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Yazili Uriinlerin Bagdasiklik ve Tutarhhklarinin Okuma Performansi ve
Gelisimsel Diizeylere Gore Incelenmesi”

Mustafa Ceylan“='t

Oz
Giris: Okuma ve yazma 6grencilerin egitim hayatlarinin ilk basamagindan itibaren kazandirilmasina ve gelisimine
onem verilmesi gereken akademik becerilerdir. Okuma ve yazmanim benzer siiregleri, bilissel becerileri ve
baglamlart barindirdiklar: ve bundan dolay1 okuma becerilerinin yazma becerileri ile olumlu bir iliskisi oldugu

alanyazinda belirtilmektedir. Bu arastirmada okumada sergiledikleri performansa ve sinif diizeyine baglh olarak
ogrencilerin yazili iiriinlerindeki bagdasiklik ve tutarliliklar1 incelenmistir.

Yontem: Arastirma nicel aragtirma yontemlerinden karsilastirmali betimsel model ile yiiriitiilmiistiir. Arastirmada
okuma becerisinde diisiik performans sergileyen 183 dgrencinin (dordiincii sinif 50, altiner sinif 71 ve sekizinci
smif 62), okuma becerisinde yiiksek performans sergileyen 192 6grencinin (dordiincii sinif 55, altinci sinif 74 ve
sekizinci smif 63) yazili iriinlerinde bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklari ve metin tutarlilifi puanlart
karsilastirilmali olarak incelenmistir. Verilerin toplanmasinda Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri, 6ykii yapisini
hatirlatma amaciyla hazirlanan bir video ve sessiz olarak izlettirilen bir film kullanilmistir. Verilerin analizinde
ikili kargilagtirmalar i¢in Mann Whitney U, ii¢li karsilastirmalar i¢in Kruskal Wallis Testleri kullanilmistir.

Bulgular: Bagdagiklik &gelerine bakildiginda doérdiincii ve sekizinci smiflarda okuma becerisinde diigiik
performans sergileyen 6grencilerin okuma becerisinde yiiksek performans sergileyen akranlarindan diisiik puanlar
aldiklar1 goriilmektedir. Ayrica dordiincii siniftan sekizinci sinifa kadar okuma becerisinde yiiksek performans
sergileyen 6grencilerin yazili iiriinlerinde bagdasiklik 6geleri agisindan ilerleme oldugu, okuma becerisinde diisiik
performans sergileyen ogrencilerde ise anlamli bir ilerleme olmadigr goriilmiistiir. Tutarlilik puanlarina
bakildiginda tiim sinif diizeylerinde okuma becerisinde diigilk performans sergileyen Ogrencilerin yiiksek
performans sergileyen akranlarindan diisiik puanlar aldiklar: ve her iki gruptaki 6grencilerin dordiincii siniftan
sekizinci sinifa kadar yazili iirlinlerinde tutarlilik puanlart agisindan ilerleme oldugu goriilmistiir.

Tartisgma: Okuma becerisinde diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin bagdasiklik araglarini kullanmadaki
sorunlarinin ve tutarli metinler olusturamamalarinin dgrencilerin dil becerilerindeki yetersizlikten kaynakli
olabilecegi, ogrencilerin yazma c¢aligmalarinda kisa cimleler kurmayi tercih ettiklerini, climleleri baglamaya
gereksinim duymadiklari ve sinif diizeylerinin ilerlemesiyle bagdasiklik araclarinimn kullanilma diizeyinin arttig
goriilmektedir. Alanyazinda yer alan caligmalarin bulgulariyla tutarli bulgulari olan bir arastirma oldugu
sOylenebilir.

Anahtar sozciikler: Okuma performansi, 6ykii yazma, yazili anlatim becerisi, bagdasiklik, tutarlilik, gelisimsel
diizey.

Anf i¢in: Ceylan, M. (2023). Yazih uriinlerin bagdagiklik ve tutarhliklarin okuma performansi ve gelisimsel
diizeylere gore incelenmesi. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri Fakiiltesi Ozel Egitim Dergisi, 24(3),
341-360. https://doi.org/10.21565/0zelegitimdergisi.1016557
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Giris

Okuma ve yazma oOgrencilerin egitim hayatlarimin ilk basamagindan itibaren kazandirilmasina ve
gelisimine 6nem verilmesi gereken akademik becerilerdir. Bozkurt (2011) ve Akyol ve Temur (2008), bireylerin
toplumda yer alabilmesi, hayatin1 ve akademik yasantilarini diizenleyebilmeleri, diigiincelerini diger insanlara
aktarabilmelerinin okuma ve yazma becerilerinin kazanilmasiyla iliskili oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Okuma ve
yazma stirecinde ayni biligsel becerilerden faydalanilmaktadir. Okuyan kisi de yazan kisi de okuma ve yazma
stirecinde; genelleme, organize etme, 6n diistinme ve gézden gegirme becerilerinden yararlanirlar. Okumanin asil
amac1 olan okudugunu anlama; okurun yazar, yazarin da okur olmasini gerektiren bir siiregtir (Agin-Haykir, 2012;
Coskun, 2010). Yapilan ¢aligmalarda bu iki beceri arasinda dnemli bir iliski oldugu belirtilmistir (Agin-Haykir,
2012; Coskun, 2010; Konopak vd., 1987; Squire, 1983). Fitzgerald ve Shanahan (2000), okuma ve yazmanin
benzer siiregleri, biligsel becerileri ve baglamlar1 barindirdiklarini ve bundan dolay1 okuma becerilerinin yazma
becerileri ile olumlu bir iligkisi oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Okuma becerilerinin gelismesi 6grencilerin bilgilerini,
sozciik dagarciklarimi ve deneyimlerini artirarak anlatim becerilerinin gelismesine katki saglar. Bu katki da
6grencilerin s6zel ve yazili anlatim becerilerinin gelismesine katki sunar (Yakici vd., 2006).

Okumada yasanan sorunlar, 6grencilerin yazma becerilerini de olumsuz olarak etkilemektedir. Cain ve
Oakhill (2011) yedi yasindan itibaren iig, alt1 ve dokuz y1l arayla zayif okuma becerisine sahip 6grencilerin okuma
ve yazma becerilerini incelemislerdir. Arastirmacilar 6grencilerin okuma ve yazma becerilerindeki gelisimlerinin
paralellik gosterdigini vurgulamiglardir. Catts ve digerleri (2002), anasinifindan dordiincii sinifa kadar izledikleri
ogrencilerden okumada diisiik performans sergileyenlerin yazili anlatim becerilerinde de akranlarindan geride
olduklarint belirtmislerdir. Herbert ve digerleri (2020) yaptiklari ti¢ yillik boylamsal ¢alismada okumada diisiik
performans sergileyenlerin ilerleyen siirelerde yazili anlatim becerilerinde de yetersizlik yasadiklarint sonucuna
ulagmiglardir.

Yazili anlatim becerisi, 6grencilerin bireysel diisiincelerini yazili metin haline getirmeden 6nce konunun
belirlenmesinden itibaren ortaya c¢ikan iirliniin okurlara ulasabilmesine kadar gegen siireci kapsamaktadir
(Tompkins, 2004). Coskun (2005), yazma siirecini hazirlik, taslak olusturma, yazma, tashih, yayimlama ve
paylasma olarak adlandirmigtir. Goger (2010), yazma siirecini, yazma Oncesi (0n bilgileri harekete gegirme, amag
belirleme, metni planlama ve igerigi olusturma), yazma sirasi (ciimleleri diizenleme, metin baglantilarint kurma,
sozciiklerin ve climlelerin uygunlugunu denetleme) ve yazma sonrasi (biitiin olarak yazinin degerlendirilmesi)
olarak adlandirmistir. Yazili anlatim igerisinde pek ¢ok unsuru barindiran bir beceridir. Bu unsurlar; konu, plan,
baslik, kelime, ciimle ve paragraftir.

Yazili bir metnin olugmasini saglayan climleler birbirleriyle bagimsiz olarak goriinseler de birbirlerini
tamamlayan yapilardir (Coskun, 2005). De Beaugrande ve Dressler (1981) yazili materyallerin bir metin
sayilabilmesi ve insanlar arasinda iletisim araci olarak kullanilabilmesi ig¢in su yedi 6zelligi barindirmasi
gerektigini belirtmistir; bagdasiklik, tutarlilik, amaglilik, ikna edicilik, bilgilendiricilik, duruma uygun olma ve
metinler arasilik. Metinlerin degerlendirilmesinde bu 6zelliklerden en ¢ok bagdasiklik ve tutarlik kullanilmaktadir
(Coskun, 2005). Ciinkii yalnizca bu iki 6zellik metinle dogrudan iligkilidir. Her ne kadar birbirlerine yakin
kavramlar olarak goriinse de ikisi birbiriyle iliskili, ancak farkli 6zelliklerdir.

Halliday ve Hasan (1976), yazili metnin bir arada olmasii saglayan, metne anlam yiikleyen ve metni
diger yazili materyallerden ayiran seyin bagdasiklik oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Bagdasiklik zincir halkalar1 gibidir;
her bir halka tek basina yalnizca bir ¢emberden ibaretken birbirleriyle i¢ ice gegtiklerinde ve tutturulduklarinda
ortaya saglam, islevsel ve daha anlasilir bir nesne ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Bagdasiklik, 6zetle yazili bir materyalin
metin olarak adlandirilmasini ve metnin devamliligini saglayan dile iliskin 6zelliklerin tamamidir (Coskun, 2005;
Yilmaz, 2012).

Coskun (2005), besinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin yazdiklar: oykiileri bagdasiklik ve tutarlilik
acisindan inceledigi ¢alismasinda siif diizeyinin artmasinin bagdasiklik 6gelerinin kullanim sikligina etkisinin
oldugunu belirtmistir. Siimer ve Turna (2018) isitme yetersizligi olan ve olmayan sekizinci sinif dgrencilerinin
Ozetleme becerilerini ve bagdasiklik o6gelerini kullanma sikliklarini incelemiglerdir. Arastirmacilar, igitme
yetersizligi olan 6grencilerin bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklarinin akranlarindan anlamli diizeyde farklh
oldugunu bulmuglardir. Herbert ve digerleri (2020), dordiincii siniftan altinct sinifa kadar okumada diisiik ve
yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin 6ykii yazma becerilerini boylamsal olarak incelemislerdir. Caligmada
her iki grubunda yazma becerilerinde ilerleme goriiliirken aralarindaki farkliligin artmasi bulgusu dikkat
¢ekmektedir.
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Bagdasiklik araglarini incelemek i¢in alanyazina baktigimizda farkli siniflamalar gérmekteyiz (Gilinay,
2001; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Onursal, 2003; Uzun, 1995). Giinay (2001) bagdasiklik araglarini; metni olusturan
Ogelerin tekrarlanmasi, gonderim, eksilti, drtiikk anlatim, driinge yapisi, dilbilgisel eylem zamanlari, tiimceler arasi
baglant1 6geleri ve metni parcalara ayirarak inceleme olarak tanimlamigtir. Uzun (1995), bagdasiklik araglarini;
gonderimsel bagdasiklik ve bicimsel — sozciiksel bagdasiklik olarak iki kategoride ele almistir. Onursal da (2003),
bagdasiklik araglarimi art gonderim, 6n gonderim ve baglant1 6geleri olarak tanitmaktadir. Cogu bagdasiklik
araclar1 Halliday ve Hasan’in (1976) bagdasiklik araglar1 siniflamasimin etrafinda dénmektedir hem bu yiizden
hem de alanyazinda en sik kullanilan siniflamanin bu olmasindan dolay1 ¢alismada bu siiflamanin kullanilmasina
karar verilmistir. Ayrica bu siniflama diger siniflamalara gore daha anlasilabilir ve kapsamlidir. Halliday ve Hasan
bagdasiklik 6gelerini sdyle tanitmistir;

Gdnderim: Herhangi bir sozcligiin karsilifi olacak bigimde metin igerisinde ayni sozciigii defalarca
kullanmamak ve anlatim bozuklugu yaratmamak amaciyla genellikle zamirlerin ve sifatlarin kullanilmasidir (Can,
2012). Gonderim 6geleri tek baglarina bir anlam tagimazlar, neye gonderim yaptiklari belli olmamakla birlikte ay1
metinde yer aldig1 ve gonderim yaptig1 sozciikle anlam kazanmaktadir (Coskun, 2005). Ornegin: Yeni (benim)
aldigim arabayla uzun bir bogaz turu (ben) attim.

Eksiltili Anlatim: Ciimle igerisinde daha 6nce gecen olaylarin ve durumlarin ayni ya da bagka bir durumun
tekrarlanmamas1 amaciyla kullanilan bagdasiklik 6gesidir. (Can, 2012). Eksiltili anlatimin kullaniminda atilan
ciimlenin anlatim diisiikliigiine neden olmamasina dikkat edilmelidir. Ornegin: Ogretmen(ler), dgrenci(ler) ve
veliler bu toplantiya katilabilmek igin adeta yarigtilar.

Degistirim: Metin igerisinde bir s6zciigiin yerine baska bir s6zciigiin kullanilmasiyla olugmasi ve anlam
biitiinligiinde herhangi bir bozulma s6z konusu olmamasidir (Halliday ve Hasan, 1976). Dilimizde genellikle isme
ve fiile dayali olarak degistirim yapilmasi séz konusudur (Coskun, 2005). Ornegin: Bu ev 120 metrekare,
ciktigimiz evde dvleydi.

Baglama Ogeleri: Bir ciimlede ya da paragrafta yer alan sdzciikleri ya da ciimleleri birbirlerine etkilemek,
ayirt etmek; zitlik, zaman ya da siralama, kosul, agiklama, 6rnekleme bildirmek veya sebep-sonug iliskisi kurmak
icin baglayan sozciikler ya da eklerdir (Banguoglu, 1998). Ornegin: Toplantinin ardindan bir seyler atistirdiktan
sonra derse gitti. (Toplantiya katildi. Bir seyler atistirdi. Derse gitti.)

Yapilan c¢aligmalarda ciimleler arasindaki dilbilimsel iliskiler bagdasiklik, metinlerin igerisindeki
anlamsal ve mantiksal baglanti ise tutarlilik olarak tanimlanmistir (Giinay, 2003; Toklu, 2003). Kisaca tutarlilik
metnin tamamindaki konu akiginin degerlendirilmesi anlamina gelmektedir. Cogkun (2005), tutarlili§i yazmanin
en 6nemli basamaklarindan biri olarak gérmektedir. Yine tutarliligin metinler i¢in 6nemini vurgulayan Weidong
da (2008) ciimlelerin tek baglarma bir anlam ifade etmedigini ancak tutarl bir sekilde bir araya geldiklerinde
kaliteli bir metin olusturduklarini ifade etmistir. De Beaugrande ve Dressler (1981) de tutarliligi yalnizca metne
bir 6zellik olarak degil okuyucunun igerisinde bulundugu biligsel siireglerle de iligskilendirmistir. Metin tek basina
bir anlam ifade etmez; metnin anlami, metinsel bilgi ile okuyucunun bilgi birikiminin etkilesimi ile ortaya g¢ikar.
Bir arada anlatilan olay ve durumlar, tutarlilikla ilgili zihinsel siireci harekete gecirir. Bir metinde bagdasikligin
olmasi o metnin tutarli olmayabilecegini; ¢iinkii tutarliligin bagdasiklig: etkiledigi ancak dogrudan baglantili
olmadig1 belirtilmistir (Bae, 2001; Giora, 1985). Ozetleyecek olursak olusturulan metnin tutarli olmasi halinde
bagdasiklik 6geleri de dogru kullanilmigsa hem tutarli hem bagdasik oldugunu sdyleyebiliriz. Metnin tutarlt
olabilmesi i¢in bagdasiklik 6gelerinin dogru kullanilmasi sart degildir. Bagdasiklik ve tutarlilik kavramlarinin
birbirini dogrudan etkilemedigini ancak bir metnin anlasilabilmesi i¢in ikisinde olmasi gerektigi diigtiniilmektedir.
Bu iki kavram birbirinden bagimsiz olsalar da birbirlerinden etkilenmektedirler. Coskun (2005), yaptigi
¢aligmasinda tutarli bir metinde bulunmasi gereken 6zellikleri soyle siralamistir;

1. Basinda ve sonunda bir biitiinliikk olmalidir, baginda ayr1 sonunda ayri konulardan bahsedilmemelidir.
Tema, ana fikir, kisiler ve olaylar ilgili siireklilik s6z konusu olmalidir.

2
3. Merkezine bir konunun konmus olmasi ve diger konularin bu konuyu destekler nitelikte olmasi gereklidir.
4. Yarim birakilan ciimlelere ya da olaylara yer verilmemelidir.

5

Belirli bir plan c¢ergevesinde yazilmis olmasi ve kendi igerisindeki olay akisinda bir biitiinlik
sergilemelidir.

6. Bir metnin tutarli olabilmesi i¢in ¢eliskili ifadelere yer verilmemis olmas1 gereklidir.
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7. Bir metnin tutarli kabul edilebilmesi i¢in metne eklenen yeni bilgilerin daha dnce verilmis olan bilgileri
destekler nitelikte olmalidir.

Ogrencilerin metinde yer alan béliimleri olusturma becerilerinin (Haebig, 2015), ifade edici dil
becerilerinin (Landolo, 2012; Landolo vd., 2020), edatlar1 ve baglaglar1 kullanma becerilerinin (Eggins, 1994;
Martin, 1985) ve dil bilgisi kurallarini kullanma diizeylerinin (Smith-Lock & Nickels, 2005) olusturulan metinlerin
anlatim tutarliligini etkiledigi diistiniilmektedir. Coskun (2005), besinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencileri ile yiiriittiigii
calismasinda smif diizeyi ilerledik¢e 6grencilerin daha tutarli metinler olugturduklarini belirtmistir. Mortensen ve
digerleri (2009) kiigiikliigiinden itibaren dil bozuklugu yasayan 10 yetigkinin yazili {iriinlerini 30 normal geligim
gosteren yetigkinle kiyaslamig ve kiigiik yaglardaki yetersizliklerin ileri yaslardaki becerileri etkiledigi bulgusuna
ulagsmistir. Herbert ve arkadaslari (2020) dordiincii smiftan altiner sinifa kadar 72 tipik okuyucu, 53 okuma
basarisizlig1 ve 26 okudugunu anlamada sorun yasayan dgrenci ile yaptigi boylamsal ¢alismada, 6grencilerin
gelisimlerinin ilerlemesiyle kendi iclerinde ilerlemeler oldugunu ancak gruplar arasindaki farkliligin devam
ettigini belirtmislerdir.

