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ABSTRACT

Development of a Reading Test for Second Language Learners of Turkish

The purpose of this study is to develop a reading test that measures the ability to read
in Turkish as a second language. Based on the reading framework by Khalifa and
Weir (2009), task specifications were developed and reading tasks with different
intended proficiency levels were developed based on the task specifications. The
tasks were tested both on native speakers of Turkish and on learners of Turkish from
21 different language backgrounds enrolled in intermediate and advanced level
Turkish classes at Bogazi¢i University. Test taker data were used to assess item
characteristics, reliability and validity of the tasks. Expert judgment was employed to
evaluate the reading skills measured by task items. The findings from these
investigations provided preliminary evidence for the reliability and validity of the

reading tasks under scrutiny.



OZET

Tiirkgeyi ikinci Dil Olarak Ogrenenler i¢in Okuma Testi Gelistirilmesi

Bu ¢alismanin amaci ikinci dil olarak Tiirk¢e okuma becerisini 6lgen bir okuma testi
gelistirmektir. Khalifa ve Weir (2009) tarafindan onerilen okuma modeline
dayanarak, 6dev tanimlamalari olusturulmus ve bu tanimlamalara dayanarak farkli
seviyeleri amaglayan okuma &devleri gelistirilmistir. Odevler, hem Tiirk¢eyi anadil
olarak konusanlar lizerinde hem de 21 farkl: dil kékeninden gelen ve Bogazici
Universitesi’nde orta ve ileri seviye Tiirkge dersleri almakta olan dgrenciler iizerinde
denenmistir. Sinava girenlerden elde edilen veriler, okuma devlerini madde
ozellikleri, giivenirlik ve gecerlik acisindan degerlendirmek i¢in kullanilmistir.
Sorularin 6l¢tiigii okuma becerilerini degerlendirmek i¢in uzman goriisii alinmistir.
Bu aragtirmalardan elde edilen bulgular incelenen okuma 6devlerinin giivenirligine

ve gecerligine dair 6n kanit saglamaktadir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION
The process of language test production is influenced by the theory that explains the
construct or skill being assessed. Reading has been explained in different ways such
as a bottom-up, top-down or interactive process. Khalifa and Weir (2009) suggest
that reading is carried out either carefully or expeditiously and either at global or
local level. Different kinds of reading are employed based on the purpose of the
reading. The present study attempts to operationalize reading skills with reading
tasks depending on the reading model by Khalifa and Weir (2009). The tasks were
investigated in terms of the two main concerns of assessment: validity and reliability.
1.1 Aims of the study
The aim of this research is mainly to investigate the validity and reliability of the five
reading tasks that were developed in order to assess reading proficiency in Turkish as
a foreign language. The target population is foreign students who are in a Turkish
university and learn Turkish for different purposes such as daily use, personal
interest or receiving education in Turkey. The test is designed to assess general
reading proficiency in Turkish from B1 to C2 levels on the Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR, Council of Europe, 2001) scale. Thereby, this study
aims to be the first step to develop the reading component of a test of Turkish, and it
is the part of a larger study which also involves listening, writing and speaking
components.
1.2 Overview of methodology
The reading construct was operationalized through a process of listing reading skills
that are explained by the theoretical definition of the construct, comparing these

skills to different proficiency levels specified by the CEFR, and producing task



specifications to assess these skills. Based on specifications, items were developed
and elaborated on under the supervision of experts. Evidence related to reliability and
validity was collected through statistical procedures and qualitative techniques from
multiple sources. The scores from tasks were used for statistical analyses to elicit
information about internal reliability, item characteristics, criterion-related validity,
and correlational relationships with the other components of the test. Moreover,
expert judgment was incorporated to look for both quantitative and qualitative
evidence related to content validity and task design.

