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Introduction

The Turkish curriculum is shaped around four learning domains: reading, writing, listening
and speaking. Among these learning domains, reading has a very important place not only
academically from the first level onwards, but also in the social and cultural field. Examined in general
terms, reading is a wide learning domain that encompasses many mental processes such as analysis,
synthesis, evaluation, criticism, and interpretation through recognition of the meanings of words and
sentences, starting with recognition of sounds.

Reading, which is a skill that enriches one’s imagination, nurtures one’s creativity and
expands one’s horizons by improving one’s vocabulary (Akyol, 2021), is a challenging process that
does not only consist of decoding letters (Topuzkanamis & Maltepe, 2010). Reading more clearly is a
dynamic meaning-making process that necessitates active and effective communication between the
author and the reader (Akyol, 2021). In the process of constructing meaning, the reader uses three
types of information systems: sampling, guessing, and validation. These three information systems are
the letter-sound relationship, and syntactic and semantic cues. The letter-sound relationship expresses
the complex relationship and connection between spelling rules, punctuation marks, etc. and the
sounds of the spoken language, while syntactic cues reveal the relationship between words and
sentences in a text. Semantic cues explain how readers make sense of texts (Goodman, 1996;
Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 2005). Similarly, Moore and Brantingham (2003) also stated that readers
use a combination of semantic, syntactic and letter-sound relation information systems to give
meaning to the text. The most effective way to determine how students use these items is to examine
reading miscue made during reading. (Girgin, 2006; Goodman, 1995; Gunning, 2003).

Reading miscues include many types of miscues made by the reader during reading, such as
replacing the word in the text with another word, not reading a word in the text, or adding a word that
is not in the text (Davenport, 2002). Addition, omission, repetition, and changing the place of words or
letters can be stated as the main reading miscues (Goodman, 1995; Leslie & Caldwell, 2006;
McKenna & Stahl, 2003; Temple, Crawford, & Gillet, 2009; Woods & Moe, 1989; 2007). The
determination and correction of reading miscues is important at primary school level, because when
reading miscues are not corrected, students cannot achieve academic success (Bilge & Sagir, 2017). In
determining the reading miscues that are made, the miscues are recorded and then miscue analysis is
made.

With miscue analysis, it is possible to identify, define and evaluate the reader. In other words,
through miscue analysis, the reader’s strengths and the strategies he/she uses to understand what
he/she reads can be identified (Davenport, 2002). As an evaluation tool, miscue analysis provides
gualitative and guantitative data on reading. Qualitative data obtained in miscue analysis explain what
the reader is doing while reading, while quantitative data include the frequency or number of miscues
(Goodman et al., 2005). Another purpose of miscue analysis is to include certain information about the
reader’s reading ability, grammar and strategy use (Davenport, 2002; Goodman et al., 2005).

Miscue analysis was first developed by Kenneth Goodman (Moore and Gilles, 2005) and
‘Reading Miscue Analysis’ was recognised as a valid research and evaluation tool by the National
Reading Panel Report (2000) (Theurer, 2002). The purpose of reading miscue analysis is to determine
whether the miscues made by students during reading are random or a conscious act that they use to
understand the text. In this way, through miscue analysis, teachers obtain information about students’
semantic, syntactic and grapho-phonic miscues. Indeed, Goodman and Burke (1972) believe that
miscues made in the reading process are not random errors, but that rather, they are cued by the
interaction between thought and language in the reader during the processing of mostly written
material (Wixson, 1979).

According to Goodman, there are two main types of miscue analysis: unrecorded and recorded
processes. The process of recorded reading miscue analysis is a formal assessment that is suitable for
the researcher or teacher and provides detailed information about the reader’s or student’s reading,
while the process of unrecorded miscue analysis enables a formative assessment that is appropriate for
the student’s success during reading (Janan, 2011). Within the scope of the recorded reading miscue
analysis process, the reading materials are selected by the researcher or teacher, while in the
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unrecorded miscue analysis process, the student him/herself chooses the materials. In both miscue
analysis processes, a coding form is used to assist the miscue analysis, and the student’s reading is
evaluated by marking on this form the reading miscues made by the student during reading.

On the other hand, developments occurring in digital technology have had an impact on
reading just as they have in all areas of life; new terms such as screen reading, digital reading, reading
from a computer or reading from a portable/mobile device have begun to be referred to (Giines, 2009).
Although there is variation regarding terminology, it is possible to define digital reading in general
terms as a dynamic meaning-making process that functions with the aid of basic technology usage
information based on the stimuli on the screen (Keskin, Bastug, & Atmaca, 2016). When digital text
and printed text are compared as a format, many aspects such as time spent on reading, text reading
method, sensitivity to the text, the scan-and-find method for what is read/is to be read, orientation,
content diversity and selectivity draw attention as differences that emerge between digital and
traditional reading acts (Liu, 2005; cited in Odabas, 2017). In digital reading, the pages are in portrait
orientation, while in traditional reading in print, the pages are in landscape orientation. When digital
and printed text are compared in terms of the reading process, some differences and difficulties can be
experienced due to these two opposite movements followed by the eye (Giines, 2009). Research on the
subject gives an idea about readers’ adaptation to reading printed and digital texts. In a study by
Weisberg (2011) comparing traditional reading with digital reading, it was concluded that participants
were more willing to read digitally. On the other hand, Hamer and McGrath (2010) concluded in their
research that while students could focus more easily on the text they read in the digital environment,
their rate of recall related to printed text was higher. In addition, it was observed that the majority of
students preferred printed text to digital text. Therefore, it is possible to say that the digital or printed
text preferences of readers vary depending on a number of sub-reasons.

The effect of the digital age on reading has also had its effect in schools; with advances such
as the widespread use of smart boards and the practice of tablet distribution to every student
throughout the country, printed books have begun to be replaced by books prepared in the digital
environment (eokul-meb.com, 2013). These books are created and used in schools by preserving the
content of the textbooks approved by the Ministry of National Education Head Council of Education
and Morality and transferring them to digital media (Tiryaki & Karakus, 2019). As a result of the
technology that we use effectively in every aspect of our lives, digital reading has become an
inescapable reality for both students and readers. However, a number of studies have shown that
digital reading is more difficult and that readers cannot demonstrate sufficient success in digital
reading (Giines, 2010; Kerr, 2002; Kurniawan & Zaphiris, 2001; O’Hara & Sellen, 1997). This
situation necessitates re-examination of digital reading.

When we look at the studies in the literature in which digital and printed text reading are
examined comparatively, it is seen that the subject is shaped around reading skills (Bastug & Keskin,
2013; Kuru, Kaskaya & Calp, 2017; Kuru, 2018), student attitudes (Basaran, 2014) and reading
comprehension (Ercan & Ates, 2015). Therefore, since such a study has not previously been made in
the literature, in this study, printed and digital text readings are comparatively examined according to
the Goodman miscue analysis inventory. When analysing miscues in the Goodman miscue analysis
inventory, syntactic acceptability, semantic acceptability, meaning change, correction, the letter-sound
relationship and sound similarity are focused on. In the form, the reading evaluation is made by
answering the questions of acceptability of the miscues made, the extent to which they resemble the
expression in the text in letter-sound relationship terms, whether they lead to a change in meaning, and
whether they are corrected or not. The questions in which these criteria in the inventory are evaluated
are framed in such a way that the interaction of all language cueing systems and reading strategies is
taken into account. In this sense, this research is important in terms of contributing to the relevant
subject area.

Accordingly, the aim of this study is to analyse the printed and digital text reading processes
of third grade primary school students. In line with the purpose of the research, the sub-problems have
been designed as follows:
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Do the printed and digital text reading results of each student in the study group of the
research differ in terms of:

1. Flexible and selective use of linguistic cues?

2. Dependences on the surface features of the text?

3. The number of miscues?

4. Retelling scores?

Method

This research is a descriptive study based on the survey model. The survey model is a research
approach that aims to describe and explain past and current situations, events, groups, objects and
characteristics in their natural state (Ekiz, 2003; Karasar, 2006). Therefore, in this study, which aimed
to comparatively examine the printed and digital text reading miscues of third grade primary school
students, the survey model was used. With the research conducted on the group with the descriptive
survey, an attempt was made to examine and describe the reading status of the individuals in the group
depending on the reading tools used.

Study Group

While determining the study group of the research, the convenience sampling method, which
is one of the purposive sampling methods (Yildirnm & Simsek, 2016), was adopted in order to ensure
proximity and access easiness. In this context, six students attending the third grade in an official
primary school in the Selguklu District of Konya Province in the 2020-2021 academic year comprise
the study group of the research. The criterion used in the selection of the students was determined as
“students who do not have reading problems (instructional level)” in line with the opinions received
from primary school teachers, observations of sample text reading, and evaluation results. Since the
aim was to compare the language cueing systems and reading strategies used by the students
depending on the reading tools, the frustration level and independent level were eliminated and
students at the instructional level were determined as the study group. The main criterion in the
selection of the participants was that they were included in the instructional level according to the
“Miscue Analysis Inventory”. During the determination of this criterion, opinions were obtained from
primary school teachers who were teaching in the third grade and from a faculty member as a field
expert. While determining the study group, attention was paid to the appropriateness of the text to be
taught for the grade level in terms of the number and type of words.

As a result of the data obtained, the study group was determined. The students forming the
study group were coded as S1, S2, S3, S4, S5 and S6. Descriptive statistics of the study group are
given in Table 1.

Table 1. Descriptive Statistics of Study Group

Gender f % Student Codes
Female 4 66.6 $2,S3,54,56
Male 2 333 S1,S5
Age

8 2 33.3 S2,S5

9 4 66.6 $1,S3,54,S6
Number of Book Pages Read Daily

0-20 pages 1 16.6 S4
21-40 pages 2 333 S3, 82
41-100 pages 3 50.0 S1,56,S5
Digital Text Reading Frequency

Never 1 16.6 S5
Sometimes 4 66.6 51,52,54,S6
Frequently 1 16.6 S3

Total 6 100 $1,52,S3,54,S5,56
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Data Collection Tool

In this study, the reading text named “The Merchant’s End” from Goniil Publications’
“Educational Tales” series, which was included as a recommended work with the decision of the
Ministry of National Education the Head Council of Education and Morality, was used as the data
collection tool. The reason why the same text was read in printed and digital reading was to control the
factors that affect the student’s reading performance, such as readability, motivation, and attitude
towards the text, and during the research process, to re-evaluate the letter-sound relationship, syntactic
and semantic relationships that are expected to be established in the text. While selecting the text, first
of all, attention was paid to the fact that the students had not read the text before, and also, the
readability level of the text was measured to check its appropriateness. For this purpose, Atesman’s
formula, which was developed to determine the readability level, was used (Figure 1).