Bahsi gecen ¢alismalara bakildiginda 6grencilerin yazdiklari dykiilerin bagdasiklik ve tutarlilik agisindan
incelendiginde birtakim problemlerle karsilasildigi, 6grencilerin yazdiklar1 dykiilerde bagdasiklik 6gelerine yer
vermedikleri ve istenilen diizeyde tutarli Oykiiler olusturamadiklar1 goériilmektedir. Ancak bu calismalarin
hicbirinde ¢alisma gruplarinda yer alan 6grencilerin okumadaki basart durumlarina deginilmemistir. Okumada
diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen dgrencilerin 6ykii yazmada bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma ve tutarl
metinler olusturma diizeylerinin belirlenmesi 6grencilerin ihtiyaglarinin belirlenmesinde son derece énemlidir.
Ihtiyaglarin belirlenmesi uygulayicilara ¢alismalaria yon vermeleri agisindan, dgretmenlere dgretimde dikkat
edilmesi gereken kisimlarin belirlenmesinde, 6grencilere daha anlasilabilir ve tutarli metinler yazmalarinin
yolunun &gretilmesi agisindan katki saglayacaktir. Oykii yazmada yasanilan problemler ogrencilerin smif
diizeylerine ve yazma becerisiyle iligskili olan okuma becerisinin diizeyine baglidir. Ulusal alan yazinda
ogrencilerin yazdiklar1 dykiileri bagdasiklik ve tutarliliklart agisindan sinif diizeylerine gore inceleyen galigmaya
rastlanilmazken uluslararasi alan yazinda ise sinirl sayida ¢aligmaya ulagilmistir (Coskun, 2005; Landolo &
Lopez, 2020; Mortensen vd., 2009). Bu ¢alismanin amaci diger ¢alismalardaki okumada yiiksek performans
sergileyen 6grencilerin yani sira okumada diigiik performans sergileyen dgrencilerin 6ykii yazma becerilerinin de
akranlariyla karsilastirmali olarak incelenmesidir.

Okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin yazili iiriinlerinde bagdagiklik dgelerini
kullanim sikliklarinin ve tutarlilik puanlarinin 4., 6. ve 8. smif diizeylerinde incelenmesine karar verilen bu
¢alismada asagidaki arastirma sorularina yanit aranmistir;

1. Ogrencilerin yazili iiriinlerinin bagdasiklik agisindan sinif diizeylerine gore dzellikleri nelerdir?

2. Ogrencilerin bagdagiklik &gelerini kullanma sikliklar1 gelisimsel olarak sinif diizeylerine gore
farklilasmakta midir?

3. Opgrencilerin bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklar1 okuma basarisizigi olup olmamasina goére
farklilagmakta midir?

4. Ogrencilerin yazil iiriinlerinin tutarlilik agisindan smif diizeylerine gére 6zellikleri nelerdir?
5. Ogrencilerin tutarlilik puanlar1 gelisimsel olarak smif diizeylerine gére farklilasmakta midir?
6. Ogrencilerin tutarlilik puanlar1 okuma basarisizlig1 olup olmamasina gore farklilasmakta midir?
Yontem
Arastirma Modeli

Bu arastirmada 4., 6. ve 8. smifa devam eden okumada diisiik performans sergileyen ogrencilerle
okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen o6grencilerin yazili irlinlerindeki bagdasiklik ve tutarlilik 6gelerini
kullanma diizeyleri karsilagtirmali olarak incelenmistir. Bundan dolayr bu c¢aligmada nicel arastirma
yontemlerinden karsilastirmali betimsel model kullanilmistir. Karsilagtirmali betimsel modelde karsilastirilmasi
yapilacak gruplarin degiskenler agisindan, ayni yontemler kullanilarak betimlemeleri yapilir; ardindan da ayr1 ayri
yapilmis olan betimsel istatistikleri karsilagtirilir (Karasar, 2010). Arastirmanin yapilabilmesi i¢in gerekli etik
kurul izni aragtirmacinin dgrencisi oldugu Ankara Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Alt Etik Kurulundan (Konu: Etik
Kurul Karari, Say1: E.85434274-050.04.04/173/23) alinmustir.
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Calisma Grubu

Calisma grubunun olusturulmasi i¢in Ankara ilinin Cankaya ilgesinde yer alan orta sosyoekonomik
diizeyi temsil edecegi diisiiniilen ii¢ ilkokul ve ii¢ ortaokul secilmistir. Amagsal drnekleme yontemlerinden uygun
ornekleme yontemiyle belirlenen okullarin ulasilabilirligi ve calismaya olumlu bakmalar1 goz Oniinde
bulundurulmustur. Uygun 6rnekleme yonteminde en ulasilabilir ve tasarruf saglayan 6rnekleme ulagabilmek s6z
konusudur (Biiyiikoztiirk vd., 2014). Milli Egitim Bakanlhigi (MEB, 2019) miifredatinda metinsellik dlgiitlerine
dordiinct simiftan itibaren yer verilmesi ve alanda yiiriitiilen gelisimsel calismalarin (Coskun, 2005; Mortensen
vd., 2009) 6grencilerin gelisimlerinin iki yillik araliklarla degerlendirilmesinin daha uygun olacagi goriigiinden
dolay1 dordiincii, altnc1 ve sekizinci smif grencileri ile arastirmanin yiiriitiilmesi kararlagtirilmistir. Tki asamal
olarak gerceklestirilen 6rnekleme se¢iminin ilk asamasinda belirlenen okullarin dordiincii siniflarindan 239
ogrenci, altinc1 siniflarindan 322 6grenci ve sekizinci siniflarindan 293 6grenci olmak iizere toplamda 854
ogrenciye okudugunu anlama diizeylerini belirlemek amaciyla Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri uygulanmaistir.
Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanterinden alinan puanlar ve 6grencilere ait bilgiler Tablo 1’de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 1
Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri Uygulanan Ogrencilere Ait Bilgiler

Sinif diizeyi n Min.  Maks. X Medyan SS Car. Bas. F p
4. simf 239 30 100 73.80 75 9.63 -.99 1.21
6. simf 322 50 100 82.11 85 9.57 -.59 23 92.56 .000
8. simf 293 40 100 86.51 90 11.20 -1.32 1.35

Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri’nden alinan puanlarin dagilimina hipotez testi, betimsel istatistikler
ve grafiksel incelemelerle bakilmigtir. Genel ¢ercevede hipotez testlerinin varsayimlari karsilamadigi ancak
betimsel istatistiklerin ve grafiksel okumalarin varsayimlari karsiladigi gézlenmistir. Bu dogrultuda parametrik
testlerden biri olan ANOVA testinin yapilmasina karar verilmistir. ANOVA testi sonuglaria bakildiginda tim
smif diizeyleri arasinda okudugunu anlama puanlar1 agisindan anlamli farklilik oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu bulgu
gruplarm belirlenmeden 6nceki haline iligkin bilgi vermekte ve sinif diizeyleri arasinda okudugunu anlama
acisindan farklilik oldugunu gostermektedir. Ardindan 6rnekleme segiminin ikinci asamasi uygulanmis ve
ogrencilerin aldiklar1 puanlar her smif diizeyi i¢in kendi igerisinde yiiksekten diisiige dogru siralanmistir.
Olusturulan siralamanin {ist %25°lik dilimi i¢inde kalan 6grenciler okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen
ogrenciler, alt %25’lik dilimindekiler ise okumada disiik performans sergileyen Ogrenciler olarak
gruplandirilmislardir. Calisma bulgulart i¢i yapilan analizler bu gruplarda yer alan 6grencilerin verileri ile
yuriitiilmiistiir. Yapilan hesaplamalardan sonra 6rnekleme iligkin bilgiler Tablo 2°de gosterilmektedir.

Tablo 2

Calisma Grubunun Okudugunu Anlama Puanlart

Siif diizeyi Grup n  Min.  Maks. X Medyan SS Car. Bas. U p
4smi RS %0 @ a0 eass e 4se & am 27 00
T N O A R
Somf 0P g o5 a0 orsa  am 2% 03 por S 00

Not: YPS = yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grenciler; DPS = diisiik performans sergileyen 6grenciler.

Calisma grubunda yer alan dgrencilerin Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri’nden aldiklar1 okudugunu
anlama puanlarinin dagilimi hipotez testi, betimsel istatistikler ve grafiksel olarak incelenmistir. Yapilan
incelemelere bagli olarak okumada yiiksek ve diisiik performans sergileyen gruplarin okudugunu anlama
puanlarinin karsilastirilmasi i¢in Mann Whitney U Testi yapilmasma karar verilmistir. Okumada sergilenen
performans durumuna gore okudugunu anlama puanlarinin farklilagsmasina bakildiginda Mann Whitney U Testi
puanlariin tiim sinif seviyelerinde anlamli derecede farklilastigi goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu dogrultusunda okumada
yiiksek performans sergileyen dordiincii, altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin ayn1 sinif diizeylerindeki okumada
diistik performans sergileyen akranlarindan okudugunu anlamada daha basarili olduklarini sdylenebilir.
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Veri Toplama Araglan
Bagdagiklik Diizeyi Degerlendirme Olgegi

Coskun (2005) tarafindan 4-8 smiflar icin gelistirilen olgek, 6grenci metinlerindeki bagdasiklik
araglarinin kullanim sikligini belirlemeye yénelik bir siklik cizelgesi olarak diizenlenmistir. Olgek siklik
belirtmede kullanilmaktadir, 6grencilerin bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklarini belirlemekte herhangi bir
puanlama yapilmamaktadir. Olgegin orijinal bigiminde kapsam gegerliligini saglamak iizere ilgili literatiirden
(Altunkaya, 1987; Bae, 2001; Halliday & Hassan, 1976; Jin, 1998; Mendoza, 1998; Ramadan, 2003; Said, 1988)
yararlanilmig ve uzman goriisiine bagvurulmustur. Yordama gegerliligi i¢in ise ilkogretim 6grencilerinin yazdigi
oykiileyici metinlerdeki bagdasiklik puanlari ile Tiirk¢e derslerine ait notlar1 arasindaki iligkiye bakilmistir (r =
.74, p <.01). Olgegin giivenilirligini belirlemek igin ise “puanlayicilar arast uyum” ydntemine bagvurulmustur (r
=.99, p <.01).

Tutarlihk Degerlendirme Olgegi

Daha 6nce yapilan bazi ¢alismalardan (Bachman, 1987; Bae, 2001; Gearhart vd., 1994; Witt, 1993)
yararlamlarak Coskun (2005) tarafindan Tutarlilik Degerlendirme Olgegi gelistirilmistir. Olcegin hedef kitlesine
iligkin bir bilgi bulunmamaktadir, ancak Slgegi gelistiren arastirmaci dlgegi 4. ve 8. sinif seviyesindeki 6grencilere
uygulanmustir. Bu nedenle 6lgegin kullamlmasinda herhangi bir sakinca gériilmemistir. Olgek dort bolimden
olugmakta her boliim 1-5 puan araliginda (kotii, yetersiz, orta, iyi, ¢ok iyi) puanlanmakta ve dlgekten alinacak en
diisiik puan dort iken en yiiksek puan 20°dir. Olgegin yordama gecerliligi icin uygulama yapilan her siiftan 10
ogrenci olmak iizere toplam 120 6grencinin Tiirk¢e dersinden aldiklar1 donem sonu notlari ile tutarlilik puanlari
arasindaki iliski belirlenmistir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda, 6grencilerin Tiirkge derslerine ait notlar ile
oykiileyici anlatimlarindaki tutarhilik puanlari arasindaki iligki r = .83 (p < .01) bulunmustur. Yiiksek diizeyde ve
pozitif yonlii bu koreldsyon, aragtirmada kullanilan 6lgegin yordama gecerliligini ortaya koyan birer kanit olarak
kabul edilmistir. Arastirmada kullanilan 6lgegin puanlayicilar arasi giivenilirlik katsayisini belirlemek igin
“gozlemciler aras1 uyum” yontemine basvurulmustur. Gozlemciler aras1 uyum yontemini hesaplamak amaciyla
ogrencilere ait 60 yazili iiriin 6l¢egi gelistiren arastirmact ve ikinci bir gozlemci tarafindan degerlendirilmis, elde
edilen degerlendirme puanlari i¢in Pearson Korelasyon Katsayisi hesaplanmis ve r = .92 (p < .01) degeri
bulunmustur.

Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri

Calismada arastirma grubunun olusturulmasinda kullanilan metinler ve okudugunu anlama sorulart
Karasu ve digerleri tarafindan 2013 yilinda Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri olarak olusturulan Kitaptan
almmistir. Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri ilkokul ve ortaokulun her sinif diizeyinde &ykiileyici ve
bilgilendirici metinler olmak {izere toplamda 34 metinden olusmaktadir. Bu ¢aligmada 4. (Ipek ormanda), 6.
(lyilik) ve 8. siif (Sevgi) seviyelerinde dykiileyici metinler kullanilmigtir. Kullanilan metinlerin her birine iliskin
metinsel agik sorular, metinsel kapali sorular ve bilgi ve deneyimlere dayanan sorular olmak {izere toplamda 10
acik uglu okudugunu anlama sorusu bulunmaktadir. Sorularin her biri 10 puan olarak degerlendirilmekte ve
sorulardan alinabilecek en diisiik puan 0, en yiiksek puan ise 100°diir. Bu ¢aligmada 3 dykiileyici metin ve toplamda
30 okudugunu anlama sorusu kullanilmig ve analizler yiiriitiilmiistiir. Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri’nin
giivenirlik ¢alismasi siirecinde degerlendiriciler arasi giivenirlik hesaplamasinda toplam 16 metin kullanilmigtir ve
yapilan hesaplama puanlayicilar arast giivenirlik katsayisinin %94 ile %100 arasinda degisiklik gostermektedir.
Arastirmaci tarafindan da giivenirlik i¢in yapilan analizlerde okudugunu anlama puanlari puanlayicilar arasi
giivenirlik katsayilari ile yapilan degerlendirmede 260 6grencinin okudugunu anlama puani {izerinden hesaplanmis
en diisiik .90, en yliksek 1 ve ortalama giivenirlik puani .95 bulunmustur.

Veri Toplama ve Analizi

Okul ¢agindaki okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin 6ykii yazma becerilerini
smif diizeyine gore inceledigimiz bu ¢alismada Ankara ili Cankaya ilgesine bagl ti¢ ilkokulun 4. siiflarindan ve
i¢ ortaokulun 6. ve 8. siniflarindan veri toplanmistir. Bu g¢alismada 6grencilerin goniilliigii esas alinmustir.
Ogrencilerin isimleri gizli tutularak kendilerine kodlar verilmistir. Ogrencilerin velilerine aydilatilmis onam
formu doldurtulmustur, 6grencilerin kisisel bilgilerinin higbir kisi ya da kurumlarla paylagilmayacaginin bilgisi
verilmistir.
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Okudugunu Anlama Becerilerine iliskin Verilerin Toplanmast (Gruplarin Olusturulmasi)

Aragtirmaci Tiirkge derslerinde siniflara girmis, 6grenciler ile kisa siireli sohbet ederek ¢alisma hakkinda
ogrencilere bilgilendirme yapmis ve 6grencilerin hem arastirmaciya hem de ¢aligmaya alismalarini saglamistir.
Siniflarda bulunan 6zel gereksinimli 6grenciler dnceden sinif 6gretmenleri ile konusarak belirlenmis ve ¢alismaya
katilmak istemeyenler zorlanmamis katilmak isteyenlere ise ek siire verilmistir. Caligmanin analizlerinde 6zel
gereksinimli 6grencilerin verilerine yer verilmemistir. Calisma grubunda yer alacak dgrencileri belirlemek igin
aragtirmaci siniflara Formel Olmayan Okuma Envanteri’nden segilen her sinif diizeyindeki birer 6ykiileyici okuma
metnini ve okudugunu anlama sorularini dagitarak 6grencilerden bunlar1 yanitlamalarini istemistir. 4. sinif okuma
metni 212, 6. sinif metni 365 ve 8. siif metni 545 sozciikten olugmakta ve tiim simif diizeylerindeki metinlerle
ilgili 10 ar tane okudugunu anlama sorusu yer almaktadir. Ogrenciler istemedikleri sorular1 bos birakabilmis ve
bos birakilan sorular degerlendirmede sifir olarak puanlanmistir. Bu agama ortalama 20 dakika kadar stirmiistiir.

Yazil Uriinlerin Incelenmesine Iligkin Verilerin Toplanmast

Ogrencilere bos kagitlar dagitilarak herhangi bir yere isimlerini ve soy isimlerini yazmamalar1 istenmis,
okudugunu anlama yanitlarin1 ve yazmig olduklari dykiilerini eslestirmek amaciyla kagitlarina arastirmacinin
sOyledigi (arastirmaci tarafindan okul idaresinden alinan) siif sira numaralarini yazmalar1 séylenmistir. Film
izlettirilmeden 6nce kendilerine verilen bos kagitlara sinirlt siirede (30 dakika) filme yonelik bir dykii yazmalari
istendigi sOylenmistir. Arastirmact Ogrencilere “Cocuklar siziere dagiilan kagitlara sadece swmif sira
numaralarmmizi yazacaksiniz. Ben sira numaralarimizi okuyacagim sizlerde oniintizdeki kagitlara yalnizca bu
numaralart yazacaksimiz. Liitfen adimizi soyadimizi yazmayimiz. Simdi sizlerden acacagim filmi dikkatlice
izlemenizi ve ders sonuna kadar sizlere verilen kagitlara filmle ilgili bir 6ykii yazmanizi istiyorum. Yaklastk 30
dakikamiz var, hadi baslayalim.” seklinde bir yonerge vererek siireci baglatmigtir. Daha sonra 6grencilere fiziksel
yetersizlige sahip bir ¢ocukla normal gelisim gdsteren bir gocuk arasinda gegen, alt1 dakika siiren, ikisi arasinda
gecen diyalogu igeren sessiz bir film izlettirilmistir. Veri toplama siireci her sinif diizeyinde her sube i¢in yaklasik
olarak iki ders saati (80 dakika) stirmiistiir. Calisma 10 tane 4. sinif, 16 tane 6. sinif ve 13 tane 8. sinif olmak {izere
toplamda 39 sinifla gerceklestirilmistir. Otuz dokuz sinifla yapilan bu ¢alisma 78 ders saati ve yaklagik 3 hafta
surmiuigtiir.

