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ABSTRACT

Students with learning disabilities (LD) have more problems with reading comprehension than
those without, and the literature consistently emphasizes this situation. The severity of reading
comprehension problems increases even more for students with LD, especially during the reading
period to learn. Studies show that reading comprehension in this period does not depend on a
single component but includes more than one component. In this direction, multi-component
reading comprehension models have been developed. The main components in generally reading
comprehension models are: (1) reading fluency, (2) prior knowledge, (3) vocabulary, (4) reading
comprehension strategies, (5) inference, and (6) motivation. These key components are present in
most multivariate comprehension models. Multivariate studies aim to test the specific effect of
each predictor variable on reading comprehension. This provides an advantage in determining
each variable's effect on reading comprehension. To design effective educational interventions,
researchers need to understand what young adolescents with reading comprehension difficulties
struggle with. Accordingly, this study aims to comprehensively discuss multivariate reading models
and the factors that affect the reading comprehension of secondary school students with LD. Thus,
it aims to present a perspective to researchers and practitioners to show how the variables in multi-
component reading models affect each other and understanding and to show the problems
experienced by students with learning disabilities in the comprehension process.

Keywords: Multi-component reading comprehension model, Reading Comprehension, Learning
disabilities
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INTRODUCTION

Most middle school students have difficulty understanding grade-level texts. 27% of American eighth graders
have below basic reading skills (National Assessment of Educational Progress, [NAEP], 2019). Although there is
no national report that determines the level of reading skills of eighth-grade students in Turkey, it ranks 40th in
reading skills among 79 countries participating in PISA 2018 (Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2019). This
result shows that Turkish students also have problems in the field of reading skills. Ari and Keskin (2021) stated
in the PISA 2018 exam that the perceptions of 15-year-old students about the difficulty of reading largely
depended on the reading level of the students. Reading comprehension is a complex skill that depends on
cognitive and motivational processes, necessary for success in all academic fields (Taboada et al., 2009). Previous
studies have revealed that reasoning ability, fluent reading, prior knowledge, reading comprehension strategies,
vocabulary, inference, and intrinsic and extrinsic reading motivation are related to reading comprehension
(Cromley & Azevedo, 2007; Schaffner & Schiefele, 2013). Unsurprisingly, many students identified with learning
disabilities have problems with reading comprehension. These students have difficulty constructing meaning
from the written text, associating words with definitions, making inferences, concluding, remembering
information, summarizing, and actively monitoring their understanding (Watson vd., 2012). These difficulties
experienced in the reading comprehension process are not a result of the problems encountered in fluent
reading but are generally the result of limited working memory capacity, prior knowledge, text structure
information, effective use of reading comprehension strategies, and insufficient vocabulary and motivation
(Berkeley & Larsen, 2018; Botsas, 2017; Fletcher et al., 2018; Kozminsky & Kozminsky, 2001; Watson et al., 2012).
In summary, the needs of students with different profiles at different grade levels and who have problems with
reading comprehension differ (Cromley & Azevedo, 2007; Gajria et al., 2007). Therefore, reading theorists and
researchers are trying to understand the factors associated with reading comprehension and design effective
educational interventions for young adolescents struggling with reading comprehension (Cromley & Azevedo,
2007). Components exhibited by competent readers in the reading comprehension process include: a) fluent
reading, b) vocabulary, c) prior knowledge, d) high-level reasoning and thinking skills, d) reading comprehension
strategies, and e) motivation and dedication (Torgesen et al., 2007). These essential components, which
competent readers exhibit in the reading comprehension process, are not sufficiently indicated by their peers
with LD (Watson et al., 2012). In addition, the literature consistently shows that middle school students with LD
are less successful in reading comprehension than those without LD. (Berkeley & Larsen, 2018; Fletcher et al.,
2018; Gersten et al., 2001). Therefore, when investigating reading comprehension and the relationship between
these components, it is essential to understand what middle school students with LD struggle with and design
effective interventions. While there is no comprehensive list of comprehension components, these core skills are

present in many multi-component reading comprehension models.
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Multi-Component Reading Models

In order to understand the difficulties experienced by readers with reading difficulties in the reading
comprehension process, researchers have started to examine reading comprehension models that take into
account the direct and mediating role of multiple components on reading comprehension. Various methods were
used for reading results, including structural equation models, meta-analyses, and correlational studies to
explore relationships between elements. In particular, structural equation models provide a better
understanding of the direct and indirect effects of the components and the power of each variable on reading
comprehension. Below is a brief review of standard theoretical models of reading comprehension, methods of
analysis, and a summary of studies examining relationships between multiple components and reading

outcomes.
Direct and Inferential Mediation Model

The Direct and Inferential Mediation Model of reading comprehension, developed and tested by Cromley and
Azevedo (2007) based on a literature review, measured the direct and indirect relationships of five components
(prior knowledge, word reading, vocabulary, strategy use, and inference-making) with reading comprehension.
Cromley and Azevedo hypothesized that prior knowledge, strategy use, inference making, word reading, and
vocabulary have direct effects on comprehension, as well as indirect effects on strategy use, inference making,
word reading, and language. These researchers also hypothesized that prior knowledge and word reading are
related but do not directly influence each other. After testing multiple variations of the structural equation
model, Cromley and Azevedo (2007) reported that the Direct and Inferential Mediation model explained 66% of
the variance in a standardized reading comprehension measure for 175 ninth graders. According to this model,
vocabulary and prior knowledge made the most significant direct contribution to understanding, followed by
strategies of inference, word reading, and reading comprehension. Cromley and Azevedo also found that readers
with reading difficulties had difficulties in all measured components of reading comprehension and performed
poorly on all measures compared to proficient readers. Figure 1 illustrates the relationship between the
components in Cromley and Azevedo's (2007) reading comprehension model.

| Inference |

Strategies

Background knowledge

Vocabulary = Reading comprehensionl

Word reading

Figure 1. Direct and Inferential Mediation Model
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In addition to Cromley and Azevedo's DIME model, numerous theoretical models have been proposed to explain

the complex reading comprehension skill. Table 1 summarizes the primary components of each model and

compares their highlights. While most of the features apply to elementary school students, the following review

focuses on components for adolescent readers.

Table 1. Comparison of Components of Reading Comprehension Models

Model

Components of Reading Comprehension

Direct and Inferential Mediation Model

Azevedo, 2007)

(Cromley &

Prior Knowledge
Inference
Strategy
Vocabulary
Word Reading

Construction Integration Model
(Kintsch, 1988, 1998)

Prior Knowledge
Inference
Strategy
Vocabulary
Word Reading

Verbal Efficiency Theory
(Perfetti, 1985, Perfetti and Hart, 2001)

Inference
Strategy
Vocabulary
Word Reading
Prior Knowledge

Simple View of Reading
(Gough & Tumner, 1986)

Decoding
Linguistic Comprehension
(Vocabulary Embedded)

Component Model
(Aaronet al., 2008)

of Reading

Domain 1: Cognitive Components (word recognition,
decoding, and comprehension)

Domain 2: Psychological Components (motivation and
interest)

Domain 3: Ecological Components (peer influence and
classroom environment)

DVC Triangle
(Perfetti, 2010)

Decoding
Vocabulary

The RAND Model of Reading Comprehension (RAND, 2002)

Reader (attention, memory, ability for critical analysis,
inference, visualization, motivation, knowledge, and
personal experiences)

Text (textual expressions, units of meaning, and mental
models or the way information is processed for meaning)
Activity (goal, task, decoding, linguistic and semantic
processing, monitoring comprehension)

Context (classroom, sociocultural environments)

Multicomponent of Reading Comprehension (Smith, 2013)

Prior Knowledge

Vocabulary

Inference
Sentence/Comprehension Fluency
Motivation

Then, the suitability of the Direct and Inferential Mediation Model was compared with the practicality of two

different understanding models: These models; Walter Kintsch's (1988; 1998) Construction-Integration Model

and Charles Perfetti's (1985) Verbal Efficiency. It has been understood that the Direct and Inferential Mediation

Model is more appropriate than both the Construction-Integration Model and the Verbal Efficiency Theory in

terms of the data obtained (Cromley & Azevedo, 2007).
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Among the existing theoretical models of reading comprehension, the Direct and Inferential Mediation Model is
most similar to Walter Kintsch's (1988, 1998) Construction-Integration Model and Charles Perfetti's (1985) Verbal
Efficiency Theory. All three models include the same (predictors) predictor variables: Prior knowledge, inference
making, strategy use, vocabulary, and reading fluency. In the following, these models are introduced, the
research on the models is summarized, and the similarities and differences between the Direct and Inferential

Mediation Model and the other two models are discussed.

Construction-Integration Model

Kintsch's (1988; 1998) construction-integration model is a connective theory that envisages two different phases
of making sense of the texts read. These are the construction phase and the integration phase. In the construction
phase, reading (decoding) a word automatically activates all the meanings (vocabulary) associated with the word
in long-term memory (Graesser et al., 1997). With the decoding of the word, all semantic relations of the word
based on prior knowledge are also stimulated. These semantic relations can be developed by teaching strategies
encouraging the reader to be active/engaged. Based on these three components (decoding, vocabulary, and
prior knowledge), the written version of the target text is formed in the reader's mind (Kintsch, 1998). In other
words, if the reader does not know that a term in a sentence has two different meanings when they start reading
a sentence they have just encountered, if the reader has a low level of prior knowledge, they will be minimal
effect in combining information. On the other hand, it is not enough to encode or analyze a word concerning its
function and meaning in the text. An inference must be made to fully determine the word’s meaning, which

occurs in the integration phase.

In the second stage of comprehension, called integration, the activation of the reader's cognitive processes of
comprehension, the leap to all the components, and the beginning of the inference process lead to the formation
of a mental representation of comprehension. Integration is a multi-cyclical, slow, and sometimes effortful
process. This is because the mental representation is not fully established in the construction phase. Therefore,
the process of accessing an established knowledge mobilization process or a coherent mental representation is
called the situation model. The situation model is to transform the sentences brought together into a meaningful
and coherent structure by using the inference method or to ensure that complex information is understood by
making inferences by making a whole in mind. Therefore, comprehension is included in the situation model

(Kintsch, 1998). According to this model, inference-making directly affects comprehension.

In the integration phase, prior knowledge plays two different roles. First, the connections between nodes from
long-term memory depend on prior knowledge. Second, prior knowledge is used to make inferences and explain
the text in question. In other words, the reader's coding, vocabulary, and prior knowledge of the topic indirectly

relate to comprehension (Kintsch, 1998).

While domain-specific active problem-solving strategies are used in the decoding and determining of the

meaning of the word in the construction phase, they can sometimes also be used in the integration phase. All
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text structures require domain-specific strategies and knowledge (Kintsch, 1998). For example, competent
readers use imagery and domain-specific strategies to understand legal arguments (Kintsch, 1998). They also
prefer domain-specific strategies to guide the research process. In addition, to understand different types of
literary texts, they mobilize their prior knowledge about the text schema in their minds with domain-specific
strategies. Moreover, when readers are not active, they can be taught strategies to mobilize and activate
themselves. Advanced readers use techniques and methods such as summarization, reciprocal teaching (Brown
& Plainscar, 1989; Kintsch, 1998), and author questioning (Kintsch, 1998). On the other hand, most of the
strategies are not necessary for familiar topics. Because the reader will automatically understand a topic that
they know very well, they will not need the process of making inferences. For example, Kintsch (1998) states that

no particular strategy is required to make spatial inferences.

In conclusion, Kintsch's (1998) theoretical discourse claims that the strategies used directly affect each other
with reading comprehension, whereas prior knowledge has an indirect effect. According to this model, strategy
and comprehension affect each other directly and indirectly. Kintsch (1998) argues that vocabulary does not
directly affect comprehension but only indirectly affects inference. As mentioned earlier, the most robust
emphasis within the construction and integration model is on the effects of prior knowledge on assumptions
about any given topic. In Figure 2 below, Kintsch's model of reading comprehension illustrates the relationship

between the variables within it.

Strategies

Background knowledge

/l Vocabulary

Word reading ||

ITerence Reading comprehension |

Figure 2. Construction-Integration Model

Verbal Efficiency Theory

Charles Perfetti's Verbal Efficiency Theory (1985) is an interactive information-processing theory of reading
comprehension. The essence of the idea of Verbal Efficiency is that when lexical access components are of high
quality, i.e., rapid and simultaneous access to the correct phonological, sound, and spelling ability and semantic
representation of any word (Perfetti & Hart, 2001), it affects higher-level comprehension components such as

problem-solving strategies, inferences, and evaluations that depend on past knowledge in mental resources.

Perfetti's claim in this regard is that rapid and simultaneous access to a word's correct phonological, phonemic,
spelling, and semantic representation is the driving force in reading comprehension and the source of individual

differences in reading proficiency (Perfetti, 1985; Perfetti & Hart, 2001). However, although Perfetti believes that
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prior knowledge "leads to differences in reading ability,” he does not argue that it is the primary driving force
and suggests that lexical access is the primary potential source of essential awareness on reading ability (Perfetti,
1985). Therefore, he states that it affects comprehension in his study. He argues that individual differences in

reading proficiency also stem from these theories.

Reading ability progresses in two phases in the verbal efficiency theory (as in the construction/integration
model). In the first stage, words on the page are recognized (a process that requires reading the word) and
matched with the lexicon in mind; this process is called lexical access. The words are then organized into
sentences with the help of the vocabulary. Lexical access consists of decoding or reading the word, followed by
access to its multiple meanings (Perfetti & Hart, 2001). At this point, the reader needs to decode the words,
access their meanings, and put them together meaningfully in sentences. In fact, the sentence representation
here resembles Kintsch's text base, i.e., the construction phase. Linguistic operations are used in the process of
putting words together. Perfetti and Hart (2001) favor the idea that prior knowledge does not play an essential
role in the lexical access process. They characterize the lexical access phase as "reading ability" or "general
reading ability" rather than "comprehension.” Individuals with high levels of reading ability are believed to have
higher quality lexical representations (e.g., more complete and accurate phonology, spelling, semantics, etc.) for
a much larger number of words than individuals with low levels of reading ability (Perfetti & Hart, 2001). As a
result, according to this model, good readers are much faster at creating lexical representations and more

efficient at comprehension.

In the second stage, the integration stage, the assembled clauses are transformed into a meaningful and
coherent whole by using inference making. On the other hand, in order to make these inferences healthily,
schema activation, in other words, activation of prior knowledge, is required. Among the components of building
a text, the model is the process of "explanatory, inferential, and critical comprehension" (Perfetti, 1985). These
operations are much more general cognitive operations such as inferencing, knowledge, monitoring
comprehension, and other problem-solving strategies. In other words, they are less language-specific and are
the procedures required for the learner to reason about the content of the text (Perfetti & Hart, 2001). Perfetti

reports that the reader should also use the abovementioned strategies as part of the knowledge base.