Atesman Index = 198.25 — (40.174 X Total Syllables) — (2.610 X Total Words)
Total Words Total Sentences

Average word length based on syllables Average sentence length based on words

Figure 1. Atesman’s Formula (Atesman, 1997)

In the evaluation of the obtained data, the rating proposed by Atesman was also used (Table

2).
Table 2. Readability Rating
Level Readability Number

Very easy 90-100
Easy 70-89
Medium difficulty 50-69
Difficult 30-49
Very difficult 1-29

According to this formula and evaluation criteria, the readability level of the text used in the
study is as follows:

The Merchant’s End = 622 words - 1536 syllables - 116 sentences

Word length = Number of syllables / Number of words

Sentence length = Number of words / Number of sentences

Word length = 1536/622=2.46945

Sentence length = 622 /116 = 5.36207

Atesman’s formula = 198.825 — 40.175 XA — 2.610 xB
=198.825-(40.175%2.46945)-(2.610x5.36207)
=198.825-99.21015-13.995
= 85.61985 = Easy level

Considering Zorbaz’s (2007) idea that in the selection of a text, its qualitative characteristics
should be considered besides its readability measurements, in this study, attention was paid to the
completeness of the story chapters of the text to be read, and to the fact that it had an interesting and
high quality printing.

According to Durukan (2014), students’ reading speed and reading comprehension success are
naturally higher in texts with a high readability level. In other words, it was decided to choose a text
which had an easy readability level, since students’ success in reading is affected by whether the
readability level of the text is appropriate for their grade level.
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In the first stage of the implementation, accompanied by the researcher, the same text was read
directly from the printed book, while in the second stage, the same text was read on a 15.6-inch
horizontal laptop computer screen. The digitally read text was prepared in the same page image and
font size, in accordance with the exact printing of the book. The time periods for reading the printed
and digital texts were set three months apart, taking into account the average forgetting time of the text
by the students. In fact, as Garvin (1991; as cited in Alford & Brock, 2012) mentioned, and as
visualised in Edgar Dale’s (1969) Cone of Experience, the human brain can remember 10% of what it
reads after a period of approximately two weeks (Hartog, Mulder, & Hoetjes, 2014). Therefore, the
three-month period between the two readings was considered sufficient for this study.

Before the implementation of the research, the necessary permission was obtained from the
Konya Provincial Directorate of National Education, and Parental Consent Forms were signed for each
student (File No: E-83688308-605.99-22065258). During the implementation process, audio
recordings were taken for both readings, again with the permission of the participants. Afterwards, the
students’ reading times were noted by listening to the recordings, and the oral reading miscues were
first marked on the printed material for each student, and then arranged be entering them in the
“Miscue Analysis Inventory”. The steps followed in the data collection process were carried out for
each student individually.

In the process of validity and reliability studies in the research, inter-researcher reliability was
examined for four sections, aimed at: a) the readability level of the text, b) whether the implementation
was carried out as planned, c) evaluation of the reading scores, and d) observation of the reading
miscues. Simple percentages were used while evaluating the readers’ miscues marked by both
researchers. The percentage of consensus in the study was calculated by adding the number of miscues
marked in the same way by both researchers and dividing this number by the total number of miscues
marked by the two researchers. The rate of agreement between the miscues marked by both
researchers was 88%; for differences of opinion, they came together and reached a compromise.

Data Analysis

In the research, the data were analysed with the descriptive analysis technique using the
Goodman Miscue Analysis Inventory. The miscue analysis inventory reveals the strategies used by
students while reading, by analysing the miscues made by the student in the way that they are recorded
on the miscue record forms (Vaccaro, 2012).

Goodman Miscue Analysis Inventory: This was developed and used by Goodman et al. (1987,
2005) as a scoring form for recording and classifying oral reading miscues, similar to other inventories
for miscue analysis. In this form, all readings that are different from what is written in the text are
considered miscues; dialectal differences in pronunciation are not considered to be miscues. However,
a repeated miscue of the same word is not considered to be a single miscue as long as the function of
the word remains the same (Warde, 2005).

The miscue analysis scoring form consists of 8 columns. These are:
Syntactic acceptability

Semantic acceptability

Meaning change

Correction

Semantic structure

Grammatical relationship

Letter-sound relationship

Sound similarity

ONooarLNE

While scoring the reader in the miscue analysis scoring form, the first four columns are
marked as ‘yes’, ‘partially’ and ‘no’. Semantic structure is evaluated according to the scorings in the
semantic acceptability, meaning change and correction columns. Grammatical relationship is
evaluated according to the scorings in the syntactic acceptability, semantic acceptability and correction
columns. The letter-sound relationship and sound similarity columns are marked as ‘high’ (high
degree of similarity between the incorrectly read word and the correct word in the text), ‘partial’
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(partial similarity between the incorrectly read word and the correct word in the text), and ‘none’ (no
similarity between the incorrectly read word and the correct word in the text).

During the sound recording of the reading, the students participated in the environment
individually; the researcher and the student were side by side. The researcher gave general information
to the students about the reading process and clearly stated what was expected from them at the
beginning of the study. Before the reading, the researcher reminded the students that they were to
relate what they had read and answer the questions (Dear ..., thank you for reading. You have finished
the whole text. Now could you close the book and tell me what you remember about the text?) During
the oral reading sessions, the participants were not interrupted in any way. The researcher noted the
reading miscues on the printed text, of which she had a copy.

The researcher’s printed text was prepared in the font of the original text, and the paragraph
breaks were double-spaced in order to note the miscues clearly. Then each miscue was marked on the
miscue analysis coding form, and in order to verify and review the recorded oral readings, and to
ensure consensus, the recordings were also listened to several times by an expert researcher. While
evaluating the retelling, by considering the ordering of the characters according to their importance,
forty points out of a hundred points were given, while a total of sixty points were given to the main
events and the details supporting the main events, which were also scored according to their
importance.

Findings

As the first sub-problem of the research, the results for the students’ readings of the printed
and digital texts were compared in terms of their flexible and selective use of linguistic cues.
Percentages for semantic structure and building a grammatical relationship in reading miscues give
information about the flexible and selective use of language. In the miscue analysis scoring form,
miscues with a semantic acceptability of ‘yes’ or ‘partially’ in the semantic structure column and with
a syntactic acceptability of ‘yes’ or ‘partially’ in the grammatical relationship column with miscues
that the student has corrected, determine the student’s flexible and selective use of linguistic cues. The
fact that these miscues made by the students are without loss or only partial losses, and that the
percentage of semantic structure is strong, partially strong or needs correction, are the percentages for
using linguistic cues flexibly and selectively. Based on this, the findings regarding the differences in
the flexible and selective use of linguistic cues for the printed and digital text reading results of the
third grade primary school students are given in Table 3.

Table 3. Percentages for Selective and Flexible Use of Linguistic Cues

Selective and Flexible Use of Linguistic Cues

Semantic Structure (%) Grammatical Relationship (%)
Participants Printed Text Digital Text Printed Text Digital Text
S1 40 73 60 73
S2 84 73 83 64
S3 47 60 53 60
S4 30 77 40 100
S5 41 70 46 70
S6 75 65 62 65
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Figure 2. Semantic Structure Percentages

When the students’ readings of printed and digital texts are compared in terms of semantic
structure percentages, it is seen that S1 (73%>40%), S3 (60%>47%), S4 (77%>30%) and S5
(70%>41%) performed semantic structuring at a higher level in digital text reading, while S2
(73%<84%) and S6 (65%<75%) had higher percentages in printed text reading.

120

100

80

60 - m Printed Text

m Digital Text
40

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6

Figure 3. Grammatical Relationship Percentages

When the students’ printed and digital text readings are compared in terms of establishing a
grammatical relationship, it is seen that S4 (40%<100%), S5 (46%<70%), S1 (60%<73%), S3
(53%<60%) and S6 (62%<65%) were able to establish stronger grammatical relationships in digital
text reading, while S2 (83%>64%) established a weaker grammatical relationship in digital text
reading.

As the second sub-problem of the research, the results for the students’ readings of the printed
and digital texts were compared in terms of their dependences on the surface features of the text.
Students’ reading speed and the words, letter-sound relationship and sound similarities in their reading
miscues provide information about their dependences on the surface features of the text. Students’
dependences on the surface features of the text while reading were evaluated by examining the letter-
sound relationship and sound similarity columns for their reading miscues. When examining the
miscues made while reading the text, the fact that the miscue is syntactically and semantically
acceptable, that it provides the meaning in the sentence, or that the miscue is corrected even though the
meaning is partially changed shows that the student pays attention to the semantic structure. Therefore,
in the miscues that do not provide the meaning, but where the letter-sound relationship and sound
similarity are high, the result is that the students adhere to the surface features of the text. Table 4
shows the findings regarding the differences between the printed and digital text reading results in
terms of the students’ dependences on the surface features of the text.
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Table 4. Percentages for Dependences on the Surface Features of the Text

Dependences on Surface Features of Text

Reading Speed (sec) Letter-Sound Sound Similarity (%)
Relationship (%)
Participants ~ Printed Digital Printed Digital Printed Digital
Text Text Text Text Text Text
S1 463 440 93 100 93 100
S2 352 344 100 100 100 100
S3 556 486 100 100 100 100
S4 316 326 100 100 90 100
S5 341 363 100 100 100 100
S6 363 365 90 90 95 100
600
500
400 -
300 - m Printed Text
m Digital Text
200 -
100 -
0 -
S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6

Figure 4. Reading Speeds

When the students’ printed and digital text reading speeds are compared, it is seen that the
printed and digital text reading speeds of S1 (463>440), S2 (352>344), S4 (316<326), S5 (341<363)
and S6 (363<365) are in periods close to each other. S3 (556>486), on the other hand, completed the
reading of the digital text in a shorter time than that of the printed text.

102
100
98
96
94
92
90
88
86
84

® Printed Text
m Digital Text

S1 S2 S3 sS4 S5 S6
Figure 5. Letter-Sound Relationships

When the results are examined in terms of the letter-sound relationship, S2, S3, S4 and S5
made letter-sound relationships with a rate of 100%, while S6 made a letter-sound relationship with a
rate of 90% in both printed and digital text readings. Unlike these students, S1(93%<100%) made
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miscues showing a higher letter-sound relationship in digital text reading compared to printed text
reading.