1.3 Significance of the study

Although there is not any research about testing Turkish as a foreign language, a
number of examinations are in practice. “Distance Turkish Test” is the most known
and widespread examination that aims to measure Turkish language proficiency of
foreigners. It is an internet-based test devised by Ankara University’s Turkish and
Foreign Languages Research and Application Centre (TOMER) and offers a device
for adult learners of Turkish to assess and certificate their language skills. It is
administered at five different levels from Al to C1 on the CEFR scale. The test has
six sections which are reading, writing, speaking, listening, interaction, and
grammar. The Turkish Proficiency Exam (TPE) is another exam testing Turkish as a
foreign language. It is developed by the Yunus Emre Institute Exam Center. The
institute’s official website indicates that the exam aims to assess the language
proficiency of individuals learning Turkish as a foreign or native language, and
thereby facilitating the admission of foreign students into Turkish educational
institutions. Finally, TELC, which stands for The European Language Certificates, is
another organization that offers over 70 different examinations, in eleven languages

including Turkish. The exam is administered at five proficiency levels from Al to



C1. These tests are administered to learners with a variety of language, educational,
and cultural backgrounds. It is not clear to what extent learner characteristics are
taken into account in the development of the tests. In addition, it is not clear what
theoretical framework of reading was utilized in the design of the tests except for
TELC. Itisindicated on TELC’s website that the examination is based on a
theoretical construct, e.g. on a model of communicative competence, but no further
information is provided.

Significance of the present study lies in its attempt to address the
shortcomings of the available tests. The proposed test is designed for those learners
learning Turkish in an academic setting. They are university level students and they
usually learn Turkish in the university environment. Since they use English for
academic purposes day to day, they are familiar with academic tasks. Although they
do not necessarily need Turkish for academic purposes, the academic background of
the target population has been taken into consideration in the design of test tasks. In
addition, the reading tasks in the proposed test are designed within the theoretical
framework of Khalifa and Weir (2009).

1.4 Research questions
The first research question aims to investigate the content validity of the five reading
tasks under scrutiny. The second question investigates whether the tasks efficiently
discriminate between higher and lower level proficiency levels. The third question is
related to item characteristics of the reading tasks. Finally, the fourth question
investigates the relationship between the sub-tests. Specifically, the following
research questions were addressed:

1. Do the experts agree on the operations measured by the test items as specified

by the test writers?



2. Do the test tasks differentiate between higher and lower proficiency groups?
3. What are the psychometric characteristics of the items for each reading task?

a. What levels of item difficulty are reflected by the scores of the test takers?

b. To what extent do the items discriminate between test takers’ reading

abilities?

c. What are the internal reliability values for each task?

4. Do scores on the reading test correlate with the scores obtained from listening,
writing and speaking tests administered to the same group?

For the first research question, it is hypothesized that the raters will mostly
agree on the intended skills tested by each task. For the second research question, it
is expected that the higher proficiency group will outperform the lower proficiency
group on each reading task. Since the third research question is an exploratory one,
there is no hypothesis regarding the third question. Finally, for the fourth research
question, it is hypothesized that reading scores should be positively correlated with
listening, writing and speaking scores given L1 and L2 research findings pointing to
the close relationship of reading with listening (Hirai, 1999; Diakidoy, Stylianou,
Karefillidou, & Papageorgiou, 2005; Wise et al., 2007), writing (Ahmed, 2011;
Eisterhold, 1990; Grabe, 1991; see Hirvela, 2004 for an overview) and speaking
(Liao, Qu, & Morgan, 2010).

1.5 Overview of thesis

Chapter 1 is an introductory chapter. In Chapter 2, a review of literature is presented
regarding validity and reliability issues, test development process, reading theories,
and the reading model proposed by Khalifa and Weir (2009). Chapter 3 describes the
methods used in the study in detail. Chapter 4 reports the results regarding the four

research questions. It presents the information extracted through expert judgment,



describes how different proficiency groups performed on the tasks, and investigates
how items function with the group of participants by presenting difficulty and
discrimination indices as well as distractor efficiency of the items. Chapter 4 also
explains the relationship between the sub-components of the test, i.e. the
correlational relationships between reading, listening, writing and speaking
components. Chapter 5 presents the discussion of the results from the analyses.