Like Kintsch's (1998) situation model, the text model remains active and is modified when the process related to
the following sentence is finished. In other words, the meaning created in the construction process remains
active until it merges with the following sentence, and when it connects with the next sentence, it can change,
or new information can be added to it. Again, similar to the construction/integration model, both encoding and
comprehension processes occur within the limited working memory capacity (Perfetti, 1985). On the other hand,
it is argued that working memory by itself is not one of the components of comprehension. Figure 3 illustrates

the relationship between the components of Perfetti's reading comprehension model.
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Word
Reading

Figure 3. Verbal Efficiency Theory

Differences between Direct and Inferential Mediation Model, Construction/Integration Model, and Verbal

Effectiveness Model

The main difference between the Direct and Inferential Mediation Model, the Construction/Integration Model,
and the Verbal Efficiency Model is that the variables in the Inferential Model directly affect comprehension. In
the Verbal Efficiency Model, all variables first affect inferencing and then indirectly affect reading
comprehension. In the Construction/Integration model, while strategy and inference making directly affect
reading comprehension, vocabulary, prior knowledge and reading fluency indirectly affect reading
comprehension. As a result, in the Construction/Integration and Verbal Efficiency Models, only inference-making
directly affects comprehension. At the same time, strategy, fluent reading, prior knowledge, and vocabulary do
not directly affect reading comprehension. In other words, they do not have the features of the inferential model

(Cromley, 2005).

Direct effects within the Direct and Inferential Model allow the reader to comprehend what they read without
making any inferences in some cases; on the other hand, according to the Construction/Integration and Verbal
Efficiency models, inference making is necessary for comprehension to occur. Because the standard variable that
directly affects reading comprehension in both models is inference making, other variables affect inference
making, and inference making involves reading comprehension. For example, to understand the sentence
"Horses eat grass,” readers will need prior knowledge and vocabulary related to the fact that horses eat grass in
general under normal conditions; however, to understand such a simple sentence, no inference is needed to be
required (Cromley, 2005). On the other hand, in some cases, deductions may be necessary. For example, to
understand the sentence "horses eat cotton candy,” the following reasoning and inference would be required:

"horses usually eat grass and, therefore, it is not uncommon for a horse to eat cotton candy" (Cromley, 2005).

Since the variables in the three models introduced above are the same and their relationships with reading
comprehension are different, these three models are explained and compared in detail. Other reading

comprehension models are briefly evaluated and described within themselves.
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Simple View of Reading

According to Gough and Tunmer's (1986) Simple View of Reading Model, reading comprehension requires the
ability to analyze words and linguistic comprehension, that is, the ability to listen. Gough and Tunmer (1986)
defined decoding as the transformation of written text into language and linguistic comprehension as the
completion and interpretation of vocabulary, sentence structure, and speech. In this model, readers should not
only decode what is written but also understand what is written and be able to answer questions about it.
According to the Simple View of Reading Model, Decoding-D and Linguistic Comprehension-LC skills are equal to
Reading Comprehension-RC, or "RC=DxLC,” and all variables range from 0 (nothing) to 1 (excellence). Gough and
Tunmer's formula states that. If there is no decoding (D=0), there is no reading comprehension because
"RC=0xLC". Similarly, if a student can decode but linguistic comprehension is absent, "RC=Dx0", then reading
comprehension has not occurred, RC=0. The Simple View of Reading Model was tested and validated in a meta-
analysis of 20 studies from preschool to 4th grade (Florit & Cain, 2011). The study's findings show a strong
relationship between reading comprehension and decoding, as well as between linguistic and reading
comprehension. On the other hand, when the Simple View of Reading Model was tested on 4%, 7t and 9" -grade

students, it was observed that the relationship between the variables decreased as the grade level increased.
Component Model of Reading Comprehension

Recently, researchers have developed an extension to Gough and Tunmer's Simple View of Reading Model and
called it the Component Model of Reading Comprehension (CMR) (Aaron et al., 2008). In particular, Joshi and
Aaron (2000) worked on the Simple View of Reading Model formula. They proposed the formula RC=DxLC+S by
adding the speed variable to the Simple View of Reading Model variables. They also added other factors affecting
reading difficulty to the Simple View of Reading Model and stated that these are psychological and ecological
factors. The Component Model of Reading Comprehension includes three domains: cognitive, psychological, and
ecological, which are linked to the reader and aim to determine the cause of reading difficulty. Aaron et al. (2008)
tested two of the variables in the cognitive domain of the Component Model of Reading Comprehension,
decoding, and linguistic comprehension, on students from 2nd to 5"-grade level. As a result of the research, it is
stated that these variables are related, and when speed is added to the relationship between the variables, the

level of the relationship becomes more substantial.
DVC Triangle

Perfetti (2010) recently proposed a three-component model of reading comprehension, the "Decoding
Vocabulary Comprehension (DVC) Model" or the "Golden Triangle Model of Reading Mastery.” According to this
model, he suggests that the causal relationships within reading comprehension can be solved by decoding and
vocabulary knowledge, whose effect on reading comprehension is theoretically proven. Perfetti (2010) shows
the relationship between decoding and vocabulary as a cause for comprehension. When the model (Figure 4.) is

analyzed schematically, the direct and bidirectional arrows show the relationship between decoding and
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vocabulary knowledge and the relationship between comprehension and vocabulary knowledge. The straight
line without arrows in the model suggests that the relationship between decoding and comprehension may be

indirect and that vocabulary mediates this relationship.

WVocabulary

Decoding Comprehension

Figure 4. Golden Triangle Model of Reading Ability

Rand Model of Reading Comprehension

The RAND working groups' model of reading comprehension consists of three multi-component strands (reader,
text, activity) encompassing comprehension. These three main components include the sociocultural context of
the classroom, the school, and/or the home environment. According to this model, readers’ experiences,
motivation, critical thinking skills, and memory enable them to make inferences from the text. According to this
model, the reading process is not limited to the style of the text, the way it is organized, the type of text
(electronic, narrative, or descriptive), and the linguistic structure but consists of many factors. The reader's
activity while reading the text or their purpose during reading can be extrinsic (to fulfill the task given by the

teacher) or intrinsic (the desire to put together the parts they have read).
Multicomponent Model of Reading Comprehension

Smith (2013) adapted the Direct and Inferential Mediation Model previously developed by Cromley and Azevedo
(2007) and added the motivation variable to the variables in this model. Unlike the previous model, the strategy
variable was removed from the model. The model left only variables such as prior knowledge, inference making,
and vocabulary knowledge unchanged. With the addition of the motivation variable to the model, reading
fluency was changed to sentence/comprehension fluency. In the model, all variables were placed to affect
reading comprehension directly. The mediating variables in the model are inference-making and vocabulary
knowledge. The motivation was indirectly associated with vocabulary knowledge and comprehension through
inference. In addition, vocabulary knowledge was indirectly associated with comprehension through deduction.
When the model (Figure 5) is examined schematically, it is illustrated how there is a relationship between the

variables.
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Figure 5. Multicomponent Model of Reading Comprehension

FACTORS REQUIRED FOR READING COMPREHENSION

It is seen that the essential components generally included in multicomponent reading comprehension models
are 1) prior knowledge, 2) vocabulary knowledge, 3) reading comprehension strategies, 4) inference making, and
5) reading fluency. There are accumulated literature documents that problems in one or more of these

components may negatively affect the reading comprehension of students with LD (Watson et al., 2012).
Prior Knowledge

Prior knowledge is defined as the world knowledge that the reader carries into the reading process (Schaffner &
Schiefele, 2013). In the 1980s, the effect of prior knowledge on comprehension was extensively studied based
on schema theory. While schema is defined as the center where information that is developed and organized by
adding new information to knowledge is integrated, schema theory suggests that readers should use prior
knowledge to understand and respond to what they read (Anderson & Pearson, 1984). Schema theory also
argues that what is already known or unknown about a topic significantly affects comprehension (An, 2013). As
a matter of fact, readers redefine their schemas by adding their personal experiences to the text and applying
this knowledge in their daily lives to make reading meaningful. Each reader's unique prior knowledge, which they
combine with the text during the reading process, improves their comprehension and possibly reflects this in
their comprehension performance (An, 2013). In addition to schema theory, prior knowledge is recognized as a
multidimensional construct (Alexander et al., 1994). Therefore, the most commonly applied distinction within
this construct is one's subject matter knowledge, the depth of one's knowledge of concepts about a particular
subject, domain knowledge, and the breadth of one's knowledge of the subject area (Samuelstuen & Braeten,
2005; Hailikari et al., 2008). In addition, school-based knowledge and personal knowledge include eventual,
declarative, and procedural knowledge. When readers activate their prior knowledge about the content of the
text, they make predictions about the topics covered in the text based on this knowledge. Using prior knowledge
in the text comprehension process enables the reader to pay attention to the text (Trabasso & Bouchard, 2002).
In addition, in current research, it has been determined that prior knowledge, directly and indirectly, affect
reading comprehension in middle school, high school, and university level students with and without reading

difficulties (Ahmed et al., 2016; Cromley & Azevedo, 2007; Tarchi, 2010). On the other hand, the fact that
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students with LD lack prior knowledge about the subject areas and cannot sufficiently add this knowledge to the
newly acquired knowledge prevents them from making inferences at a sufficient level and causes them to have
problems in the comprehension process (Carr & Thompson, 1996; Swanson et al., 2006). Kinstch (1998) states
that if inferences are not made by integrating prior knowledge and information in the text, comprehension will
not be realized adequately. Many students with LD do not have the necessary prior knowledge to comprehend
especially informational texts (Carr & Thompson, 1996). However, successful readers integrate their prior
knowledge with new information, regulate their attention, emotions, and behaviors, and monitor their
comprehension (Zito et al., 2007). As a result, it is stated that students with LD have low levels of prior knowledge
and that subject matter knowledge or domain knowledge should be taught to these students (Gersten et al.,

2001).

Vocabulary Knowledge

Vocabulary knowledge is essential for middle school students to understand not only narrative texts but also
expository texts in various academic disciplines. Knowing the meanings of these words is especially critical for
reading comprehension and overall academic success (Quinn et al., 2020). Skilled readers have a vast vocabulary
as they read many books in different genres. On the other hand, older students, defined as LD, have limited
knowledge of new terminology as they often avoid reading (Quinn et al., 2020). Furthermore, the school-related
textbooks they are required to read often do not provide sufficient opportunities for vocabulary learning (Hirsch,
2003). Textbooks are often too difficult for struggling readers and require content-specific prior knowledge at a
level not specific to this group (Hirsch, 2003). These students, who lack independent reading skills and prefer not
to read in their free time, have lower vocabulary knowledge than their more able peers (Roberts et al., 2008).
Due to the difficulty of reliably measuring vocabulary, there is a paucity of empirical research on effective
vocabulary instruction with older students identified as LD (Scammacca et al., 2007). Students identified as LD
need interventions that provide sufficient depth of knowledge about words to learn new vocabulary, and the
meanings of words are easily accessible in multiple contexts during the reading process (Roberts et al., 2008).
Although there are very few intervention programs for developing vocabulary knowledge for students with LD,
direct vocabulary instruction can have a significant impact (Stahl, 2003). However, it is stated that the most
important skill for increasing the vocabulary knowledge of students with LD in the middle school and higher age
group is reading many texts of different genres (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1998). However, especially for
students who struggle with reading in middle and high school, the effect of vocabulary knowledge along with
prior knowledge on reading comprehension has been found to be higher than other comprehension components
(Cromley & Azevedo, 2007). These results suggest that vocabulary knowledge is essential for the reading
comprehension of students with LD in middle school and later. Testing multi-component models of reading

comprehension are vital to see what students with LD need in the comprehension process.
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Reading Comprehension Strategies

Reading comprehension strategies include cognitive, metacognitive, and self-regulation strategies (Cromley &
Azevedo, 2007). These include summarizing and interpreting what has been read, generating and answering
questions, mobilizing relevant prior knowledge, monitoring one's own comprehension levels, and using other
correction activities when the text is not understood (Botsas, 2017; Cromley, 2005). Competent readers use a
wide range of cognitive and metacognitive strategies in the reading comprehension process ( Berkeley & Larsen,
2018; Botsas, 2017). It is suggested that the limited, superficial, or incompatible use of these strategies in the
reading process may lead to reading comprehension deficiencies (Berkeley et al., 2011; Dexter & Huges, 2011).
While students with LD used more simple and repetitive strategies in the reading comprehension process,
proficient readers had a more advanced strategy repertoire, and their practical and high-quality use of
techniques helped their reading comprehension (Botsas, 2017). The strategic use of students with LD was found
to be lower than those without LD (Botsas, 2017). In the guide prepared by Kamil et al. (2008) for the
development of adult literacy, the results of the studies on strategy instruction were synthesized. In the light of
these results, it was stated that strategy instruction directly increases comprehension. Suggestions are made for
teaching strategies to improve the reading comprehension levels of students with LD, especially at the adult
level. It is also stated that the primary purpose of strategy instruction is to ensure text comprehension (Kamil et
al., 2008). In this context, strategy instruction in students with LD emerges as an important factor in reading

comprehension.

Reading Fluency

In the National (American) Reading Panel, fluency was defined as the rapid and accurate expression of text (NRP,
2000). When reading fluency is considered functionally, it is generally associated with reading comprehension
and is defined as reading with accuracy, speed, and prosody to ensure comprehension (Kuhn et al., 2010).
Reading fluency consists of three essential components: accuracy, automaticity, and prosody (Hudson et al.,
2009; Kim, 2015). An accurate reading is the vocal expression of the word’s written form or the word’s analysis
of the word in the text (Samuels, 2006). In other words, it is the ability to sound out words without errors.
Automaticity is a combination of reading speed and reading accuracy. Automaticity is the reader's ability to
decode words quickly and accurately with minimal mental effort. As this skill develops, children focus their
attention on comprehension rather than decoding (Samuels, 2006). Thus, correct word recognition and decoding
automatically allow students to make comprehension efforts (Samuels, 2006). Another critical component of
fluent reading is prosody. Prosody is defined as the ability to read aloud as if the reader is actually speaking
(Rasinski et al., 2011). In addition, prosodic reading includes intonation, stress, and timing (Keskin, 2012). Like
other fluency components, prosody directly contributes to comprehension and also mediates the increase in

reading comprehension (Basaran, 2013; Bastug, 2012).