102
100 -
98 -
96 -
94 -
92 -
90 -
88 -
86 -
84 -

m Printed Text
= Digital Text

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6

Figure 6. Sound Similarity Percentages

According to the results of the sound similarity in the students’ miscues, S2, S3 and S5 made
miscues that showed 100% sound similarity in both printed and digital text readings. S1, S4 and S6
made miscues that showed 100% sound similarity in their digital text readings, while in their printed
text readings, miscues showing 93%, 90% and 95% sound similarity were made, respectively.

As the third sub-problem of the research, the printed and digital text reading results of the
students were compared in terms of the number of miscues. The findings regarding the number of
miscues in students’ reading of printed and digital texts are given in Table 5.

Table 5. Number of Miscues

Number of Miscues

Participants Printed Text Digital Text

S1 2 1

S2 2 1

S3 3 1

S4 2 1

S5 4 2

S6 4 2

4

3

2 Printed Text
= Digital Text

1 4

0 N

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6

Figure 7. Number of Miscues
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When the number of miscues made by the students is examined, it is seen that all students
made fewer miscues in reading the digital text compared to the printed text. While the highest number
of miscues in printed text reading belonged to S5 and T6, the lowest number of miscues belonged to
S1, S2 and T4. In their digital text readings, S5 and S6 made the most miscues, while T1, T2, T3 and
T4 made the fewest miscues.

As the fourth sub-problem of the research, the students’ results for reading printed and digital
texts were compared in terms of retelling scores. The retelling scores obtained by the students after
reading provide information on whether or not they had understood the text they read. The fact that the
students’ mention the basic structure of the text, that they include important information in their
narration, and that their narration is sequential, unabridged and complete are the main points
considered in the evaluation. In narrative text retelling, the total percentage is calculated by scoring the
characters 40% and the events 60% (Goodman, Watson, & Burke, 2005). Data on students’ retelling
scores are given in Table 6.

Table 6. Retelling Scores

Retelling Scores

Participants Printed Text Digital Text
S1 80 85
S2 65 70
S3 85 85
S4 65 70
S5 60 65
S6 75 75

90

70 -

60 -

50 - .
® Printed Text

40 - = Digital Text

30 -

S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6

Figure 8: Retelling Scores

According to the results for the students’ retelling scores after reading, S1 (80<85), S2
(65<70), S4 (65<70) and S5 (60<65) obtained higher scores in digital text reading, while S3 (85=85)
and S6 (75=75) obtained the same retelling scores in both printed and digital text readings.

Discussion, Conclusion and Recommendations

This study was carried out to compare the printed and digital text reading miscues of primary
school third grade students.

According to the results obtained in the study, the majority of students were able to use
linguistic cues more selectively and flexibly in their digital text reading. It would be useful to give
examples from students’ readings for a clearer understanding of the results. In his printed text reading,
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student S1 read the word ‘tutmus’ as ‘tutumus’ in the sentence ‘Neseli bir sekilde evinin yolunu
tutmug’ (He made his way home happily). It was concluded that S1 could not form the semantic
structure and establish a grammatical relationship, since the word he read was not acceptable either
syntactically or semantically and he failed to correct his miscue. It is seen that the student could not
use the linguistic cues selectively and flexibly while reading the printed text. While reading the digital
text, the same student read the sentence ‘Patronum bana hizmetlerimin karsiliginda ti¢ kurus verdi’ as
‘Patronum bana hizmetlerim karsiliginda ti¢ kurus verdi’ (My boss gave me three kurus for my
services). In this example taken from the form, it is seen that the miscue was syntactically and
semantically acceptable; the student was able to establish the grammatical relationship and semantic
structure. Therefore, it can be said that S1 used the linguistic cues more selectively and flexibly in
digital text reading than in printed text reading. In another example, it was seen that in using the
linguistic cues selectively and flexibly, S4’s reading of the printed text was more successful than her
reading of the digital text. S4 made a partially acceptable syntactic and semantic miscue by reading the
word ‘veririm’ as ‘vereyim’ in the sentence ‘Su agagtaki kusu vurursan sana iki altin veririm’ (If you
shoot the bird in that tree, |1 will give you two gold coins) in the printed text reading; she partially
established the semantic structure and albeit weakly, formed the grammatical relationship. Therefore,
it can be said that S4 used the linguistic cues selectively and flexibly. In her digital text reading, the
same student made a syntactically acceptable but semantically unacceptable miscue, as she read the
word ‘caliyor’ (playing) in the sentence ‘Koyli durmadan ¢aliyor’ (The villager is playing nonstop) as
‘calistyor’ (working). While this miscue of the student caused a loss in the semantic structure, it was
seen that she partially established the grammatical relationship, and that she obtained a high
percentage in the letter-sound relationship and sound similarity. Due to these and similar miscues that
the student made in digital text reading, it can be said that she was unable to use the linguistic cues at a
good level.

According to another result obtained in the research, students’ dependences on the surface
features of the text were examined in terms of reading speed, letter-sound relationship and sound
similarity in reading the printed and digital texts. With regard to reading speed, it was observed that
except for S3, the students’ reading speeds for printed and digital texts were close to each other. This
result is in parallel with the result of the study conducted by Diindar and Akgayir (2012). On the other
hand, S3’s digital text reading speed was higher than her printed text reading speed. Considering the
demographic information, this result can be interpreted as that S3 was more used to digital reading
because she frequently read digitally, and so she lost less time during screen flows compared to when
reading from a book. When we look at the results for the letter-sound relationship, it was seen that
except for S1, the students had close to 100% similarity in both types of reading. On the other hand,
S1 formed the letter-sound relationship at a higher rate in digital text reading than in printed text
reading. Finally, according to the sound similarity percentages in the students’ miscues, all students
made miscues in digital text reading that showed 100% sound similarity. This result reveals that in
digital reading, the students made great use of sound cues in their miscues, in other words, that they
adhered strongly to the surface features of the text. For example, S6 read the word “suclamalarini” as
“suc¢lamalart” in the sentence ‘Tiiccar su¢lamalarimi tekrarlamis’ (The merchant repeated his
accusations) in the printed text reading. Similarly, in the digital text reading, she read the word
‘amact’ (aim) as ‘ama’ (but) in the sentence ‘Amact para vermemekmis’ (His aim was not to give
money). Due to these and similar reading miscues, it can be said that S6 established a high level of
sound similarity, and thus adhered to the surface features of the text.

In the research, the number of miscues made by the students in reading printed and digital
texts was examined comparatively. According to the results, all students made fewer miscues in digital
text reading than in printed text reading. As an example of the data obtained, in both readings, S1
repeated the same punctuation miscue by reading ‘demis ciice de’ (said the dwarf also) as ‘demis. Ciice
de” (said. The dwarf also). It is seen that the student, who did not realise that he had caused a meaning
change in both of his miscues, did not focus on the meaning. Similarly, in both readings, S3 repeated
either the first word in the sentence or the first syllable of words. In addition, she mostly made miscues
in the suffixes at the end of words. For example, when reading the printed text, she read the word
‘agacta’ (in the tree) as ‘agactaki’ (the one in the tree), while in the digital text reading, she read the
word ‘bunu’ (accusative this) as ‘buna’ (toffor this). Looking at the literature, the results obtained in
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studies comparing readers’ success in printed and digital text reading are mostly in favour of printed
text (Dillon, 1992; Kurniawan & Zaphiris, 2001; Muter & Maurutto, 1991; Noyes & Garland, 2008;
Bastug & Keskin, 2013). In these studies, in general, readers’ reading speeds, correct reading levels,
and reading comprehension were compared. On the other hand, some studies reveal that reading e-
books, or in other words, digital text reading has positive effects on students’ reading. In their
research, Lopez-Escribano, Valverde-Montesino and Garcia-Ortega (2021) examined young children’s
e-book reading in comparison with their printed book reading. As a result of the research, it was seen
that reading e-books was more effective in children’s literacy. In the study conducted by Yildiz and
Keskin (2016), it was seen that adolescent students developed more positive attitudes towards digital
reading.

Finally, in the research, the students’ retelling scores, that is, their narrations of the text in their
own sentences after reading the text, were examined. According to the obtained results, students’
digital text retelling scores were higher than their printed text retelling scores. For example, while S4
scored twenty-five out of forty for the characters and forty out of sixty for the sequence of events for
retelling scoring of the narration of the printed text reading, she increased her retelling score by 5
points in the narration of the digital text reading because she fully described the cycle of events and
was able to express the main idea at the end of the text. Another participant, S5, listed the cycle of
events without specifying the characters’ personality traits in the printed text narration. In the digital
text narration, it was seen that he understood the main characters because he emphasised the good-
heartedness of the villager and the cunning of the merchant, and she obtained five points more than in
the printed text narration. The student never used the expression ‘he said’ in the dialogue passages and
acted out the events by voicing the characters. S6, on the other hand, obtained forty points out of forty
for the characters in both text-reading narrations because she was able to show that she fully
understood the character analyses, and fifty points out of sixty for the sequence of events because she
related the events partially sequentially and in full, and obtained a total of ninety points. Considering
the studies on reading comprehension in digital reading and printed text reading, it is seen that in
parallel with the results obtained in this research, there are studies in favour of digital text reading. In
the study conducted by Greenlee-Moore and Smith (1996), one group of students simultaneously read
from digital texts and the other group from printed texts. As a result of the study, it was found that in
the texts that were difficult to relate and contained a lot of information, the reading comprehension
levels of the students who read in the digital environment were higher. In another study, Ileri (2011)
examined fifth grade students’ reading comprehension levels according to text types in screen reading.
As a result of the study, it was seen that the reading comprehension levels of students who performed
screen reading in the informative text type were higher than those of the students who carried out
printed reading. Similarly, in the study conducted by Duran and Alevli (2014), the effect of screen
reading on comprehension in eighth grade students was investigated. The students read some of the
specified texts from the printed text and some of them on the digital screen. As a result of the study, it
was seen that comprehension scores were higher in the readings they made on the digital screen. This
result can be explained as the advantage provided in digital reading whereby the reader has the
freedom to adjust the font and size of the text and to edit the text content according to their personal
desires without disturbing it. In addition, the fact that the content is supported with visuals and that
computers are interesting make reading more enjoyable, which facilitates understanding and learning
(Dyson & Haselgrove, 2001; Chen, 2003; Burnett & Myers, 2006; Merchant, 2007; Carden, 2008;
Muir, Veale & Nichol, 2009; Rose, 2011). According to Matthew (1996; cited in Duran & Alevli,
2014), interacting with and reading a book on a computer screen can be motivating even for the most
reluctant of readers. On the other hand, there are also studies revealing that printed text readings are
more effective for reading comprehension than digital readings (Ben-Yehudah and Eshet-Alkalai,
2020; Delgado, Vargas, Ackerman, & Salmerdn, 2018; Kong, Seo, & Zhai, 2018; Singer & Alexander,
2017). This can be explained by the fact that the information received piecemeal in digital reading
reduces the level of comprehension and prevents the reader from progressing (Giines, 2010).