Aragtirma verilerinin analizinde SPSS 22.0 paket programi kullanilmustir. Ogrencilerin yazili {iriinlerinin
bagdasiklig1 ve tutarliligt agisindan smif diizeylerine gore dzelliklerini belirlemek amaciyla Bagdasiklik Diizeyi
Degerlendirme Olgegi ve Tutarlilik Degerlendirme Olgegi kullanilarak yazili iiriinler incelenmis ve betimsel
analizler yapilmistir. Okumada yiiksek ve diisiik performans sergileyen gruplarin kendi i¢lerinde siif diizeylerine
gore farklilagma olup olmadigi ve her sinif diizeyinde okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grenciler ile diisiik
performans sergileyen 6grenciler arasinda farklilasma olup olmadigi incelenmistir. Sinif seviyesine gore yazili
tirtinlerin okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen ve diisiik performans sergileyen 6grenciler arasinda anlamlh
diizeyde farklilik olup olmadigini belirlemek amaciyla elde edilen veriler normal dagilim géstermedigi igcin Non-
Parametrik Mann Whitney U Testi kullamlmigtir. Ayrica, her grubun kendi iginde simiflar arasinda anlamli
diizeyde farklilik olup olmadigini belirlemek i¢in Kruskall Wallis Siralamali Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi
kullanilmastir.

Bulgular
Yazih Uriinlerin Bagdasikiginin Okuma Performansi ve Simif Diizeyi A¢isindan incelenmesi

Okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 4., 6. ve 8. smif dgrencilerinin yazdiklar1 dykiilerde
bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklarinin farklilagip farklilasmadigini belirlemek i¢in Mann Whitney U Testi
kullanilmistir. Gruplarin yazdiklari 6ykiilerde bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklarinin sinif diizeylerine gore
farklilagip farklilasmadigi ise Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Y6nlii Varyans Analizi Testi ile belirlenmistir.

Tablo 3’e bakildiginda sinif diizeyine gore okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin
bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanimlarina iliskin betimsel istatistikler yer almaktadir. Gruplarin ortalamalarina
bakildiginda ayni sinif diizeyindeki okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin bagdasiklik
ogelerinin kullanma sikliklar1 ortalamalarmin farklilastigi  goriilmektedir. Gruplarin  kendi iglerindeki
ortalamalarini sinif diizeyine gore inceledigimizde de farkliliklar oldugu goriilmektedir. Ayrica gruplarin normal
dagilim gostermedigi Tablo 3’te belirtilmektedir. Gruplar arasindaki farkliliklara iliskin Mann Whitney U Testi ve
siif diizeylerindeki farkliliklara iliskin Kruskall-Wallis Siralamali Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi sonuglar1 Tablo
4’te yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 3
Bagdasiklik Ogeleri Kullamm Sikligina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Boyut  Simif diizeyi Grup n X SS Min.  Maks. Car. Bas. K-S, p

Y.P.S. 55 529 291 0 11 -0.78 291 .16, p =.002

4 D.P.S. 50 4.32 2.98 0 16 335 2.97 J11,p=.168

'g 6 Y.P.S. 74 5.94 3.92 0 22 3.40 3.71 .13, p =.005
:g D.P.S. 71 521 3.80 0 18 0.68 3.80 .15, p=.001
o Y.P.S. 63 7.85 4.06 1 24 -0.38 4.06 11, p=.083
8 D.P.S. 62 6.35 5.14 0 18 2.36 5.14 .18, p =.000

Y.P.S. 55  4.60 2.23 0 9 -0.21 -0.25  .14,p=.014

g 4 D.P.S. 50 2.88 2.08 0 8 0.46 -0.51 .16, p = .004
E 6 Y.P.S. 74 528 2.29 1 12 0.67 0.30 .17, p =.000
= D.P.S. 71 4.36 2.65 0 10 0.14 -0.94 .15, p =.001
E Y.P.S. 63  5.07 2.59 0 14 0.47 1.46 12,p=.019
w 8 D.P.S. 62 3.64 2.68 0 12 0.69 0.46 11, p=.055
Y.P.S. 55 452 2.83 0 11 -0.54 0.54 .17, p =.000

g 4 D.P.S. 50 3.80 2.65 0 11 0.88 0.48 .18, p =.000
E Y.P.S. 74 558 2.90 0 12 -0.10 -0.79  .13,p=.002
& 6 D.P.S. 71 4.26 3.23 0 18 1.48 3.72 .19, p =.000
a Y.P.S. 63 531 3.15 0 15 0.69 0.90 A1, p =.075
8 D.P.S. 62 4.03 3.68 0 18 1.84 4.26 .20, p=.000

a Y.P.S. 55 7.80 3.30 1 18 0.53 0.55 J11,p=.081
% 4 D.P.S. 50 7.02 4.16 0 20 0.51 0.63 .14, p =.020
2 Y.P.S. 74 8.75 4.06 2 21 0.78 0.87 A1, p=.024
g 6 D.P.S. 71 7.90 452 0 25 0.88 1.61 11,p =.030
;Lgo Y.P.S. 63 10.09 4.73 4 31 1.74 5.38 .14, p =.003
M 8 D.P.S. 62 9.58 6.40 2 43 248 11.04  .15,p=.002
4 Y.P.S. 55 26.76 10.62 5 53 0.38 -0.20 .08, p=.200

D.P.S. 50 22.08 1222 0 53 0.49 -0.09 12, p =.064

T%_ 6 Y.P.S. 74 2977 1161 10 66 0.52 0.14 .09, p =.200
e D.P.S. 71 2583 1282 4 58 0.38 -0.36 .08, p=.200
8 Y.P.S. 63 3247  13.67 13 101 2.09 9.16 12,p=.033

D.P.S. 62 28.83 18.99 5 110 1.66 4.57 12, p=.019

Not: DPS = diisiik performans sergileyen 6grenciler; K-S = Kolmogorov Smirnov testi; YPS = yiiksek performans sergileyen dgrenciler.

Tablo 4’teki Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglart okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin bagdasiklik dgelerinden gonderim 6gesini kullanma sikliklarinin yalnizca sekizinci sinif diizeyinde
farklilagtigimmi gostermektedir. Sira ortalamalarma bakildiginda, fark yiliksek performans sergileyen grubun
lehinedir. Yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki sekizinci sinif 6grencileri yazdiklar1 6ykiilerde gonderim 6gesini
daha sik kullanmislardir. Gruplarin yazdiklari dykiilerde gonderim 6gesini kullanma sikliklarmin sinif diizeylerine
gore farklilasip farklilagsmadigini gérmek igin ayni tablodaki Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yonlii Varyans
Analizi Testi yapilmistir. Test sonuglarina bakildiginda, génderim 6gesinin kullanim sikliginin diisiik performans
sergileyen grupta smif diizeylerine gore degismedigi goriiliirken (X2 = 3.82, p = .149), yiiksek performans
sergileyen grupta génderim dgesinin kullanim sikliginin simif diizeylerine gore farklilastigi (X2= 13.11, p = .001)
bulunmustur. Yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki smif diizeyi farkliliklarini gérmek i¢in kullanilan Mann
Whitney U Testi sonuglar1 dordiincii sinif ile altinci siif sikliklarinin farklilasmadigimt (U = 2.19, p = .450),
bununla birlikte, dordiincii sinif ile sekizinci sinif (U = 2.35, p =.001) ve altinci sinif ile sekizinci smnif (U = 2.99,
p =.005) kullanim siklig1 farkliliklarinin anlamli oldugunu géstermistir.
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Bagdasiklik Ogeleri Kullamm Sikligina Iliskin Mann Whitney U Testi ve Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yonlii
Varyans Analizi Sonuglar

Grup
Boyut Sinif diizeyi Y.P.S. D.P.S. Mann Whitney U testi
Sira Ortalamasi Sira Ortalamasi
s 4 82.35 81.56 U=1.69, p=.09%4
5 6 89.78 91.42 U=118p=.241
2 8 116.74 101.08 U =142, p=.008
3 Kruskall Wallis testi X?=13.11, p =.001 X?=3.82, p=.149
_ 4 89.08 75.96 U =4.07, p=.000
= g 6 100.64 105.04 U=223p=.027
2= 8 98.11 90.01 U =1.33,p=.002
w8 Kruskall Wallis testi X%2=1.48,p = .478 X?=9.10,p=.011
g 4 83.68 90.04 U=136,p=.179
E 6 105.36 96.37 U=257p=.011
B 8 97.28 88.58 U=1.36,p=.003
A Kruskall Wallis testi X2=4.87,p=.087 X2=821,p = .663
© 4 82.55 80.76 U=107,p=.288
= E, 6 94.64 89.89 U=120,p=.233
Eo & 8 110.87 103.48 U=172p=.246
m © Kruskall Wallis testi X2=7.82,p=.020 X?=5.30,p=.071
B0 4 103.09 86.71 U=0.72,p=.474
g = 6 96.41 87.89 U=0.21p=.124
o 8 90.86 100.98 U=224,p=.142
X ’%‘) Kruskall Wallis testi X2=1.44,p=.487 X2=2.74,p=.225
e 4 83.19 80.72 U=210,p=.038
8 6 96.69 94.13 U=194,p=.054
§ 8 107.90 98.65 U =156,p=.050

Kruskall Wallis testi

X2=581,p =.055

X2=3.36,p = .186

Not: DPS = diisiik performans sergileyen 6grenciler; YPS = yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grenciler.

Tablo 4’teki Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglari okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin bagdasiklik Ogelerinden eksiltili anlatim &gesini kullanma sikliklarinin tiim simif diizeylerinde
farklilastigimi gostermektedir. Sira ortalamalarina bakildiginda, fark dordiincii ve sekizinci simiflarda yiiksek
performans sergileyen grubun lehine iken altinci siniflarda diisiik performans sergileyen grubun lehinedir. Yiiksek
performans sergileyen gruptaki dérdiincii ve sekizinci sinif 6grencileri 6ykiilerinde eksiltili anlatim 6gelerini diisiik
performans sergileyen gruptaki dordiincii ve sekizinci simif 6grencilerinden daha sik kullanirken, diistik
performans sergileyen gruptaki altinct simf &grencileri yazdiklar: 6ykiilerde eksiltili anlatim 6gesini yiiksek
performans sergileyen gruptaki altinci sinif 6grencilerinden daha sik kullanmiglardir. Ayni tablodaki Kruskal-
Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yonlii Varyans Analizi Testi sonuglarina bakildiginda, eksiltili anlatim &gesinin kullanim
sikhginm yiiksek performans sergileyen grupta sinif diizeylerine gore de@ismedigi (X? = 1.48, p = .478)
goriilmektedir. Diisiik performans sergileyen grupta eksiltili anlatim 6gesinin kullanim sikliginin sinif diizeylerine
gore farklilastign (X? = 9.10, p = .011) bulunmustur. Diisiik performans sergileyen gruptaki sif diizeyi
farkliliklarin1 gérmek igin kullanilan Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglar1 dordiincii simiftaki ile altincr simiftaki
kullanim sikliklarinimn farklilagtigimi (U = 2.34, p = .003), bununla birlikte, dordiincii sinif ile sekizinci sinmif (U =
1.78, p = .167) ve altinc1 smif ile sekizinci simif (U = 1.84, p = .104) siklik farkliliklarinin anlamli olmadigin
gostermistir.

Tablo 4’teki Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglart okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin bagdasiklik oOgelerinden degistirim Ogesini kullanma sikliklariin altinci ve sekizinci sinif
diizeylerinde yiiksek performans sergileyen grubun lehine farklilastigimi gostermektedir. Yiiksek performans
sergileyen gruptaki altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencileri yazdiklari oykiilerde degistirim 6gesini diisiik performans
sergileyen gruptaki altinci ve sekizinci simif 6grencilerinden daha sik kullanmiglardir. Dordiincti siiftaki
Ogrencilerin yazdiklar1 oykiilerde degistirim 6gesini kullanim sikliklart okumada sergiledikleri performans
durumuna gore farklilasmamustir. Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yo6nlii Varyans Analizi Testi sonuglarina
bakildiginda, degistirim dgesinin kullanim sikligmin her iki grupta da (Yiiksek performans sergileyen grup; X?=
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4.87, p = .087 — diisiik performans sergileyen grup; X?= 821, p = .663) sinif diizeylerine gore farklilagsmadig
goriilmektedir.

Okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin bagdasiklik 6gelerinden baglama 6gelerini
kullanma sikliklarinim hi¢bir sinif diizeyinde farklilagsmadigi Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglarinda goriilmektedir.
Tablo 4’teki Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yo6nlii Varyans Analizi Testi sonuglarina bakildiginda, baglama
dgelerini kullamim sikhiginin diisiik performans sergileyen grupta simif diizeylerine gére degismedigi (X2 = 5.30, p
=.071) gortliirken, yiiksek performans sergileyen grupta baglama 6gelerini kullanim sikligiin smif diizeylerine
gore farkhilastigi (X2 = 7.82, p = .020) bulunmustur. Yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki smif diizeyi
farkliliklarin1 gérmek igin kullanilan Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglar1 dordiincii sinif ile sekizinci sinif kullanim
sikliklarinin farklilagtigimi (U = 2.25, p = .003), bununla birlikte, dordiincii sinif ile altiner simif (U = 2.29, p =
.225) ve altinci smif ile sekizinci siif (U = 2.72, p = .090) kullanim siklig1 farkliliklarinin anlamli olmadigim
gostermistir.

Ayni tabloya bakildiginda okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin bagdagiklik
6gelerini toplam kullanim sikliklarinin dérdiincti (U = 2.10, p = .038) ve sekizinci simif (U = 1.56, p = .050)
diizeylerinde farklilastigi, altinct sinif diizeyinde (U = 1.94, p = .054) ise bir farklilagsma olmadigin1 goriilmektedir.
Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki dordiincii ve sekizinci sinif 6grencileri dykiilerinde bagdasiklik
Ogelerini diisiik performans sergileyen gruptaki dordiincii ve sekizinci smif O6grencilerinden daha sik
kullanmislardir. Altiner sinif i¢in iki grubun 6ykiilerinde bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanim sikliklar1 arasinda bir fark
yoktur. Gruplarin yazdiklar1 dykiilerde baglama 6gelerini kullanma sikliklarinin sinif diizeylerine gore farklilagip
farklilasmadigim gormek igin Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yonlii Varyans Analizi Testi yapilmistir. Test
sonuglarma bakildiginda, bagdasiklik dgelerinin toplam kullanim sikliginin hem yiiksek performans sergileyen
grupta (X?=5.81, p = .055) hem de diisiik performans sergileyen grupta (X?= 3.36, p = .186) sinif diizeylerine
gore farklilasmadig1 goriilmektedir.

Yazili Uriinlerin Tutarhhginin Okuma Basaris1 ve Simf Diizeyi A¢isindan incelenmesi

Okumada diisiik ve yiliksek performans sergileyen dordiincii, altinci ve sekizinci simif §grencilerinin
yazdiklar1 dykiilerdeki anlatim tutarliligina iliskin puanlarinin farklilasip farklilasmadigini belirlemek igin Mann
Whitney U Testi kullanilmistir. Gruplarin yazdiklart dykiilerindeki anlatim tutarhiligina iligkin puanlarinin smif
diizeylerine gore farklilasip farklilagmadigi ise Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yonlii Varyans Analizi Testi ile
belirlenmigtir. Testlerin sonuclar1 konuya iligkin, plana iliskin, iliskiye iligkin, biitiinliige iliskin ve toplam anlatim
tutarhiligina iligkin puanlarin farkliligina yonelik olarak verilmistir.

Tablo 5’ e bakildiginda sinif diizeyine gore okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen dgrencilerin
anlatim tutarliligi puanlarina iliskin betimsel istatistikler yer almaktadir. Gruplarin anlatim tutarlilig1 6l¢eginden
aldiklarin puanlarin ortalamalarina bakildiginda ayni smif diizeyindeki okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans
sergileyen ogrencilerin Glgekten aldiklari puan ortalamalarinin farklilastigi goriilmektedir. Gruplarin kendi
iglerindeki ortalamalarini simif diizeyine gére inceledigimizde de farkliliklar oldugu goriilmektedir. Olgekten
alinabilecek minimum ve maksimum puanlar ¢alismada yer alan dgrenciler tarafindan alinabildigi goriilmektedir.
Ayrica gruplarin normal dagilim gostermedigi Tablo 5°te belirtilmektedir. Okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans
sergileyen 6grenciler arasindaki farkliliklara iliskin Mann Whitney U Testi ve her iki grubun simif diizeylerindeki
farkliliklara iligskin Kruskall-Wallis Siralamali Tek Yonlii Varyans Analizi sonuglar: Tablo 6’da yer almaktadir.
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Tablo 5
Anlatim Tutarhiligi Puanlarina Iliskin Betimsel Istatistikler
Boyut Sinif diizeyi Grup n X SS Min.  Maks. Car. Bas. K-S, p

4 Y.P.S. 55 3.60 0.62 2 5 -0.39 0.07 .34, p =.000

D.P.S. 50 2.66 0.91 1 4 0.08 -0.91 .24, p =.000

2 6 Y.P.S. 74 4.18 0.69 2 5 -0.52 0.15 .27, p =.000
N D.P.S. 71 319 085 1 5 025  -0.62 .23, p =.000
Y.P.S. 63 423 083 2 5 -0.99 0.51 .26, p =.000

8 D.P.S. 62 335 1.00 1 5 -0.67  -0.29 .30, p =.000

4 Y.P.S. 55 320 0.67 2 5 0.47 0.63 .34, p=.000

D.P.S. 50 230 0.90 1 4 0.37 -0.52 .27, p =.000

= 6 Y.P.S. 74 378 092 2 5 019  -087 .20, p =.000
o D.P.S. 71 292  0.76 1 5 0.12 -0.14 .26, p =.000
Y.P.S. 63 3.90 0.96 2 5 -0.38 -0.77 .23, p =.000

8 D.P.S. 62 291 0.96 1 5 0.05 -0.72 .20, p =.000

4 Y.P.S. 55 330 063 2 5 0.54 0.54 .36, p=.000

D.P.S. 50 230 0.0 1 4 0.37 -0.52 .27, p =.000

g 6 Y.P.S. 74 398 083 2 5 -0.40  -0.50 .24,p=.000
= D.P.S. 71 2.97 0.81 1 5 0.21 -0.14 .25, p =.000
Y.P.S. 63 398  0.87 2 5 -057  -0.25 .25, p =.000

8 D.P.S. 62 3 0.99 1 5 0.20 -0.68 .20, p =.000

4 Y.P.S. 55 323  0.60 2 5 0.35 0.50 .36, p=.000

o D.P.S. 50 236  0.87 1 4 0.35 -0.44 .28, p =.000
= 6 Y.P.S. 74 39 0.78 2 5 -0.10  -0.92 .22, p=.000
g D.P.S. 71 3.01 0.76 1 5 0.17 0.34 .28, p =.000
A Y.P.S. 63 395 0.86 2 5 -0.36  -0.67 .22,p =.000
8 D.P.S. 62 291 091 1 5 -0.10  -0.64 .20, p=.000

4 Y.P.S. 55 1334 233 8 20 0.38 0.87 .25, p =.000

£ D.P.S. 50 9.62 349 4 16 0.33 -0.63 .19, p=.000
= 6 Y.P.S. 74 1591  3.05 8 20 -0.16  -0.70 .17, p=.000
E‘ D.P.S. 71 12.11 3.04 4 20 0 0.04 .19, p =.000
8 Y.P.S. 63 1598 331 8 20 -057  -0.24 .15, p=.001

D.P.S. 62 12.19 3.53 4 20 -0.09 -0.49 11, p =.070
Not: DPS = diisiik performans sergileyen 6grenciler; K-S = Kolmogorov Smirnov testi; YPS = yiiksek performans sergileyen dgrenciler.