When the definitions of reading fluency in the literature are examined, it is seen that each report includes reading

speed. Reading speed is also expressed as the automatic reading of the word (Paige vd., 2014). Reading speed
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can also be defined as the time it takes to see and recognize the word (decoding) and read it aloud or silently
(Bastug, 2012). Progress in students' reading speed affects reading fluency. For this reason, reading speed is often
used as an indicator of reading fluency (NRP, 2000). The theoretical explanation of the role of reading fluency in
reading comprehension involves limited cognitive capacity (Samuels, 2006). Reading words accurately and
quickly removes cognitive constraints, allowing mental resources (e.g., working memory, attention) to be used
for higher-level structures (e.g., inferences) necessary for comprehension (Perfetti, 2007; Samuels, 2006). Recent
evidence also suggests that text reading fluency is a more critical component of reading comprehension than
reading words (Denton et al., 2011; Kim, 2015). Based on the observation that text reading fluency may have a
stronger relationship with reading comprehension than word reading fluency, word reading fluency represents
students' proficiency in word recognition. In contrast, text reading fluency means how efficiently they process
text beyond word recognition (Kim, 2015). Fluent reading of texts also depends on students' abilities (Bart et al.,
2014; Saenz & Fuchs, 2002). The majority of students with LD have severe problems in the text reading process
(Shaywitz & Shaywitz, 2008; Wanzek et al., 2014). Students with LD read connected texts more slowly and with
more difficulty than students without LD (Jenkins et al., 2003). In particular, middle school students with LD need

to read fluently to understand complex texts (Edmonds et al., 2009).

Inference Making

Reading comprehension involves building a mental model of the text in memory and continuous revision (Kintsch
& van Dijk, 1978). This mental model resembles "a network with nodes describing individual facts and events
and links describing meaningful relationships between them" (Rapp et al., 2007, p. 292). These connections are
known as inferences. A reader makes inferences by making appropriate, meaningful connections between
discrete pieces of information that are stated in the text (i.e., "text-linked" inferences) and between information
that is displayed in the text and the reader's background knowledge (i.e., "knowledge-based" information-based
or "gap-filling" inferences). A text-linked deduction can link a pronoun to the person or thing it refers to. An
information-based inference might rely on what the reader knows about people's motivations to understand
why a character performs a particular action. Some types of text-linked and knowledge-based inferences are
more essential for reading comprehension (e.g., pronoun resolution, causal inferences), and some are less
essential (e.g., predictive inferences). Comprehension suffers if the reader cannot generate the inferences
necessary to make sense of the text; the reader can understand individual sentences but cannot infer the text's
overall meaning. Students with higher inferential skills score higher on reading comprehension tests than those
with lower inferential skills. This is true for both elementary school children (Cain et al., 2004; Kendeou et al.,
2008) and adolescents (Ahmed et al., 2016; Barth et al., 2015; Cromley & Azevedo, 2007). Students with LD tend
to make fewer inferences than their typically developing peers; in fact, they often do not make inferences when
reading text (Barnes et al., 2015; Barth et al., 2015; Denton et al., 2015). This is perhaps due to their insufficient
prior knowledge (Saenz & Fuchs, 2004). In addition, students with LD may make incorrect inferences because
their prior knowledge is inaccurate, which causes them to have more significant problems in reading

comprehension (Kozminsky & Kozminsky, 2001).
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Reading Motivation

Reading motivation indicates that a person is ready to initiate reading activities and exhibits various dimensions
of reading motivation (curiosity, interest, compliance, competition, social, recognition, grades, and work
avoidance) (Wigfield & Guthrie, 1997). Reading motivation has been defined as personal goals, values, and beliefs
that influence reading processes, outcomes, and issues (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000, p. 405). For example, someone
who wants to read a particular article may show a high level of existing reading motivation. A person's current
motivation to read an article or other text can be attributed to their habitual reading motivation. For example, a
girl who spends most of her free time reading can be said to have regular reading motivation. Thus, habitual
reading motivation is the actions that indicate an individual's determined readiness to initiate reading activities

(Schiefele et al., 2012).

When reading motivation and its dimensions are considered in terms of students with LD, it is stated that many
students with LD have low reading motivation (Sideridis, 2005). The low or limited motivation of students with
LD limits their reading process (Scarborough & Parker, 2003). Therefore, many students with LD experience
academic failure (Watson et al., 2012). Although this is not surprising, it is stated that students with LD do not

have enough motivation to participate in learning tasks actively or to comprehend the text (Logan et al., 2011).

CONCLUSION

The literature has repeatedly documented that students with LD have problems with reading comprehension.
When students with LD move from elementary to middle school, their problems with reading comprehension
are exacerbated because they are expected to read to learn rather than to learn to read (Kim et al., 2012).
Knowing what works for students with LD to have better reading comprehension skills when they move to middle
school or higher grades is an important area of reading research. For this reason, it is known that there has been
a great deal of research and model development related to reading comprehension (Cromley & Azevedo, 2007).
The multi-component models of reading comprehension that have been developed and the evidence from the
research conducted to support them provide suggestions for how reading comprehension can be better taught
and the curricula to be developed for teaching comprehension. Multivariate studies are needed to know what
students with LD struggle with in the reading comprehension process and to prepare appropriate intervention
programs, especially in middle school and above. In multivariate studies, direct and indirect effects of more than
one component on reading comprehension can be tested to determine which skills students with LD need more

in this process. This study focuses on the components affecting reading comprehension based on the above.

Reading comprehension is a process that requires both cognitive functions and effort to activate these cognitive
processes (Guthrie et al., 1999). Therefore, combining both cognitive and motivational components makes
reading enjoyable and supports better reading comprehension in the case of complex and challenging texts.
Moreover, combining interventions to increase cognitive skills seems to be more beneficial for reading

comprehension achievement (Slavin et al., 2008). Evaluation studies of reading programs that combine
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interventions that focus on reading achievement and reading motivation confirm this conclusion (Wigfield et al.,
2008). Therefore, it is of great importance to bring students with more extensive LD who continue to have
difficulty in reading comprehension to the standards of their grade level or to provide comprehension instruction

strong enough to close the gap.

In this context, the study examined what reading comprehension is, multi-component models of reading
comprehension, which components affect reading comprehension, what students with and without LD
experience in the reading comprehension process, and which parts are essential in improving reading

comprehension in students with more significant LD.

From this point of view, it can be suggested that practitioners and researchers should consider the components
that affect comprehension and comprehension in teaching and developing reading comprehension skills. At the
same time, taking into account the multi-component models of reading comprehension, some practices can be

carried out to improve reading comprehension starting from primary school.
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COK BIiLESENLi OKUDUGUNU ANLAMA MODELLERi: 6GRENME GUCLUGU OLAN
OGRENCILER iCiN OKUDUGUNU ANLAMADA ONEMLi FAKTORLER

0z

Ogrenme giicligii (OG) olan 6grenciler, OG olmayanlara gére okudugunu anlama konusunda daha
fazla sorun yasamakta ve alanyazinda bu durum tutarli olarak vurgulanmaktadir. Ozellikle
dgrenmek icin okuma déneminde OG olan 6grenciler icin okudugunu anlama problemlerinin
yogunlugu daha da artmaktadir. Arastirmalar bu dénemde okudugunu anlamanin tek bir bilesene
bagli olmadigini birden fazla bileseni igerdigini gostermektedir. Bu dogrultuda ¢ok bilesenli
okudugunu anlama modelleri gelistirilmistir. Okudugunu anlama modellerinde genel olarak yer
alan temel bilesenler: (1) akici okuma, (2) 6n bilgi, (3) kelime bilgisi, (4) okudugunu anlama
stratejileri, (5) ¢tkarim yapma ve (6) motivasyondur. Bu temel bilesenler ¢ok degiskenli anlama
modellerinin bircogunda mevcuttur. Cok degiskenli arastirmalar, her bir tahmin degiskeninin
okudugunu anlama lzerinde kendine 6zgl etkisini test etmeyi amaglamaktadir. Bu da her bir
degiskenin okudugunu anlama Uzerinde etkisinin belirlenmesi agisindan avantaj saglamaktadir.
Etkili egitim midahaleleri tasarlamak igin arastirmacilarin okudugunu anlama gigligi olan
ortaokul Ogrencilerinin neyle miicadele ettigini anlamalari gerekmektedir. Bu dogrultuda
calismanin amaci, cok degiskenli okuma modellerini ve OG olan ortaokul 8grencilerinin okudugunu
anlamalarini etkileyen faktorleri kapsaml bir sekilde ele almaktir. Béylece ¢ok bilesenli okuma
modellerinde yer alan degiskenlerin birbirini ve anlamayi nasil etkiledigini ve 6grenme glcligi olan
ogrencilerin anlama sirecinde yasadiklari problemleri gosterebilmek adina arastirmacilar ile
uygulamacilara bir bakis a¢isi sunmayi amaglamaktadir.

Anahtar kelimeler: Cok bilesenli okudugunu anlama modelleri, okudugunu anlama, 6grenme
guglaga.
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GiRiS

Ortaokul 6grencilerinin ¢ogu, sinif diizeyindeki metinleri anlamada zorluk yasamaktadir. Amerika’daki sekizinci
sinif 6grencilerinin %27’sinin okuma becerileri temel dizeyin altindadir (National Assessment of Educational
Progress, [NAEP], 2019). Turkiye’de sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin okuma becerilerinin hangi diizeyde oldugunu
belirleyen ulusal bir rapor olmamakla birlikte, PISA 2018’e katilan 79 Ulke arasinda okuma becerileri alaninda 40.
sirada yer almaktadir (Ministry of National Education [MoNE], 2019). Bu sonug Tirk 6grencilerinin de okuma
becerileri alaninda problemler yasadigini géstermektedir. Ari ve Keskin (2021) PISA 2018 sinavinda 15 yasindaki
ogrencilerin okumanin zorluguna iliskin algilarinin, 6grencilerin okuma seviyesine bilylk 6lgide bagh oldugunu
belirtmiglerdir. Okudugunu anlama, tim akademik alanlarda basari igin gerekli olan, hem biligsel hem de
motivasyonel siireglere bagl olan karmasik bir beceridir (Taboada vd., 2009). Daha 6nceki arastirma bulgulari da
akil yiritme yeteneginin, akici okumanin, 6n bilginin, okudugunu anlama stratejilerinin, kelime bilgisinin, ¢cikarim
yapmanin igsel ve digsal okuma motivasyonunun okudugunu anlama ile iliskili oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir
(Cromley ve Azevedo, 2007; Schaffner ve Schiefele, 2013). Sasirtici olmayan bir sekilde, 6grenme giicligii (OG)
olarak tanimlanan bircok 6grenci, okudugunu anlama alaninda sorunlar yasamaktadir. Bu 6grenciler yazili
metinden anlam olusturmada, sozciikleri anlamlarla iliskilendirmede, ¢ikarimda bulunmada, sonug ¢ikarmada,
bilgileri hatirlamada, 6zetlemede ve aktif olarak anlamalarini izlemekte zorlanmaktadirlar (Watson vd., 2012).
Okudugunu anlama siirecinde yasanan bu zorluklar akici okumada yasanan sorunlarin bir sonucu olmaktan
ziyade, genellikle sinirli calisma bellegi kapasitesinin, 6n bilgilerinin, metin yapisi bilgilerinin, okudugunu anlama
stratejilerini etkili bir sekilde kullanmalarinin, kelime bilgilerinin ve motivasyonlarinin yetersiz olmasinin bir
sonucudur (Berkeley ve Larsen, 2018; Botsas, 2017; Fletcher vd., 2018; Kozminsky ve Kozminsky, 2001; Watson
vd., 2012). Ozetle, farkli sinif seviyelerinde farkl profillere sahip olan ve okudugunu anlamada problem yasayan
ogrencilerin gereksinimleri farklilasmaktadir (Cromley ve Azevedo, 2007; Gajria vd., 2007). Bu nedenle okuma
teorisyenleri ve arastirmacilari okudugunu anlama ile iligkili faktorlerin neler oldugunu anlamaya calismakta ve
okudugunu anlama ile micadele eden gencg ergenler icin etkili egitim midahaleleri tasarlamaya ¢alismaktadir
(Cromley ve Azevedo, 2007). Okudugunu anlama siirecinde yetkin okuyucular tarafindan sergilenen bilesenler
sunlari igermektedir: a) akici okuma, b) kelime bilgisi, c) 6n bilgi, ¢) Gst dizey akil yiriitme ve diistinme becerileri,
d) okudugunu anlama stratejileri ve e) motivasyon ve adanmishktir (Torgesen vd., 2007). Okudugunu anlama
siirecinde yetkin okuyucular tarafindan sergilenen bu temel bilesenler OG olan akranlari tarafindan yeterince
sergilenmemektedir (Watson vd., 2012). Buna ek olarak, literatiir siirekli olarak OG olan ortaokul égrencilerinin
OG olmayanlara gore okudugunu anlamada daha az basarili oldugunu géstermektedir (Berkeley ve Larsen, 2018;
Fletcher vd., 2018; Gersten vd., 2001). Bu nedenle, okudugunu anlama ve bu bilesenler arasindaki iliskiyi
arastirirken, OG olan ortaokul 6grencilerinin nelerle miicadele ettigini anlamak ve etkili miidahaleler tasarlamak
esastir. Okudugunu anlama bilesenlerinin kapsamli bir listesi olmasa da, bu temel beceriler, birgok ¢ok bilesenli

okudugunu anlama modelinde mevcuttur.