Finally, Chapter 6 summarizes the study and presents concluding remarks.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
This chapter presents a review of the literature on fundamental issues regarding
developing a reading test. First, validity and reliability issues are explored. The main
reason to test a person’s language ability is to interpret their score as an indicator of
what they know or can do (Bachman, 2004). Therefore, we give decisions based on
test scores because we believe that the score reflects the language ability of the test
taker in real life. Namely, we do reasoning from students’ behavior (performance) to
estimate their competence (Mislevy, 1996). We also expect that the test produces
consistent measures of the ability we want to assess (Bachman, 2004). This means
that a test should produce similar results under different conditions in the testing
procedure as long as the test taker’s ability level does not change.

After validity and reliability issues, stages of producing a new test are
explored with the aim of explaining a proper test development process. Then, reading
construct is discussed by providing different definitions and discussing the factors
involved in the cognitive processes of reading. Finally, after presenting an overview
of reading theories that have been proposed since 1950s, the reading model by
Khalifa and Weir (2009) is explored.

2.2 Validity

One of the concerns in the process of designing and developing a language test is
how useful it is (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Among the qualities that Bachman and
Palmer (1996) argue to be related to usefulness of a language test such as reliability,
authenticity, impact, practicality and interactiveness, validity stands as a very

important aspect that certainly needs to be responded.



Validity is defined as the “degree to which empirical evidence and theoretical
rationales support the adequacy and appropriateness of the interpretations and actions
based on test scores” (Messick, 1989, p. 13). Messick (1990) explains that validity is
a degree, not an existing or non-existing feature; therefore, validation is a continuing
process, and validity is a “summary of both existing evidence for and the actual as
well as potential consequences of score interpretation” (p. 2). Messick (1989) notes
that traditionally evidence regarding validity is categorized as construct, content, and
criterion related.

Construct validity is about any evidence regarding the interpretation of score
meaning and it has been accepted to be a unifying concept, so all sources of validity
evidence are actually a part of construct validity (Messick, 1987). Messick (1995, p.
745) explains that there are six aspects of construct validity: content, substantive
process, score structure, generalizability, external relationships, and testing
consequences. He explains that content validity or content aspect of construct
validity refers to evidence regarding content relevance and representativeness.
Substantive aspect of construct validity refers to the theoretical rationales behind
observed consistencies in test responses. Score structure suggests that scoring
structure should be parallel with the structure of the construct domain.
Generalizability aspect refers to the consistency of scores and interpretations across
different conditions. External relationships of a test are criterion related evidence. It
refers to the consistency of test scores with real life performance or scores from
another test. Lastly, the testing consequences aspect is about evaluating the
consequences of test use and score interpretation.

There are many sources of construct validity evidence. For example,

Alderson, Clapham, and Wall (1995) mention that one of the approaches is the



correspondence with theory. They explain that the main concern in this approach is
whether the test successfully operationalizes the theory, which can be investigated
through expert judgment. Experts can be provided with some definition of the
underlying theory and asked to make judgments after examining the test. The
researchers state that a second approach for construct validation is internal
correlations. The correlations between the sub-parts of a test are not supposed to be
high because they are supposed to measure different sub-constructs. Furthermore, the
sub-parts need to be correlated with the total test in order to provide more evidence
for construct validity (Alderson et al., 1995). There are studies that are in line and in
conflict with these correlational assumptions. For example, Liao, Qu, and Morgan
(2010) analyzed data from more than 12,000 TOEIC test takers, and found the
following correlations: .76 between reading and listening, .57 between reading and
speaking, and .61 between reading and writing. On the other hand, Wang (2008)
analyzed the scores of 57 undergraduate students on College English Test Bad 4
(CET-4). The data suggested that students’ reading skills were not related to writing
(r =.021, p > .05) and listening (r = .053, p > .05). Factor analysis which examines
the factors that influence the performance on a test, and multitrait-multimethod
which is based on correlational procedures, are other approaches to test construct
validity. Weir (2005) states that reliability can also be regarded as one form of
validity evidence and he prefers using the term “scoring validity” to emphasize his
point. He indicates that scoring validity comes from such parameters as difficulty,
discrimination, and internal consistency.