Considering the results obtained in the research, recommendations for further studies on
reading miscues are as follows:
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1. In this study, the readings of printed and digital texts were discussed within the scope of the
‘Miscue Analysis Inventory’ developed by Goodman et al. (2005). Future studies conducted on digital
text reading with different reading miscue analysis inventories will contribute to the literature in terms
of findings.

2. Digital text reading is used effectively at all levels of education. Therefore, it is
recommended that digital text and printed text readings are also examined comparatively for other age
groups.

3. In this research, printed and digital reading miscues were studied comparatively using a
narrative text. When the literature is examined, it is seen that in terms of data in digital and printed text
reading studies, there are differences according to the text type. Therefore, the comparison of digital
and printed text reading miscues can also be investigated within the context of informative text.
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Tlkokul 3. Simf Ogrencilerinin Basih Ve Dijital Metin Okuma Hatalarinin

Karsilastirnlmasi

Nalan TOLGAY?, Selva BAKKALOGLU?

Oz

Anahtar Kelimeler

Bu aragtirmada ilkokul ti¢iincii simif dgrencilerinin basili ve dijital metin okuma
siireci karsilagtirmali olarak incelenmistir. Arastirmada, ilkokul ti¢lincii siif
ogrencilerinin basili ve dijital metin okuma hatalarinin karsilastirilmasi amaciyla
betimsel tarama modeli kullanilmigtir. Arastirmanin ¢aligma grubunu Konya ili
merkez ilkokullarinda ii¢iincii sinifta 6grenim goren alt1 6grenci olusturmaktadir.
Veri toplama araci olarak gegerlik ve giivenirlik ¢alismalarmin yapilmasinin
ardindan karar verilen Oykiileyici okuma metni kullamilmustir. Verilerin
analizinde Goodman, Watson ve Burke (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen ‘Okuma
Hata Envanteri’ kullanilmistir. Arastirma sonucunda elde edilen verilere gore
ogrenciler genelde dijital metin okumalarinda dilin ipuglarin1 daha segici ve
esnek kullanabilmektedirler. Okuma hiz1 ve harf-ses iliskisi benzerlik noktasinda
her iki metin tiiriinde de benzer sonuglar elde edilirken 6grencilerin dijital metin
okumasinda yaptiklar1 ses benzerligi basili metine gore daha yiiksek ¢ikmustir.
Aragtirmada elde edilen bir diger sonuca gore Ogrenciler dijital metin
okumalarinda basili metin okumalarina goére daha az okuma hatasi yapmuistir.
Yeniden anlatim puanlarina bakildiginda ise dijital metin okuma puanlar1 basili
metine gore daha yiiksektir.
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Giris
Tiirkge 6gretim programi okuma, yazma, dinleme ve konusma olmak iizere dort 6grenme alani
etrafinda sekillenmektedir. Bu 6grenme alanlarindan okuma; hem ilk kademeden itibaren akademik
olarak hem de sosyal ve kiiltiirel alanda oldukca 6nemli bir yere sahiptir. Genel anlamda bakildiginda
okuma; sesleri tanima ile baslayan kelime ve ciimlelerin anlamlarinin farkina varilarak analiz, sentez,
degerlendirme, elestirme, yorum yapabilme gibi pek c¢ok zihinsel siireci kapsayan genis bir 6grenme
alamdr.

Kisinin kelime hazinesini gelistirerek hayal giiciinii zenginlestiren, yaraticiligini besleyen ve
ufkunu genisleten bir beceri olan okuma (Akyol, 2021) sadece harflerin ¢oziimlenmesinden ibaret
olmayan zorlu bir siiregtir (Topuzkanamis ve Maltepe, 2010). Daha ag¢ik sekliyle okuma; yazar ve
okuyucu arasinda aktif ve etkili iletisimi gerekli kilan, dinamik bir anlam kurma siirecidir (Akyol,
2021). Anlam kurma siirecinde okuyucu 6rnekleme, tahmin etme ve onaylama olmak tizere ii¢ tiir bilgi
sistemini kullanmaktadir. Bu {i¢ bilgi sistemi; harf-ses iligkisi, s6zdizimsel ve semantik ipuglaridir.
Harf-ses iliskisi; imla kurallari, noktalama isaretleri vb. ile s6zIii dilin sesleri arasindaki karmasgik iliski
ve baglantiy1 ifade ederken, sozdizimsel ipuglari; bir metindeki sézciiklerin ve ciimlelerin birbiriyle
olan iligkisini gostermektedir. Semantik ipuglari ise metinleri okuyucularin nasil anlamlandirdiklarini
aciklamaktadir (Goodman, 1996; Goodman, Watson ve Burke, 2005). Benzer sekilde Moore ve
Brantingham (2003) da okuyucularin; metni anlamlandirmak i¢in semantik, sdzdizimsel ve harf-ses
iliskisi bilgi sistemlerinin bir birlesimini kullandiklarin1 belirtmektedirler. Bu 6geleri 6grencilerin nasil
kullandigini belirlemenin en etkili yolu ise okuma esnasinda yapilan okuma hatalarinin incelenmesidir
(Girgin, 2006; Goodman, 1995; Gunning, 2003).

Okuma hatalar1, okuyucu tarafindan okuma sirasinda metindeki kelimenin yerine baska bir
kelime getirme, metinde gegen bir kelimeyi okumama veya metinde olmayan bir kelimeyi ekleme gibi
pek cok tiirde yapilan hatalardir (Davenport, 2002). Baslica okuma hatalar1 olarak ekleme, atlama,
tekrar etme, kelimelerin ya da harflerin yerini degistirme soylenebilir (Goodman, 1995; Leslie ve
Caldwell, 2006; McKenna ve Stahl, 2003; Temple, Crawford, ve Gillet, 2009; Woods ve Moe, 1989;
2007). Okuma hatalarimin tespit edilmesi ve diizeltilmesi ilkokul diizeyinde 6nem arz etmektedir.
Ciinkii okuma hatalar1 diizeltilmediginde 6grenciler akademik olarak basari saglayamamaktadirlar
(Bilge ve Sagir, 2017). Yapilan okuma hatalarinin belirlenmesinde ise hatalarin kaydedilip daha sonra
hata analizi yoluna gidilmektedir.

Hata analizi ile okuyucuyu tanimlamak, agiklamak ve degerlendirmek miimkiindiir. Bagka bir
ifadeyle hata analizi yoluyla, okuyucunun gii¢lii yanlari ve okudugunu anlamak i¢in kullandigi
stratejiler tanimlanabilir (Davenport, 2002). Bir degerlendirme araci olarak hata analizi; okumada nitel
ve nicel veriler saglamaktadir. Hata analizinde elde edilen nitel veriler okuyucunun okuma sirasinda
ne yaptigini agiklamayi; nicel veriler ise hatalarin sikligini veya sayisini igermektedir (Goodman ve
digerleri, 2005). Hata analizinin bir diger amaci okuyucunun okuma yetenegi, dil bilgisi ve strateji
kullanimu ile ilgili belirli bilgiler igermesidir (Davenport, 2002; Goodman ve digerleri, 2005).

Hata analizi ilk olarak Kenneth Goodman tarafindan gelistirilmistir (Moore ve Gilles, 2005)
ve ‘Okuma Hata Analizi’, Ulusal Okuma Paneli Raporu (2000) tarafindan gegerli bir aragtirma ve
degerlendirme araci olarak kabul edilmistir (Theurer 2002). Okuma hata analizinde amag; 6grencilerin
okuma esnasinda yaptiklar1 hatalarin tesadiifi mi yoksa metni anlamada kullandiklar1 bilingli bir
hareket mi oldugunu belirlemektir. BoOylece hata analizi ile Ogretmenler; Ogrencilerin anlam,
sozdizimi, ve gorsel hatalar1 hakkinda bilgi edinmektedirler. Nitekim Goodman ve Burke (1972);
okuma siirecinde yapilan hatalarin rastgele hatalar olmadigina; daha ¢ok yazili materyal islenirken
okuyucuda diisiince ve dil arasindaki etkilesim hakkinda ipucu verdigine inanmaktadir (Wixson,
1979).

Goodman’a gore kaydedilmemis ve kaydedilmis islemler olmak iizere iki ana tip hata analizi
vardir. Kaydedilen okuma hata analizi islemi; aragtirmaci veya dgretmen i¢in uygun olan resmi bir
degerlendirme olup okuyucunun veya Ogrencinin okumasi hakkinda ayrmtili bilgi saglarken
kaydedilmemis hata analiz islemi; 6grencinin okuma esnasindaki basarisini uygun olan bi¢imlendirici
bir degerlendirme saglamaktadir (Janan, 2011). Kaydedilen okuma hata analizi islemi kapsaminda
okuma materyalleri aragtirmact ya da Ogretmen tarafindan segilirken; kaydedilmemis hata analizi
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islemindeki materyallerini 6grenci kendisi segmektedir. Her iki hata analiz isleminde de hata analizine
yardime1 olacak bir kodlama formu kullanilmaktadir ve okuma esnasinda 6grenci tarafindan yapilan
okuma hatalar1 bu forma isaretlenerek grencinin okumasi degerlendirilmektedir.