2006



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

Cok Bilesenli Okuma Modelleri

Okuma gligltiigli olan okuyucularin okudugunu anlama siirecinde yasadiklari zorluklari anlamak igin arastirmacilar,
okudugunu anlama tizerinde birden ¢ok bilesenin dogrudan ve araci roliinii iceren okudugunu anlama modellerini
incelemeye baslamislardir. Bilesenler arasindaki iliskileri arastirmak igin yapisal esitlik modelleri, meta-analizler
ve korelasyonel arastirmalarda dahil olmak Uzere okuma sonuglari igin birden fazla yontem kullaniimistir.
Ozellikle yapisal esitlik modelleri, bilesenlerin dogrudan ve dolayl etkilerini ve her bir degiskenin okudugunu
anlama lzerindeki giiciini daha iyi anlamayi saglamaktadir. Asagida, okudugunu anlamanin yaygin teorik
modellerinin kisa bir incelemesi, analiz yontemleri ve ¢oklu bilesenler ile okuma sonuglari arasindaki iliskileri

inceleyen ¢alismalara ait bulgularin bir 6zeti yer almaktadir.
Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modeli

Cromley ve Azevedo (2007) alan yazin incelemesine dayali olarak gelistirilen ve test edilen, okudugunu anlamanin
Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modeli, bes bilesenin (6n bilgi, kelime okuma, kelime hazinesi, strateji kullanimi
ve ¢ikarim yapma) okudugunu anlama ile dogrudan ve dolayli iliskilerini 6lgmislerdir. Cromley ve Azevedo, 6n
bilgi, strateji kullanimi, ¢ikarim yapma, kelime okuma ve kelime dagarciginin anlama Uzerinde dogrudan
etkilerinin yani sira strateji kullaniminin, g¢ikarim yapmanin, kelime okuma ve kelime dagarciginin dolayl etkileri
oldugunu varsaymislardir. Bu arastirmacilar ayrica, 6n bilgi ve kelime okumanin iliskili oldugunu ancak birbirlerini
dogrudan etkilemeyecegi varsamiyini ifade etmislerdir. Yapisal esitlik modelinin birden fazla varyasyonunu test
ettikten sonra, Cromley ve Azevedo (2007), Dogrudan ve GCikarimsal Aracilik modelinin 175 dokuzuncu sinif
Ogrencisi icin standart bir okudugunu anlama olgimindeki varyansin %66'sini agikladigini bildirmislerdir. Bu
modele goére, kelime hazinesi ve 6n bilgi, anlamaya en blylk dogrudan katkiyi yapmis, bunlari ¢ikarim yapma,
kelime okuma ve okudugunu anlama stratejileri izlemistir. Cromley ve Azevedo ayrica, okuma giigligi olan
okuyucularin, okudugunu anlamanin élgilen tiim bilesenlerinde zorluk yasadiklarini ve yetkin okuyuculara kiyasla
tiim olciimlerde zayif performans gosterdigini bulmuslardir. Sekil 1, Cromley ve Azevedo’nun (2007) okudugunu

anlama modelinde yer alan bilesenler arasinda nasil bir iliski oldugunu resmetmektedir.

| clkarim |

gecmis bilgi

okudugunu anlama |

kellime hazinesi

kelime okuma

Sekil 1. Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modeli
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Cromley ve Azevedo'nun DIME modeline ek olarak, karmasik bir beceri olan okudugunu anlama siirecini
aciklamak icin ¢ok sayida teorik model 6nerilmistir. Tablo 1, her modelin birincil bilesenlerini 6zetlemekte ve
vurgularini karsilastirmaktadir. Bilesenlerin ¢ogu ilkokul 6grencileri icin gecerli olsa da, asagidaki inceleme

ozellikle ortaokul ve lise diizeyindeki 68renciler igin agagidaki bilesenlere odaklanmistir.

Tablo 1. Okudugunu Anlama Modellerinin Bilesenlerinin Karsilastiriimasi

Model Okudugunu Anlamanin Bilegenleri
Dogrudan ve Gikarimsal Aracilk Modeli (Cromley ve e On bilgi
Azevedo, 2007) e Cikarim

e Strateji

Kelime Hazinesi
Kelime Okuma

Olusturma Bitiinlestirme Modeli
(Kintsch, 1988, 1998)

On bilgi
Cikarim

Strateji

Kelime Hazinesi
Kelime Okuma

S6zIu Etkililik Teorisi
(Perfetti, 1985, Perfetti ve Hart, 2001)

Cikarim

Strateji

Kelime Hazinesi
Kelime Okuma
On bilgi

Okumanin Yalin Goruntsu
(Gough ve Tumner, 1986)

Cozimleme
Dilsel anlama
(Gomlu Kelime hazinesi)

Okumanin Bileske Modeli
(Aaron vd., 2008)

Alan 1: Bilissel Bilesenler (kelime tanima, ¢6zimleme ve
anlama)

Alan 2: Psikolojik Bilegsenler (motivasyon ve ilgi)

Alan 3: Ekolojik Bilegenler (akran etkisi ve sinif ortami)

DVC Uggeni
(Perfetti, 2010)

Coziimleme
Kelime hazinesi

Okudugunu Anlamanin RAND Modeli
(RAND, 2002)

Okuyucu (dikkat, hafiza, elestirel analiz yetenegi, cikarim
yapma, gorsellestirme, motivasyon, bilgi ve kisisel
deneyimler)

Metin (metin ifadeleri, anlam birimleri ve zihinsel
modeller veya bilginin anlam igin islenme sekli)

Etkinlik (amag, gorev, kod ¢b6zme, dilsel ve anlamsal
isleme, anlamayi izleme)

Baglam (sinif, sosyokiiltiirel ortamlar)

Gok Bilesenli Okudugunu Anlama Modeli (Smith, 2013)

On bilgi

Kelime bilgisi

Cikarim
Cumle/Anlama Akicihgi
Motivasyon

Daha sonra, Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modelinin uygunlugu iki farkli anlama modelinin uygunlugu ile
karsilastiriimistir: Bu modeller; Walter Kintsch’in (1988;1998) Olusturma-Butiinlestirme Modeli (Construction-
Integration) ve Charles Perfetti’'nin (1985) Sozli Etkililik Kuramidir (Verbal Efficiency). Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal
Aracilik Modeli'nin, elde edilen veriler agisindan, hem Olusturma-Bitiinlestirme Modeli'nden hem de Sozlu

Etkililik Kuramindan daha uygun oldugu anlasiimistir (Cromley ve Azevedo, 2007).
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Okudugunu anlamaya iligkin mevcut kuramsal modeller arasinda, Dogrudan ve Gikarimsal Aracilik Modeli en ¢ok
Walter Kintsch’in (1988, 1998) Olusturma-Bitinlestirme Modeline ve Charles Perfetti'nin (1985) Sozll Etkililik
Kuramina benzemektedir. Bu Gi¢c model de, ayni (6ngoriciler) tahmin degiskenlerini icermektedir: Bunlar daha
once de belirtildigi gibi 6n bilgi, ¢ikarim yapma, strateji kullanimi, kelime haznesi ve akici okumadir. Asagida bu
modeller tanitilmig, modellere iliskin aragtirmalar 6zetlenmis, Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modeli ve diger iki

model arasindaki benzerlikleri ve farkliliklari tartisilmistir.
Olusturma-Biitiinlestirme Modeli

Kintsch’in (1988; 1998) olusturma-bitinlestirme modeli, okunan metinlerin anlamlandiriimasina iliskin iki farkh
evreyi 6ngoren baglayici bir kuramdir. Bunlar; olusturma evresi ve bitiinlestirme evresidir. Olusturma evresinde,
bir kelimeyi okumak (¢6zimlemek), s6z konusu kelime ile uzun dénemli hafizadaki kelimeye ait tim anlamlari
(kelime haznesi) otomatik olarak harekete gegirmektedir (Graesser vd., 1997). Kelimenin ¢6ziimlenmesiyle
birlikte, on bilgilere dayah olarak kelimenin tim semantik iliskileri de uyarilmaktadir. Bu semantik iliskiler,
okuyucuyu aktif/etken olmasi konusunda tesvik eden stratejilerin 6gretilmesiyle gelistirilebilmektedir. Bahsi
gegen bu Ug bilesenden (¢6ziimleme, kelime haznesi ve 6n bilgi) yola gikarak, hedef metnin yazili versiyonu,
okuyucunun zihninde olusmaktadir (Kintsch, 1998). Diger bir ifadeyle okuyucu, yeni karsilastigi bir cimleyi
okumaya basladiginda, ciimle icinde yer alan bir kelimenin iki farkli anlami oldugunu bilmiyorsa, okuyucu distik
seviyede 6n bilgiye sahipse, bilgileri birlestirme noktasinda ¢ok az diizeyde etkin olacaktir. Ote yandan bir
kelimenin metin icindeki gorevi ve anlamiyla ilgili olarak sadece o kelimeyi kodlamak ya da ¢ézlimlemek yeterli
degildir. Kelimenin anlamini tam olarak belirlemek icin bir ¢cikarim yapilmasi gerekir ki bu ¢ikarim bitiinlestirme

evresinde meydana gelmektedir.

Butlinlestirme olarak adlandirilan, anlamanin ikinci evresinde, okuyucunun anlamaya yonelik biligsel stireglerinin
etkinlestirilmesi, tim bilesenlere sigramasi ve ¢ikarim yapma sirecinin baslamasi, anlamaya iligkin zihinsel bir
temsiliyetin olusmasina yol agmaktadir. Bitiinlestirme, ¢cok-dongiilli, yavas ve bazen de ¢ok ¢aba gerektiren bir
slrectir. Clinkl olusturma evresinde zihinsel temsiliyet tam olarak oturmamistir. Bu nedenle oturmus bir bilgiyi
harekete gegirme siirecine ya da uyumlu bir zihinsel temsile erismek, durum modeli (situation model) olarak
adlandirilmaktadir. Durum modeli bir araya getirilen climlelerin ¢ikarim yapma yéntemi kullanilarak, anlamli ve
uyumlu bir yapiya donistirilmesi ya da karmasik bilgilerin zihinde bir bitin haline getirilerek ¢ikarim yapma
suretiyle anlasilmasini saglamaktir. Bu nedenle anlama, durum modelinde yer almaktadir (Kintsch, 1998). Bu

modele gbre gikarim yapma anlamayi dogrudan etkilemektedir.

Biitiinlestirme evresinde, 6n bilgiler iki farkli rol oynamaktadir. Bunlardan birincisi, uzun dénemli hafizadan gelen
duglimler arasi baglantilar, 6n bilgilere baghdir. ikincisi, 6n bilgiler, cikarimlar yapmak ve sz konusu metni
actklamak icin kullanilmaktadir. Diger bir ifadeyle okuyucunun sahip oldugu kodlama, kelime bilgisi ve konuya

iliskin 6n bilgisi anlama ile dolayli olarak iliskilidir (Kintsch, 1998).
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Alana-6zgi (domain-specific) aktif problem ¢ézme stratejileri, olusturma evresinde gergeklestirilen ¢éziimleme
ve kelimenin anlamini  belirleme asamasinda kullanilirken, bazen bitinlestirme evrelerinde de
kullanilabilmektedir. TUm metin yapilari, alana-6zgl stratejiler ve bilgiler gerektirmektedir (Kintsch, 1998).
Ornegin, yetkin okuyucular, yasal argiimanlari (legal argument) anlama noktasinda imgeleme yéntemini ve alana-
0zgl stratejiler kullanmaktadir (Kintsch, 1998). Ayrica arastirma sirecine yol géstermek amaciyla da, yine alana-
0zgl stratejileri tercih etmektedir. Bunun yaninda farkli edebi metin tiirlerini anlamak icin alana 6zg stratejilerle
birlikte zihinlerinde yer alan metin semasina yonelik olarak var olan 6n bilgilerini harekete gecirmektedirler.
Dahasi, okuyucular aktif olmadiklarinda, kendilerini harekete gecirecek ve aktif kilacak stratejiler de
dgretilebilmektedir. ileri seviyedeki okuyucularin ézetleme (summarization), Karsilikli Ogretim (Brown ve
Plainscar, 1989; Kintsch, 1998) ve Yazari Sorgulama (Kintsch, 1998) gibi teknik ve stratejileri kullanmaktadir. Ote
yandan, stratejilerin cogu bilindik konular igin pek gerekli olmamaktadir. Clinkli okuyucu gok iyi bildigi bir konuyu
otomatik olarak anlayacagi icin cikarim yapma siirecine ihtiya¢ duymayacaktir. Ornegin, Kintsch (1998), mekansal

cikarimlar yapmak icin 6zel bir stratejiye gerek duyulmadigini belirtmektedir.

Sonug olarak, Kintsch’in (1998) kuramsal sdylemi, kullanilan stratejilerin, okudugunu anlama ile birbirlerini
dogrudan etkilediklerini, buna karsin on bilgilerin ise dolayli birer etkisi oldugunu iddia etmektedir. Bu modele
gore strateji ve anlama birbirini dolayli ve dogrudan etkilemektedir. Kintsch (1998) kelime haznesinin anlama
Gzerinde herhangi bir dogrudan etkisi olmadigini, yalnizca ¢ikarim Gzerinde dolayli bir etki yarattigina ileri
sirmektedir. Olusturma ve butlinlestirme modeli icerisindeki en giiclii vurgu, daha 6ncede belirtildigi gibi 6n
bilgilerin, herhangi bir konu hakkindaki gikarimlar Gizerinde yaratmis oldugu etkilere iligkindir. Asagida Sekil 2'de

Kintsch’in okudugunu anlama modeli, igindeki degiskenler arasinda nasil bir iliski oldugunu resmetmektedir.

strateji

oikarm anlama ]

kelime hazinesi

kelime okuma

Sekil 2. Olusturma Biitlinlestirme Modeli

Sozlu Etkililik Kurami

Charles Perfetti’nin S6zll Etkililik Kurami (1985), okuduguna anlamaya iliskin etkilesimli bir bilgi-isleme kuramidir.
Sozli etkililik kuraminin 6zi, sozliiksel erisim bilesenlerinin yiksek bir nitelige kavusmasi halinde, bir baska
deyisle, herhangi bir kelimenin dogru fonolojik, ses ve heceleme yetisi ile semantik temsiline hizli ve eszamanl
olarak erisimi (Perfetti ve Hart, 2001), zihinsel kaynaklarda gegmiste edinilmis bilgilere bagli olan problem ¢6zme

stratejileri, ¢cikarimlar ve degerlendirmeler gibi ylksek seviyeli anlama bilesenlerini etkilemektedir.
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Perfetti'nin bu konudaki iddiasi, herhangi bir kelimenin dogru fonolojik, ses ve heceleme yetisi ile semantik
temsiline hizh ve eszamanli olarak erisimin, okudugunu anlama konusunda itici glic oldugu ve okuma
yeterliligindeki bireysel farkhhklarin da kaynagi oldugu yoniindedir (Perfetti, 1985, Perfetti ve Hart, 2001). Ancak
Perfetti, 6n bilgilerin “okuma becerisi konusunda farkliliklara yol agtigina” inansa da birincil gi¢ oldugunu
savunmamakta, okuma becerisi Gizerinde temel farkindaligi olusturan birincil potansiyel kaynagin sozliiksel erigim
oldugunu ileri sirmektedir (Perfetti, 1985). Bu nedenle, calismasinda anlamayi etkiledigini belirtmistir. Okuma

yeterliligindeki bireysel farkhhklarin da bu teorilerden kaynaklandigini ileri sirmektedir.