In order to look for content related evidence, a common practice is experts
comparing the test content with its specifications, teaching syllabus or curriculum

(Alderson et al., 1995). Bachman (2004) emphasizes that an important kind of



evidence to support content representativeness lies in the design of the test, i.e. test
specifications and the tasks that are based on these specifications. For this purpose,
careful design and development procedures should be followed. However, like
Alderson et al. (1995), Bachman (2004) suggested that expert judgment can also be
employed to investigate content representativeness. He points out that researchers,
curriculum developers, language teachers or language testers can provide such type
of expertise to give opinion about the abilities that each task measures. Provision of
such judgment can be either verbal or through a rating scale (Bachman, 2004). Then,
comparing these ratings to the target domain to see how representative a task is can
be very useful to get insights into the content validity of the task. Thus, the extent the
experts' judgments comply with each other and with test specifications regarding
what areas of ability are measured can be presented as the evidence for content
validity. However, Bachman also indicates that such type of approach has the
disadvantage of possible disagreements between the experts.

Messick’s (1989) progressive matrix of validity highlights the issues to be
taken into account when making any judgment about the validity of a measure.
Messick’s (1989) view, illustrated in Table 1, summarizes the concept of validity
including test interpretation and test use on evidential and consequential bases.

Table 1. Facets of Validity.

Test Interpretation Test Use
Evidential Basis Construct Validity (CV) | CV+ Relevance/Utility (R/U)
Consequential CV+ Value Implications | CV+ R/U+ VI+ Social
Basis (V1) Consequences

Source: Messick, 1989, p. 20.
Evidential basis for test interpretation refers to evidence for score meaning. Such
evidence is basically obtained through observing how the scores on a measure

represent the construct (Hubley & Zumbo, 2011). Messick (1995) points out that

9



evidence and rationales to back up the trustworthiness of score interpretation form
the evidential basis, and this evidential basis is construct validity. He adds that
evidence regarding the “relevance of the scores to applied purpose, and the utility of
scores in the applied setting” enhance the evidence for score meaning (p. 748).
Relevance of test items to the intended score interpretation should be evaluated by
taking into account the whole testing procedure which includes “specification of the
construct domain”, “typical behaviors”, and “underlying processes” (Messick, 1989,
p. 38). Utility of scores refers to how useful the testing is in reflecting target domain
performance (Messick, 1989).

“Consequential basis of test interpretation is the appraisal of value
implications of score meaning” (Messick, 1995). Messick points out that values (that
are usually not evident) are attached to construct label, the theory underlying the
construct and ideologies that influence the theory. He further explains that “The
value implications of score interpretation are not only part of score meaning, but a
socially relevant part that often triggers score-based actions and serves to link the
construct measured to questions of applied practice and social policy” (p. 748).
Therefore, he suggests that theoretical implications and value implications of test
interpretation should be proportional. Ideologies and value implications may change
across individuals or groups, but when a dialectical approach is adopted by proposing
rival perspectives, it is possible to subject constructs or theories to an empirical
grounding or debate (Messick, 1989, p. 62-63).

Consequential basis of test use includes the social consequences of testing.
Messick (1995) advises that one way to see potential side effects of test use is
comparing alternative proposals of test use in terms of their benefits and risks. The

counterproposals of a proposed test use may reveal strong and weak sides of the
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intended test use. He emphasizes that adverse social consequences of test use does
not directly make a test use invalid, but “that adverse social consequences should not
be attributable to any source of test invalidity such as construct underrepresentation
or construct-irrelevant variance” (p. 748). The reason is that such consequences
influence the validity of score interpretation which is a part of construct validity.
Messick (1995, p. 742) explains construct underrepresentation and construct-
irrelevant variance as two major threats to construct validity. When the construct
assessment is not comprehensive enough and cannot adequately cover the target
domain, the construct is not represented well in the test, which is called construct
underrepresentation. Construct-irrelevant variance, on the other hand, may appear in
two forms as construct-irrelevant difficulty and construct-irrelevant easiness.
Messick (1995) defines the former one as task aspects that are not directly construct-
related and make the task irrelevantly difficult for some groups. The latter one, on
the other hand, means that the clues in task formats, not the construct in focus, enable
individuals to respond correctly.
2.3 Reliability
Reporting the degree to which a test is reliable is a fundamental part of developing a
new language test (Brown, 2005). Bachman (2004) defines reliability as “consistency
of measures across different conditions in the measurement procedure” (p. 153). In
other words, reliability is a measure of how an assessment tool consistently measures
learning. Scores on a test will be influenced by a number of factors such as testing
procedure, non-parallel testing conditions or non-parallel test forms. Bachman (2004)
categorizes sources of score variance, which is not due to the ability being measured,
as personal characteristics, test method and random factors. Variations in scores that