Ote yandan dijital teknolojide yasanan gelismeler yasamin her alaninda oldugu gibi okuma
iizerinde de etkisini gostermis; ekran okuma, dijital okuma, bilgisayardan okuma veya tasinabilir yani
mobil cihazdan okuma gibi yeni terimler ifade edilmeye baglanmistir (Giines, 2009). Terimsel olarak
cesitlilik goriilse de genel ifadeyle dijital okumay1, ekrandaki uyaranlara dayanarak, temel teknoloji
kullanim bilgileri yardimiyla isletilen dinamik bir anlam kurma siireci olarak tanimlamak miimkiindiir
(Keskin, Bastug ve Atmaca, 2016). Dijital metin ile basili metin bi¢im olarak karsilastirildiginda
okuma siiresi, Metni okuma yontemi, metne kars1 duyarlilik, okunanlari/okunacaklar1 tarama-bulma
metodu, yonlendirme, icerik cesitliligi ve seciciligi gibi pek c¢ok husus, dijital ve geleneksel okuma
eylemleri arasinda ortaya ¢ikan farkliliklar olarak dikkat ¢ekmektedir (Liu, 2005; akt. Odabas, 2017).
Dijital okumada sayfalar dikey yonde; basili olan geleneksel okuma da ise yatay olarak yer almaktadir.
Dijital ve basili metin; okuma siirecine bagl olarak karsilastirildiginda ise goziin takip ettigi bu iki zit
hareket sebebiyle bazi farkliliklar ve zorluklar yasanabilmektedir (Giines, 2009). Konuya iliskin
yapilan arastirmalar okuyucularin basili ve dijital metin okumaya uyumlar1 hakkinda fikir vermektedir.
Weisberg (2011) tarafindan geleneksel okuma ile dijital okumanin karsilastirildigi bir caligmada
katilimcilarin dijital okumaya kars1 daha istekli olduklar1 sonucuna ulasilmstir. Ote yandan Hamer ve
McGrath (2010) yapmis olduklar1 arastirmada 6grencilerin dijital ortamda okuduklari metne daha
kolay odaklanabildikleri ama yazili metinle ilgili hatirlama oranlarinin daha yiiksek oldugu sonucuna
ulagmuglardir. Ayrica 6grencilerin bilyiik bir ¢ogunlugunun dijital metne gore basili metni tercih
ettikleri goriilmiistiir. Dolayisiyla pek ¢ok alt nedene bagli olarak okuyucularin dijital veya basil
metin tercihleri degiskenlik gosterdigini séylemek miimkiindiir.

Okumada dijital donemin etkisi okullarda da etkisini gostermis; akilli tahta kullaniminin
yayginlagmasi, iilke genelinde her Ogrenciye tablet dagitimi uygulamasi gibi atilimlarla basil
kitaplarin yerini dijital ortamda hazirlanmis kitaplar almaya baslamistir (eokul-meb.com, 2013). Bu
kitaplar; Milli Egitim Bakanlig1 Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu tarafindan onaylanan ders kitaplarinin igerigi
korunarak dijital ortama aktarilmasi ile olusturulmakta ve okullarda kullanilmaktadir (Tiryaki ve
Karakus, 2019). Hayatimizin her alaninda etkin bir sekilde kullandigimiz teknolojinin bir sonucu
olarak dijital okuma hem &6grenciler i¢in hem de okuyucular igin kagmilmaz bir gercek olmustur.
Ancak yapilan pek ¢ok aragtirmaya gore dijital okuma daha zordur ve okuyucular dijital okumada
yeterli bagar1 gosterememektedir (Giines, 2010; Kerr, 2002; Kurniawan ve Zaphiris, 2001; O’Hara ve
Sellen, 1997). Bu durum dijital okumanin yeniden sorgulanmasini gerektirmektedir.

Literatiirde dijital ve basili metin okumanin karsilastirilmali incelendigi calismalara
bakildiginda; konunun okuma becerileri (Bastug ve Keskin, 2013; Kuru, Kaskaya ve Calp, 2017;
Kuru, 2018), 6grenci tutumlar1 (Basaran, 2014) ve okudugunu anlama (Ercan ve Ates, 2015) basliklari
etrafinda sekillendigi goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla alan yazinda daha once calisilmamig olmasi
sebebiyle bu arastirmada; basili ve dijital metin okumalari Goodman hata analizi envanterine gore
karsilagtirilmali olarak incelenmistir. Goodman hata analiz envanterinde hatalar analiz edilirken
sOzdizimsel kabul edilebilirlik, semantik kabul edilebilirlik, anlam degisikligi, diizeltme, harf-ses
iligkisi ve ses benzerligine odaklanilmaktadir. Formda, yapilan hatalarin kabul edilebilirligi, metindeki
ifadeye harf ve ses bakimindan ne kadar benzedigi, anlam degisikligine yol agip agmadigi, diizeltme
yapilip yapilmadigi sorular cevaplandirilarak okuma degerlendirilmesi yapilmaktadir. Envanterde yer
alan bu kriterlerin degerlendirildigi sorular, tiim dil ipucu sistemlerinin ve okuma stratejilerinin
etkilesimi dikkate alinacak sekilde cergcevelenmektedir. Bu anlamda bu aragtirma; ilgili konu alanina
katki yapmas1 acisindan 6nemlidir.

Bu dogrultuda arastirmanin amact, ilkokul t¢iincti sinif 6grencilerinin basili ve dijital metin
okuma siireglerinin karsilastirmali incelenmesidir. Arastirmanin amacina yonelik alt problemler su
sekilde tasarlanmistir;

Aragtirmanin ¢alisma grubunda yer alan her bir 6grencinin basili ve dijital metin okuma
sonuglart;

1. Dilin ipuglarini esnek ve se¢ici kullanmalari bakimindan;
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2. Metin yiizeyseline bagliliklar1 bakimindan;
3. Hata sayilar1 bakimindan;
4. Yeniden anlatim puanlar1 bakimindan

farklilik gostermekte midir?
Yontem

Bu arastirma, tarama modeline dayali betimsel bir ¢alismadir. Tarama modeli, gegmiste ve
halen var olan durumu, olaylari, gruplari, objeyi ve 6zellikleri kendi dogal hali i¢inde betimlemeyi ve
aciklamayi amaglayan bir arastirma yaklagimidir (Ekiz, 2003; Karasar, 2006). Dolayisiyla ilkokul
ticlincli simf dgrencilerinin basili ve dijital metin okuma hatalarinin karsilastirmali incelenmesinin
amaclandigi bu arastirmada tarama modeli kullanilmigtir. Betimsel tarama ile grup {izerinde yiiriitiilen
arastirmayla, gruptaki bireylerin okuma araclari ile okuma durumlar1 incelenerek betimlenmeye
caligilmistir.

Calisma Grubu

Aragtirmada calisma grubu belirlenirken yakinlik ve erisim kolaylig1 saglamasi bakimindan
amacli ornekleme yontemlerinden kolay ulasilabilir 6rnekleme yontemi (Yildinm & Simsek, 2016)
benimsenmistir. Bu baglamda Konya ili Selcuklu Ilgesi’ne bagli resmi bir ilkokulda 2020-2021 egitim
ogretim yili iginde {iglinci smifa devam eden altt Ogrenci arastirmanin ¢alisma grubunu
olusturmaktadir. Ogrencilerin se¢iminde kullanilan &lgiit; simf dgretmenlerinden alinan goriisler,
ornek metin okuma gozlemleri ve degerlendirme sonuglart dogrultusunda “okuma problemi
yasamayan Ogrenciler (6gretim diizeyi)” olarak belirlenmistir. Okuma aracina bagli olarak 6grencilerin
kullandiklar1 dil ipucu sistemleri ve okuma stratejileri karsilagtirilmak amaglandigr icin endise diizeyi
ve serbest diizeyler elenerek 6gretim diizeyindeki ogrenciler calisma grubu olarak belirlenmistir.
Katilimcilarin secimindeki temel kriter, “Yanlis Analizi Envanteri”ne gore Ogretim Diizeyi’'nde yer
almasidir. Bu Olgiitiin  belirlenmesi sirasinda {iglincli siniflarda egitim vermekte olan smif
Ogretmenlerinden ve alan uzmani olarak bir 6gretim lyesinden goriis alinmistir. Caligma grubu
belirlenirken okutulacak metnin simif diizeyine uygun kelime sayisinda ve tiiriinde olmasina dikkat
edilmistir.

Elde edilen veriler neticesinde ¢alisma grubu belirlenmistir. Calisma grubunu olusturan
ogrenciler O1, O2, O3, 04, O5 ve O6 seklinde kodlanmistir. Calima grubuna ait betimsel istatistikler
Tablo 1’de verilmistir.

Tablo 1.Calisma Grubuna Ait Betimsel Istatistikler

Cinsiyet f % Ogrenci Kodlari
Kiz 4 66,6 02,03,04,06
Erkek 2 33,3 01,05

Yas

8 2 33,3 02,05

9 4 66,6 01,03,04,06
Ginluk Okunan Kitap Sayfa Sayisi

0-20 sayfa 1 16,6 04
21-40 sayfa 2 33,3 03,02
41-100 sayfa 3 50,0 01,06,05
Dijital Metin Okuma Sikligi

Hic 1 16,6 05
Arada 4 66,6 01,02,04,06
Sik sik 1 16,6 03
Toplam 6 100 01,02,03,04,05,06
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Veri Toplama Aract

Bu arastirmada veri toplama araci olarak Milli Egitim Bakanligi Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu
Bagkanligi’nin karariyla tavsiye eser olarak yer alan Goniil Yaymeilik ‘Egitici Masallar’ serisinden
“Tliccarin Sonu” isimli okuma metni kullanilmigtir. Basili ve dijital okumada ayni metnin
okutulmasinin sebebi; 6grencinin okuma performansini etkileyen okunabilirlik, motivasyon, metne
kargi tutum gibi etkenleri kontrol altina alabilmek ve aragtirma siireci iginde metinde kurulmasi
beklenen harf-ses iliskisi, sozdizimsel ve semantik iliskinin tekrar degerlendirilmesini
saglayabilmektir. Metin segilirken oncelikle 6grencilerin daha 6nce okumadiklari metin olmasina
dikkat edilmis, uygunlugunu kontrol etmek i¢in de metnin okunabilirlik diizeyi 6l¢iilmiistiir. Bu amag
dogrultusunda okunabilirlik diizeyi belirlemek icin gelistirilmis olan Atesman formiilii kullanilmistir.
(Sekil 1).

Toplam Hece ) ( Toplam K elime)

At indeksi = 198,25 - (40,175x
EURELAMERL Toplam Kelime

Toplam Ciimle

Hece bazli ortalama kelime uzunlugu ~ Kelime bazli ortalama ciimle uzunlugu

Sekil 1. Atesman Formiilii (Atesman, 1997)

Elde edilen wverilerin degerlendirilmesinde ise yine Atesman tarafindan sunulan
derecelendirme esas alinmigtir (Tablo 2).

Tablo 2. Okunabilirlik Derecelendirmesi

Seviye Okunabilirlik Sayist
Cok kolay 90-100
Kolay 70-89
Orta giicliikte 50-69
Zor 30-49
Cok zor 1-29

Bu formiil ve degerlendirme kriterlerine gore aragtirmada kullanilan metnin okunabilirlik
diizeyi su sekildedir:

Tiiccarin sonu = 622 kelime - 1536 hece - 116 ciimle
Kelime uzunlugu = Hece Sayis1/Kelime Sayisi

Ciimle uzunlugu = Kelime Sayis1 /Cilimle Sayisi

Kelime Uzunlugu = 1536/ 622= 2,46945

Ciimle Uzunlugu = 622/116 = 5,36207

Atesman formiilii = 198,825 — 40,175 xA — 2,610 XB
=198,825-(40,175%2,46945)-(2,610x5,36207)
=198,825-99,21015-13,995
=85,61985 = Kolay Seviye
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Zorbaz (2007)’1n bir metnin segiminde, okunabilirlik 6l¢timlerinin yaninda nitel 6zelliklerinin
de ele alinmasi gerektigi diistincesi bu ¢alismada goz oniinde bulundurularak, okutulacak metnin 6ykii
boliimlerinin tamligina, ilgi ¢ekici ve kaliteli bir basima sahip olmasina dikkat edilmistir.