Tablo 6’daki Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglart okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin konuya iliskin anlatim tutarliligi puanlarinin tim smif diizeylerinde farklilagtigini gostermektedir.
Ayni tablodaki sira ortalamalarina bakildiginda, yiiksek performans sergileyen grubun sira ortalamalarmin tiim
smif diizeylerinde daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmektedir. Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki 6grenciler
tim smif diizeylerinde Oykiilerinde konuya iligkin anlatim tutarliligimi saglamada okumada diisiik performans
sergileyen akranlarina gore daha basarilidir. Her iki grup i¢in de konuya iligkin anlatim tutarliligi puanlarinin sinif
diizeylerine gore farklilasmasini gérmek igin ayni tablodaki Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Y6nlii Varyans Analizi
sonuglarma bakildiginda, farkliligm hem yiiksek performans sergileyen grup (X? = 28.21, p = .000) hem de
basarisiz diisiik performans sergileyen grup (X?= 15.80, p = .000) i¢in anlaml1 oldugu gériilmektedir. Her iki grup
icin de farkliligin hangi sinif diizeyleri arasinda oldugunu anlamak i¢in Mann Whitney U Testi kullanilmustir.
Testin sonuglar1 okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dordinci sinif ile altincr siif (U = 2.33, p = .002) ve
dordiincii siif ile sekizinci sinif (U = 2.15, p = .000) dgrencilerinin puanlarmin farklilagtigini, altinci sinif ile
sekizinci siif (U = 2.47, p = .193) dgrencilerinin puanlarinin farklilagmadigint gostermistir. Tablo 6’daki sira
ortalamalar dikkate alindiginda, yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki altinci ve sekizinci simif 6grencileri
Oykiilerinde konuya iligkin anlatim tutarliligini saglamada ayni gruptaki dordiincii smif 6grencilerine gore daha
basarilidir. Diisiik performans sergileyen gruba ait Mann Whitney U testi sonuglar1 ise, dordiincii sinif ile altinci
smif (U =2.92, p = .000), dordiincii sinif ile sekizinci siif (U = 2.54, p = .000) ve altincr ve sekizinci siiflar (U
= 2.50, p = .000) 6grencilerinin puanlar1 arasinda anlamli bir farklilasma oldugunu gostermistir.
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Anlatim Tutarliigi Puanlarina Iliskin Mann Whitney U Testi ve Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Yonlii Varyans
Analizi Sonuglar

Grup
Boyut Sinif diizeyi Y.P.S. D.P.S. Mann Whitney U testi
Sira ortalamasi Sira Ortalamasi
4 68.87 65.76 U =0.62, p=.000
2 6 106.20 96.03 U =1.07, p=.000
N 8 111.94 106.04 U =0.99, p=.000
Kruskall Wallis testi X?=28.21, p = .000 X?=15.80, p = .000
4 70.78 67.45 U =0.62, p=.000
= 6 105.82 102.04 U =1.34,p=.000
o 8 108 100.31 U =1.05, p=.000
Kruskall Wallis testi X?=18.33, p = .000 X%=16.43, p = .000
4 66.06 64.92 U =0.54, p =.000
e 6 108.93 101.89 U =1.09, p=.000
Ey 8 109.48 101.60 U =0.93, p =.000
Kruskall Wallis testi X%=27.93, p =.000 X2=18.21, p = .000
o 4 67.04 63.55 U = 0.61, p =.000
% 6 109.69 103.83 U=112 p=.000
g 8 109.77 98.58 U =0.87, p=.000
/M Kruskall Wallis testi X?=30.59, p = .000 X2=17.47,p =.000
e 4 67.04 62.95 U =0.56, p =.000
< 6 108.60 100.96 U=1.01, p=.000
§ 8 111.58 101.86 U =0.86, p=.000

Kruskall Wallis testi

X2=29.06, p = .000

X2=15.71, p = .000

Not: DPS = diisiik performans sergileyen 6grenciler; YPS = yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grenciler.

Okumada diisiik ve yliksek performans sergileyen dgrencilerin plana iliskin anlatim tutarliligi puanlarinin
tim sinif diizeylerinde farklilagtigini Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglari gostermektedir. Okumada yiiksek
performans sergileyen gruptaki 6grenciler dykiilerinde plana iliskin anlatim tutarliliginda tiim sinif diizeylerinde
okumada diisiik performans sergileyen akranlarma gore daha basarihidir. Tablodaki Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali
Tek-Yonlii Varyans Analizi sonuglarina bakildiginda, farklihigm hem yiiksek performans sergileyen grup (X% =
18.33, p = .000) hem de diisiik performans sergileyen grup (X = 16.43, p = .000) i¢cin anlamli oldugu
goriilmektedir. Mann Whitney U Testinin sonuglar1 okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dordiincii sinif ile
altinct sinif (U = 2.78, p = .000) ve dordiincii smif ile sekizinei sinif (U = 2.40, p = .000) 6grencilerinin puanlarinin
farklilagtigini, altinci siif ile sekizinci smif (U = 2.39, p = .796) 6grencilerinin puanlarinin farklilagsmadigint
gostermigtir. Tablo 6°daki sira ortalamalari dikkate alindiginda, yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki altinct ve
sekizinci sinif d6grencileri dykiilerinde plana iligkin anlatim tutarliligini saglamada ayni gruptaki dordiincii sinif
ogrencilerine gore daha basarilidir. Diisiik performans sergileyen gruba ait Mann Whitney U testi sonuglari ise,
dordiincii sinif ile altinet simif (U = 2.47, p = .000) ve dordiincii simif ile sekizinci sinif (U = 2.08, p = .001)
ogrencilerinin puanlarinin farklilastigini, altinci ve sekizinci smiflar (U = 2.18, p = .933) 6grencilerinin puanlari
arasinda anlamli bir farklilagma olmadigini gostermistir.

Tablo 6’daki Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglar1 okumada diisiik ve yiksek performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin iligkiye ait anlatim tutarliligi puanlarinin tiim sinif diizeylerinde farklilastigini gostermektedir.
Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen Ogrenciler tim sinif diizeylerinde Oykiilerinde iligskiye ait anlatim
tutarhligin1 saglamada diisiikk performans sergileyen gruptaki akranlarina goére daha basarilidir. Kruskal-Wallis
Siralamali Tek-Yonlii Varyans Analizi sonuglarina bakildiginda, farkliligin hem yiiksek performans sergileyen
grup (X?=27.93, p = .000) hem de diisiik performans sergileyen grup (X?= 18.21, p = .000) i¢in anlamli oldugu
goriilmektedir. Her iki grup i¢in de farkliligin hangi sinif diizeyleri arasinda olduguna bakildiginda, dérdiincii simif
ile altiner siif (U = 2.97, p = .000) ve dordiincii sinif ile sekizinci simif (U = 2.53, p = .000) &grencilerinin
puanlarmin farklilastigini, altinct smuf ile sekizinci smif 6grencilerinin puanlarmin her iki grup icin de
farklilagsmadigimi gostermistir (U = 2.35, p = .934). Tablo 6’daki sira ortalamalar1 dikkate alindiginda, yiiksek
performans sergileyen gruptaki altinci ve sekizinci siif 6grencileri dykiilerinde iligkiye ait anlatim tutarliligin
saglamada aym gruptaki dordiincii simif 6grencilerine gore daha basarilidir. Diisiik performans sergileyen gruba
ait Mann Whitney U testi sonuglari ise, dordiincii sinif ile altinci sinif (U = 2.49, p = .000) ve dordiincii sinif ile
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sekizinci smnif (U = 2.13, p = .000) dgrencilerinin puanlarinin farklilagtigini, altinct sinif ile sekizinci smif
6grencilerinin puanlarmin farklilagmadigini gostermistir (U = 2.22, p =.947). Bu durum iliski boyutunda okumada
yiiksek performans sergileyen altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin ayni gruptaki dérdiincii sinif 6grencilerinden
daha basarili olduklarin1 gostermektedir.

Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grenciler Oykiilerinde biitiinliige iliskin anlatim tutarliligini
saglamada okumada diisiik performans sergileyen akranlarina gére daha basarilidir (dérdiincii sinif; U = 0.61, p =
.000, altinc1 simif; U = 1.12, p = .000, sekizinci smf; U = 0.87, p = .000). Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali Tek-Y6nli
Varyans Analizi sonuglarina bakildiginda, farkliligm hem yiiksek performans sergileyen grup (X?>= 3059, p =
.000) hem de diisiikk performans sergileyen grup (X?= 17.47, p = .000) i¢in anlamli oldugu gériilmektedir.
Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dordiincti sinif ile altinct simif (U = 2.51, p =.000) ve dordiincii sinif ile
sekizinci smif (U = 2.07, p = .002) 6grencilerinin puanlarmin farklilasgtigi, altinci smif ile sekizinci smif
ogrencilerinin puanlarinin farklilasmadigimi gériilmektedir (U = 2.1, p = .608). Tablo 6’daki sira ortalamalari
dikkate alindiginda, yiiksek performans sergileyen gruptaki altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencileri dykiilerinde
biitiinliige iliskin anlatim tutarlihigini saglamada ayni gruptaki dérdiincii sinif 6grencilerine gore daha basarilidir.
Diisiik performans sergileyen gruba ait Mann Whitney U testi sonuglari ise, dordiincii sinif ile altinct sinif (U =
3.03, p =.000) ve dordiincii siif ile sekizinei sinif (U = 2.55, p = .001) dgrencilerinin puanlarinin farklilastigini,
altinc1 smif ile sekizinci smif 6grencilerinin puanlarinin farklilagsmadigint gostermistir (U = 2.35, p = .925).
Okumada diigiik performans sergileyen altinci ve sekizinci sinif d6grencilerinin dordiincii sinif dgrencilerinden
biitiinliik agisindan daha tutarl dykiiler yazdiklar: sdylenebilir.

Okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin anlatim tutarliligi toplam puanlarinin tiim
smif diizeylerinde farklilastiginit Mann Whitney U Testi sonuglar1 gdstermektedir. Ayni tablodaki sira ortalamalari
dikkate alindiginda, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen ogrenciler Oykiilerindeki anlatim tutarliligini
saglamada okumada diisiikk performans sergileyen akranlarina gore daha basarilidir. Kruskal-Wallis Siralamali
Tek-Yonlii Varyans Analizi sonuglarma bakildiginda, farklihigin simif diizeylerinde hem yiiksek performans
sergileyen grup (X?=29.06, p = .000) hem de diisiik performans sergileyen grup (X?=15.71, p = .000) i¢in anlaml1
oldugu goriilmektedir. Mann Whitney U Testinin sonuglari okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dordiincii sinif
ile altiner sinif (U = 3.03, p = .000) ve dordiincii sinif ile sekizinci sinif (U = 2.59, p = .000) 6grencilerinin
puanlariin farklilastigini, altinct sinif ile sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin puanlarin farklilasmadigini géstermistir
(U = 243, p = .673). Bu sonuglara gore, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen sekizinci ve altinci sinif
ogrencilerinin dykiilerinde anlatim tutarliligini saglamada ayni gruptaki dordiincii sinif 6grencilerinden daha
basarili olmuslardir. Okumada diisiik performans sergileyen gruba ait Mann Whitney U testi sonuglari ise,
dordiincii sinif ile altinet simif (U = 2.44, p = .000) ve dordiincti siif ile sekizinci siif (U = 2.14, p = .000)
ogrencilerinin puanlarinin farklilagtigini, altinct snif ile sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin puanlarinin farklilasmadigini
gostermistir (U = 2.23, p =.900). Tablo 6’daki sira ortalamalar1 dikkate alindiginda, diisiik performans sergileyen
gruptaki altinci ve sekizinci smif 6grencileri dykiilerinde anlatim tutarliligini saglamada ayni gruptaki dordiincii
smif 6grencilerine gére daha bagarilidir.

Tartisma

Calisma bulgularini 6zetleyecek olursak, ayni sinif diizeyindeki okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans
sergileyen ogrencilerin bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma sikliklar1 zamirlerin kullanimini i¢eren gonderim, dil
becerilerini barindiran eksiltili anlatim ve sozciik dagarcigiyla iligkili olan degistirim alt boyutlarinda okumada
sergiledikleri performans durumuna goére farklilasma gorilmektedir. Bagdasiklik Ogelerinin tamamina
bakildiginda dordiincii ve sekizinci sinif diizeylerinde grencilerin okumada sergilenen performans durumuna gore
farklilasma oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgudan okumada disiik performans sergileyen ogrencilerin hangi
alanlarda destege ihtiya¢ duyduklari ortaya ¢ikmakta ve yapilacak ogretimler igin énem tasimaktadir. Sinif
diizeyinin ilerlemesinin bagdagsiklik 6gelerinin kullanim sikligina etkisine deginilecek olunursa; okuma da yiiksek
performans sergileyen 6grencilerin  gelisimleri ilerledikge bagdasiklik 6gelerinin  toplaminda  farklilik
goriilmezken, gonderim ve baglama o6gelerinde farklilik goriilmektedir. Okumada diisiik performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin bagdasiklik 6gelerini kullanma diizeylerinde simif diizeylerinin ilerlemesine bagl olarak bir ilerleme
goriilmemektedir.

Bu arastirmada okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin 6ykil yazmada bagdasiklik
araglarmi kullanma sikliklar1 Cogkun (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen “Bagdasiklik Diizeyi Degerlendirme Olgegi”
ile degerlendirilmistir. Bagdasiklik araglarinin kullanim sikliklarii tek tek ele aldigimizda, okumada yiiksek
performans sergileyen altinct ve sekizinci smif 6grencilerinin gdnderim kullanimlarinin okumada diigiik
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performans sergileyen akranlarina gore daha sik oldugu goriilmekteyken dordiincii sinif 6grencilerinin okumada
sergiledikleri performans durumuna gore bagdasiklik araclarindan gonderimi kullanma sikliklarinin
farklilasmadig1 goriilmektedir. Gerek bu caligmada gerekse alanyazindaki calismalarda (Balyemez, 2010;
Karahanct, 2014) hem okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen hem de okumada diisiik performans sergileyen grup
icin gdnderim araglarindan en sik kullanilani sahis zamirleridir. Sahis zamirlerinin kullaniminda yeterli deneyime
sahip olmayan Ogrencilerin gonderim araglarini kullanmadiklar1 goriilmektedir. Arastirmada sik karsilasilan
bagdasiklik 6gelerinden gonderim araclarinin ¢ok sik kullanilmasinin anlatim bozuklugu ve tutarsiz bir anlatima
neden oldugu goriillmiistiir. Gonderim araglarinin ¢ok sik kullanilmasi yazili tirlinlerin anlasilmasini giiclestirmekle
ve tutarsizliga neden olmaktadir (Can, 2014), eklerin gonderim araci olarak kullanilmasinda neye gonderim
yapildiginin anlagiimamasi anlatim bozukluguna neden olmaktadir (Crossley & Mcnamara, 2016). Ogrencilerin
smif diizeyi ilerledik¢e yazili anlatimda gonderim gibi baz1 kullanimlara dikkat etmedikleri gézlenmistir. Sinif
diizeyine gore gonderim araglarinin kullanim sikligina deginecek olursak, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen
sekizinci siif 6grencilerinin gdnderim araglarini okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dordiincii ve altinci sinif
6grencilerinden daha sik kullandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Okumada diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerde ise
farklilagsma gortiilmemektedir. Gonderim araglar1 goz dniinde bulunduruldugunda (zamirler, sifatlar, iyelik ekleri),
ogrencilerin deneyimlerinin artmasinin, gonderim araglarinin yerinde ve uygun sekilde kullanmalarina katki
sagladig diistiniilmektedir (Kiymaz & Doyumagag, 2020; Koutsoftas & Peterson, 2017).

Aragtirmaci, bu arastirmada incelenen yazili iirlinlerde her iki grup i¢in de eksiltili anlatim kullaniminin
en az bagvurulan bagdasiklik araci oldugu gozlemlemistir. Eksiltili anlatim kullanimda en sik gézlenen sorun 6zne
ve yiklem uyumsuzlugudur. Her iki gruptaki 6grenciler de ciimleleri birbirine baglarken 6zne ve yiiklem uyumunu
gbdzden kagirabilmektedirler (Bae, 2001; Can, 2012; Coskun, 2010). Ogrencilere ciimle dgelerinin birlesik
climlelerde kullanima yonelik 6gretiminin yapilmasinin eksiltili anlatimin kullanimini artiracag diisiiniilmektedir.
Ogrencilerin sbzciik dagarciklar ve dil becerileri de eksiltili anlatim araglarmi kullanma sikliklarm etkiledigi
diistiniilmektedir. Dil becerilerini yeterli diizeyde kullanabilen (Mortensen vd., 2009) ve sozciik dagarcigi zengin
olan ogrencilerin (Carretti vd., 2013; Catts vd., 2002) eksiltili anlatim araglari1 daha sik ve dogru olarak
kullandiklar1 arastirmalarda belirtilmektedir.