Sozll etkililik kuraminda (olusturma/bitinlestirme modelinde oldugu gibi), okuma yetisi iki evrede
ilerlemektedir. ilk evrede, sayfa iizerinde yer alan kelimeler taninmakta (kelimenin okunmasini gerektiren bir
islem) ve zihinde yer alan sozllkle eslestiriimektedir; bu isleme sozliiksel erisim adi verilmektedir. Kelimeler, daha
sonra, kelime haznesinin de yardimiyla ciimleler igerisinde toplanmaktadir. Sozliiksel erisim, kod ¢6zme veya
kelimenin okunmasindan olusmakta ve arkasindan da kelimenin goklu-anlamina erisim gelmektedir (Perfetti ve
Hart, 2001). Okuyucunun bu noktada kelimelerin kodunu ¢ézmesi, anlamlarina erismesi ve ciimle igerisinde
anlamh bicimde bir araya getirmesi gerekmektedir. Aslinda buradaki climlesel temsil, Kintsch’in metin-tabanina
yani olusturma evresine benzemektedir. Kelimelerin bir araya getirilmesi isleminde dilsel islemler
kullanilmaktadir. Perfetti ve Hart (2001) 6n bilgilerin, s6zliiksel erisim siirecinde 6nemli bir roli olmadig fikrine
sicak bakmaktadir. Sozllksel erisim evresini, “anlama” olarak degil de, “okuma becerisi” ya da “genel okuma
becerisi” olarak nitelendirmektedir. Yiksek seviyeli okuma becerisine sahip bireylerin, disiik seviyedeki okuma
becerisine sahip kisilere oranla, ¢ok daha fazla sayida kelime igin daha yiiksek kalitede sozliiksel temsiliyete
(6rnegin, cok daha eksiksiz ve dogru ses, heceleme, anlam bilgisi gibi) sahip olduklarina inaniimaktadir (Perfetti
ve Hart, 2001). Sonug olarak, bu modele gore iyi okuyucular cimlesel temsil yaratma konusunda ¢ok daha hizl

ve anlama noktasinda etkindirler.

ikinci evre olan biitiinlestirme asamasinda, bir araya getirilmis ciimlecikler ¢ikarim yapmanin da kullaniimasiyla
anlamli ve uyumlu bir biitiine dénustiriilmektedir. Ote yandan, bu cikarimlar saghkh bicimde yapabilmek igin,
sema aktivasyonu bir baska deyisle 6n bilgilerin harekete gecirilmesi gerekmektedir. Bir metin modeli
olusturmanin bilesenleri arasinda, “aciklayici, ¢cikarimsal ve elestirel anlama” islemleri yer almaktadir (Perfetti,
1985). Bu islemler, gikarim yapma, bilgi, anlamanin izlenmesi ve diger problem ¢6zme stratejileri gibi cok daha
genel biligsel islemlerdir. Diger bir ifade ile dile daha az 6zglidirler ve 6§rencinin metnin igerigine iliskin akil
yuritmesi icin gereken prosedirlerdir (Perfetti ve Hart, 2001). Perfetti, okuyucunun bilgi temelinin bir pargasi

olarak yukarida bahsedilen stratejileri de kullanmasi gerektigini bildirmektedir.

Olusturma Butilinlestirme Modelinde oldugu lzere, metin modeli de Kintsch’in (1998) durum modeline benzer
sekilde halen aktif kalmakta ve bir sonraki ciimleye iliskin islem bitince modifiye edilmektedir. Yani olusturma
slirecinde olusturulan anlam, diger climleyle birlesene kadar aktif kalmakta, diger cliimleyle birlesince
degisebilmekte ya da Uzerine yeni bir bilgi eklenmektedir. Yine olusturma/bitinlestirme modeline benzer

bicimde, hem kodlama hem de anlama siregleri sinirli kapasitede ¢alisan hafizanin igerisinde gergeklesmektedir
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(Perfetti, 1985). Ote yandan, calisan hafizanin kendi basina anlamanin bilesenlerinden birisi olmadigi ileri
surilmektedir. Sekil 3, Perfetti’nin okudugunu anlama modeli icerisindeki bilesenler arasinda nasil bir iliski

oldugunu resmetmektedir.

Strateji

On bilgi Cikanim I Anlama

Kelime hazinesi

e

Kelime ckuma

Sekil 3. S6zIU Etkililik Kurami

Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modeli, Olusturma/Biitiinlestirme Modeli ve Sézlii Etkililik Modeli Arasindaki

Farkhiliklar

Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modeli ile Olusturma/Buttnlestirme Modeli ve S6zli Etkililik Modeli arasindaki
temel farkhlik, Cikarimsal Modelde yer alan degiskenlerin anlamayi dogrudan etkilemesidir. S6zIi Etkililik
modelinde bitin degiskenler dncelikle ¢ikarim yapmayi daha sonra ise okudugunu anlamayi dolayl olarak
etkilemektedir. Olusturma/Butlinlestirme modelinde ise strateji ve c¢ikarim yapma okudugunu anlamayi
dogrudan etkilerken, kelime hazinesi, 6n bilgi ve akici okuma dolayli olarak etkilemektedir. Sonug¢ olarak
Olusturma/Butiinlestirme ve S6zIu Etkililik modelinde sadece g¢ikarim yapma anlama Uzerinde dogrudan etki
gostermekte, bunun disinda strateji, akici okuma 6n bilgi ve kelime hazinesi okudugunu anlamayi dogrudan

etkilememektedir. Yani ¢ikarimsal modelin 6zelliklerine sahip degillerdir (Cromley, 2005).

Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Model icerisindeki dogrudan etkiler, okuyucunun, bazi durumlarda herhangi bir ¢ikarim
yapmaksizin, okudugunu anlamasina olanak tanimaktadir; buna karsin, Olusturma/Bitiinlestirme ve Sozli
Etkililik modellerine gore, anlamanin olmasi icin ¢ikarim yapmanin olmasi gerekmektedir. Clinkl her iki modelde
okudugunu anlamayi dogrudan etkileyen ortak degisken ¢ikarim yapmadir. Diger degiskenler ¢ikarim yapmayi
etkilemekte ¢ikarim yapmada okudugunu anlamay etkilemektedir. Ornegin, “Atlar, ot yer” ciimlesini anlamak
icin, okuyucularin, atlarin normal kosullarda genel olarak ot yediklerine iliskin 6n bilgilere ve bununla ilgili kelime
haznesine ihtiyaglari olacaktir; ancak bdéylesi basit bir climleyi anlamak icinse, herhangi bir ¢ikarim yapmak
gerekmemektedir (Cromley, 2005). Ote yandan, bazi durumlarda ise ¢ikarim yapmak gerekebilmektedir. Ornegin,
“atlar pamuklu seker yerler” ciimlesini anlayabilmek igin soyle bir akil yiiriitme ve ¢ikarim yapma gerekli olacaktir:
“atlar genellikle ot yerler ve bu nedenle, bir atin pamuklu seker yemesi pek de siradan bir olay degildir” (Cromley,

2005).
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Yukarida tanitilan Gic modelde yer alan degiskenlerin ayni olmasi ve okudugunu anlama ile iligkilerinin farkl
olmasindan dolayi bu ¢ model detaylica agiklanmis ve karsilastirilmistir. Diger okudugunu anlama modelleri

kendi icinde kisaca degerlendirilmis ve agiklanmistir.
Okumanin Yalin/Basit Goriinlisii

Gough ve Tunmer’in (1986) Okumanin Yalin Goériintsi Modeli'ne gére okudugunu anlama, sézctikleri ¢gozimleme
ve dilsel (linguistic) anlamayi yani dinleme yetenegini gerektirmektedir. Gough ve Tunmer (1986) ¢éziimlemeyi
yazili metni dile donustirme, dilsel anlamayi ise kelime bilgisini, cimle yapisini ve konugmalari tamamlama ve
yorumlama olarak tanimlamislardir. Bu modelde okuyucular sadece ne yazildigini ¢6zimlemekle kalmayip, ayni
zamanda ne yazildigini anlamak ve bu yazi hakkinda sorulanlari cevaplayabilmelidir. Okumanin Yalin Gortintsi
Modeli'ne goére Coziimleme (Decoding-D) ve Dilsel Anlama (Linguistic Comprehension-LC) becerileri Okudugunu
Anlamaya (Reading Comprehension-RC) esittir ya da “RC=DxLC”, ve butin degiskenler 0 (higlik) ile 1
(mikemmelliyet) araligindadir. Gough ve Tunmer’in formali sunu ifade etmektedir. Eger ¢6ziimleme yoksa
(D=0), okudugunu anlama da yoktur ¢iinkii “RC=0xLC". Benzer sekilde eger bir 68renci ¢bziimleyebiliyor ancak
dilsel anlama yoksa “RC=Dx0” ise okudugunu anlama ger¢eklesmemis olur, RC=0. Okumanin Yalin Gériinisi
Modeli okul 6ncesinden 4. sinifa kadar 20 galismayi! iceren bir metaanaliz ¢alismasiyla test edilmis ve
onaylanmistir (Florit ve Cain, 2011). Arastirma sonuglarindan elde edilen bulgular, okudugunu anlama ile
¢6zimleme arasinda buna ek olarak dilsel anlama ile okudugunu anlama arasinda glicli bir iliski oldugu
gostermektedir. Diger taraftan Okumanin Yalin Gorlinlisii Modeli 4, 7 ve 9. sinif diizeyindeki 6grenciler lizerinde

test edildiginde, sinif diizeyi yiikseldikce degiskenler arasindaki iliskinin de dustigl gdzlenmistir.
Okudugunu Anlamanin Bilesen Modeli

Birka¢ arastirmaci Gough ve Tunmer’in Okumanin Yalin Gorinlsi Modeli Gzerinde bir uzanti gelistirirek,
Okudugunu Anlamanin Bileske Modeli (Component Model of Reading-CMR) (Aaron vd., 2008) olarak
adlandirdilar. Ozellikle Joshi ve Aaron (2000) Okumanin Yalin Gériiniisi Modeli formiilii (izerinde ¢alismalar
yaptilar ve Okumanin Yalin Gorlinlisi Modeli’'nde yer alan degiskenlere hiz degiskenini de ekleyerek RC=DxLC+S
form@lini 6nerdiler. Ayrica Okumanin Yalin Goérinusi Modeli’'nin Gzerine okuma zorlugunu etkileyen diger
faktorleri de ekleyerek bunlarin; psikolojik ve ekolojik faktorler oldugunu belirttiler. Okudugunu Anlamanin
Bileske Modeli okuyucu ile baglantili olan ve okuma zorlugunun nedenini belirlemeyi amaclayan bir model olarak
bilissel, psikolojik ve ekolojik olmak tizere ¢ alani icermektedir. Aaron ve digerler (2008) Okudugunu Anlamanin
Bileske Modeli’nin biligssel alanini iceren degiskenlerden ikisini ¢oziimleme ve dilsel anlamayi 2. siniftan 5. sinif
diizeyine kadar olan 6grenciler Uzerinde test etmislerdir. Arastirma sonucunda bu degiskenlerin iliskili oldugu ve

degiskenler arasindaki iliskiye hiz eklendiginde iliski diizeyinin daha da gliclendigi ifade edilmektedir.

DVC Ucgeni
Perfetti (2010) on yil kadar 6nce (¢ bilesenli bir okudugunu anlama modeli “Decoding Vocabulary Comprehension

(DVC) Kelimeleri Céziimleyerek Anlama Modeli” ya da “Okuma Becerisinin Altin Uggeni Modeli’ni” énermistir. Bu
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modele gore okudugunu anlama igindeki nedensel iligkilerin, okudugunu anlama lzerindeki etkisi teorik olarak
kanitlanan ¢éziimleme ve kelime bilgisi ile ¢oziilebilecegini 6nermektedir. Perfetti (2010) anlama igin ¢dziimleme
ve kelime bilgisi (vocabulary) arasindaki iliskiyi neden olarak géstermektedir. Model (Sekil 4.) sematik olarak
incelendiginde dogrudan ve cift yonli oklar ¢6zimleme ve kelime bilgisi arasindaki iligki ile anlama ve kelime
bilgisi arasindaki iliskiyi gostermektedir. Modelde yer alan ok olmayan diiz gizgi ise ¢dzlimleme ve anlama

arasindaki iliskinin dolayli olabilecegini ve bu iliskiye kelime hazinesinin aracilik ettigini ileri sirmektedir.

Kelime Bilgisi

Géziimleme Anlama

Sekil 4. Okuma Yeteneginin Altin Ugcgeni Modeli

Okudugunu Anlamanin RAND Modeli

RAND calisma gruplarinin okudugunu anlama modeli, anlamay! kapsayan li¢ tane cok bilesenli ana basliktan
olusmaktadir (okuyucu, metin, aktivite). Bu tic temel bilesenin icerisinde sinifin sosyokdltirel icerigi, okul ve/veya
ev cevresi bulunmaktadir. Bu modele gore her okuyucunun kendi deneyimleri, motivasyonu, elestirel diisinme
becerisi ve hafizasi metinden gikarimlar yapmasini saglamaktadir. Bu modele gére okuma siireci, metnin tslubu,
dizenlenis bicimi, metnin tiiri (elektronik, hikdye veya tanimsal), dilsel yapisiyla sinirli kalmayip birgok faktorden
olusmaktadir. Okuyucunun metni okurken yaptigi aktivite veya okuma sirasindaki amaci dissal (6gretmenin

verdigi gorevi yerine getirmek) veya i¢csel (okudugu bolimleri bir araya getirme birlestirme istegi) olabilir.
Cok Bilesenli Okudugunu Anlama Modeli

Smith (2013) yilinda yapmis oldugu calismada daha 6nce Cromley ve Azevedo (2007) tarafindan gelistirilen
Dogrudan ve Cikarimsal Aracilik Modelini uyarlamis ve bu modelde yer alan degiskenler arasina motivasyon
degiskenini de eklemistir. Daha 6nceki modelden farkl olarak strateji degiskeni modelden gikarilmistir. Sadece
on bilgi, cikarim yapma ve kelime bilgisi gibi degiskenler modelde degistiriimeden birakilmistir. Modele
motivasyon degiskeni eklenmesi ile birlikte, akici okuma ctimle/anlama akiciligi seklinde degistirilmistir. Modelde
tiim degiskenler okudugunu anlamayi dogrudan etkileyecek sekilde, modele yerlestirilmistir. Modeldeki araci
degiskenler ise ¢ikarim yapma ve kelime bilgisidir. Motivasyon, kelime bilgisi ve ¢ikarim araciligiyla anlama ile
dolayli olarak iliskilendirilmistir. Ayrica kelime bilgisi ¢ikarim aracihigiyla anlama ile dolayli olarak
iliskilendirilmistir. Model (Sekil 5) sematik olarak incelendiginde degiskenler arasinda nasil bir iliski oldugu

resmedilmektedir.
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kelime bilgisi

e
akichdn
Sekil 5. Cok Bilesenli Okudugunu Anlama Modeli

Okudugunu Anlama i¢in Gerekli Faktorler

Cok bilesenli okudugunu anlama modellerinde genel olarak yer alan temel bilesenlerin 1) 6nbilgi, 2) kelime bilgisi,
3) okudugunu anlama stratejileri, 4) ¢cikarim yapma ve 5) akici okuma oldugu gorilmektedir. Bu bilesenlerin bir
veya daha fazlasinda yasanan problemlerin OG olan 6grencilerin okudugunu anlamalarini olumsuz

etkileyebilecegine dair birikmis literatiir belgeleri bulunmaktadir (Watson vd., 2012).
On bilgi