are not due to the ability we aim to measure are thought to be measurement errors
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Bachman, 2004). Therefore, ideally the only variation in scores is supposed to be a
result of variation in the ability being measured. The lower the measurement error,
the more reliable a test is thought to be (Bachman, 2004).

Score variance can stem from many sources such as testing environment,
administration procedures, test takers, scoring procedures, and test items (Brown,
2005). Some sources of variance are systematic while some of them are random.
Random sources of variance are completely unexpected and unsystematic (Bachman,
2004). For example, Bachman states that test administrators cannot do anything
about a test taker’s being tired or air-conditioner’s stopping functioning during the
examination. Bachman (2004) writes that despite the limitations, there are
measurement models to estimate error variance and inform about the reliability of a
measure. He explains that estimating reliability requires two types of analysis, a
logical analysis to detect potential sources of measurement error and a statistical
analysis to quantify reliability estimation. Brown (2005) notes that when we know
the degree to which error variance affects the results, we can also predict the
reliability of a test. He also proposes a set of potential sources of measurement error
to be taken into account such as noise, weather, timing, scoring subjectivity, test
booklet clarity, test security, examinees’ motivation, etc.

A set of scores can only be reliable at the extent it reflects test takers’ level of
ability; therefore, for reliability concerns, the true score variance is expected to be
high while error score variance is low (Bachman, 2004). Furthermore, reliability is a
prerequisite for validity since a test cannot measure precisely if it does not produce
consistent results; however, even when the reliability of a test is estimated to be

fairly high, this does not guarantee that it measures validly (Alderson et al., 1995).
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Weir (2005) sees reliability as a form of validity evidence, and prefers the term
scoring validity instead of reliability.

Reliability of a test is estimated by calculating a reliability coefficient, which
can take a value between 0.00 and 1.00. A reliability coefficient that is close to 1.00
is thought to produce more consistent results. It is possible to calculate reliability
coefficient through many different ways. Kumar (2012) suggests that there are two
basic procedures to estimate reliability: external consistency procedures and internal
consistency procedures.

In external consistency procedures two sets of scores are compared. For
example, comparing equivalent forms of a test or test-retest method can provide
estimates of reliability (Kumar, 2012). In both strategies, two sets of scores are
correlated to see to what extent they produce parallel results. Ideally, equivalent
forms of a test should be given to the same group of test takers without much time
interval because learning is not supposed to be a confounding variable (Kumar,
2012). Homogeneous groups can also complete parallel forms of the test at the same
time so that the effects of inconsistencies over time can be controlled (Bachman,
2004). Similarly, in test-retest method, the same group of test takers receive the same
test at a time interval that should not allow much time for learning, but also should
not give too little time that would enable students to remember the answers (Kumar,
2012).

In tests with multiple items, inconsistencies among items can give rise to
measurement error (Bachman, 2004). Bachman explains that internal consistency
refers to whether the items in a test consistently measure the same content because
items measuring the same content are expected to bear similar results. Internal

consistency is usually explored by calculating the Cronbach’s alpha which is a
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statistical coefficient obtained through inter-item correlations. Furthermore, classical
item analyses (difficulty and discrimination values of items) can provide feedback to
increase the internal consistency reliability of a test (Bachman, 2004). Split-half is
another approach to test whether items in a test measure the same ability. By splitting
the scores into two halves, it is possible to have two scores for each test taker for
each half of the test (Bachman, 2004). Then the correlation between the two sets of
scores can estimate to what extent the items of the test measure the same skill. It is
quite important to make sure that the items to be split aim the same skill or abilities,
not different aspects of a more general ability (Bachman, 2004).