Yazili Triinlerdeki tekrart Onlemek amaciyla kullanilan degistirim aracinin kullanim sikligina
bakildiginda, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen altinci ve sekizinci smif dgrencilerinin okumada diisiik
performans sergileyenlere gore ykiilerinde daha sik degistirim araglart kullandiklart gozlenmistir. Okumada
diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin yazdiklari dykiilerde tekrara sik bagvurduklari ve anlatim bozuklugu
yasadiklart gozlenmistir. Bu durum o6grencilerin  gonderim aracini  kullanmada sorunlar yasadiklarini
gostermektedir. Okumada diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin anlatim bozuklugu olan ciimleler
yazmalarinin nedenlerinden biri tekrara gereginden fazla yer vermeleridir (Coskun, 2005; Keklik & Yilmaz, 2013).
Gonderimin kullaniminda yasanan sorunlarin yetersiz sozciik dagarcigindan ve ayni sozciiklerin sik
kullanilmasiyla tekrara neden olmasindan kaynakli oldugu diisiiniilmektedir (Carretti vd., 2013; Catts vd., 2002).
Ogrencilerin sdzciik dagarcigim gelistirmeye yonelik uygulamalar hem okuma hem de yazma becerilerini
gelistirmeye katki saglayacaktir. Simif diizeylerine gore okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen
dordiinct, altinc1 ve sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin yazdiklar dykiilerdeki degistirim araglarini kullanma sikligina
bakildiginda, her iki grupta da sinif diizeylerine gore anlamli farklilik olmadig1 gézlenmistir.

Yazili iriinlerde yer alan ciimleleri ve paragraflari anlam biitiinliiglini bozmamak i¢in birbirine
baglamada tercih edilen baglama 6gelerinin kullaniminda, 6grencilerin okumada sergiledikleri performanslarinin
bir farklilik olusturmadig: goriilmektedir. Bu ¢alismada incelenen dykiilerin biiyiik cogunlugunda her iki gruptaki
ogrencilerin de edatlara ve baglaclara yeterince yer vermedikleri tespit edilmistir. Bu durumun 6grencilerin edat
ve baglaglarla yeterince deneyim yasamadiklarindan kaynaklanabilir. Aydin ve Cinpolat (2018) ortaokullarda
kullanilan ders kitaplarinda yer alan Oykiileri metinler arasi iliskiler agisindan inceledikleri ¢aligmalarinda,
baglama Ogelerine yer verilme diizeyinin disiik oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Edat ve baglaglarin yalnizca fark
edilmelerine yonelik 6gretimin yapildig1 diistiniildiigiinde (Giines, 2013), bu araglarin kullaniminin 6gretilmesinin
ogrencilerin yazili anlatimlarinin gelismesine katki saglayacagi diisiiniilmektedir. Baglama &gelerinin kullanim
sikligina siif diizeylerine gore bakildiginda, okumada diisiik performans sergileyen &grenciler igin farklilik
goriilmezken, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen sekizinci siif 6grencilerinin baglama 6gelerini dordiincii
smif 6grencilerden daha sik kullandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin
smif diizeylerinin ilerlemesiyle baglama araglarini kullanmaya daha fazla 6nem verdikleri goriilmektedir (Coskun,
2005; Herbert vd., 2020; Koutsoftas & Peterson, 2017; Mortensen vd., 2009).
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Arastirma bulgularina bakildiginda, dordiincii ve sekizinci sinifa devam eden okumada yiiksek performans
sergileyen Ogrencilerin okumada diisiik performans sergileyen Ogrencilerden daha sik bagdasiklik araglarini
kullandiklar1 goriilmektedir. Arastirmaci gozlemlerinde okumada diisiik performans sergileyen ogrencilerin biiyiik
¢ogunlugunun Oykii yazma caligmasi sirasinda hizli hareket etmeye caligtiklari, yazdiklan iriinleri tekrar gézden
gecirerek kontrol etmedikleri ve yazma Oncesi herhangi bir hazirlik yapmadiklarini goézlemlemistir. Bu durum
¢aligmanin sinirliligi olarak 6grencilere yazmalari i¢in 30 dakika gibi sinirli bir siire verilmesinden ve yazma siireglerinin
degerlendirilmemesinden de kaynaklanabilir. Alanyazina bakildiginda, okumada diisikk performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin bagdasiklik araclarimi kullanmadaki sorunlariin 6grencilerin dil becerilerindeki yetersizlikten kaynakli
olabilecegi (Coskun, 2005; Mortensen vd., 2009), yam sira yazili {iriinleri ortaya koyarken yeterince dikkatli
davranmadiklar1 (Stimer & Turna, 2019) belirtilmektedir. Alanyazinda, okumada diisiik performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin bagdasiklik araglarini kullanma diizeylerinin ¢ok diisiik oldugunun (Senechall vd., 2018) ve dgrencilerin
Oykii yazma ¢aligmalarinda kisa climleler kurmay: tercih ettiklerinin, ciimleleri baglamaya gereksinim duymadiklarinin
(Coskun, 2005; Crossley & Mcnamara, 2016) belirlendigi arastirmalar bulunmaktadir. Ogrencilerin ciimle yapisini basit
climle yapilarinda 6grenmeleri, ciimlelerini kisa olarak yazmalarma ve bagdasiklik araglarini tam olarak
kullanmamalarina neden oldugu diisiiniilmektedir (Stimer & Turna, 2019). Bagdasiklik araglarinin biitiinsellik i¢inde
ogretilmesi hem okumada hem de yazmada 6grencilerin uygun metinlerin nasil olustugunu kavramalarini saglayacagi
disiiniilmektedir (Karadeniz, 2015).

Bagdasiklik araglarinin smif diizeyine gore kullanim sikliklarinin degisimine deginecek olursak, okumada
diisiik ve yiliksek performans sergileyen Ogrencilerin bagdasiklik araclarmi kullanma sikliginin farklilagmadig:
goriilmektedir. Ogrencilerin sinif diizeylerine gére dykii yazmaya ayrilan vaktin ve yazma dncesi yapilan hazirliklarm
ve yazma sonrasinda dgrencilerin yazili lirlinlerini gdzden gegirme davraniglarinin farklilastig1 aragtirmaci tarafindan
gozlense de bu durum farklilagsma saglamamistir. Okumada diisiik ve yiiksek performans sergileyen &grencilerin
bagdasiklik araglarini  kullanma sikliginin farklilasmamasi Ggrencilerin  bagdagiklik araclarimi  kullanmada
desteklenmeleri gerektigini disiindiirtmektedir. Dil becerileri ile O6ykii yazma becerisinin iliskili oldugu
diisiiniildiigiinde, simif diizeyinin yiikselmesi ile bagdasiklik 6gelerinin kullanim sikliginin arttign goriilmektedir
(Coskun, 2005; Landolo vd., 2020; Mortensen vd., 2009). Herbert ve digerleri (2020), 6ykil yazma dgretimi yaptiklar
boylamsal c¢alismada 6grencilerin yaglarinin ilerlemesi ile yazdiklart Oykiilerde bagdasiklik araglarini kullanim
diizeyinin arttigin1 belirtmislerdir. Biiyiik smiflardaki dil bilgisi konularinin bagdasiklik araglarinin daha sik
kullanilmasinit pekistirdigi (Miildiir & Cevik, 2020), 6grencilerin sinif diizeylerinin kurduklari ciimle uzunluklarini
etkiledigi (Bae, 2001) ve sozciik dagarcigi ileri diizeyde olan 6grencilerin bagdagiklik araglarinin daha sik kullanildig
metinler olusturdugu diisiiniilmektedir (Kiymaz & Doyumagag, 2020).

Tutarliga iliskin sonuglara bakildiginda; hem Olgekten alinan toplam puanda hem de tiim alt boyutlara ait
puanlarda okumada diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin yazdiklart dykiilerin tiim smif diizeylerinde okumada
yiiksek performans sergileyen akranlarindan daha diisiik diizeyde oldugu goriilmektedir. Bu bulgu okumada disiik
performans sergileyen 6grencilerin tutarliligi belirleyen s6zciik dagarcigi, ifade edici dil becerileri, planlama yapma ve
iliski kurma alanlarinda desteklenmeleri gerektigini gosteren 6nemli bir bulgudur. Simif diizeyinin ilerlemesinin hem
diisiik performans sergileyen hem de yiiksek performans sergileyen 6grencilerin yazdiklar Oykiilerin tutarliligini
etkiledigini sdylemek miimkiindiir.

Bu aragtirmada 6grencilerin 6ykil yazmada anlatim tutarliliklarini 6lgmek amaciyla Coskun (2005) tarafindan
gelistirilen “Oykiileyici Anlatim Tutarlilik Degerlendirme Olgegi” kullamlmistir. Arastirma bulgularina bakildiginda
okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dordiincii, altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin okumada diigiik performans
sergileyen akranlarindan daha fazla puanlar aldiklar1 goriilmektedir. Arastirmaci, okumada diisiik performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin dykii yazmaya okumada yliksek performans sergileyen dgrencilerden daha az vakit ayirdiklarin1 ve daha
kisa Oykiiler olusturduklarini gozlemistir. Bu durum okumada diisiik performans sergileyen dgrencilerin tutarliligin alt
boyutuna iligskin 6gelere yer vermediklerini diisiindiirmektedir. Sinif diizeylerine gore degerlendirdigimizde, okumada
yiiksek performans sergileyen sekizinci ve altinei sinif 6grencilerinin dérdiincii sinif grencilerinden toplamda daha fazla
puan aldiklari, okumada diisiik performans sergileyen sekizinci ve altinct smif 6grencilerinin de dordiinci sinif
ogrencilerinden daha fazla puan aldiklart goriilmistiir. Her iki grupta yer alan Ogrencilerin smif diizeylerinin
ilerlemesiyle tutarli Oykiiler konusunda deneyim sagladiklari disiiniilmektedir. Alanyazindaki ¢aligmalarin siif
diizeyinin ilerlemesine bagl olarak 6grencilerin yazdiklar1 dykiilerin tutarhiliklarinin arttigi bulgular bu diisiinceyi
desteklemektedir. (Coskun, 2005; Herbert vd., 2020; Koutsoftas & Peterson, 2017; Mortensen vd., 2009).

Okumada diisiik ve yiliksek performans sergileyen dordiincii altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencilerinin yazdiklari
Oykiilerde tutarlilik Ogelerinden konuya iliskin, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen &grencilerin tiim siif
diizeylerinde okumada diigiik performans sergileyen akranlarina gore daha basarili olduklar gériilmiistiir. Her iki grubun
konu &gesine iliskin sinif diizeylerine bakildiginda ise, her iki grupta da simf diizeyi artik¢a 6lgekten alman puan da
artmaktadir. Ogrencilerin dykii yazabilmeleri igin 6ncelikle bir konu belirlemeleri gerekmektedir, baz1 dgrenciler
kendilerine konu verilse dahi bu konuyu tam olarak anlamakta giicliik yasayabilirler ve bundan kaynakli olarak dyki
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yazmada gerekli performansi sergileyemeyebilirler (Carretti vd., 2013; Edwards, 2003; Ulper, 2011). Yazih iiriinlerin
belirli bir plan dogrultusunda olusturulmasi okurlarin anlamasini kolaylastirmaktadir (Coskun, 2005). Okumada diisiik
performans sergileyen ogrencilerin yazili trlinleri bolimlerine ayirmada (Haebig, 2015), olay akisimi belirli bir
siralamada vermede (Derman, 2020) ve 6ykii yazmadan dnce herhangi bir planlama yapmada (Kiymaz & Doyumagag,
2020; Senechall vd., 2018) giicliik yagadiklar1 belirtilmektedir.

Tutarlilik 6gelerinden plana iligkin, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen d6grencilerin tiim sinif diizeylerinde
okumada diisiik performans sergileyen akranlarini gére daha basarili olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Her iki grubun plan 6gesine
iliskin sinif diizeylerine bakildiginda ise, her iki grupta da smif diizeyi artik¢a 6lgekten alinan puan da artmaktadir. Bu
calismada ozellikle okumada diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin dykiilerini planlama yapmadan, belirli bir sirada
ilerlemesini saglamak icin edat ve baglaglar1 kullanmadan yazdiklar1 gdzlenmistir. Ogrencilerin metinde yer alan
boliimleri olugturma becerilerinin (Haebig, 2015), ifade edici dil becerilerinin (Landolo vd., 2012; Landolo vd., 2020),
edatlar1 ve baglaglari kullanma becerilerinin (Eggins, 1994; Martin, 1985) ve dil bilgisi kurallarini kullanma diizeylerinin
(Smith-Lock & Nickels, 2005) olusturulan metinlerin anlatim tutarlihigini etkiledigi diisiiniilmektedir. Calismada dil
bilgisi kurallari incelemeye dahil edilmese de arastirmaci gézlemlerinden dil bilgisine yonelik hatalarin her iki grupta
da yer aldig1 belirtilmistir.

Ciimleler arasinda baglanti kurmak amaciyla olusturulan iligkide, okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen
ogrencilerin tiim sinif diizeylerinde okumada diisiik performans sergileyen akranlarimi gore daha basarili olduklari
goriilmiistiir. Her iki grubun iligki 6gesine ait sinif diizeylerine bakildiginda ise, her iki grupta da sinif diizeyi artik¢a
dlgekten alinan puan da artmaktadir. Oykii igerisinde ciimleler ve paragraflar arasinda iligki kurmanin sézciik dagarcig
(Arfé vd., 2011; Rae vd., 2002) ve 6grencilerin yazma deneyimlerinin diizeyi (Edwards, 2003) ile iliskili oldugu
bilinmektedir. Ayrica okuma diisiik performans sergileyen 6grencilerin yazili iiriinleri meydana getirirken olusturulan
climle ve paragraflar arasindaki iligkiyi kurmada zorlandiklari alanyazinda sik rastlanan bir bulgudur (Aslan & Cakmak,
2020; Mortensen vd., 2009; Se¢kin vd., 2014).

Yazilan Oykiilerde paragraflarin birlestirilerek ortaya ¢ikardiklar biitiinliige bakildiginda, okumada yiiksek
performans sergileyen 6grencilerin tiim sinif diizeylerinde okumada diisiik performans sergileyen akranlarina gére daha
basarili olduklar1 goriilmiistiir. Her iki grubun biitiinliik dgesine iliskin sinif diizeylerine bakildiginda ise, her iki grupta
da smif diizeyi artik¢a 6lgekten alinan puan da artmaktadir. Kelime dagarcigiin 6grencilerin yazili iiriinlerinin niteligini
etkiledigi (Arfé vd., 2011; Rae vd., 2002) ve kelime dagarciginin okuma ve yazma deneyimleri yoluyla artmasi
ogrencilerin sinif diizeylerinin ilerledik¢e biitiinliik diizeyi yiiksek yazili iiriinler ortaya koymalarini saglamaktadir
(Coskun, 2005; Edwards, 2003; Stadler & Ward, 2005). Okumada yiiksek performans sergileyen dgrencilerin zamir
(Mortensen vd., 2009), edat ve bagla¢ kullanim (Eggins, 1994) ve dil bilgisi (Landolo vd., 2012; Smith-Lock & Nickels,
2005) diizeylerinin yazdiklar1 6ykiilerin dykil yapisina uygunlugunu ve tutarliligini etkiledigi belirtilmektedir. Ek olarak,
alanyazinda &grencilerin dykiilerindeki anlatim tutarliligini etkileyen degiskenler bulunmaktadir. Cragg ve Nation
(2006) bilissel ve st biligsel stratejileri kullanabilen &grencilerin yazili {iriinlerinin bu stratejileri kullanmayan
akranlarina gore daha tutarli metinler yazabildiklerini belirtmislerdir. Ogrencilere 6ykii yazma icin bilissel ve ist bilissel
stratejilerin dgrencilerin tutarli oykiiler yazmalarina katki saglayacagi diistiniilmektedir.

Bu ¢alisgmada okumada diigiik performans sergileyen dgrencilerin dykii yazma becerileri kargilagtirmali olarak
sinif diizeylerine bagli olarak incelenmistir. Calismanin okumada diisiik performans sergileyen dgrencilerin okumada
yliksek performans sergileyen akranlarindan hangi alanlarda farklilagtigini ve sinif diizeyinin 6ykii yazma becerilerine
ne gibi katki sagladigini belirtmesinin yani sira birtakim sinirliliklar1 da bulunmaktadir. Calismanin Ankara ili Cankaya
ilgesinde yapilmig olmasi, 6grencilerin herhangi bir yetersizlik tanilarinin bulunmamasi, dykiilerin yalnizca bagdasiklik
ve tutarlilik agisindan incelenmesi, dérdiincii, altinci ve sekizinci sinif 6grencileriyle yiiriitiilmiis olmas1 ve 6grencilere
Oykii yazacaklart konunun verilmesi c¢alismanin sinirliliklaridir. Bahsedilen siirliliklardan yola ¢ikilarak ileriki
arastirmalara yonelik; farkli bolgelerde, tanili 6grencilerle, farkli metin tiirlerine yer verilerek, farkli sinif diizeylerinde,
diger metinsellik dl¢iitlerinin incelenmesi nerilmektedir. ileride yapilacak olan galismalarin boylamsal nitelikte olmasi
alanyazina katki saglayacaktir. Bu caligmada yazma becerisi lirlin olarak incelenmistir, yazmanin siire¢ olarak
degerlendirilmesi de son derece dnemlidir. Calisma bulgularinda baz1 degiskenlerde farklilik tespit edilmemistir, bu
durumun nedenlerinin detayli incelenmesi tavsiye edilmektedir. Ayrica bu ¢aligmanin bulgularindan yola ¢ikilarak,
okuma basarisizlig1 olan 6grencilere dykii yazma ve climle yapilarinin 6gretimi, sdzciik dagarcigini gelistirmeye ve dil
bilgisi becerilerini gelistirmeye yonelik uygulamalarin yapilmasi dnerilmektedir.

Tesekkiir

Doktora tezimden iiretmis oldugum bu ¢aligmada var olan katkilarindan dolay1 danigmanim olan sayin Prof.
Dr. Berrin Baydik’a tesekkiirlerimi sunarim.
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Abstract

Introduction: Reading and writing are academic skills that should be given importance to the acquisition and
development of students from the first step of their education life. It is stated in the literature that reading and
writing contain similar processes, cognitive skills and contexts, and therefore reading skills have a positive
relationship with writing skills. In this study, the cohesion and coherence of students' written products were
examined depending on their reading performance and grade level.

Method: The research was carried out with a comparative descriptive model, one of the quantitative research
methods. In the study, the frequency of using cohesion items and the text coherence scores of 183 poor readers
(fourth grade 50, sixth grade 71 and eighth grade 62) and 192 good readers (fourth grade 55, sixth grade 74 and
eighth grade 63) in written products were examined by comparison. Informal Reading Inventory, a video prepared
to remind the story structure and a silent movie were used to collect the data. In the analysis of the data, Mann
Whitney U Tests were used for pairwise comparisons and Kruskal Wallis Tests were used for triple comparisons.