On bilgi okuyucunun okuma siirecine tasidigi diinya bilgisi olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Schaffner ve Schiefele,
2013). 1980’lerde 6n bilginin anlama tzerindeki etkisi sema teorisine dayali olarak genis bir sekilde incelenmistir.
Sema, bilgiye yeni bir bilginin eklenmesiyle gelisen ve organize edilen bilgilerin bitilinlestirildigi merkez olarak
ifade edilmekle birlikte, sema teorisi okuyucularin okuduklarini anlamak ve bunlara cevap verebilmek igin 6n
bilgiyi kullanmalari gerektigini 6nermektedir (Anderson ve Pearson, 1984). Sema teorisi ayrica bir konuyla ilgili
onceden bilinen veya bilinmeyen seylerin anlamayi biiyik olctide etkiledigini savunmaktadir (An, 2013). Nitekim
okuyucular okumayi anlamli kilmak i¢in metne kisisel deneyimlerini katarak ve giinliik yasamlarinda bu bilgileri
uygulayarak semalarini yeniden tanimlamaktadir. Her okuyucunun okuma siirecinde metinle birlestirdigi kendine
0zgl on bilgisi okuyucunun anlamasini gelistirir ve muhtemelen bu durumu anlama performansina yansitir (An,
2013). Sema teorisine ek olarak 6n bilgi cok boyutlu bir yapi olarak kabul edilmektedir (Alexander vd., 1994). Bu
nedenle bu yapi igerisinde en ¢ok uygulanan ayrim kisinin konu bilgisi, belirli bir konu hakkindaki kavramlara
iliskin bilgisinin derinligi, alan bilgisi ve kisinin konu alanina yonelik bilgisinin genisligidir (Samuelstuen ve Braeten,
2005; Hailikari vd., 2008). Bunlara ek olarak okul-tabanli bilgi ve kisisel bilgi, olaylara dayanan (events), tanimsal
(declarative) ve islemsel (procedural) bilgiyi icermektedir. Okuyucular metnin igerigiile ilgili on bilgilerini harekete
gecirdikleri zaman, bu bilgilere dayanarak metinde islenen konular hakkinda éngérilerde bulunmaktadir. Metin
anlama slrecinde 6n bilgiyi kullanmak okuyucunun dikkatini metne vermesini saglamaktadir (Trabasso ve
Bouchard, 2002). Ayrica gliniimizdeki arastirmalarda da 6n bilginin okudugunu anlamayi ortaokul, lise ve
Universite diizeyindeki okuma glicligli olan ve olmayan 6grencilerde dogrudan ve dolayh olarak etkiledigi

belirlenmistir (Ahmed vd., 2016; Cromley ve Azevedo 2007; Tarchi, 2010). Diger taraftan OG olan 6grencilerin

2015



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

konu alanlarina iliskin 6n bilgilerinin eksik olmasi ve yeni edinilen bilgiler lzerine bu bilgileri yeterince
ekleyememeleri yeterli diizeyde ¢ikarim yapmalarini engellemekte ve anlama siirecinde problem yasamalarina
neden olmaktadir (Carr ve Thompson, 1996; Swanson vd., 2006). Oyle ki Kinstch (1998) &n bilgi ve metindeki
bilgiler bltiunlestirilerek ¢ikarim yapilmazsa anlamanin yeterli diizeyde gergeklesmeyecegini ifade etmektedir.
OG olan bircok égrenci 6zellikle bilgi veren metinleri anlamak icin gerekli olan 6n bilgiye sahip degildir (Carr ve
Thompson, 1996). Oysa basarili okuyucular sahip olduklari bilgileri yeni bilgilerle bitinlestirip dikkatlerini,
duygularini, davranislarini diizenlemekte ve anlamalarini izlemektedirler (Zito vd., 2007). Sonug olarak OG olan
Ogrencilerin 6n bilgi diizeylerinin diigiik oldugu, konu bilgisi ya da alan bilgisinin bu 6grencilere 6gretilmesi

gerektigi ifade edilmektedir (Gersten vd., 2001).
Kelime Bilgisi

Ortaokul 6grencilerinin sadece dykdleyici metinleri degil, ayni zamanda gesitli akademik disiplinlerdeki agiklayici
metinleri anlamalari igin kelime bilgisi 6nemlidir. Bu kelimelerin anlamlarini bilmek, 6zellikle okudugunu anlama
ve genel akademik basari igin kritik bir 6neme sahiptir (Quinn vd., 2020). Yetenekli okuyucular, farkli tirlerde ve
cok fazla kitap okuduklari igin genis bir kelime dagarcigina sahiptir. Ote yandan, OG olarak tanimlanan daha yasl
ogrenciler, genellikle olarak okumaktan kagindiklari icin yeni kelime bilgileri sinirhdir (Quinn vd., 2020). Ayrica,
okumalari gereken okulla ilgili ders kitaplari genellikle kelime 6grenimi icin yeterli firsatlar saglamamaktadir
(Hirsch, 2003). Ders kitaplari genellikle zorlanan okuyucular igin ¢ok zordur ve bu gruba 6zgl olmayan bir dizeyde
icerige 6zgl on bilgi gerektirir (Hirsch, 2003). Bagimsiz okuma becerisine sahip olmayan ve bos zamanlarinda
okumayi tercih etmeyen bu 6grencilerin, kelime bilgisi daha yetenekli akranlarina gére daha dustik seviyededir
(Roberts, vd., 2008). Kelime dagarcigini giivenilir bir sekilde élgmenin zorlugu nedeniyle, OG olarak tanimlanan
daha buylik 6grencilerle etkili kelime 6gretimi Gzerine yapilan deneysel arastirma azdir (Scammacca vd., 2007).
OG olarak tanimlanan 6grencilerin, yeni kelimeleri 6grenmeleri icin kelimeler hakkinda yeterli derinlikte bilgi
saglayan midahalelere ihtiyaglari vardir ve okuma siirecinde kelimelerin anlamlarina birden fazla baglamda
kolayca erisilebilirler (Roberts vd., 2008). OG olan &grencilerin kelime bilgilerinin gelisimine iliskin uygulanan
midahale programlari cok az olsa da dogrudan kelime 6gretiminin 6nemli bir etkisi olabilir (Stahl, 2003). Ancak
ortaokul ve daha yiiksek yas grubundaki OG olan dgrencilerin kelime bilgilerinin artmasi icin en &nemli becerinin
farkli tirlerdeki metinleri ok okumaktan gectigi belirtiimektedir (Cunningham ve Stanovich, 1998). Bununla
birlikte 6zellikle ortaokul ve lise déneminde okuma ile miicadele eden 6grenciler icin 6n bilgi ile birlikte kelime
bilgisinin okudugunu anlama tzerindeki etkisinin diger anlama bilesenlerinden daha yiiksek oldugu bulunmustur
(Cromley ve Azevedo, 2007). Bu sonuglar ortaokul ve sonraki dénemlerde OG olan &grencilerin okudugunu
anlamalari igin kelime bilgisinin dnemli oldugunu gostermektedir. Cok bilesenli okudugunu anlama modellerinin

test edilmesi OG olan dgrencilerin anlama siirecinde neye ihtiyac duyduklarinin gériilmesi acisindan énemlidir.
Okudugunu Anlama Stratejileri

Okudugunu anlama stratejileri bilissel, Ustbilissel ve kendini diizenleme stratejilerini icermektedir (Cromley ve

Azevedo, 2007). Bunlar arasinda okunanlarin 6zetlenmesi, yorumlanmasi, sorularin tretilmesi ve cevaplanmasi,
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ilgili dnceki bilgilerin harekete gegirilmesi, kendi anlama seviyelerinin izlenmesi ve metin anlagiimadiginda diger
diizeltme faaliyetlerinin kullanilmasi yer almaktadir (Botsas, 2017; Cromley, 2005). Okudugunu anlama sirecinde
yetkin okuyucular ¢ok cesitli bilissel ve Ustbilissel stratejiler kullanmaktadir ( Berkeley ve Larsen, 2018; Botsas,
2017). Bu stratejilerin okuma sirecinde sinirli, yiizeysel ya da uyumsuz bir sekilde kullanilmasinin, okudugunu
anlama yetersizligine neden olabilecegi 6ne siiriilmektedir (Berkeley vd., 2011; Dexter ve Huges, 2011). OG olan
ogrenciler okudugunu anlama siirecinde daha ¢ok yizeysel ve tekrara dayali stratejileri kullanirken, yetkin
okuyucular daha gelismis bir strateji repertuarina sahiptiler ve onlarin stratejileri etkin ve kaliteli bir bicimde
kullanmalari okudugunu anlamalarina yardimci olmaktadir (Botsas, 2017). OG olan &grencilerin strateji
kullanimlarinin OG olmayanlara gére daha diisiik oldugu bulunmustur (Botsas, 2017). Kamil ve digerleri (2008)
tarafindan yetiskin okuryazarliginin gelisimi icin hazirlanan kilavuzda strateji 6gretimiyle ilgili yapilan ¢alisma
sonuglari sentezlenmis ve bu sonuglar 1s1ginda strateji 6gretiminin anlamayi dogrudan artirdig) ifade edilmistir.
Ozellikle yetiskin diizeyde OG olan &grencilerin okudugunu anlama diizeylerinin gelistirilmesi icin stratejilerin
O0gretimine yonelik 6neriler sunulmakta ve strateji 6gretiminin birincil amacinin metin anlasiimasini saglamak
oldugu da ifade edilmektedir (Kamil vd., 2008). Bu baglamda OG olan égrencilerde strateji 6gretimi okudugunu

anlamada 6nemli bir etken olarak karsimiza g¢ikmaktadir.
Okuma Akiciligi

Diizenlenen Ulusal (Amerika) Okuma Panel’inde akicilik metnin hizl dogru bir sekilde ifade edilmesi olarak
tanimlanmistir (NRP, 2000). Akici okuma, islevsel olarak ele alindiginda genellikle okudugunu anlama ile
iliskilendirilmekte ve anlamayi saglayacak dogruluk, hiz ve prozodi ile okuma olarak ifade edilmektedir (Kuhn vd.,
2010). Akici okuma, dogru okuma, otomatiklik ve prozodi gibi Gi¢ temel bilesenden olusmaktadir (Hudson vd.,
2009; Kim, 2015). Dogru okuma, kelimenin yazili seklinin sesli olarak ifade edilmesi ya da metindeki s6zctgin
¢O6zimlenmesidir (Samuels, 2006). Diger bir deyisle s6zciikleri hatasiz olarak seslendirme becerisidir. Otomatiklik,
okuma hizi ve okuma dogrulugunun birlesiminden olusmaktadir. Otomatiklik okuyucunun en az zihinsel ¢aba ile
hizli ve dogru bir sekilde sézclik ¢oziimleme becerisi olarak tanimlanmaktadir. Bu beceri gelistikce ¢ocuklar
dikkatlerini ¢6zimlemeden c¢ok okuduklarini anlamaya vermektedir (Samuels, 2006). Boylece otomatik bir
seviyede kelimenin dogru taninmasi ve ¢dziimlenmesi, 6grencilerde anlama cabasinin yerlesmesine olanak
saglamaktadir (Samuels, 2006). Akici okumanin 6nemli diger bir bileseni de prozodidir. Prozodi daha g¢ok
okuyucunun gergekte konusuyormus gibi yaptigi sesli okuma becerisi olarak tanimlamaktadir (Rasinski vd., 2011).
Ayrica prozodik okuma; tonlama, vurgulama ve zamanlamayi icermektedir (Keskin, 2012). Diger akicilik
bilesenleri gibi prozodi de anlamaya dogrudan katkida bulunmakta ve ayni zamanda okudugunu anlamanin

artmasina aracilik etmektedir (Basaran, 2013; Bastug, 2012).

Alan yazinda akici okuma ile ilgili tanimlar incelendiginde her bir tanimin okuma hizina yer verdigi gériilmektedir.
Okuma hizi kelimenin otomatik olarak okunmasi olarak da ifade edilmektedir (Paige vd., 2014). Okuma hizinin,
kelimeyi goriip onu tanima (¢6ziimleme) ve sesli ya da sessiz olarak okuyuncaya kadarki gecen siire olarak da

tanimlanabilmektedir (Bastug, 2012). Ogrencilerin okuma hizindaki ilerleme akici okumayi etkilemektedir. Bu

2017



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

nedenle okuma hizi gogunlukla akici okumanin bir géstergesi olarak kullaniimaktadir (NRP, 2000). Akici okumanin
okudugunu anlamadaki rolli hakkinda yapilan teorik agiklama sinirli bilissel kapasiteyi igerir (Samuels, 2006).
Dogru ve hizl bir sekilde kelimeleri okumak bilissel kisitlamalari kaldirir, bilissel kaynaklarin (e.g., calisan hafiza,
dikkat) anlama icin gerekli olan daha Ust diizeydeki yapilar (e.g., ¢ikarimlar) igin kullanilmasini saglar (Perfetti,
2007; Samuels, 2006). Ayrica son deliller de metin okuma akiciiginin, okudugunu anlama igin kelimeleri
okumadan daha 6nemli bir bilesen oldugunu dislindirmektedir (Denton, vd., 2011; Kim, 2015). Kelime okuma
akicihgina kiyasla metin okuma akiciliginin okudugunu anlama ile daha gigli bir iliskisinin olabilecegi gézlemine
dayanarak kelime okuma akicihgi 6grencilerin kelime tanima yeterliligini temsil ederken metin okuma akiciligi
kelime tanimanin 6tesinde metni ne kadar verimli islediklerini temsil etmektedir (Kim, 2015). Metinlerin akici bir
sekilde okunmasi ayni zamanda 6grencilerin yeteneklerine de baglidir (Bart vd., 2014; Saenz vd., 2002). OG olan
ogrencilerin blyluk ¢ogunlugu metin okuma sirecinde ciddi problemler yasamaktadir (Shaywitz ve Shaywitz,
2008; Wanzek vd., 2014). OG olan dgrenciler OG olmayanlara kiyasla baglantili metinleri daha yavas ve zorlanarak
okumaktadir (Jenkins vd., 2003). Ozellikle OG olan ortaokul &grencilerinin zorlasan metinlerin anlamina

erisebilmeleri igin akici okuyabilmeleri gerekmektedir (Edmonds vd., 2009).
Cikarim Yapma