In measurements where raters need to give their subjective judgments about a
performance, inter-rater or intra-rater reliability should be explored to see how
similar and consistent scores the two raters provide or one rater provides at different
times (Brown, 2005). Such a way to estimate reliability is frequently employed when
measuring productive abilities such as writing and speaking.

Bachman (2004, p. 157) states that the measurement models to estimate
reliability highly simplify the situation; therefore, we usually explore only a few
sources of measurement error. This may lead to unintentionally ignoring important
sources of error variance for a given test. He also draws attention to the fact that
these sources of variance may be interacting with each other, forming a combined
effect on scores. Bachman (2004) also points out that Classical Test Theory assumes
that measurement error is the same across all levels of ability; however, research has
shown that scores are reliable to different extents at different ability levels. Brown
(2005) reminds that reliability estimates are based on a particular group of people;
therefore, the estimate can only be related to that particular group or to very similar

groups.
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2.4 Test development

Test development involves the process of creating and using a test, which starts with
initial conceptualization and design, and results in one or more archived tests and the
results of their use (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). The process can be quite informal in
low-stakes tests; however, it requires more work, involving extensive trialing and
revision, in high-stakes tests that are planned to be used for important decisions
(Bachman & Palmer, 1996). According to “Language examining and test
development”, a paper prepared under the direction of Milanovic (2002) for CEFR
for languages, the process starts with a perceived need for a test, and planning,
designing, development, operational and monitoring phases follow it.

After the initial perception that a new test is necessary, the first step is
planning. Planning of a test is based on the needs for the test and the group of test
takers for whom the test is intended for (Milanovic, 2002). In this phase, the purpose
is to neatly analyze the potential candidates and the potential purposes of the test’s
use (Milanovic, 2002). Therefore, careful planning is a means for assuring that the
test will be useful for its intended purpose (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Downing
(2006) states that clear test planning is a crucial step for successful preparing,
administering, scoring, and analyzing a test. Hughes (2003) states that the primary
step in testing is being clear about what to measure and to what purpose; therefore, a
number of crucial questions need to be answered in the planning phase such as:
“What kind of test is it to be?”, “What is its precise purpose?”, “What abilities are to
be tested?”, “How detailed must the results be?” (p. 59).

The abilities to be tested are determined based on the purpose of the test.
Alderson (2000) states that “Every test is intended to measure one or more

constructs.” (p. 118). Definition of the target construct or the theoretical model of the
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construct comes from a theory. The theory explains the construct, sub-constructs and
the relation between them (Alderson, 2000). Especially ability and achievement tests
rely on content related validity; therefore, the content domain should be carefully
defined because any inadequacy at this stage cannot be compensated for (Downing,
2006).

In the design phase, initial test specifications are produced (Milanovic, 2002).
“Test specifications provide the link between theoretical and operational definitions
since the test specifications provide the guidance to the test writes, as well as to test
users” (Alderson, 2000, p. 124). Operationalization involves developing “task
specifications” and “a blueprint” indicating how the tasks will be arranged in the test
(Bachman & Palmer, 1996). Alderson at. al. (1995) state that “A test’s specifications
provide the official statement about what the test tests and how it tests it.” (p. 9). It is
also stated that two forms of tests specifications can be prepared; one with
information that will interest only test writers and a second one for test takers and
test users. Specifications should include information, along with test purpose and
target population, about how many sections it has, test content and method, text types
to be employed, what language skills to be tested, what sort of tasks are required,
how many items there are for each section, and what kind of rubrics are to be used
(Alderson et al., 1995).

Downing (2006) suggests that test specifications and their rationales form a
basis for systematic test development activities and for content validity evidence
which is necessary to support score inferences regarding target knowledge domain or
performance. Downing (2006) indicates that once the test specifications are
produced, item development and test assembly are the next concerns. He indicates

that choosing appropriate item formats, writing example initial items, and creating
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test forms are carried out at this step. Alderson et al. (1995) warn that items should
be based on the specifications, not the previous tests; however, test writers should
consult to the previous tests, especially when producing text based items, in order to
avoid overusing similar materials with similar content. They also emphasize that
different item types should be tried by testing the same skills with different methods.
This can enable testers to see which item types are more effective or whether
employing multiple item types will bear more reliable results.