Findings: Looking at the cohesion items, it is seen that poor readers in the fourth and eighth grades get lower
scores than their peers who are good readers in reading skills. In addition, from the fourth to the eighth grade, it
was observed that there was an improvement in the written products of the students with good reading skills in
terms of cohesion items, while there was no significant improvement in the poor readers. Considering the
coherence scores, it was seen that poor readers got lower scores than good readers at all grade levels, and students
in both groups improved in terms of coherence scores in their written products from fourth to eighth grade.

Discussion: It is seen that the problems of students with poor readers in using cohesion tools and their inability to
create coherence texts may be due to the inadequacy of the students' language skills, that the students prefer to use
short sentences in their writing exercises, they do not need to connect sentences, and the level of use of cohesion
tools increases with the progress of their grade levels. It can be said that it is a research that has findings consistent
with the findings of the studies in the literature.

Keywords: Reading performance, story writing, written expression skills, cohesion, coherence, developmental
level.
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Introduction

Reading and writing are academic skills that must be given importance to the acquisition and development
of students from the first step of their educational life. Bozkurt (2011) and Akyol and Temur (2008) stated that an
individual’s ability to actively participate in society, both their personal life and academic life, and convey their
thoughts to other people is related to the acquisition of reading and writing skills. The same cognitive skills are
used in reading and writing processes. In the process of reading and writing, both the person who reads and the
person who writes benefit from generalizing, organizing, pre-thinking and reviewing skills. Comprehension is the
main purpose of reading and is a process that requires the reader to be a writer and a writer to be a reader (Agin-
Haykar, 2012; Coskun, 2010). Numerous studies have indicated that there is a fundamental relationship between
these two skills (Agin-Haykir, 2012; Coskun, 2010; Konopak et al., 1987; Squire, 1983). Fitzgerald and Shanahan
(2000) stated that reading and writing contain similar processes, cognitive skills and contexts, and therefore reading
skills impact upon writing skills. The development of reading skills contributes to the development of expression
skills by increasing students' knowledge, vocabulary and experience. This contribution also contributes to the
development of students' verbal and written expression skills (Yakici et al.,2006).

Problems in reading can also adversely affect students' writing skills. Cain and Oakhill (2011) examined
the reading and writing skills of students who were poor readers starting from the age of seven, three, six and nine
years apart. In their 2011 study, Cain and Oakhill emphasized that students’ reading and writing skills develop
parallel with each other. Catts et al. (2002) noted that among the students they followed from kindergarten to fourth
grade, those who poor readers were also behind their peers in written expression skills. Herbert et al. (2020)
concluded in their three-year longitudinal study that poor readers also experience inadequacy in written expression
skills in the future.

The written expression skill begins to determine the subject before the students' individual thoughts are
written into a written text and then it covers the process until the product reaches the reader (Tompkins, 2004).
Coskun (2005) listed the writing process as preparation, drafting, writing, proofreading, publishing and sharing.
Goger (2010) covers the writing process before writing (activating prior knowledge, setting goals, planning the
text and creating the content), writing sequence (organizing sentences, establishing text links, checking the
appropriateness of words and sentences) and post-writing (evaluation of the text as a whole) was named. Written
expression is a skill that contains several elements, including subject, plan, title, word, sentence and paragraph.
Although the sentences that make up a written text appear independent of each other, they are complementary
structures (Coskun, 2005). De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) argued that written materials must have the
following seven characteristics in order to be considered a text and used as a means of communication between
people: cohesion, coherence, purposefulness, persuasiveness, informativeness, relevance, and intertextuality.
Among these features, cohesion and coherence are used the most in the evaluation of texts (Coskun, 2005) since
these are the only features are directly related to the text. Although they appear to be close concepts, the two are
related but different properties.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) stated that cohesion is what brings the written text together, gives meaning to
the text, and distinguishes it from other written materials. Cohesion is like chain links; while each ring consists of
only a circle, when they are intertwined and attached to each other, a solid, functional and more understandable
object emerges. Cohesion is all of the language-related features that enable a written material to be named as a text
and to ensure the continuity of the text (Coskun, 2005; Yilmaz, 2012).

Coskun (2005), in his study examining stories written by fifth and eighth grade students in terms of
cohesion and coherence, stated that the increase in grade level had an effect on the frequency of use of cohesion
items. Stimer and Turna (2018) looked at the summarization skills and frequency of using cohesion items of eighth
grade students with and without hearing impairment. They found that the frequency of using cohesion items among
students with hearing impairment was significantly lower than that of their peers. Herbert, Massey-Garrison, and
Geva (2020) longitudinally examined the story-writing skills of fourth- to sixth-grade students who were poor and
good readers. In the study, while progress was observed in the writing skills of both groups, the finding that the
difference between them increased is remarkable.

An analysis of the literature to examine the cohesion tools reveals a variety of classifications (Giinay,
2001; Halliday & Hasan, 1976; Onursal, 2003; Uzun, 1995). According to Giinay (2001) the tools of cohesion are:
repetition of the elements that make up the text, reference, ellipsis, implicit expression, pattern structure,
grammatical action tenses, connection elements between sentences, and an analysis of the text by dissecting it.
Uzun (1995), cohesion tools; discussed in two categories as referential cohesion and formal cohesion. Onursal
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(2003) introduces cohesion tools as post-post, pre-post and link elements. Most cohesion tools revolve around
Halliday and Hasan's (1976) classification of cohesion tools, and for this reason is the classification used in this
study. In addition, this classification is easier to understand and more comprehensive than other classifications.
Halliday and Hasan introduced the elements of cohesion as follows;

Reference: The use of pronouns and adjectives in order not to use the same word over and over in the text
as the equivalent of any word and not to create an expression disorder (Can, 2012). Reference items do not have a
meaning on their own, although it is not clear what they refer to, they gain meaning with the word they refer to in
the text (Coskun, 2005). For example: I took a long bosphorus tour (me) with my new (my) car.

Elliptical Expression: The element of cohesion used in order not to repeat the same or another situation
of the previous events and situations in the sentence (Can, 2012). In the use of ellipsis, it should be noted that the
omitted sentence does not cause low expression. For example: Teacher(s), student(s) and parent(s) almost
competed to be able to attend this meeting.

Replacement: Formed by using another word instead of a word in the text and there is no deterioration in
the integrity of meaning (Halliday & Hasan, 1976). In the Turkish language, there is usually a replacement based
on noun and verb (Coskun, 2005). For example: This house120 square meters in the house we left it was.

Binding Items: Influencing and distinguishing words or sentences in a sentence or paragraph; they are
words or suffixes that bind to indicate contrast, time or order, condition, explanation, example or to establish a
cause-effect relationship (Banguoglu, 1998). For example: After the meeting, he went to class after having a snack
(He attended the meeting. He had a snack. He went to class.).

In previous studies, linguistic relations between sentences, cohesion, semantic and logical connection is
defined as coherence (Giinay, 2003; Toklu, 2003). In short, coherence means the evaluation of the subject flow
over the entire text. Cogkun (2005) sees coherence as one of the most important steps in writing. Emphasizing the
importance of coherence for texts, Weidong (2008) also stated that sentences do not make sense on their own, but
when they are put together in a coherent way, they create a qualified text. De Beaugrande and Dressler (1981) also
associated coherence not only as a feature of the text but also with the cognitive processes in which the reader is
involved. The text alone makes no sense; the meaning of the text emerges through the interaction of textual
information and the reader's knowledge. Events and situations told together activate the mental process of
coherence. Cohesion in a text does not require that text to be coherent as coherence affects cohesion but is not
directly related (Bae, 2001; Giora, 1985). Having cohesion in a text may not be coherence; because it was stated
that coherence affects coherence but is not directly related (Bae, 2001; Giora, 1985). To summarize, we can say
that the created text is both coherence and cohesion if the cohesion elements are used correctly. The correct use of
cohesion elements is not necessary for the text to be coherence. It is thought that the concepts of cohesion and
coherence do not directly affect each other, but both must be present in order for a text to be understood. Although
these two concepts are independent of each other, they are influenced by each other. Cogkun (2005), in his study,
listed the features that should be found in a coherent text as follows;

1. There should be unity at the beginning and end; separate issues should not be mentioned at the beginning
and at the end.

The theme, main idea, people and events should have continuity.

It is necessary to put a subject at the center and other subjects must support this subject.

Unfinished sentences or events should not be included.

It should be written within the framework of a certain plan and should exhibit unity in the flow of events.

In order for a text to be coherence, it should not contain contradictory statements.

N oo o kD

In order for a text to be considered coherent, new information added to the text must support the
information given previously.

The level of students' ability to form parts in the text (Haebig, 2015), expressive language skills (Landolo,
2012; Landolo et al., 2020), use of prepositions and conjunctions (Eggins, 1994; Martin, 1985) and level of using
grammar rules (Smith-Lock & Nickels, 2005) are thought to affect the narrative coherence of the texts created.
Coskun (2005) In a study with fifth and eighth grade students, Coskun (2005) found that as the grade level
progresses, the students create more coherent texts. Mortensen et al. (2009) compared the written products of 10
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adults with language disorders from childhood to those of 30 normally developing adults and found that
inadequacies at a young age affect skills in later ages. In a longitudinal study conducted with 72 typical readers,
53 poor readers and 26 students with reading comprehension problems from fourth to sixth grade by Herbert et al.
(2020) found that there were improvements within themselves with the progress of the students' development, but
the difference between the groups continued. Herbert et al. (2020) conducted a longitudinal study with 72 typical
readers, 53 reading failures, and 26 students with reading comprehension problems from fourth to sixth grade.
Their study found that there were individual developments with the progress of students' reading skills, but the
underlying difference between the groups continued.

When the stories written by the students from the aforementioned studies are examined in terms of
cohesion and coherence certain problems show themselves. Namely, that the students do not include elements of
cohesion in the stories they write, and they cannot create coherent stories at the desired level. However, none of
these studies mentioned abilities of the students in the study groups in reading. It is extremely important to
determine the level of using cohesion elements in story writing and creating coherent texts of students who are
poor and good readers in determining the needs of the students. The level of using the cohesion elements and
creating coherent texts in story writing should be determined for students with poor and good performance in
reading since these skills are important in determining students' needs. Determining the needs will contribute to
the direction of the practitioners’ work, to the teachers in determining the parts that need attention in teaching, and
to teach the students the way to write more cohesive and coherent texts. The problems experienced in story writing
depend on the grade level of the students and the level of reading skill related to their writing skill. While there is
no study examining the stories written by students according to grade levels in terms of cohesion and coherence
in the national literature, a limited number of studies have been found in the international literature (Coskun, 2005;
Landolo & Lopez, 2020; Mortensen et al., 2009). The aim of this study is to examine the story writing skills of
students who are poor readers as well as good readers in other studies, in comparison with their peers.

It was decided to examine the frequency of use of cohesion items in the written products of students with
low and high performance in reading and their coherence scores at 4th, 6th and 8th grade levels. In this study,
answers to the following research questions were sought;

1. What are the characteristics of students' written products in terms of cohesion according to grade levels?

2. Does the frequency of students’ use of cohesion items differ developmentally according to their grade
levels?

3. Does the frequency of students' use of cohesion items differ according to whether they have reading
failure or not?

4. What are the characteristics of students' written products in terms of coherence according to grade levels?
5. Do students' coherence scores differ developmentally according to their grade levels?
6. Do students' coherence scores differ according to whether they have reading failure or not?
Method
Method of the Study

In this study, the level of using cohesion and coherence items in written products of students who are poor
and good readers who continue to 4th, 6th and 8th grades were examined comparatively. This study uses a
comparative descriptive model, one of the quantitative research methods. In the comparative descriptive model,
the groups to be compared are described in terms of variables, using the same methods; then the descriptive
statistics made separately are compared (Karasar, 2010). The necessary ethics committee permission to conduct
the study was obtained from Ankara University Social Sciences Sub-Ethics Committee (Subject: Ethics Committee
Decision, Number: E.85434274-050.04.04/173/23) of which the researcher is a student.

Study Group

Three primary schools and three secondary schools, thought to represent the middle socioeconomic level
in the Cankaya district of Ankara province, were selected to form the study group. The accessibility of the schools
determined by the convenient sampling method, one of the purposive sampling methods, and school administrator’
positive attitude towards the study were taken into consideration. In the convenient sampling method, it is possible
to reach the most accessible and sampling (Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2014). It was decided that the research would be
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conducted with fourth, sixth and eighth grade students because textuality criteria are included in the curriculum of
the Ministry of National Education (2019) starting from the fourth grade and it would be more appropriate to
evaluate the developmental studies carried out in the field (Coskun, 2005; Mortensen et al., 2009) at two-year
intervals. In the first stage of the sampling selection, which was carried out in two stages, the Informal Reading
Inventory was applied to a total of 854 students, including 239 students from the fourth grade, 322 students from
the sixth grade and 293 students from the eighth grade, in order to determine their reading comprehension levels.
The scores obtained from the Informal Reading Inventory and the information about the students are shown in
Table 1.

Table 1
Information on the Students Who are Applying the Informal Reading Inventory
Grade level n Min. Maks. Mean Median SS Skewness  Kurtosis F p
Grade 4 239 30 100 73.80 75 9.63 -.99 121
Grade 6 322 50 100 82.11 85 9.57 -.59 .23 92.56 .000
Grade 8 293 40 100 86.51 90 11.20 -1.32 1.35

The distribution of scores from the Informal Reading Inventory was examined using hypothesis testing,
descriptive statistics and graphical examinations. In general, it was observed that hypothesis tests did not meet the
assumptions, but the descriptive statistics and graphical readings did. For this reason, we decided to perform the
ANOVA test, the results of which showed a significant difference between all grade levels in terms of reading
comprehension scores. This finding gives information about the reading comprehension scores before the groups
are determined and shows that there is a difference between grade levels in reading comprehension. Then, the
second stage of sampling selection was applied and the scores of the students were ranked from high to low for
each grade level. The students in the top 25% of the created ranking were grouped as good readers, while those in
the bottom 25% were grouped as poor readers. The analyses of the study findings were carried out with the data
of the students in these groups. The information about the sampling is shown in Table 2.

Table 2
Reading Comprehension Scores of the Study Group

Grade Level Group n  Min. Maks. Mean Median SS  Skewness Kurtosis U p
Graded TR % @ w0 e s 4% sl dm 275 000
Grdes DR 71 es 10 spms o8 40 g1 a1 5B 00
cwes SR % & % P b 18 2 sa w

Note: GP = good readers; PR = poor readers.

The distribution of the reading comprehension scores of the students in the study group from the Informal
Reading Inventory was analyzed by hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics and graphically. Based on the
examinations, we decided to use the Mann Whitney U Test to compare the reading comprehension scores of good
readers and poor readers. Considering the differentiation of reading comprehension scores according to the
performance displayed in reading, it is seen that Mann Whitney U Test scores differ significantly at all grade
levels. In line with this finding, it can be said that fourth, sixth and eighth grade students who are good at reading
are more successful in reading comprehension than their peers who are poor readers at the same grad distribution
of the reading comprehension scores of the students in the study group from the Informal Reading Inventory was
analyzed by hypothesis testing, descriptive statistics and graphically. Based on the examinations, it was decided
to use the Mann Whitney U Test to compare the reading comprehension scores of good readers and poor readers.
Considering the differentiation of reading comprehension scores according to the performance displayed in
reading, it is seen that Mann Whitney U Test scores differ significantly at all grade levels. In line with this finding,
it can be said that fourth, sixth and eighth grade students who are good at reading are more successful in reading
comprehension than their peers who are poor readers at the same grade levels.
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Data Collection Tools
Level of Cohesion Assessment Scale

The scale developed by Coskun (2005) for grades 4-8 was arranged as a frequency chart to determine the
frequency of use of cohesion tools in student texts. The scale is used to specify the frequency. No scoring is
conducted to determine the frequency of the students' use of cohesion items. In order to ensure the content validity
of the scale in its original form, the relevant literature (Altunkaya, 1987; Bae, 2001; Halliday & Hassan, 1976; Jin,
1998; Mendoza, 1998; Ramadan, 2003; Said, 1988) was looked at and expert opinion considered. For the
predictive validity, the relationship between the cohesion scores in the narrative texts written by primary school
students and their grades in Turkish lessons was examined (r = .74, p < .01). In order to determine the reliability
of the scale, the "match between raters” method was used (r = .99, p < .01).

Coherence Assessment Scale

The Coherence Assessment Scale was developed by Coskun (2005) based on select previous studies
(Bachman, 1987; Bae, 2001; Gearhart et al., 1994; Witt, 1993). There is no information about the target audience
of the scale, but Coskun applied the scale to fourth and eighth grade students. For this reason, the scale was deemed
appropriate for our study. The scale consists of four sections, and each section is scored between 1-5 points (poor,
insufficient, moderate, good, very good). The lowest score to be obtained from the scale is 4, while the highest
score is 20. For the predictive validity of the scale, the relationship between the final grades of the Turkish course
and the coherence scores of a total of 120 students, 10 from each class, was determined. As a result of the analysis,
the relationship between the students' grades in Turkish lessons and the coherence scores in their narrative
narratives was found to be r = .83 (p < .01). This high-level and positive correlation was accepted as a proof of
the predictive validity of the scale used in the study. In order to determine the inter-rater reliability coefficient of
the scale used in the research, the “inter-observer agreement” method was used. In order to calculate the inter-
observer agreement method, 60 written products belonging to the students were evaluated by the researcher who
developed the scale and a second observer, and the Pearson Correlation Coefficient was calculated for the
evaluation scores obtained r = .92 (p < .01) was found.

Informal Reading Inventory

The texts and reading comprehension questions used in the creation of the research group in the research
were selected from the book created as Informal Reading Inventory by Karasu et al. in 2013. The Informal Reading
Inventory consists of 34 texts in total, including narrative and informative texts at every primary and secondary
school grade level. Our study used narrative texts at the 4th (Ipek ormanda), 6th (lyilik) and 8th grade (Sevgi)
levels. There are a total of 10 open-ended reading comprehension questions, including textual open questions,
textual closed questions, and questions based on knowledge and experience for each of the texts used. Each of the
questions is evaluated as 10 points; the lowest score that can be obtained from the questions is 0 with the highest
being 100. In this study, 3 narrative texts and a total of 30 reading comprehension questions were used along with
relevant analyses. During the reliability study of the Informal Reading Inventory, a total of 16 texts were used in
the calculation of the inter-rater reliability, and the calculation made varied between 94% and 100% of the
reliability coefficient between the raters. In the analyses made by the researcher for reliability, the reading
comprehension scores were calculated over 260 students' reading comprehension scores in the evaluation made
with inter-rater reliability coefficients; the lowest was .90, the highest 1, and the average reliability score .95.