Anlayarak okuma, bellekte metnin zihinsel bir modelini olusturmayi ve sirekli gézden gegirmeyi icermektedir
(Kintsch ve van Dijk, 1978). Bu zihinsel model, “bireysel gergekleri ve olaylari betimleyen diglimleri ve bunlar
arasindaki anlamli iliskileri betimleyen baglantilari olan bir aga” benzemektedir (Rapp vd., 2007, p. 292). Bu
baglantilar cikarimlar olarak bilinmektedir. Bir okuyucu, metinde tam anlamiyla belirtilen ayri bilgi parcalari (yani,
"metin baglantili" gikarimlar) arasinda ve metinde tam anlamiyla belirtilen bilgiler ile okuyucunun arka plan bilgisi
(yani, "bilgiye dayali" bilgi temelli veya “bosluk doldurma” gikarimlari).) arasinda uygun, anlamli baglantilar
kurarak cikarimlarda bulunur. Metin baglantili bir ¢ikarim, bir zamiri atifta bulundugu kisi veya seyle
iliskilendirebilir. Bilgiye dayali bir gikarim, bir karakterin belirli bir eylemi neden gergeklestirdigini anlamak igin
okuyucunun insanlarin motivasyonlari hakkinda bildiklerine dayanabilir. Bazi metin baglantili ve bilgiye dayal
¢ikarim tdrleri, okudugunu anlama icin daha gereklidir (6rnegin, zamir ¢6ziimi, nedensel ¢ikarimlar) ve bazilar
daha az gereklidir (6rnegin, tahmine dayali ¢ikarimlar). Okuyucu metni anlamlandirmak icin gerekli ¢ikarimlari
Uretemezse, anlama zarar gorir; okuyucu tek tek ciimleleri anlayabilir, ancak metnin genel anlamini gikaramaz.
Daha yiiksek diizeyde c¢ikarim becerisine sahip 6grenciler, diisiik diizeyde ¢ikarim becerisine sahip 6grencilere
gore okudugunu anlama testlerinde daha yliksek puan alir. Bu hem ilkégretim cagindaki (Cain vd., 2004; Kendeou
vd., 2008) hem de ergenlik ¢agindaki ¢ocuklar icin gecerlidir (Ahmed vd., 2016; Barth vd., 2015; Cromley ve
Azevedo, 2007). OG) olan 6grenciler, tipik olarak gelisen akranlarindan daha az ¢ikarim yapma egilimindedir;
aslinda, metni okurken ¢ogu zaman ¢ikarimda bulunmazlar (Barnes vd., 2015; Barth vd., 2015; Denton vd., 2015).
Bu belkide 6n bilgilerinin yetersiz olusundan kaynaklanmaktadir (Saenz ve Fuchs, 2004). Ayrica OG olan 6grenciler
on bilgilerinin yanhs olmasi sebebiyle yanls ¢cikarimda bulunabilirler ve bu da okudugunu anlamada daha buyik

sorun yasamalarina neden olmaktadir (Kozminsky ve Kozminsky, 2001).
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Okuma Motivasyonu

Okuma motivasyonu bir kisinin okuma faaliyetlerini baslatmaya hazir oldugunun ve okuma motivasyonunun
cesitli boyutlarini (merak, ilgi, uyum, rekabet, sosyal, taninma, notlar ve isten kaginma) sergilediginin bir
gostergesidir (Wigfield ve Guthrie, 1997). Okuma motivasyonu, okuma siireglerini, ciktilarini ve konularini
etkileyen kisisel hedefler, degerler ve inanglar olarak tanimlanmistir (Guthrie ve Wigfield, 2000, s. 405). Ornegin
belirli bir makaleyi okumak isteyen biri, var olan okuma motivasyonunu ylksek duzeyde gosterebilir. Kisinin
giincel yani bir makaleyi ya da baska bir metni okumak icin gésterdigi okuma motivasyonu alisilagelmis sirekli
olarak sergiledigi okuma motivasyonuna atfedilebilir. Ornegin, bos zamanlarinin ¢ogunu kitap okumak igin
kullanan bir kizin alisiilmis okuma motivasyonuna sahip oldugu soylenebilir. Dolayisiyla ahlsiimis okuma
motivasyonu, bir bireyin okuma aktivitelerini baslatmaya kararli bir sekilde hazir oldugunu gosteren eylemlerdir

(Schiefele vd., 2012).

Okuma Motivasyonu ve boyutlari OG olan égrenciler agisindan ele alindiginda, OG olan birgok 6grencinin okuma
motivasyonunun disiik oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Sideridis, 2005). OG olan 6grencilerin motivasyonlarinin diisiik
ya da sinirli olmasi onlarin okuma siirecini sinirlandirmaktadir (Scarborough ve Parker, 2003). Dolayisiyla OG olan
bircok 6grenci akademik basarisizlik yasamaktadir (Watson ve digerleri, 2012). Bu durum sasirtici olmamakla
birlikte OG olan dgrencilerin grenme gorevlerine aktif olarak katilma ya da metni anlamaya yetecek kadar

motivasyona sahip olmadiklari ifade edilmektedir (Logan vd., 2011).
SONUC

OG olan &grencilerin okudugunu anlamada problem yasadiklar, literatiirde defalarca belgelenmistir. OG olan
ogrenciler ilkokuldan ortaokula gegtiklerinde onlardan okumayi 6grenmeleri yerine 6grenmek igin okumalar
beklendiginden okudugunu anlama siirecinde yasadiklari problemler daha da siddetli hale gelmektedir (Kim vd.,
2012). OG olan 6grenciler ortaokula ya da daha yiiksek siniflara gectiklerinde daha iyi bir okudugunu anlama
becerisine sahip olmalari igin nelerin ise yaradigini bilmek okuma aragtirmalarinin énemli bir alanidir ve bu
nedenle okudugunu anlama ile ilgili cok sayida arastirma yapildigi ve model gelistirildigi bilinmektedir (Cromley
ve Azevedo, 2007). Gelistirilen ¢ok bilesenli okudugunu anlama modelleri ve bunlari desteklemek icin yapilan
arastirmalardan elde edilen deliller hem okudugunu anlama becerisinin nasil daha iyi 6gretebilecegine hem de
anlama 6gretimi icin gelistirilecek miifredat programlarina iliskin &nerilerde bulunmaktadir. Ozellikle ortaokul ve
daha istii dénemlerde OG olan 6grencilerin okudugunu anlama siirecinde ne ile miicadele ettigini bilmek ve
uygun mudahale programlari hazirlamak igin cok degiskenli arastirmalara ihtiya¢ duyulmaktadir. Cok degiskenli
arastirmalarda birden fazla bilesenin okudugunu anlama iizerindeki dogrudan ve dolayli etkileri test edilerek OG
olan 6grencilerin bu silirecte hangi beceriye daha fazla gereksinim duydugu belirlenebilir. Belirtilenlerden

hareketle bu calismada okudugunu anlamayi etkileyen bilesenler Gzerinde durulmustur.

Okudugunu anlama hem bilissel siirecleri hem de bu bilissel stregleri harekete gegirecek, caba gerektiren bir

sireg olarak tanimlanmaktadir (Guthrie vd., 1999). Dolayisiyla karmasik ve zor metinler s6z konusu oldugunda
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hem biligsel hem de motivasyonel bilegenlerin bir arada bulunmasi okumayi zevkli hale getirir ve daha iyi bir
okudugunu anlamanin meydana gelmesini destekleyecektir. Hem de bilissel becerileri artirmayi hedefleyen
midahalelerin bir kombinasyonu okudugunu anlama basarisi icin daha faydali gériinmektedir (Slavin, Cheung,
Groff ve Lake, 2008). Hem okuma basarisina hem de okuma motivasyonuna odaklanan midahaleleri birlestiren
okuma programlarinin degerlendirme galismalar bu sonucu dogrulamaktadir (Wigfield vd., 2008). Buradan
hareketle okudugunu anlamada zorluk ¢ekmeye devam eden daha biiyik OG olan 6grencileri kendi sinif
diizeyindeki standartlara kavusturmak ya da aradaki farki kapatacak kadar glicli bir anlama 6gretimi saglamak

bliyik 6nem arz etmektedir.

Bu baglamda arastirma kapsaminda okudugunu anlamanin ne oldugu, ¢ok bilesenli okudugunu anlama modelleri,
okudugunu anlamayi hangi bilesenlerin etkiledigi, OG olan ve olmayan égrencilerin okudugunu anlama siirecinde
neler yasadiklari ve daha biiyiik OG olan 6grencilerde okudugunu anlamayi gelistirmede hangi bilesenlerin &nemli

oldugu ele alinmigtir.

Buradan hareketle uygulayicilara ve arastirmacilara okudugunu anlama becerisinin O6gretiminde ve
gelistiriimesinde anlamayi ve anlamay! etkileyen bilesenleri géz éniinde bulundurmalari gerektigi 6nerilebilir.
Ayni zamanda okudugunu anlamanin ¢ok bilesenli modelleri dikkate alinarak ilkokuldan itibaren okudugunu

anlamanin gelistiriimesine yonelik birtakim uygulamalar gergeklestirilebilir.

Tesekkiir Bu makale Hanifi Sanir'in E. Rilya Ozmen’in danismanhginda yiiriittigii "Ogrenme giicligii olan ve
olmayan ortaokul 6grencilerinde okudugunu anlamay:i etkileyen faktoérlerin karsilagtiriimasi: araci model testi"

baslikli doktora tezinden tiretilmistir.
Etik Metni

“Bu makalede dergi yazim kurallarina, yayin ilkelerine, arastirma ve yayin etigi kurallarina, dergi etik kurallarina
uyulmustur. Makale ile ilgili dogabilecek her tirli ihlallerde sorumluluk yazar(lar)a aittir.” Bu calismada

bireylerden veri toplanmadigindan etik kurul iznine ihtiya¢ duyulmamistir.

Yazar(lar)in Katki Orani Beyani: Bu ¢alismada birinci yazar %50, ikinci yazar %50 oraninda olmak iizere ¢alisma

surecine esit katki saglamislardir.

2020



I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

KAYNAKCA

Aaron, P. G., Joshi, R. M., Boulware-Gooden, R., & Bentum, K. (2008). Diagnosis and treatment of reading
disabilities based on the component model of reading: An alternative to the discrepancy model of reading.
Journal of Learning Disabilities, 41, 67-84. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219407310838

Ahmed, Y., Francis, D. J., York, M., Fletcher, J. M., Barnes, M., & Kulesz, P. (2016). Validation of the direct and
inferential mediation (DIME) model of reading comprehension in grades 7 through 12. Contemporary
Educational Psychology, 44, 68-82. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.02.002

Alexander, P. A., Kulikowich, J. M., & Schulze, S. K. (1994). How subject-matter knowledge affects recall and
interest. American Educational Research Journal, 31(2), 313-337.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00028312031002313

An, S. (2013). Schema theory in reading. Theory and Practice in Language Studies, 3(1), 130-134.
https://doi.org/10.4304/tpls.3.1.130-134

Anderson, R. C., & Pearson, P. D. (1984). A schema-theoretic view of basic processes in reading comprehension.
In P. D. Pearson, R. Barr, M. L. Kamil, & P. Mosenthal (Eds), Handbook of reading research (pp. 255-291).
New York: Longman.

Ari, G., & Keskin, H. K. (2021). Examining Turkish students' views on the reading literacy tasks of Pisa 2018 in
terms of different variables. International Online Journal of Educational Sciences, 13(1), 125-140.
https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2021.01.008

Barnes, M. A., Ahmed, Y., Barth, A., & Francis, D. J. (2015). The relation of knowledge-text integration processes
and reading comprehension in seventh to twelfth grade students. Scientific Studies of Reading, 19, 253—
272. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2015.1022650

Barth, A. E., Tolar, T. D., Fletcher, J. M., & Francis, D. (2014). The effects of student and text characteristics on the
oral reading fluency of middle-grade students. Journal of Educational Psychology, 106(1), 162—-180.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033826

Barth, A., Barnes, M. A,, Francis, D., York, M., & Vaughn, S. (2015). Bridging inferences among adequate and
struggling adolescent comprehenders and relations to reading comprehension. Reading and Writing,
28(5), 587-609. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-014-9540-1

Basaran, M. (2013). Reading fluency as an indicator of reading comprehension. Educational Sciences: Theory and
Practice, 13(4), 2287-2290. https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2013.4.1922

Bastug, M. (2012). iikégretim 1. kademe égrencilerinin akici okuma becerilerinin cesitli dediskenler agisindan
incelenmesi. (Yayimlanmamis doktora tezi). Gazi Universitesi

Berkeley, S., & Larsen, A. (2018). Fostering self-regulation of students with learning disabilities: Insights from 30
years of reading comprehension intervention research. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 33(2),
75-86. https://doi.org/10.1111/Idrp.12165

Berkeley, S., Mastropieri, M. A., & Scruggs, T. E. (2011). Reading comprehension strategy instruction and
attribution retraining for secondary students with learning and other mild disabilities. Journal of Learning

Disabilities, 44(1), 18-32. https://doi.org/10.1177/00222 19410371677

2021


https://doi.org/10.1177/0022219407310838
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cedpsych.2016.02.002
https://doi.org/10.15345/iojes.2021.01.008
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888438.2015.1022650
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0033826
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-014-9540-1
https://doi.org/10.12738/estp.2013.4.1922
https://doi.org/10.1111/ldrp.12165

I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

Botsas, G. (2017). Differences in strategy use in the reading comprehension of narrative and science texts among
students with and without learning disabilities. Learning Disabilities A Contemporary Journal, 15(1), 139-
162.

Brown, A. L., & Palincsar, A. S. (1989). Guided, cooperative learning and individual knowledge acquisition.
In L. Resnick (Ed.), Knowing, learning, and instruction: Essays in honor of Robert Glaser (pp. 393-451).
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Cain, K., Oakhill, J. V., & Bryant, P. E. (2004). Children’s reading comprehension ability: Concurrent prediction by
working memory, verbal ability, and component skill. Journal of Educational Psychology, 96(1), 31-42.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.96.1.31

Carr, S. C., & Thompson, B. (1996). The effects of prior knowledge and schema activation strategies on the
inferential reading comprehension of children with and without learning disabilities. Learning Disability
Quarterly, 19, 48-61. https://doi.org/10.2307/15110 53

Cromley, J. G. (2005). Reading comprehension component processes in early adolescence (Doctoral dissertation).
Mayrland University, Maryland.