It is not possible to cover the whole target content in one form of the test;
therefore, the sampled abilities should be tracked in each form in order to equally and
adequately cover the content specifications across different forms (Hughes, 2003).
Hughes (2003) also suggests item moderation in which at least two colleagues
examine the produced items to detect weak parts.

The development phase also covers pretesting (Milanovic, 2002). Pretesting
is a general term that refers to trials of the test on natives or on groups that are
representative of the target population (Alderson et al., 1995). Bachman and Palmer
(1996) note that the purpose of such trials is collecting information about the
usefulness of the test. Based on the information from trials, the potential needs for
minor editing or global revisions can be revealed. Such trials are necessary to see
whether the test is working in the anticipated way (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). For
example, performance of multiple choice items is especially hard to predict because
presence of a variety of correct and incorrect answers leads to potential ambiguities
and disagreements (Alderson et al., 1995, p. 74).

In the operational phase, the test is made available to candidates (Milanovic,
2002). Operational test use both aims to accomplish intended purpose of the test and

collect more information about test usefulness (Bachman & Palmer, 1996). The
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results from such administrations are, for example, used for item analysis or to
investigate reliability of the test and validity of test use (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
After a test has become operational, the monitoring phase begins (Milanovic,
2002). This phase involves monitoring the results from live administrations,
collecting regular feedback from test takers and school teachers, and also involves
any research to see what kind of improvements can be done on the test or its
administration (Milanovic, 2002). Once the test begins to be routinely administered,
all the test tasks or items should be archived so that a bank of test tasks is built in
order to facilitate the development of subsequent tests (Bachman & Palmer, 1996).
Downing (2006) suggests that every testing program needs to be systematically
documented in technical reports that describe important aspects of test development,
administration, scoring, reporting, analyses and evaluation. He explains that such
documentation can provide validity evidence and identify potential threats to
validity.
2.5 Reading construct and factors involved in cognitive process
In order to develop a reading test, the construct of reading needs to be understood
well. Alderson (2000, p. 117) states that constructs come from a theory of reading,
and definitions of reading construct in assessment may change based on the testing
purpose. Grabe and Stoller (2002) suggest that reading is “the ability to understand
information in a text and interpret it appropriately” (p.17). Goodman (2001) talks
about reading as a dynamic and constructive process while Urquhart and Weir (1998)
provides a more specific definition of reading: “the process of receiving and
interpreting information encoded in language form via the medium of print” (p. 22).
Grabe (2009) also sees reading as a process and probes into the construct of reading

by discussing the nature of reading process, and he explains that reading is a rapid,
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efficient, comprehending, interactive, strategic, flexible, purposeful, evaluative,
learning, and linguistic process.

Koda (2005) notes that “‘comprehension is achieved through the integrative
interaction of extracted text information and a reader’s prior knowledge” (p. 4). The
meaning constructed by readers depending on the same text will vary (Goodman,
2001) because each reader brings their own sense to a text. Based on a multi-level
text representation, Kintsch and Rawson (2005) suggest that a reader constructs a
literal meaning from the text, but it is not sufficient to build a deep understanding.
Therefore, the explicitly stated content of the text is combined with background
knowledge and purpose of the reader. This is a mental model of the situation and it is
not restricted to verbal domain, frequently involving imagery, emotions, and personal
experiences (Kintsch & Rawson, 2005).

Thinking of the varying processes involved in reading, it is obvious that one
definition or statement cannot capture the complexity of reading (Grabe, 2009). As
Alderson (2000) suggests, reading process includes many language skills; however,
some aspects of reading ability may become irrelevant or may be operationalized
differently depending on the particular testing purpose. For example, the construct
definitions of reading in IELTS (International English Language Testing System)
and FCE (First Certificate in English) are fairly different, but they may be assessing
equally valid constructs based on their purpose (Alderson, 2000).