Data Collection and Analysis

Data for this study were collected from the fourth grades of three primary schools and the sixth and eighth
grades of three secondary schools in the Cankaya district of Ankara province. This study required the voluntary
participation of the students. The names of the students were kept confidential and codes were given to them.
Informed consent form was filled out by the parents of the students, who were informed that the personal
information of the students would not be shared with any person or institution.

Collecting Data on Reading Comprehension Skills (Creating Groups)

The researcher entered the classrooms during Turkish lessons, briefly chatted with the students and
informed the students about the study, and ensured that the students became familiar with both the researcher and
the study. Special needs students in the classrooms were determined in advance by talking to the classroom
teachers, and those who did not want to participate in the study were not forced. In addition, those who wanted to
participate were given additional time to complete their stories. The data of students with special needs were not
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included in the analysis of the study. In order to determine which students were to be included in the study group,
the researcher distributed a narrative reading text from each grade level selected from the Informal Reading
Inventory and the reading comprehension questions and asked the students to answer them. The fourth grade
reading text consists of 212 words, the sixth grade text 365 and the eighth grade text 545 words. There are 10
reading comprehension questions about texts at each grade level. The students were permitted to leave questions
blank that they did not wish to answer-questions left blank were scored as zero in the evaluation. This phase lasted
an average of 20 minutes.

Collection of Data Related to the Inspection of Written Products

Blank papers were distributed to the students and they were asked not to write their names and surnames.
The students were only told to write the class sequence numbers (received from the school administration by the
researcher) on their papers in order to match their reading comprehension answers and the stories they had written.
Before the movie was shown, the researcher was told that the students were asked to write a story about the movie
in a limited time (30 minutes) on the blank papers given to them. Researcher students "Children, you will only
write your class sequence numbers on the papers handed out to you. | will read your serial numbers and you will
write only these numbers on the papers in front of you. Please do not write your name and surname. Now, | want
you to watch the movie carefully and write a story about the movie on the papers given to you until the end of the
lesson. We have about 30 minutes, let's get started.” He started the process by giving a directive. Afterwards, the
students were shown a six minute silent film about a conversation between a child with a physical disability and a
child of normal development. The data collection process took approximately two lesson hours (80 minutes) for
each branch at each grade level. The study was carried out with a total of 39 classes, including 10 fourth grade, 16
sixth grade and 13 eighth grade students. This study lasted 78 lesson hours and approximately 3 weeks.

The SPSS 22.0 package program was used in the analysis of the research data. In order to determine the
characteristics of students' written products according to their grades in terms of cohesion and coherence, written
products were examined and descriptive analyses were made using the Level of Cohesion Assessment Scale and
the Coherence Evaluation Scale. The aim was to determine whether there is a differentiation between good readers
and poor readers according to grade levels, and whether there is a differentiation between good and poor readers
at each grade level. The Non-Parametric Mann Whitney U Test was used because the data obtained did not show
a normal distribution in order to determine whether there was a significant difference between poor readers and
poor readers according to grade level. In addition, the Kruskall Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance
was used to determine whether there was a significant difference between classes within each group.

Results
Examining the Cohesion of Written Products in Terms of Reading Performance and Grade Level

The Mann Whitney U Test was used to determine whether the frequency of using cohesion items in the
stories written by fourth, sixth and eighth grade students, who are good and poor readers, differed. The Kruskal-
Wallis Sequential One-Way Analysis of Variance test was used to determine whether the frequency of using
cohesion items in the stories written by the groups differed according to grade levels.

Table 3 shows the descriptive statistics on the use of cohesion items by students who are good and poor
readers according to grade level. When the averages of the groups are examined, it is seen that the averages of
frequency of using cohesion items differ between good and poor readers at the same grade level. When we examine
the averages of the groups according to the grade level differences are apparent. In addition, Table 3 shows that
the groups do not show a normal distribution. The results of the Mann Whitney U Test for the differences between
the groups and the Kruskall-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance for the differences in grade levels are
given in Table 4.

Table 4 shows the results of the Mann Whitney U Test. It shows that the frequency of using the reference
item, which is one of the cohesion items, of students with poor and good readers. This difference is only observed
at the eighth-grade level. Looking at the rank averages, the difference favors the group with good readers. Eighth
grade students in the good readers group used reference more frequently in their stories. The Kruskal-Wallis
Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance Test was conducted in the same table to see whether the frequency of
using the reference item in the stories written by the groups differed according to grade levels. An examination of
the test results show that the frequency of use of the reference item did not change according to the grade levels in
the group with poor readers. (X2 = 3.82, p = .149), the frequency of use of the reference item in the group with
good readers differed according to grade levels (X2 = 13.11, p = .001) was found. The results of the Mann Whitney
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U Test, which was used to see the grade level differences in the good readers group, showed that the frequencies
of the fourth grade and the sixth grade did not differ (U = 2.19, p = .450), however, fourth grade and eighth grade
(U =2.35, p=.001) and sixth grade and eighth grade (U = 2.99, p = .005) showed that the differences in frequency
of use were significant.

Table 3
Descriptive Statistics on Frequency of Use of Cohesion Items
Dimension  Grade level Group n X SS Min. Maks.  Skew. Kurt. K-S, p

4 G.R. 55 5.29 291 0 11 -0.78 291 .16, p =.002

® P.R. 50 4.32 2.98 0 16 3.35 2.97 11, p=.168
§ 5 G.R. 74 594 3.92 0 22 3.40 3.71 A3, p =.005
S P.R. 71 521 3.80 0 18 0.68 3.80 .15, p =.001
& G.R. 63 7.85 4.06 1 24 -0.38 4.06 A1, p=.083
8 P.R. 62 6.35 5.14 0 18 2.36 5.14 .18, p =.000

.5 4 G.R. 55  4.60 2.23 0 9 -0.21 -0.25 J14,p=.014
§ P.R. 50 2.88 2.08 0 8 0.46 -0.51 .16, p =.004
§- 6 G.R. 74 528 2.29 1 12 0.67 0.30 .17, p =.000
:i; P.R. 71 4.36 2.65 0 10 0.14 -0.94 A5, p =.001
-g G.R. 63 507 259 0 14 0.47 146  .12,p=.019
E 8 P.R. 62 3.64 2.68 0 12 0.69 0.46 A1, p=.055
4 G.R. 55  4.52 2.83 0 11 -0.54 0.54 .17, p =.000

= P.R. 50 3.80 2.65 0 11 0.88 0.48 .18, p =.000
% 6 G.R. 74  5.58 2.90 0 12 -0.10 -0.79 13, p =.002
3 P.R. 71 4.26 3.23 0 18 1.48 3.72 .19, p =.000
g ; GR. 63 531 315 0 15 069 090 .11,p=.075
P.R. 62 4.03 3.68 0 18 1.84 4.26 .20, p =.000

4 G.R. 55  7.80 3.30 1 18 0.53 0.55 11, p =.081

g P.R. 50 7.02 4.16 0 20 0.51 0.63 14, p =.020
e G.R. 74 875 4.06 2 21 0.78 0.87 A1, p=.024
._g 6 P.R. 71 7.90 4,52 0 25 0.88 1.61 11,p =.030
g 8 G.R. 63 10.09 4.73 4 31 1.74 5.38 14, p =.003
P.R. 62 9.58 6.40 2 43 2.48 11.04 .15, p =.002

4 G.R. 55 26.76  10.62 5 53 0.38 -0.20 .08, p =.200

P.R. 50 22.08 1222 0 53 0.49 -0.09 A2, p=.064

I G.R. 74 2977 1161 10 66 0.52 0.14 .09, p=.200
P 6 P.R. 71 2583 1282 4 58 0.38 -0.36 .08, p=.200
8 G.R. 63 3247 13.67 13 101 2.09 9.16 A12,p=.033

P.R. 62 28.83 18.99 5 110 1.66 4.57 A2, p=.019

Note: GP = good readers; K-S = Kolmogorov — Smirnov test; PR = poor readers.

The Mann Whitney U Test results in Table 4 show that the frequency of using elliptical expression, one
of the cohesion items, of students with poor and good readers differs at all grade levels. Looking at the mean rank,
the difference is in favor of the group with good performance in the fourth and eighth grades. It is seen that the
fourth and eighth grade students in the good readers group use elliptical elements more frequently in their stories
than fourth and eighth grade students in the poor reader group. Sixth grade students of the poor readers group used
ellipses more frequently than the sixth-grade students in the group with good readers. Looking at the results of the
Kruskal-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance Test in the same table, it is seen that the frequency of use
of elliptical expression does not change according to the grade levels of good readers (X? = 1.48, p = .478). In the
group with poor readers, it was found that the frequency of use of elliptical expression differed according to grade
levels (X2 = 9.10, p = .011). The results of the Mann Whitney U Test, which was used to see the grade level
differences in the poor readers group, show that the frequency of use in the fourth grade and the sixth grade differs
(U =2.34, p = .003). However, the frequency differences between fourth grade and eighth grade (U = 1.78, p =
.167) and sixth grade and eighth grade (U = 1.84, p =.104) were not significant.
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Table 4

Mann Whitney U Test and Kruskal-Wallis Ordered One-Way Analysis of Variance Results on Frequency of Use
of Cohesion Items

Grou
Dimension Grade level Good readers i Poor readers Mann Whitney U test
Mean rank Mean rank
° 4 82.35 81.56 U=1.69 p=.094
% 6 89.78 91.42 U=118,p=.241
g 8 116.74 101.08 U=142, p=.008
o Kruskall Wallis test X?=13.11, p =.001 X?=3.82,p=.149
_ e 4 89.08 75.96 U =4.07, p=.000
g2 6 100.64 105.04 U=223 p=.027
g g 8 98.11 90.01 U=1.33,p=.002
w3 Kruskall Wallis test X2=1.48,p=.478 X2=9.10,p=.011
= 4 83.68 90.04 U=136,p=.179
£ 6 105.36 96.37 U=257 p=.011
& 8 97.28 88.58 U =1.36,p=.003
§ Kruskall Wallis test X2=4.87,p=.087 X2=821,p=.663
g 4 82.55 80.76 U=1.07,p=.288
2 6 94.64 89.89 U=1.20,p=.233
g 8 110.87 103.48 U=172p=.246
.8:5 Kruskall Wallis test X?2=7.82,p=.020 X?2=5.30,p=.071
® 4 103.09 86.71 U=0.72,p=.474
o £ 6 96.41 87.89 U=021,p=.124
se 8 90.86 100.98 U=224,p=.142
38 Kruskall Wallis test X2=1.44,p = 487 X?=274,p=.225
4 83.19 80.72 U=210p=.038
= 6 96.69 94.13 U=194,p=.054
P 8 107.90 98.65 U =156, p=.050

Kruskall Wallis test

X?=5.81, p=.055

X?=3.36,p =.186

The Mann Whitney U Test results in Table 4 show that the frequency of using the replacement item, one
of the cohesion items, of the students who are poor and good readers differs in favor of the good reader group at
the sixth and eighth grade levels. Sixth and eighth grade students in the group of good readers used the replacement
item more frequently than the sixth and eighth grade students in the group of poor readers. The frequency of use
of the replacement item in the stories written by the fourth-grade students did not differ according to their
performance in reading. When the results of the Kruskal-Wallis Ordered One-Way Analysis of Variance Test are
examined, it is seen that the frequency of the use of the substitution item does not differ according to grade levels
in both groups (the group with good readers; X?= 4.87, p = .087 — group of poor readers; X?> = 821, p = .663).

The Mann Whitney U Test results show that the frequency of using binding items, one of the cohesion
items, of students who are poor and good readers in reading do not differ at any grade level. Looking at the results
of the Kruskal-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance Test in Table 4, it was found that the frequency of
using binding items did not change according to grade levels in the poor readers group (X?=5.30, p =.071). In the
group with good readers, it was found that the frequency of using binding items differed according to grade levels
(X2 =7.82, p=.020). The Mann Whitney U Test results, which were used to see the class level differences in the
group with good readers, were found to differ between the fourth and eighth grades (U = 2.25, p = .003). However,
the differences in frequency of use between the fourth grade and sixth grade (U = 2.29, p = .225) and the sixth
grade and eighth grade (U = 2.72, p = .090) are not significant.

Again, looking at Table 4, the fourth (U = 2.10, p = .038) and eighth grade (U = 1.56, p = .050) at the
sixth-grade level (U = 1.94, p = .054) shows that there is no differentiation. The fourth and eighth grade students
in the good readers group used cohesion items in their stories more frequently than the fourth and eighth grade
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students in the poor readers group. There is no difference between the frequency of using cohesion items in the
stories of the two groups for the sixth grade. To see if the frequency of using binding tools in the stories written
by the groups differed according to grade levels the Kruskal-Wallis Ordered One-Way Analysis of Variance test
was performed. When the test results are examined, it is seen that the total frequency of use of cohesion items does
not differ according to grade levels in both the good readers (X? = 5.81, p = .055) and the poor readers group (X2
=3.36, p =.186).

Examining the Coherence of Written Products in Terms of Reading Achievement and Grade Level

The Mann Whitney U Test was used to determine whether the scores of fourth, sixth and eighth grade
students who were poor and good readers in reading differed in terms of narrative consistency in the stories they
wrote. Whether the scores of the groups regarding the consistency of the narrative in the stories they wrote differed
according to the grade levels was determined by the Kruskal-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance Test.
The results of the tests were given for the difference in the scores related to the subject, the plan, the relationship,
the unity, and the total narrative coherence.

Table 5
Descriptive Statistics on Narrative Coherence Scores
Dimension  Grade level Group n X SS Min. Maks. Skew.  Kurt. K-S, p

4 G.R. 55 3.60 0.62 2 5 -0.39 0.07 .34, p =.000

P.R. 50 2.66 0.91 1 4 0.08 -0.91 .24, p =.000

g 6 G.R. 74 4.18 0.69 2 5 -0.52 0.15 .27, p =.000
= P.R. 71 3.19 0.85 1 5 -0.25 -0.62 .23, p =.000
@ G.R. 63 4.23 0.83 2 5 -0.99 0.51 .26, p =.000
8 P.R. 62 3.35 1.00 1 5 -0.67 -0.29 .30, p =.000

4 G.R. 55 3.20 0.67 2 5 0.47 0.63 .34, p =.000

P.R. 50 2.30 0.90 1 4 0.37 -0.52 .27, p =.000

< 5 G.R. 74 3.78 0.92 2 5 -0.19 -0.87 .20, p =.000
o P.R. 71 2.92 0.76 1 5 0.12 -0.14 .26, p =.000
G.R. 63 3.90 0.96 2 5 -0.38 -0.77 .23, p =.000

8 PR. 62 291 09 1 5 005 072  .20,p=.000

4 G.R. 55 3.30 0.63 2 5 0.54 0.54 .36, p =.000

o P.R. 50 2.30 0.90 1 4 0.37 -0.52 .27, p =.000
@ 6 G.R. 74 3.98 0.83 2 5 -0.40 -0.50 .24, p =.000
'% P.R. 71 2.97 0.81 1 5 0.21 -0.14 .25, p =.000
E G.R. 63 3.98 0.87 2 5 -0.57 -0.25 .25, p =.000
8 P.R. 62 3 0.99 1 5 0.20 -0.68 .20, p =.000

4 G.R. 55 3.23 0.60 2 5 0.35 0.50 .36, p =.000

P.R. 50 2.36 0.87 1 4 0.35 -0.44 .28, p =.000

2 6 G.R. 74 3.95 0.78 2 5 -0.10 -0.92 .22, p =.000
5 P.R. 71 3.01 0.76 1 5 0.17 0.34 .28, p =.000
G.R. 63 3.95 0.86 2 5 -0.36 -0.67 .22, p =.000

8 PR. 62 291 091 1 5  -010 -064  .20,p=.000

4 G.R. 55 13.34 233 8 20 0.38 0.87 .25, p =.000

P.R. 50 9.62 3.49 4 16 0.33 -0.63 .19, p =.000

g 6 G.R. 74 15.91 3.05 8 20 -0.16 -0.70 .17, p =.000
[ P.R. 71 1211 3.04 4 20 0 0.04 .19, p =.000
8 G.R. 63 15.98 3.31 8 20 -0.57 -0.24 .15, p =.001

P.R. 62 12.19 3.53 4 20 -0.09 -0.49 11, p=.070

Note: GP = good readers; K-S = Kolmogorov — Smirnov Test; PR = poor readers.

Table 5 shows the descriptive statistics regarding the narration coherence scores of the students who are
poor and good readers according to their grade level. When the averages of the scores of the groups from the
expression coherence scale are examined, the average scores of poor and good readers differ. When we examine
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the averages of the groups according to the grade level, differences are apparent. In addition, Table 5 demonstartes
that the groups do not show a normal distribution. The results of the Mann Whitney U Test regarding the
differences between poor and good readers and the Kruskall-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance for
the differences in the grade levels of both groups are given in Table 6.

Table 6

Results of Mann Whitney U Test and Kruskal-Wallis Ordered One-Way Analysis of Variance on Narrative
Coherence Scores

Grou
Dimension Grade level Good readers ° Poor readers Mann Whitney U test
Mean rank Mean rank
4 68.87 65.76 U =0.62, p=.000
g 6 106.20 96.03 U=1.07,p=.000
g 8 111.94 106.04 U =0.99, p =.000
@ Kruskall Wallis testi X?=28.21, p =.000 X?=15.80, p = .000
4 70.78 67.45 U =0.62, p=.000
c 6 105.82 102.04 U=1.34,p=.000
& 8 108 100.31 U =1.05, p=.000
Kruskall Wallis testi X2=18.33, p =.000 X?=16.43, p = .000
o 4 66.06 64.92 U =0.54, p=.000
@ 6 108.93 101.89 U =1.09, p=.000
% 8 109.48 101.60 U =0.93, p=.000
g Kruskall Wallis testi X2=127.93, p =.000 X2=18.21, p = .000
4 67.04 63.55 U =0.61, p=.000
> 6 109.69 103.83 U=112,p=.000
g 8 109.77 98.58 U =10.87,p=.000
Kruskall Wallis testi X2=30.59, p =.000 X2=17.47,p = .000
4 67.04 62.95 U =0.56, p=.000
I 6 108.60 100.96 U=1.01, p=.000
= 8 111.58 101.86 U =0.86, p=.000

Kruskall Wallis testi

X?=29.06, p =.000

X?=15.71, p = .000

The Mann Whitney U Test results in Table 6 show that students who are poor and good readers differ in
their narrative coherence scores with subject at all grade levels. When the mean rank in the same table is examined,
the good reader group is shown to be higher at all grade levels. Good readers are more successful than their peer
poor readers in providing narrative coherence on the subject in their stories at all grade levels. Kruskal-Wallis
Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance was conducted to see the differentiation of narrative coherence scores on
the subject for both groups according to grade levels. When the test results are examined, it is seen that the
difference is significant for the group with good readers (X2 = 28.21, p = .000) and the group with poor readers (X2
=15.80, p =.000). In order to understand between which grade levels the difference is for both groups the Mann
Whitney U Test was used. The results of the test showed that the scores of fourth grade and sixth grade students
(U =2.33, p =.002) and fourth grade and eighth grade students (U = 2.15, p =.000) differed from good readers,
while the scores of sixth grade and eighth grade students (U = 2.47, p = .193) did not differ. Considering the mean
rank in Table 6, sixth and eighth grade students in the group with good readers are more successful than the fourth-
grade students in the same group in providing narrative coherence regarding the subject in their stories. The Mann
Whitney U test results belonging to the poor readers group were in the fourth and sixth grade (U = 2.92, p =.000),
fourth grade and eighth grade (U = 2.54, p = .000) and sixth and eighth grades (U = 2.50, p = .000) showed that
there was a significant difference between the scores of the students.