Durukan (2014)’ a gore; Ogrencilerin okuma hizlart ve okudugunu anlama basarilari;
okunabilirlik diizeyi yiiksek olan metinlerde dogal olarak daha yiiksektir. Baska bir deyisle metnin
okunabilirlik diizeyinin 6grencilerin simif diizeyine uygun olup olmamasi &grencilerin okuma
basarisin1 etkiledigi i¢in okunabilirlik diizeyi kolay seviyede olan bir metnin se¢ilmesine karar
verilmistir.

Uygulamanin ilk agamasinda dogrudan basili kitap iizerinden, ikinci asamasinda ise ayni metin
15.6 inch yatay ekranli diziistii bilgisayar ekrani {izerinden arastirmacinin esliginde okutulmustur.
Dijital okutulan metin, kitabin birebir basimina uygun sayfa gorintisinde ve ayni punto
biiytikliiglinde hazirlanmistir.  Basili ve dijital metin okuma zaman dilimleri metnin 6grenciler
tarafindan ortalama unutulma siiresi dikkate alinarak ii¢ ay araliklt olacak sekilde belirlenmistir.
Nitekim Garvin (1991; akt. Alford ve Brock, 2012)’in bahsettigi ve Edgar Dale (1969) nin Ogrenme
Konisi’nde gorsellestirdigi gibi yaklasik iki haftalik bir siire¢ sonunda insan beyni okuduklarinin
%10’ununu hatirlayabilmektedir (Hartog, Mulder ve Hoetjes, 2014). Dolayisiyla iki okuma arasi
verilen ti¢ aylik siire bu arastirma igin yeterli gorilmiistiir.

Aragtirmanin uygulanmasindan 6nce Konya il Milli Egitim Miidiirliigii tarafindan gerekli
izinler alinmis ve her 6grenci i¢in Veli Onam Formlar1 imzalatilmistir (Dosya No: E-83688308-
605.99-22065258). Uygulama siirecinde ise yine katilimcilarin izni dogrultusunda her iki okumada da
ses kaydi alinmistir. Daha sonra kayitlar dinlenerek 6grencilerin okuma siireleri not alinmis, sesli
okuma hatalari her bir Ogrenci i¢in Once basili materyale isaretlenmis, ardindan ‘Hata Analizi
Envanteri’ne gecirilerek diizenlenmistir. Veri toplama siirecinde takip edilen adimlar her bir 6grenci
icin bireysel olarak gerceklestirilmistir.

Arastirmada gecerlik ve giivenirlik calismalart siirecinde; a) metnin okunabilirlik diizeyine,
b)uygulamanin planlandig1 sekilde yapilip yapilmadigina, ¢) okuma puanlarini degerlendirmeye ve
d)okuma hatalarinin gézlenmesine yonelik dort boliim igin arastirmacilar arasi giivenirlik yapilmustir.
Her iki arastirmacinin isaretledigi okuyucu hatalar1 degerlendirilirken basit ylizdelikler kullanilmistir.
Arastirmada fikir birligi yiizdesi, her iki arastirmaci tarafindan ayni sekilde isaretlenen hata sayisinin
toplanmasi ve bu sayinin iki aragtirmaci tarafindan isaretlenen toplam hata sayisina boliinmesiyle
hesaplanmigtir. Her iki arastirmacinin isaretledigi hatalar arasi uyum %88 diizeyinde olup; olusan
goriis ayriliklarinda bir araya gelerek uzlagma yoluna gidilmistir.

Verilerin Analizi

Aragtirmada betimsel analiz teknigi ile veriler Goodman Hata Analizi Envanteri araciligiyla
analiz edilmistir. Hata analiz envanteri; O&grencilerin okurken kullandiklar stratejileri, &grenci
tarafindan yapilan yanliglar1 hata kayit formlarinda kaydedildigi sekilde analiz ederek ortaya
koymaktadir (Vaccaro, 2012).

Goodman Hata Analizi Envanteri: Hata analizine yonelik diger envanterlere benzer sozlii
okuma yanlislarin1 kaydetmeye ve siniflandirmaya yonelik bir puanlama formu olarak Goodman ve
digerleri (1987, 2005) tarafindan gelistirilmis ve kullanilmistir. Bu formda metinde yazilandan farkli
olan tiim okumalar hata sayilirken; telaffuzdaki sive farkliliklart hata sayilmamaktadir. Bununla
birlikte ayni kelimenin tekrarlanan yanlig kullanimi, kelimenin islevi ayni kaldigi siirece bir hata
olarak kabul edilmemektedir (Warde, 2005).

Hata analiz puanlama formu 8 siitundan olusmaktadir. Bunlar;

Sozdizimsel kabul edilebilirlik
Anlamsal kabul edilebilirlik
Anlam degisikligi

Diizeltme

Anlamsal yap1

Gramer iligkisi

Harf-ses iliskisi

Nogk~wbdpE
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8. Ses benzerligi

Hata analiz puanlama formunda okuyucu puanlamasi yapilirken; ilk dort siitun; ‘evet’,
‘kismen’ ve ‘hayir’ olarak isaretlenmektedir. Anlamsal yapi; anlamsal kabul edilebilirlik, anlam
degisikligi ve diizeltme siitunlarindaki isaretlemelere gore degerlendirilmektedir. Gramer iliskisi;
sozdizimsel kabul edilebilirlik, anlamsal kabul edilebilirlik ve diizeltme siitunlarindaki isarctlemelere
gore degerlendirilmektedir. Harf-ses iliskisi ve ses benzerligi stitunlari ise ‘yiiksek’ (metindeki yanlis
okunan ve dogru olan kelime arasinda yiiksek derecede benzerlik olmast), ‘kismen’ (metindeki yanlig
okunan ve dogru olan kelime arasinda kismen derecede benzerlik olmasi) ve ‘hi¢’ (metindeki yanlis
okunan ve dogru olan kelime arasinda hi¢ benzerlik olmamasi) seklinde isaretlenmektedir.

Okuma ses kaydi alinmasi sirasinda 6grenci ortama bireysel katilmis; arastirmaci ve 6grenci
yan yana olacak sekilde oturmustur. Arastirmaci; dgrencilere okuma siireci ile ilgili genel bir bilgi
vermis, onlardan ne beklendigini calismanin basinda acikca ifade etmistir. Okuma Oncesinde
aragtirmaci tarafindan 6grencilere okuduklarini anlatacaklar1 ve sorulara cevap vermeleri gerektigi
(... cigim, okudugun icin tesekkiirler. Tiim metni bitirdin. Simdi kitabi kapatip bana metinle ilgili ne
hatwrladigint anlatir misin?’ Aklinda ne kaldiysa kendi ciimlelerinle anlatmani istiyorum’ ¢ibi)
hatirlatilmistir. S6zIi okuma oturumlart sirasinda katilimeilara higbir sekilde miidahale edilmemistir.
Aragtirmact kendisinde bir kopyasi bulunan basili metin tizerinde okuma hatalarini not almustr.

Arastirmacida bulunan basili metin; orijinal metindeki yazi tipinde hazirlanmis, agik bicimde
hatalar1 not edebilmek i¢in paragraf aralar ¢ift aralik biciminde ayarlanmistir. Ardindan her bir hata;
hata analizi kodlama formuna isaretlenmis, kaydedilen s6zlii okumalar1 dogrulamak, gbzden gecirmek
ve fikir birligi saglamak igin kayitlar birka¢ kez uzman bir aragtirmaci tarafindan da ayrica
dinlenmistir. Yeniden anlatim degerlendirilirken, karakterlerin 6nem durumlarina gore siralanmasi goz
onlinde bulundurularak yiiz puan iizerinden kirk puan, yine énem durumuna goére puanlanan ana
olaylar ve ana olaylar1 destekleyen detaylara toplamda altmis puan verilmistir.

Bulgular

Aragtirmanin birinci alt problemi olarak dgrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okuma sonuglari
dilin ipuglarini esnek ve segici kullanmalar1 bakimindan karsilagtirtlmistir. Okuma hatalarindaki anlam
yapilandirma ve dil bilgisi iliskisi kurabilme yiizdeleri; dili esnek ve secici kullanmalar1 hakkinda bilgi
vermektedir. Hata analiz puanlama formunda anlam yapilandirma siitunundaki anlamsal kabul
edilirligi ‘evet’ ya da ‘kismen’ olan ve &grencinin diizeltme yaptigi hatalar ile dil bilgisel iliskiler
siitunundaki sozdizimsel kabul edilirligi ‘evet’ ya da ‘kismen’ olan hatalar; 6grencinin dilin ipuglarini
esnek ve segici kullanmasini belirler. Ogrencilerin yaptiklar: bu hatalarin kayipsiz ya da kismen kayip
olmasi ile anlam yapilandirma yiizdesinin giiglii, kismen giiglii ya da diizeltmesinin gerekmesi; dilip
ipuglarini esnek ve secici kullanabilme yiizdeleridir. Bu noktadan hareketle ilkokul ti¢lincti siif
ogrencilerinin basili ve dijital metin okuma sonuglarinin; dilin ipuglarini esnek ve segici kullanmalari
bakimindan farklilik géstermesine iliskin bulgular Tablo 3’te verilmistir.

Tablo 3. Dilin ipuglarim Segici Ve Esnek Kullanma Yiizdeleri

Dilin Ipuglarim Segici ve Esnek Kullanma

Anlam Yapilandirma (%) Dil Bilgisi Iliskisi (%)
Katilimeilar Basili Metin Dijital Metin Basilt Metin Dijital Metin

01 40 73 60 73
02 84 73 83 64
03 47 60 53 60
04 30 77 40 100
05 41 70 46 70
06 75 65 62 65
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Sekil 2. Anlam Yapilandirma Yiizdeleri

Ogrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okumalar1 anlam yapilandirma yiizdeleri bakimindan
karsilastirildiginda O1 (%73>%40), 03 (%60>%47), 04 (%77>%30) ve O5 (%70>%41)’ in dijital
okumada daha vyiiksek anlam yapilandirmayr gergeklestirdikleri; 02 (%73<%84) ve 06
(%65<%75) n1n ise basili metin okumalarinda daha ytiksek yiizdeye sahip oldugu goriilmektedir.