Cromley, J. G., & Azevedo, R. (2007). Testing and refining the direct and inferential mediation model of reading
comprehension. Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(2), 331-325. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-
0663.99.2.311

Cunningham, A. E., & Stanovich, K. E. (1998). What reading does for the mind. American Educator, 22(1-2), 8-15.

Denton, C. A, Barth, A. E., Fletcher, J. M., Wexler, J., Vaughn, S., Cirino, P. T., ... & Francis, D. J. (2011). The
relations among oral and silent reading fluency and comprehension in middle school: Implications for
identification and instruction of students with reading difficulties. Scientific Studies of Reading, 15(2), 109-
135. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888431003623546

Denton, C. A., Enos, M., York, M. J., Francis, D. J., Barnes, M. A,, Kulesz, P. A,, ... Carter, S. (2015). Text processing
differences in adolescent adequate and poor comprehenders reading accessible and challenging narrative
and informational text. Reading Research Quarterly. 50(4), 393-416. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.105

Dexter, D. D., & Hughes, C. A. (2011). Graphic organizers and students with learning disabilities: A meta-analysis.
Learning Disability Quarterly, 34(1), 51-72. https://doi.org/10.1177/073194871103400104

Edmonds, M. S., Vaughn, S., Wexler, J., Reutebuch, C., Cable, A., Tackett, K. K. & Schnakenberg, J.W. (2009). A
synthesis of reading interventions and effects on reading comprehension outcomes for older
struggling readers. Review of Educational Research, 79(1), 262-300.
https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654308325998

Fletcher, J. M., Lyon, G. R., Fuchs, L. S., & Barnes, M. A. (2018). Learning disabilities: From identification to
intervention. New York, NY: Guilford Publications.

Florit, E., & Cain, K. (2011). The simple view of reading: Is it valid for different types of alphabetic orthographies?
Educational Psychology Review, 23(4), 553-576. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10648-011-9175-6

2022


https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.2.311
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.99.2.311

I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

Gajria, M., Jitendra, A., Sood, S., & Sacks, G. (2007). Improving comprehension of expository text in students
with LD: A research synthesis. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 40, 210-225.
https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194070400030301

Gersten, R., Fuchs, L. S., Williams, J. P., & Baker, S. (2001). Teaching reading comprehension strategies to students
with learning disabilities. A review of research. Review of Educational Research, 71(2), 279 320.
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543071002279

Gough, P. B., & Tunmer, W. E. (1986). Decoding, reading, and reading disability. Remedial and Special
Education, 7(1), 6-10. https://doi.org/10.1177/074193258600700104

Graesser, A. C., Millis, K. K., & Zwaan, R. A. (1997). Discourse comprehension. Annual Review of Psychology, 48(1),
163-189.

Guthrie, J.T., & Wigfield, A. (2000). Engagement and motivation in reading. In M.L. Kamil, P.B. Mobenthal, P.D.
Pearson & R. Barr (Eds.), Handbook of reading research. (pp. 403—-420). New York: Longman.

Guthrie, J. T., Wigfield, A., Metsala, J. L., & Cox, K. E. (1999). Motivational and cognitive predictors of text
comprehension  and reading  amount. Scientific ~ Studies  of  Reading, 3(3), 231-256.
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr0303_3

Hailikari, T., Katajavuori, N., & Lindblom-Ylanne, S. (2008). The relevance of prior knowledge in learning
and instructional design. American Journal of Pharmaceutical Education, 72(5), 1-8.
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj7205113

Hirsch, Jr., E. D. (2003). Reading comprehension requires knowledge of words and the world: Scientific insights
into the fourth-grade slump and the Nation’s stagnant comprehension scores. American Educator, 27, 10-
13.

Hudson, R. F., Pullen, P. C., Lane, H. B., & Torgesen, J. K. (2009). The complex nature of reading fluency: A
multidimensional view. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 25, 4-32.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560802491208

Jenkins, J. R., Fuchs, L. S., van den Broek, P., Espin, C., & Deno, S. L. (2003). Accuracy and fluency in list and context
reading of skilled and RD groups: Absolute and relative performance levels. Learning Disabilities Research
and Practice, 18(4), 237-245. https://doi.org/10.1111/1540-5826.00078

Joshi, R. M., & Aaron, P. G. (2000). The component model of reading: Simple view of reading made a little more
complex. Reading Psychology, 21, 85-97. https://doi.org/10.1080/02702710050084428

Kamil, M. L., Borman, G. D., Dole, J., Kral, C. C., Salinger, T., & Torgesen, J. (2008). Improving Adolescent Literacy:
Effective Classroom and Intervention Practices. IES Practice Guide. NCEE 2008-4027. National Center for
Education Evaluation and Regional Assistance.

Kendeou, P., Bohn-Gettler, C., White, M., & van den Broek, P. (2008). Children’s inference generation across
different media. Journal of Research in Reading, 31, 259-272. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9817.2008.00370.x

Keskin, H. K. (2012). Akici okuma yéntemlerinin okuma becerileri lizerindeki etkisi (Yayinlanmamis doktora tezi).

Gazi Universitesi.

2023


https://doi.org/10.1177/00222194070400030301
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193258600700104
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532799xssr0303_3
https://doi.org/10.5688/aj7205113
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560802491208
https://doi.org/10.1080/02702710050084428
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9817.2008.00370.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9817.2008.00370.x

I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

Kim, Y. G. (2015). Developmental, component-based model of reading fluency: An investigation of predictors of
word-reading fluency, text-reading fluency, and reading comprehension. Reading Research Quarterly,
50(4), 459-481. https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.107

Kintsch, W. (1988). The role of knowledge in discourse comprehension: A construction-integration model.
Psychological Review, 95(2), 163-182. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.95.2.163

Kintsch, W. (1998). Comprehension: A paradigm for cognition. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University.

Kintsch, W., & van Dijk, T. A. (1978). Towards a model of text comprehension and production. Psychological
Review, 85, 363-394.

Kozminsky, E., & Kozminsky, L. (2001). How do general knowledge and readingstrategies ability relate to reading
comprehension of high school students at different educational levels? Journal of Research in Reading,
24(2), 187-204. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.00141

Kuhn, M. R., Schwanenflugel, P. J., & Meisinger, E. B. (2010). Aligning theory andassessment of reading
fluency: Automaticity, prosody, and definitions of fluency. Reading Research Quarterly, 45(2), 230-
251. https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.45.2.4

Logan, S., Medford, E., & Hughes, N. (2011). The importance of intrinsic motivation for high and low ability
readers' reading comprehension performance. Learning and Individual Differences, 21(1), 124-128.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.09.011

National Assessment of Educational Progress. (2019). Reading Assessment 2019. National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES). https://bit.ly/3iCgr5k

National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching children to read: An evidence-based assessment of the scientific
research literature on reading and its implications for reading instruction. Washington, DC: NICHD.

Paige, D. D., Rasinski, T., Magpuri-Lavell, T., & Smith, G. S. (2014). Interpreting the relationships among prosody,
automaticity, accuracy, and silent reading comprehension in secondary students. Journal of Literacy
Research, 46(2), 123-156. https://doi.org/10.1177/1086296x14535170

Perfetti, C. (2007). Reading ability: Lexical quality to comprehension. Scientific Studies of Reading, 11(4), 357—
383. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888 430701530730

Perfetti, C. A. (2010). Decoding, vocabulary, and comprehension: The golden triangle of reading skill. In M. G.
McKeown & L. Kucan (Eds.), Bringing reading researchers to life: Essays in honor of Isabel Beck (pp. 291-
303). New York, NY: Guilford.

Perfetti, C. A., & Hart, L. (2001). The lexical bases of comprehension skill. In D. S.Gorfien (Ed.), On the
consequences of meaning selection: Perspectives on resolving lexical ambiguity (pp. 67-86). Washington,
DC: American Psychological Association.

Perfetti, C.A. (1985). Reading ability. New York: Oxford University Press.

Quinn, J. M., Wagner, R. K., Petscher, Y., Roberts, G., Menzel, A. J., & Schatschneider, C. (2020). Differential
development of vocabulary knowledge and reading comprehension for students with and without
learning disabilities. Journal of Educational Psychology, 112(3), 608-627. https://doi.org/10.
1037/edu0000382

2024


https://doi.org/10.1002/rrq.107
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295x.95.2.163
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9817.00141
https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.45.2.4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.09.011
https://bit.ly/3iCgr5k
https://doi.org/10.1177/1086296x14535170
https://doi.org/10.1080/10888%20430701530730
https://doi.org/10.%201037/edu0000382
https://doi.org/10.%201037/edu0000382

I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

RAND Reading and Study Group. (2002). Reading for understanding: Toward an R&D program in reading
comprehension. Santa Monica, CA: RAND.

Rapp, D. N., van den Broek, P., McMaster, K. L., Kendeou, P., & Espin, C. A. (2007). Higher-order comprehension
processes in struggling readers: A perspective for research and intervention. Scientific Studies of Reading,
11(4), 289-312. https://doi.org/10.1080/10888430701530417

Rasinski, T. V., Reutzel, R., Chard, D., & Linan-Thompson, S. (2011). Reading fluency. In M.L. Kamil, P. D. Pearson,
E. B. Moje, & P. Afflerbach (Eds.), Handbook of reading research (Vol. 4, pp. 286-319). Mahwah, NJ:
Erlbaum.

Roberts, G., Torgesen, J. K., Boardman, A., & Scammacca, N. (2008). Evidence-based strategies for reading
instruction of older students with learning disabilities. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice, 23(2), 63-
69. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5826.2008.00264.x

Saenz, L. M., & Fuchs, L. S. (2002). Examining the reading difficulty of secondary students with learning
disabilities. Remedial and Special Education, 23(1), 31-41. https://doi.org/10.1177/074193250202300
105

Samuels, S.J. (2006). Reading fluency: Its past, present, and future. In T. Rasinski, C. Blachowicz, & K. Lems (Eds.),
Fluency instruction: Research-based best practices (pp. 7-20). New York: The Guilford.

Samuelstuen, M. S., & Braeten, |. (2005). Decoding, knowledge, and strategies in comprehension of expository
text. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology, 46, 107-117. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9450.2005.00441.x

Scammacca, N., Roberts, G., Vaughn, S., Edmonds, M., Wexler, J.,Reutebuch, C. K., et al. (2007). Reading
interventions for adolescent struggling readers: A meta-analysis with implications for practice.
Portsmouth, NH: RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction.

Scarborough, H. S., & Parker, J. D. (2003). Matthew effects in children with learning disabilities: Development of
reading, 1Q, and psychosocial problems from grade 2 to grade 8. Annals of Dyslexia, 53(1), 47-71. https://
doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s11881- 003- 0004-6

Schaffner, E., & Schiefele, U. (2013). The prediction of reading comprehension by cognitive and motivational
factors: Does text accessibility during comprehension testing make a difference? Learning and Individual
Differences, 26, 42-54. https://doi.org/10.1016/].lindif.2013.04.003

Schiefele, U., Schaffner, E., Moller, J., & Wigfield, A. (2012). Dimensions of reading motivation and their relation
to reading behavior and competence. Reading Research Quarterly, 47(4), 427-463.
https://doi.org/10.1002/RRQ.030

Shaywitz, S. E., & Shaywitz, B. A. (2008). Paying attention to reading: The neurobiology of reading and dyslexia.
Development and Psychopathology,20(4), 1329-1349. https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579408000631

Sideridis, G. D. (2005). Performance approach-avoidance motivation and planned behavior theory: Model
stability with Greek students with and without learning disabilities. Reading & Writing Quarterly, 21, 331-
359. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560591002268

Slavin, R. E., Cheung, A., Groff, C., & Lake, C. (2008). Effective reading programs for middle and high schools: A
best-evidence synthesis. Reading Research Quarterly, 43(3), 290-322. https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.43.3.4

2025


https://doi.org/10.1177/074193250202300%20105
https://doi.org/10.1177/074193250202300%20105
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0954579408000631
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560591002268
https://doi.org/10.1598/rrq.43.3.4

I.l E TSAR (International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches) Vol: 7, Issue: 19, 2022

Smith, S. R. (2013). Testing a multicomponent model of reading comprehension for seventh-and eighth-grade
students (Doctoral dissertation). Texas A & M University, Texas.

Stahl, S. A. (2003). How words are learned incrementally. American Educator, 27, 18-19.

Taboada, A., Tonks, S. M., Wigfield, A., & Guthrie, J. T. (2009). Effects of motivational and cognitive variables on
reading comprehension. Reading and Writing,22(1), 85-106. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-008-9133-y

Tarchi, C. (2010). Reading comprehension of informative texts in secondary school: A focus on direct and indirect
effects of reader's prior knowledge. Learning and Individual Differences, 20(5), 415-420.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.04.002

Torgesen, J., Houston, D. D., Rissman, L. M., Decker, S. M., Roberts, G., Vaughn, S., ... Lesaux, N. (2007). Academic
literacy instruction for adolescents: A guidance document from the Center on Instruction. Portsmouth, NH:
RMC Research Corporation, Center on Instruction.

Trabasso, T., & Bouchard, E. (2002). Teaching readers how to comprehend text strategically. In C. C. Block and
M. Pressley (Eds.), Comprehension instruction: Research based best practices (p.176-200). New York:
Guilford.

Watson, S. M., Gable, R. A, Gear, S. B., & Hughes, K. C. (2012). Evidence-based strategies for improving the
reading comprehension of secondary students: Implications for students with learning
disabilities. Learning Disabilities Research & Practice,27(2), 79-89. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-
5826.2012.00353.x

Wigfield, A., & Guthrie, J. T. (1997). Relations of children’s motivation for reading to the amount and breadth of
their reading. Journal of Educational Psychology, 89, 420-432. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.
89.3.420

Wigfield, A., Guthrie, J. T., Perencevich, K. C., Taboada, A., Klauda, S. L., McRae, A., & Barbosa, P. (2008). Role of
reading engagement in mediating effects of reading comprehension instruction on reading
outcomes. Psychology in the Schools, 45(5), 432-445. https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20307

Zito, J. R., Adkins,M., Gavins,M., Harris, K. R.,&Graham, S. (2007). Self regulated strategy development:
Relationship to the social-cognitive perspective and the development of self-regulation. Reading &

Writing Quarterly, 23, 77-95. https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560600837693

2026


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11145-008-9133-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5826.2012.00353.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5826.2012.00353.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.%2089.3.420
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-0663.%2089.3.420
https://doi.org/10.1002/pits.20307
https://doi.org/10.1080/10573560600837693