The Mann Whitney U Test results show that the narrative coherence scores of the students who are good
and poor readers regarding the plan in story writing differ at all grade levels. Students who are good readers are
more successful than their peers who are poor readers at all grade levels in terms of narrative coherence regarding
the plan in their stories. Looking at the Kruskal-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance results in Table
6, it is seen that the difference is significant for both good readers (X? = 18.33, p = .000) and poor readers (X2 =
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16.43, p = .000). The results of the Mann Whitney U Test show that the scores of the fourth-grade and sixth-grade
(U =2.78, p =.000) and fourth-grade and eighth-grade (U = 2.40, p = .000) students who are good readers differ.
It also showed that the scores of sixth grade and eighth grade (U = 2.39, p = .796) students did not differ.
Considering the mean rank in Table 6, sixth and eighth grade students who are good readers are more successful
than fourth grade students in the same group in providing narrative consistency regarding the plan in their stories.
The Mann Whitney U test results of poor readers showed that the scores of fourth grade and sixth grade (U = 2.47,
p =.000) and fourth grade and eighth grade students (U = 2.08, p = .001) differed. In addition, it is seen that there
is no significant difference between the scores of sixth and eighth grade (U = 2.18, p =.933) students.

The Mann Whitney U Test results in Table 6 show that the narrative coherence scores of the students who
are poor and good readers differ at all grade levels. Students who are good readers are more successful than their
peers who are poor readers in providing the coherence of the relationship in their stories at all grade levels. Looking
at the results of Kruskal-Wallis Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance, it is seen that the difference is significant
for both good readers (X2 = 27.93, p = .000) and poor readers (X =18.21, p = .000). When we look at which grade
levels the difference is between for groups, the fourth grade and sixth grade (U = 2.97, p =.000) and fourth grade
and eighth grade (U = 2.53, p = .000) students differed, and the scores of sixth grade and eighth grade students did
not differ for both groups (U = 2.35, p =.934). Considering the mean rank in Table 6, good readers from the sixth
and eighth grade students in the same group are more successful than the fourth-grade students in the same group
in providing the coherence of the relationship in their stories. The Mann Whitney U test results of poor readers,
on the other hand, show that the scores of fourth grade and sixth grade (U = 2.49, p = .000) and fourth grade and
eighth grade students (U = 2.13, p = .000) differ. In addition, it showed that the scores of sixth grade and eighth
grade students did not differ (U = 2.22, p = .947). This shows that sixth and eighth grade students who are good
readers in the relationship dimension are more successful than fourth grade students in the same group.

Good readers are more successful in providing narrative coherence regarding unity in their stories than
their peer poor readers (fourth grade; U = 0.61, p =.000, sixth grade; U = 1.12, p = .000, eighth grade; U = 0.87,
p = .000). It is seen that the scores of fourth-grade and sixth-grade (U = 2.51, p = .000) and fourth-grade and
eighth-grade (U = 2.07, p =.002) students who are good readers differ. However, the results show that the scores
of sixth grade and eighth grade students do not differ (U = 2.1, p = .608). Considering the mean rank in Table 6,
sixth and eighth grade students who are good readers are more successful than fourth grade students in the same
group in providing narrative consistency regarding unity in their stories. The Mann Whitney U test results of poor
readers show that the scores of fourth grade and sixth grade (U = 3.03, p =.000) and fourth grade and eighth grade
students (U = 2.55, p = .001) differ. In addition, the scores of the sixth and eighth grade students do not differ (U
= 2.35, p = .925). It can be said that sixth and eighth grade students who are poor readers write more coherent
stories than fourth grade students in terms of unity.

The results of the Mann Whitney U Test show that the total points of narrative coherence of students who
are poor and good readers differ in all grade levels. Considering the mean rank in Table 6, good readers are more
successful in providing narrative coherence in their stories than their poor reader peers. When the Kruskal-Wallis
Ranking One-Way Analysis of Variance results are examined, it is seen that the difference is significant for both
good readers (X? = 29.06, p = .000) and poor readers (X = 15.71, p = .000) at all grade levels. The results of the
Mann Whitney U Test show that the scores of good readers differ between fourth grade and sixth grade (U = 3.03,
p = .000) and fourth and eighth grade students (U = 2.59, p = .000). In addition, the test results showed that the
scores of sixth grade and eighth grade students did not differ (U = 2.43, p = .673). According to these results,
eighth and sixth grade students who are good readers were more successful than fourth grade students in providing
narrative coherence in their stories. The Mann Whitney U test results of poor readers show that the scores of fourth
grade and sixth grade (U = 2.44, p = .000) and fourth grade and eighth grade students (U = 2.14, p = .000) differ.
Itis also seen in the Mann Whitney U test results that the scores of the sixth and eighth grade students do not differ
(U =2.23, p =.900). Considering the mean ranks in Table 6, sixth and eighth grade students who are poor readers
are more successful than fourth grade students in providing narrative coherence in their stories.

Discussion

To summarize the findings of the study, the frequency of using cohesion items differs between good and
poor readers at the same grade level. In the sub-dimensions of reference, which includes the use of pronouns,
elliptical expression, which includes language skills, and sub-dimensions related to vocabulary, differentiation is
observed according to the students’ performance in reading. When all of the cohesion items are examined,
differentiation is apparent according to the performance status of the students at the fourth and eighth grade levels.

Ceylan 2023, 24(3)



ANALYSIS OF COHESION AND COHERENCE OF WRITTEN PRODUCTS BY READING PERFORMANCE AND 353
DEVELOPMENTAL LEVELS

From this finding, it becomes clearer which areas poor readers need support in. It was found that the progression
of the grade level had an effect on the frequency of use of cohesion items. As the development of students who
are good readers progresses, there is no difference in the sum of the cohesion items. However, there is a difference
in reference and binding items, but no improvement in the level of using cohesion items of poor readers depending
on the progress of their grade levels.

This study used the "Cohesion Level Evaluation Scale" developed by Coskun (2005) the frequency of
using cohesion tools in story writing by students who are good and poor readers. It is seen that sixth and eighth
grade students who are good readers use the reference item more frequently than their peers who are poor readers.
However, the frequency of using reference from cohesion tools does not differ according to the performance status
of fourth grade students in reading. Personal pronouns are the most frequently used reference tools for both good
readers and poor readers, both in this study and in the literature (Balyemez, 2010; Karahanci, 2014). Students who
do not have sufficient experience in the use of personal pronouns do not use reference tools. In this research, it
was observed that the frequent use of reference tools caused expression disorder and an inconsistent expression.
Similarly, the frequent use of delivery tools makes it difficult to understand written products and leads to
inconsistency (Can, 2014). When the attachments are used as a means of reference, a lack of understanding what
is being referred to causes an expression disorder (Crossley & Mcnamara, 2016). It was observed that as the grade
level of the students progressed, less attention was paid to some uses such as reference in written expression.
Regarding the frequency of use of referral tools by grade level, it is seen that eighth grade students who are good
readers use reference tools more frequently than fourth and sixth grade students. No differentiation was observed
in students that are poor readers. It is thought that the increase in the experience of the students contributes to the
appropriate and appropriate use of the reference tools (Kiymaz & Doyumagag, 2020; Koutsoftas & Peterson,
2017).

The We observed that the use of elliptical expression was the least used cohesion tool for both groups in
the written products examined in this study. The most common problem in the use of elliptical expression is subject
and verb incompatibility. Students in both groups may miss the subject and predicate harmony while connecting
sentences (Bae, 2001; Can, 2012; Coskun, 2010). It is believed that teaching students about the use of sentence
elements in compound sentences will increase the use of elliptical expression. The vocabulary and language skills
of students are also thought to affect the frequency of using elliptical expression tools. Students who can use their
language skills adequately (Mortensen et al., 2009) and who have a rich vocabulary (Carretti et al., 2013; Catts et
al., 2002) are shown to use elliptical expression tools more frequently and accurately.

Considering the frequency of use of the replacement tool used to prevent repetition in written products, it
was observed that good readers of the sixth and eighth grade students use replacement tools more frequently in
their stories than their peer poor readers. It has been observed that poor readers frequently resort to repetition in
their stories and suffer from narration disorder, which suggests that many students have problems in using the
replacement tool. One of the reasons why poor readers write sentences with speech disorders is that they give too
much space to repetition (Coskun, 2005; Keklik & Yilmaz, 2013). It is thought that the problems experienced in
the use of transfer are due to insufficient vocabulary and frequent use of the same words, causing repetition
(Carretti et al., 2013; Catts et al., 2002). Practices aimed at improving students' vocabulary will contribute to
improving both reading and writing skills. Considering the frequency of using replacement tools in the stories
written by fourth, sixth and eighth grade students who are good and poor readers according to their grade levels,
it was observed that there was no significant difference in both groups according to grade levels.

The students' performance in reading does not appear to make a difference in the use of the preferred
binding items in order not to disturb the semantic integrity of the sentences and paragraphs in the written products.
In the majority of the stories examined in this study, students in both groups did not give sufficient space to
prepositions and conjunctions. This may be due to the fact that students do not have the necessary experience with
prepositions and conjunctions. Aydin and Cinpolat (2018) examined the stories in the textbooks used in secondary
schools in terms of intertextual relations and found that the degree to which students included binding items were
low. Giines (2013) stated that the teaching of prepositions and conjunctions is only for their recognition. It is
thought that teaching the use of these tools will contribute to the development of students' written expressions.
When we look at the frequency of use of binding items according to grade levels, there is no difference for students
who are poor readers, but eighth grade students who are good readers did use binding items more frequently than
fourth grade students. Students who are good readers give more importance to using binding items as their grade
level progresses (Coskun, 2005; Herbert et al., 2020; Koutsoftas & Peterson, 2017; Mortensen et al., 2009).
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Looking at this research findings, it is seen that students who are good readers in the fourth and eighth
grade use cohesion tools more frequently than students who are poor readers. Our observations found that the vast
majority of poor readers wrote far too quickly during writing process, did not check the products they wrote again
and did not make any preparations before writing. This may also be due to the limitation of the study, given that
the students were given a limited time of 30 minutes to write and that their writing processes were not evaluated.
Other studies state that the problems of poor readers in using the cohesion tools may be due to the inadequacy of
the students' language skills (Coskun, 2005; Mortensen et al., 2009), as well as that students are not careful enough
while presenting the written products (Siimer & Turna, 2019). Several studies note that the level of poor readers'
use of cohesion tools is very low (Senechall et al., 2018) and poor students prefer to use short sentences in their
story writing activities and do not prefer to connect sentences (Coskun, 2005; Crossley & Mcnamara, 2016). It is
thought that students' learning the sentence structure in simple sentence structures causes them to write short
sentences and not use cohesion tools fully (Stimer & Turna, 2019). It is thought that teaching cohesion tools in a
holistic manner will enable students to comprehend how appropriate texts are formed in both reading and writing
(Karadeniz, 2015).

If we refer to the change in the frequency of use of cohesion tools according to the grade level, it is seen
that the frequency of using cohesion tools does not differ between good and poor readers. While it was noted that
the time allocated to writing stories, the preparations made before writing, and the behaviors of students to review
their written products after writing differed according to the grade levels of the students, this did not provide any
differentiation. The fact that good and poor readers do not differ in the frequency of using cohesion tools suggests
that students should be supported by their teachers in using cohesion tools. Considering that language skills and
story writing skills are related, the frequency of use of cohesion items increases with the increase in grade level
(Coskun, 2005; Landolo et al., 2020; Mortensen et al., 2009). Herbert et al. (2020) in their longitudinal study on
story-writing teaching, noted that the level of use of cohesion tools in the stories written increased with the age of
the students. It is thought that grammar topics in large classes reinforce the use of cohesion tools more frequently
(Miildir & Cevik, 2020), students' grade levels affect the length of sentences they write (Bae, 2001), and students
with advanced vocabulary create texts in which cohesion tools are used more frequently (Kiymaz & Doyumagag,
2020).

Considering the results regarding the coherence, the stories written by the students who are poor readers
in both the total score obtained from the scale and the scores of all sub-dimensions are lower than their peers who
are good readers at all grade levels. This important finding shows that poor readers should be supported in the
areas of vocabulary that determines coherence, expressive language skills, planning and building relationships.
Thus, the progress of the grade level affects the coherence of the stories written by both poor readers and good
readers.

The “The Coherence Evaluation Scale” developed by Coskun (2005) was used in this study to measure
the narrative coherence of students in story writing. Our research findings show that fourth, sixth and eighth grade
students who are good readers get higher scores than their peer poor readers. It has been observed that poor readers
spend less time writing stories and create shorter stories than good readers. This suggests that poor readers do not
include items related to the sub-dimension of coherence. When we evaluate them according to their grade levels,
it is seen that the eighth and sixth grade students who are good readers scored higher in total than the fourth-grade
students. Eighth and sixth grade students scored more points than the fourth-grade students. It is thought that the
students in both groups have gained experience in stories consistent with the progress of their grade levels. Other
studies have found that the coherence of the stories written by the students increase depending on the progress of
the grade level supports this idea. (Coskun, 2005; Herbert et al., 2020; Koutsoftas & Peterson, 2017; Mortensen et
al., 2009).

Good readers are found to be more successful in including the subject in the stories written by fourth,
sixth and eighth grade students, who are good and poor readers, than their poor reader peers at all grade levels.
When the grade levels of both groups regarding the subject are examined, the score obtained from the scale
increases as the grade level increases in both groups. In order for students to write a story, they first need to
determine a subject, some students may have difficulty in completely understanding this topic even if they are
given a subject, and because of this, they may not exhibit the necessary performance in writing a story (Carretti et
al., 2013; Edwards, 2003; Ulper, 2011). The creation of written products in line with a specific plan makes it easier
for readers to understand (Coskun, 2005). Poor readers have difficulties in dividing the written products into
sections (Haebig, 2015), in giving the event flow in a certain order (Derman, 2020), and in making any planning
before writing a story (Kiymaz & Doyumagag, 2020; Senechall et al., 2018).
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Regarding the plan, students who are good readers are more successful at all grade levels than their peer
poor readers. When the grade levels of both groups regarding the plan item are examined, the score obtained from
the scale increases as the grade level increases in both groups. Our study observed that especially poor readers
wrote their stories without planning and without using prepositions and conjunctions to ensure that students
proceed in a certain order. Students' skills in creating parts in the text (Haebig, 2015), expressive language skills
(Landolo et al., 2012; Landolo et al., 2020), using prepositions and conjunctions (Eggins, 1994; Martin, 1985) and
using grammar rules levels (Smith-Lock & Nickels, 2005) are thought to affect the narrative coherence of the texts
created. Although grammar rules were not included in the study, it was understood from our observations that
there were grammatical errors in both groups.

In the relationship created to establish a connection between the sentences, it was observed that students
who were good readers were more successful than poor readers at all grade levels. When the class levels of the
relationship element of both groups are examined, the score obtained from the scale increases as the class level
increases in both groups. It is known that establishing a relationship between sentences and paragraphs in a story
is related to vocabulary (Arfe et al., 2011; Re et al., 2002) and the level of students' writing experience (Edwards,
2003). In addition, it is a common finding in the literature that poor readers have difficulty in establishing the
relationship between sentences and paragraphs while creating written products (Aslan & Cakmak, 2020;
Mortensen et al., 2009; Seckin et al., 2014).

Considering the unity of the paragraphs in the written stories, students who were good readers were more
successful than poor readers at all grade levels. When the grade levels of both groups regarding the unity element
are examined, the score obtained from the scale increases in both groups as the grade level increases. Vocabulary
affects the quality of students' written products (Arfe et al., 2011; Re et al., 2002) and the increase in vocabulary
through reading and writing experiences enables students to produce written products with a high level of entirety
as their grade levels progress (Coskun, 2005; Edwards, 2003; Stadler & Ward, 2005). It is stated that the pronouns
(Mortensen et al., 2009), the use of prepositions and conjunctions (Eggins, 1994) and grammar (Landolo et al.,
2012; Smith-Lock & Nickels, 2005) levels of good readers affect the suitability and coherence of the stories they
write. In addition, there are variables in the literature that affect the narrative coherence of students' stories. Cragg
and Nation (2006) stated that the written products of students who do use cognitive and metacognitive strategies
are more coherent than their those of their peers who do not use these strategies. It is crucial to teach students
cognitive and metacognitive skills for story writing, as these strategies will arguably contribute to students' writing
coherent stories.

In this study, the story writing skills of students with poor readers were examined comparatively
depending on their grade levels. The study has some limitations. The fact that the study was only carried out in the
Cankaya district of Ankara and not in other districts is a regional limitation, while the absence of any disability
diagnosis of the students constitutes a limitation in terms of the sample. In addition, the stories are only examined
in terms of cohesion and coherence, meaning that other measures of textuality were not examined. Future studies
will need to look at grade levels beyond the fourth, sixth and eighth grades to consider the writing abilities of
students of other age groups. Based on these limitations, for future research; other textuality criteria at different
grade levels should be examined by including different text types with students diagnosed in different regions. The
longitudinal nature of future studies will contribute to the literature. Our study examined the writing skill as a
product, but it is equally important to evaluate writing as a process. No difference was detected in some variables
in the findings of our study; the reasons for which may need to be the topic of further research. In addition, based
on the findings of this study, we recommend teaching story writing and sentence structures to students with reading
failure, to improve both their vocabulary and their grammar skills.
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