120

100

80

60 - ® Basili Metin
m Dijital Metin
40 -

20 -

o0r 02 03 04 05 06

Sekil 3. Dil Bilgisi Iliskisi Yiizdeleri

Ogrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okumalar1 dil bilgisi iliskisi kurabilme bakimindan
karsilastirildiginda ise; 04 (%40<%100), O5 (%46<%70), O1 (%60<%73), O3 (%53<%60) ve 06
(%62<%65) dijital metin okumalarinda daha yiiksek dil bilgisi iliskisi kurabilmektedir.
02(%83>%64) nin ise dijital metin okumada daha diisiik dil bilgisi iliski kurdugu gériilmektedir.

Aragtirmanin ikinci alt problemi olarak ogrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okuma sonuglari
metin yiizeyseline baglhliklar1 bakimindan karsilastirilmistir. Ogrencilerin okuma hizlar1 ve okuma
hatalarindaki kelime, harf-ses iligkisi ve ses benzerlikleri metin yiizeyseline bagliliklart hakkinda bilgi
vermektedir. Ogrencilerin okumada metin yiizeyseline baglhliklari; okuma hatalarindaki harf-ses
iligkisi ve ses benzerlik silitununa bakilarak degerlendirilmistir. Metni okurken yapilan hatalar
incelenirken; hatanin s6zdizimsel ve anlamsal kabul edilebilir olmasi, climledeki anlami saglamasi ya
da kismen degistirildigi halde hatay1 diizeltmeye gidilmis olmasi 6grencinin anlamsal yapilandirmaya

444



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Aragtirmalarn Dergisi 2021, Cilt 7, Say1 3, 437-453

Nalan TOLGAY, Selva BAKKALOGLU

dikkat ettigini gostermektedir. Dolayisiyla anlami saglamayan fakat harf-ses iliskisi ve ses benzerligi
yiiksek ¢ikan hatalarda 6grencilerin metin yiizeyseline bagli kaldigi sonucu ortaya ¢ikmaktadir. Basili
ve dijital metin okuma sonuglarinin metin ylizeyselliklerine bagliliklar1 bakimindan farklilik

gostermesine iligkin bulgular Tablo 4’te verilmistir.

Tablo 4. Metin Yiizeyseline Baglilik Yiizdeleri

Metin Yiizeyseline Baglilik

Okuma Hiz1 (sn) Harf-Ses liskisi (%) Ses Benzerlik (%)
Katilimetlar Basili Dijital Basili Dijital Basili Dijital
Metin Metin Metin Metin Metin Metin
01 463 440 93 100 93 100
02 352 344 100 100 100 100
03 556 486 100 100 100 100
04 316 326 100 100 90 100
05 341 363 100 100 100 100
06 363 365 90 90 95 100
600
500
400
300 m Basili Metin
= Dijital Metin
200
100
0
01 02 03 04 05 06
Sekil 4.0kuma Hizlar1

) Ogrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okuma hizlan kargilagtinldiginda 01(463>440),
02(352>344), 04 (316<326), O5 (341<363) ve O6 (363<365)’'nn basili ve dijital metin okuma
hizlarimin birbirine yakin siirelerde oldugu goriilmektedir. O3 (556>486) ise dijital metin okumasini

basili metne gore daha kisa siirede tamamlamuistir.
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Sekil 5.Harf-Ses iliskisi Yiizdeleri

Harf-ses iliskisi yoniinden sonuglar incelendiginde; hem basili hem de dijital metin
okumalarinda 02, 03, 04 ve O5 %100; O6 ise %90 oranla harf-ses iligkisi yapmistir. Bu
ogrencilerden farkl olarak O1(%93<%100) basili metin okumasina gére dijital metin okumasinda
daha yiiksek harf-ses iligkisini gosteren hata yapmistir.

102
100 -
98 -
96 -
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92 -
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86 -
84 -

H Basili Metin

m Dijital Metin

01 02 03 04 05 06

Sekil 6.Ses Benzerlik Yiizdeleri

Ogrencilerin hatalarindaki ses benzerlik sonuglara gore; 02, O3 ve O5 hem basili hem de
dijital metin okumalarinda %100 ses benzerligi gdsteren hata yapmistir. O1, O4 ve 06 dijital metin
okumalarinda %100; basili metin okumalarinda ise sirastyla %93, %90 ve %95 ses benzerligi gosteren
hata yapmustir.

Aragtirmanin tigtinci alt problemi olarak 6grencilerin basili ve dijital metin okuma sonuglari
hata sayilar1 bakimindan karsilastirilmistir. Ogrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okumalarinda hata
sayilarina iligkin bulgular Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

446



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Aragtirmalarn Dergisi 2021, Cilt 7, Say1 3, 437-453 Nalan TOLGAY, Selva BAKKALOGLU

Tablo 5. Hata Sayilart

Hata Sayilar
Katilimeilar Basili Metin Dijital Metin
01 2 1
02 2 1
03 3 1
04 2 1
05 4 2
06 4 2
4
3
2 Basili Metin
= Dijital Metin
1 4
0 4
01 02 03 04 05 06

Sekil 7. Hata Sayilar

Ogrencilerin yaptiklar1 hata sayilar1 incelendiginde; tiim dgrenciler dijital metin okumalarinda
basili metine kiyasla daha az hata yapmustir. Basili metin okumasinda en yiiksek hata sayis1 O5 ve
O6°ya aitken, en diisiik hata sayis1 01,02 ve O4’e aittir. Dijital metin okumalarinda ise en gok hatay1
05 ve 06; en az hatayr ise 01,02,03 ve O4 yapmustr.

Arastirmanin dordiincii alt problemi olarak dgrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okuma sonuglari
yeniden anlatim puanlart bakimindan karsilastirilmistir. Okuma sonrasi 6grencilerin aldiklar1 yeniden
anlatim puanlari okuduklar1 metni anlayip anlamadiklari hakkinda bilgi vermektedir. Ogrencinin
metnin temel yapisindan bahsetmesi, anlatiminda onemli bilgilere yer vermesi, anlattiminin sirali,
eksiksiz ve tam olmasi degerlendirmede ilk dikkat edilen noktalardir. Oykiileyici metin anlatimlarinda
karakterlere %40 ve olaylara %60 iizerinden puanlama yapilarak toplam yilizde degerlendirmesi
yapilmaktadir (Goodman, Watson ve Burke, 2005). Ogrencilerin yeniden anlatim puanlaria iliskin
veriler Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6.Yeniden Anlatim ve Biitiinciil Skorlar

Yeniden Anlatim Puanlar:

Katilimcilar Basili Metin Dijital Metin
01 80 85
02 65 70
03 85 85
04 65 70
05 60 65
06 75 75
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m Basili Metin

= Dijital Metin

01 02 03 04 05 06

Sekil 8: Yeniden Anlatim Puanlari

Ogrencilerin okuma sonrasindaki anlatim puanlar1 sonuglarina gére; O1 (80<85), 02 (65<70),
04 (65<70) ve O5 (60<65) dijital metin okumalarinda daha yiiksek puan; O3(85=85) ve 06(75=75)
ise basili ve dijital metin okumalarinda ayn1 anlatim puanim almislardir.

Tartisma, Sonuc ve Oneriler

Bu arastirma ilkokul tigiincii sinif 6grencilerinin basili ve dijital metin okuma hatalariin
karsilastirilmasi amaciyla gerceklestirilmistir.

Aragtirmada elde edilen sonuglara gore; oOgrencilerin biiyiik cogunlugu dijital metin
okumalarinda dilin ipuclarini daha secici ve esnek kullanabilmektedirler. Sonuglarin daha net
anlasilmas1 icin 6grenci okumalarindan drneklerin verilmesi faydali olacaktir. O1 adli dgrenci; basili
metin okumasinda ‘Neseli bir sekilde evinin yolunu tutmus.” ciimlesinde ‘tutmus’ kelimesini ‘tutumus’
seklinde okumustur. Okudugu bu kelimenin hem sozdizimsel hem de anlamsal kabul edilebilir
olmamas1 ve hatasinda diizeltmeye gitmemesi nedeniyle O1’in anlamsal yapiy1 olusturamadigi ve dil
bilgisel iliskiyi kuramadig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir. Ogrencinin basili metin okumasinda dilin ipuglarini
secici ve esnek kullanamadigi goriilmektedir. Ayni1 &grenci dijital metin okumasinda metindeki
‘Patronum bana hizmetlerimin karsihiginda ti¢ kurus verdi.”” ciimlesini ‘Patronum bana hizmetlerim
kargiliginda ti¢ kurus verdi.”” seklinde okumustur. Formdan alinan bu 6rnekte hatanin sdzdizimsel ve
anlamsal kabul edilebilir oldugu; 6grencinin dil bilgisel iliskiyi ve anlamsal yapiy1r kurabildigi
goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla O1’in dijital metin okumasinda dilin ipuglarmi basili metin okumasina
gore daha secici ve esnek kullandig1 sdylenebilir. Baska bir 6rnekte O4’iin dilin ipuglarmi secici ve
esnek kullanmada basili metin okumasinin dijital metin okumasina goére daha basarili oldugu
goriilmiistiir. O4 basili metin okumasinda ‘Su agactaki kusu vurursan sana iki altin veririm’
ctimlesinde ‘veririm’ kelimesini ‘vereyim’ seklinde okuyarak sézdizimsel ve anlamsal kismen kabul
edilir hata yapmis; anlamsal yapiy1 kismen kurmus ve dil bilgisel iliskiyi zayif ta olsa olusturmustur.
Dolayistyla O4’iin dilin ipuglarini segici ve esnek kullandig1 sdylenebilir. Aym dgrenci dijital metin
okumasinda ise ‘Koylii durmadan galiyor’ ciimlesindeki ‘caliyor’ kelimesini ‘calisiyor’ seklinde
okudugu igin sozdizimsel kabul edilebilir fakat anlamsal kabul edilemez bir hata yapmustir.
Ogrencinin bu hatas1 anlamsal yapida kayba yol acarken dil bilgisel iliskiyi kismen kurdugu; harf-ses
iligkisi ve ses benzerliginde ise yiiksek yiizde elde ettigi gorilmiistiir. Dijital metin okumasinda yaptigi
bu ve benzeri hatalardan dolay1 6grencinin dilin ipuglarini iyi diizeyde kullanamadigi s6ylenebilir.

