in Volumes 1 and 3 were suitable for the 8th and
9th grades, respectively, while those in Volume 2 were
suitable for the 10th, 11th, and 12th grades. As a result, the
corresponding grades did not match the textbook content
as measured by the Cetinkaya formula. Consequently, the
educational levels targeted by the texts were higher than
those of the intended audience. A Pearson correlation
coefficient was calculated to examine the relationship
between the findings obtained using the Atesman and
Cetinkaya formulas. There was a significant, moderate,

volumes. Therefore,
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positive correlation between these results. Thus, the
findings from the Atesman and Cetinkaya formulas were
consistent.

The comprehensibility of the Social Studies supplementary
textbook (Volumes 1, 2, and 3) designed for students with
special needs was evaluated using the Sénmez model. The
results showed that the texts were understandable. The
texts in Volume 1 were clear; those in Volume 2 were
understandable; and those in Volume 3 required assistance
to be understood. To further examine the texts' readability,
an achievement test with questions aligned to the students'
knowledge levels was given. Students answered questions
about the texts identified as understandable according to
the Sonmez model. However, many students answered
these questions incorrectly, and some could not answer any
questions on certain texts. Therefore, the Sonmez model
and the achievement test results did not match. Students
with special needs face significant challenges in developing
reading comprehension skills compared to other academic
skills (Gargiulo and Bouck, 2018). Additionally, their
performance is lower on non-inference questions than that
of their typically developing peers (Ceylan, 2023). The
students had previously read these texts and noted words
they did not know. The teacher then read the texts aloud
and asked informational questions. Yet, the students could
not answer these questions with the expected accuracy.
Therefore, it cannot be concluded that the texts were fully
comprehensible.

The target audience of the textbook is students with mild
intellectual disabilities who attend inclusive education,
including those with autism spectrum disorder, learning
disabilities, attention deficit hyperactivity disorder, and
hearing impairment (MEB, undated). The study texts were
read aloud to students with mild intellectual disabilities,
and reading comprehension questions were asked. The
texts, with moderate difficulty as measured by the Atesman
formula, exceeded the target audience's age level according
to the Cetinkaya formula. They were found to be
understandable based on the Sonmez formula. However,
the results from these three methods differed. Texts in the
textbook designed for special students should be
appropriate for the target group. Yet, students did not fully
understand the texts even though both the students and the
teacher read them. Therefore, the readability of these texts
needs to be reevaluated, mainly considering the needs of
students with mild intellectual disabilities. The main goal
is reading comprehension (Browder, Hudson, & Wood,
2013; Coskun & Basar, 2019). As a result, the challenges
students face with reading and understanding may restrict
their access to social studies course content.

The present study showed that the texts had moderate
difficulty, as measured by the Atesman formula. Several
earlier studies have assessed the readability of different
textbooks. Similar to the current findings, it was reported
that the difficulty level of science (Cakmak & Cil, 2014),
social studies (Ulu Kalin & Kocgoglu, 2017), and Turkish

language (Bagci & Unal, 2013) textbooks was moderate.
Additionally, Cakiroglu (2015) found that the difficulty of
Turkish language textbook texts was moderate according
to the Atesman formula and that their readability improved
with grade level. The result that the texts' readability was
moderate aligned with the findings of this study. However,
it cannot be concluded that the readability increased with
grade in the current research. The findings of this study
differ from those of other studies in this regard.

Although the reading performance of students with
intellectual disabilities was low, it would be incorrect to
attribute their performance solely to their learning
processes and capacities. Intervention methods and
materials used in their reading instruction are also very
important (Afacan, Bal, & Cakir, 2021). One such method is
adapting reading materials (Afacan, 2020). The readability
of textbooks should be assessed to match students' levels,
and they should be classified based on textual criteria
(Aslan, 2016; Cakiroglu, 2015; Gever, 2017). Determining
and categorizing the textbooks' readability using textual
criteria is the first step in teaching individuals with reading
difficulties, as designing reading curricula from easy to
difficult is essential. If the initial volumes contain complex
texts, students may experience failure (Kanik-Uysal &
Akyol, 2019). In this study, an analysis of the activity
textbook volumes adapted for students with special needs
that the texts' readability did not differ
significantly across volumes; volume 2 had the lowest
average score, indicating inconsistent readability with the
target grades. Therefore, it can be argued that the textbooks
were not developed in accordance with the readability
requirements for their respective grade levels.

showed

Readability scores offer valuable insights into texts.
However, a readability score alone is not enough for
thorough textual analysis. Readability formulas do not
provide conclusive results regarding a text's suitability for
a specific group or individual (Kanik Uysal & Akyol, 2019).
Some researchers have noted that analyses based solely on
quantitative readability data do not produce reliable results
(Budak, 2005; Yazict & Temur, 2007).
regardless of a subject's complexity, a clear, well-written
text promotes understanding (Temizkan, 2009). Besides

Nonetheless,

calculating a text's readability score, it is important to
perform multidimensional analyses of the text type and
identify unknown or difficult words. In summary, factors
such as the words used, the type and qualities of the text,
and whether the audience comprehends the meaning of the
terms can all influence readability. Therefore, further
multidimensional research on readability formulas is
necessary (Coban, 2014).

The present study has certain limitations that can guide
future research. The first limitation is that the study data
were based solely on the social studies supplementary
textbook adapted for 4th-, 5th-, and 6th-grade students
with special needs. Future research could include the 7th
and 8th-grade social studies textbooks for students with
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special needs. These adaptations should consider the
readability of the texts in these books. Additionally, the
texts in the existing books could be modified to improve
readability. The second limitation was that the activities in
the social studies supplementary textbook and the
achievement tests were conducted only with students with
mild intellectual disabilities. Therefore, the data are limited
to this student group and the achievement test. Future
studies could examine the texts with other student groups
with special needs (e.g., students with learning disabilities
or autism) and employ different data collection methods
(e.g., interviews, observations, surveys). Another limitation
was that the readability formulas used were based only on
sentence length, syllable count, and word count. Although
these formulas are standard for measuring textual
readability, more comprehensive readability formulas are
needed to account for factors such as unknown words,
frequently used words in Turkish, and discipline-specific
terms (e.g., history, geography, citizenship). Finally, future
research could analyze the activity types, content, and
quantities in adapted social studies activity textbooks
compared with those in current social studies textbooks.
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