Arastirmada elde edilen bir diger sonuca gore 0grencilerin basili ve dijital metin okumalarinda
metin yiizeyselliklerine bagliliklar;; okuma hizi, harf-ses iliskisi ve ses benzerlik agisindan
incelenmistir. Okuma hizi agisindan O3 hari¢ diger dgrencilerin basili ve dijital metin okuma
hizlarinin birbirine yakin oldugu goriilmiistiir. Elde edilen bu sonu¢ Diindar ve Akcayir (2012)
tarafindan yapilan arastirma sonucu ile paralellik gostermektedir. 03’iin ise dijital metin okuma hiz1
basili metin okuma hizina gore daha yiiksek ¢ikmustir. Demografik bilgilere bakildiginda elde edilen
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bu sonug; O3’iin sik sik dijital okumasi yapiyor olmasindan dolay1 dijital okumaya daha aliskin oldugu
ve kitaptan okumaya gore ekran akislari sirasinda daha az vakit kaybettigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Harf-ses iliskisi sonuglarma bakildiginda O1 haric diger 6grencilerin her iki okuma tiiriinde de %100
oranina yakin benzerlik yaptigi goriilmiistiir. O1 ise dijital metin okumasinda basili metin okumasina
gore daha yiiksek oranla harf-ses iligkisi yapmustir. Son olarak 6grencilerin hatalarindaki ses benzerlik
yiizdelerine gore; tim Ogrenciler dijital metin okumasinda %100 ses benzerligi gosteren hata
yapmustir. Bu sonug, 6grencilerin dijital okumada hatalarinda ses ipuglarini yiiksek kullanimlarini yani
metnin yiizeyselligine yogun sekilde baglh kaldiklarini gdstermektedir. Ornegin; O6 basili metin
okumasinda ‘Tiiccar su¢lamalarini tekrarlamis.” ciimlesinde ‘suclamalarini’ kelimesini ‘suclamalary’
seklinde okumustur. Ayni sekilde dijital metin okumasinda ‘Amaci para vermemekmis.” ciimlesinde
‘Amact’ kelimesini ‘Ama’ seklinde okumustur. Bu ve benzer okuma hatalarindan dolay1r O6’nin ses
benzerligini yiiksek oranda kurdugu dolayisiyla metin yiizeyseline bagli kaldig1 sdylenebilir.

Aragtirmada 6grencilerin basili ve dijital metin okumalarinda yapmis olduklart hata sayilart
karsilagtirmali olarak incelenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore tiim Ogrenciler dijital metin
okumalarinda basili metin okumalarina gore daha az hata yapmistir. Elde edilen verilere 6rnek olarak
O1; her iki okumada da “ ’ demis ciice de.’’ seklinde devam eden ciimleyi ‘demis. Ciice de.’ seklinde
okuyarak ayni noktalama isareti hatasini tekrarlamigtir. Her iki hatasinda da anlami degisiklige
ugrattigmi fark etmeyen Ogrencinin anlama odaklanmadigi goriilmektedir. Benzer sekilde O3; iki
okumada da ya climledeki ilk kelimeyi ya da kelimelerin ilk hecesini tekrarlamistir. Ayrica en ¢ok
kelime sonlarindaki eklerde hatalar yapmustir. Ornegin basili metin okumasinda ‘agacta’ kelimesini
‘agactaki’ seklinde; dijital metin okumasinda ise ‘bunu’ kelimesini ‘buna’ seklinde okumustur. Alan
yazina bakildiginda okuyucularin basili ve dijital metin okuma basarilarini karsilastiran arastirmalarda
elde edilen sonuglar ¢ogunlukla basili metin lehinedir (Dillon, 1992; Kurniawan ve Zaphiris, 2001;
Muter ve Maurutto, 1991; Noyes ve Garland, 2008; Bastug ve Keskin, 2013). Bu calismalarda
genellikle okuyucularin okuma hizlari, dogru okuma diizeyleri ve okuduklarini anlamalar
karsilastirilmistir. Ote yandan yapilan bazi calismalar gostermektedir ki e-kitap okumanin ya da baska
bir ifadeyle dijital metin okumanin 6grencilerin okumalart {izerinde olumlu etkileri mevcuttur. Lopez-
Escribano, Valverde-Montesino ve Garcia-Ortega (2021) yapmis olduklar1 arastirmada kiigiik yas
grubu ¢ocuklarin e-kitap okumalarini basili kitap okumalariyla karsilagtirmali incelemistir. Arastirma
sonucunda ¢ocuklarin okuryazarliklarinda e-kitap okumanin daha etkili oldugu goriilmistir. Yildiz ve
Keskin (2016) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada da ergenlik donemi 6grencilerinin dijital okumaya karsi
daha olumlu tutum gelistirdikleri goriilmiistiir.

Son olarak aragtirmada yeniden anlatim puanlari yani 6grencilerin metni okuduktan sonra
kendi ciimleleriyle anlatimlari incelenmistir. Elde edilen sonuglara gore dijital metin yeniden anlatim
puanlar1 basili metin anlatim puanlarindan daha yiiksektir. Ornegin; O4; yeniden anlatim
puanlamasinda basilt metin okumasinin anlatiminda; karakterlerden kirk iizerinden yirmi bes, olay
siralamasindan altmis lizerinden kirk almisken, dijital metin okumasinin anlatiminda olay dongiisiinii
eksiksiz anlattigi ve metin sonundaki ana fikri ifade edebildigi i¢in yeniden anlatim puanini 5 puan
artirmistir. Bagka bir katilimci olan O5; basili metin anlatiminda karakter kisilik 6zelliklerini
belirtmeden olay dongiisiinii siralamistir. Dijital metin anlatiminda ise ana karakterlerden koyliiniin iyi
kalpliligine ve tiiccarin kurnazligina da vurgu yaptigi i¢in karakterleri kavradigi goriilmiis ve ilkine
gore bes puan fazla almistir. Ogrenci diyalog gecislerinde ‘demis’ ifadesini hi¢ kullanmanms ve
karakterleri seslendirerek olaylari canlandirmistir. O6 ise her iki metin okuma anlatiminda karakter
cozlimlemelerini tam kavradigini gosterebildigi i¢in karakterlerden kirk iizerinden kirk puan, olaylar
kismen sirali ve tam bir sekilde ifade ettigi icin altmis iizerinden elli puan ile toplamda doksan puan
almistir. Dijital okuma ve basili metin okumada okudugunu anlama iizerine yapilan arastirmalara
bakildiginda bu arastirmada elde edilen sonuglara paralel olarak dijital metin okumalar1 lehine
aragtirmalarin oldugu goriilmektedir. Greenlee-Moore ve Smith (1996) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada
es zamanli bir grup 6grenci dijital metinden diger grup ise basili metinden okuma yapmustir. Arastirma
sonucunda anlatimi zor ve icerdigi bilgi yogun olan metinlerde dijital ortamda okuyan Ogrencilerin
okudugunu anlama diizeyleri daha yiiksek bulunmustur. Baska bir arastirma olarak Ileri (2011) besinci
sinif Ggrencilerinin  ekran okumalarinda metin tiirlerine gore okudugunu anlama diizeylerini
incelemistir. Arastirmanin sonucunda; bilgilendirici metin tiirlinde ekran okuma yapan 6grencilerin
okudugunu anlama diizeylerinin basili okuma yapan Ogrencilerden yiliksek oldugu gorilmiistiir.
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Benzer sekilde Duran ve Alevli (2014) tarafindan yapilan arastirmada ekran okumanin sekizinci sinif
ogrencilerinde anlamaya olan etkisi arastirilmistir. Ogrenciler belirlenen metinlerden bir kismini basili
metinden bir kismini ise dijital ekran lizerinden okumuslardir. Aragtirma sonucunda dijital ekran
tizerinden yaptiklar1 okumalarda anlama puanlarinin daha yiiksek oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu sonug dijital
okumada okuyucunun metinde yazi tipini, boyutunu ayarlama ve kisisel isteklerine gore metin
icerigini bozmadan diizenleme yapma oOzgiirliigiine sahip olmasinin sagladigi avantaj olarak
aciklanabilir. Ayrica igerigin gorsellerle desteklenmesi ve bilgisayarin ilgi ¢ekici olmast okumayi daha
eglenceli hale getirmekte; anlamay1 ve 6grenmeyi kolaylagtirmaktadir (Dyson ve Haselgrove, 2001;
Chen, 2003; Burnett ve Myers, 2006; Merchant, 2007; Carden, 2008; Muir, Veale ve Nichol, 2009;
Rose, 2011). Matthew (1996; akt: Duran ve Alevli, 2014)’e gore bilgisayar ekranindan bir kitapla
etkilesime ge¢gmek ve onu okumak en isteksiz okuyucular iizerinde bile motive edici olabilir. Diger
taraftan basili metin okumalarinin dijital okumalara gore okudugunu anlamada daha etkili oldugunu
gosteren arastirmalar da mevcuttur (Ben-Yehudah and Eshet-Alkalai, 2020; Delgado, Vargas,
Ackerman ve Salmeron, 2018; Kong, Seo ve Zhai, 2018; Singer ve Alexander, 2017). Bu durum dijital
okumada parca parca alinan bilgilerin anlama diizeyini diistirmesi ve okuyucunun ilerlemesini
engellemesiyle agiklanabilir (Giines, 2010).

Arastirmada elde edilen sonuglar gbz 6niine alindiginda okuma hatalarina yonelik yapilacak
diger ¢aligmalar i¢in Oneriler su sekildedir;

1. Bu arastirmada basili ve dijital metin okumalart Goodman vd. (2005) tarafindan gelistirilen
‘Hata Analiz Envanteri’ kapsaminda ele alinmigtir. Farkli okuma hata analiz envanterleri
ile dijital metin okumalar1 {izerine yapilacak arastirmalar sonuglar1 bakimindan alan yazina
katkida bulunacaktir.

2. Dijital metin okuma egitimin her kademesinde etkili olarak kullanilmaktadir. Dolayisiyla
diger yas gruplarina yonelik dijital metin ve basili metin okumalarinin karsilagtirtimali
olarak incelenmesi Onerilmektedir.

3. Bu arastirmada Oykiileyici metin {izerinden basili ve dijital okuma hatalar1 karsilastiriimali
calisilmistir. Alan yazina bakildiginda dijital ve basili metin okuma arastirmalarinda
veriler bakimindan metin tiirline gore farklilasmalar1 oldugu goriilmektedir. Dolayisiyla
dijital ve basili metin okuma hatalarinin karsilagtirilmasi bilgilendirici metin kapsaminda
arastirilabilir.
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