Reading comprehension is a multidimensional and complex process. A
number of factors influencing reading comprehension process have been identified in
the literature. Linguistic knowledge, vocabulary knowledge, background knowledge

and social factors can be counted among them.
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Second language proficiency is certainly one of the factors that influence
reading process. A number of studies have shown positive correlations between high
L2 proficiency and better L2 reading comprehension abilities (Bossers, 1991; Lee &
Schallert, 1997; Jiang, 2011). For example, Bossers (1991), in a study with 50
Turkish native speakers who learn Dutch as a second language, investigated the
influences of L2 proficiency and L1 reading ability on L2 reading comprehension.
The results indicated that the two independent variables together accounted for about
73% of the variance on the dependent variable, but the influence of L2 proficiency
was much stronger than L1 reading ability. Lee and Schallert (1997) conducted a
study with 809 Korean learners of English at different proficiency levels. The results
revealed that 56% of the variance in L2 reading could be accounted for by L2
proficiency. Similarly, Jiang (2011) also investigated the role of L2 proficiency on
L2 reading comprehension as a part of a study. The data from 246 undergraduate
students with L1 Chinese L2 English showed that L2 proficiency is moderately
correlated with L2 reading comprehension, and accounted for about 27-35% of the
variance.

Background knowledge is a comprehensive factor that is closely related to
reading ability. Topic familiarity and cultural background knowledge in a given
subject facilitate and improve comprehension process (Carrel, 1987; Leeser, 2007;
Sabatin, 2013). Leeser (2007) investigated the influence of topic familiarity on
reading comprehension and found significant influence of topic familiarity on how
much participants recall from the texts. Sabatin (2013), with a sample of 120
university level students, investigated the influence of cultural knowledge on reading
comprehension. The results indicated that the performance of the participants who

received lectures on American culture and who did not was significantly different on
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reading comprehension tests administered after the lectures. Therefore, it was
indicated that cultural background knowledge plays an important positive role on
reading comprehension performance of students.

Formal schemata can also be counted as a part of background knowledge, and
it refers to the knowledge of language, i.e. rhetorical organizational structures of
different types of texts. Such knowledge is supposed to have a supportive effect on
reading comprehension, and research has shown that it facilitates reading
comprehension (Carrel, 1987; Zhang, 2008). In Carrel’s (1987) study, for example, it
was found that both familiar content and familiar rhetorical form were facilitating
factors in ESL reading comprehension. Zhang (2008) compared the performance of
students on three different texts with the same content but with different formal
schemata - description, problem solution, compare and contrast - and found that texts
with highly structured schema such as problem solution were better recalled than
ones with a loose schema such as description. Familiar genres help a reader make
quicker connections across bits of information in a text. For example, Rozimela
(2014) examined 280 university level students in an English language study program
in terms of their knowledge regarding different text genres and their performance on
reading texts with these genres. She concluded that students who have higher genre
awareness tended to perform better on reading tasks than the ones who have lower
levels of genre awareness. Zarei and Neya (2014) found that a group of 30 Iranian
EFL learners performed best on reading tasks after a discourse based instruction
(register, genre and cohesive devices) when compared to other groups who received
vocabulary based or syntax based instructions.

The level of vocabulary knowledge has been shown to be a determinant of the

level of reading comprehension (Hsueh-chao & Nation, 2000; Qian, 2002; Zhang,
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2012). Hsueh-chao and Nation (2000) investigated the influence of different levels of
unknown word density on reading comprehension. They found that on average
reading comprehension scores of learners predictably increase as the coverage of
familiar words increases. Qian (2002) investigated the influence of vocabulary size
and depth of vocabulary on reading comprehension. The results indicated that
measures of both vocabulary depth and size of vocabulary significantly correlated
with scores on TOEFL reading for basic comprehension. More recently, Zhang
(2012), with 190 students learning English as a foreign language in a university in
China, examined the relative contributions of vocabulary and grammatical
knowledge on reading comprehension, and found that vocabulary knowledge was a
stronger predictor of reading comprehension than grammatical knowledge.

Metacognitive knowledge, in its general sense, is the control over one’s
cognitive process and it is another factor affecting the reading process (Grabe, 2009).
Grabe notes that metacognition involves awareness and control of planning,
monitoring, repairing, revising, summarizing, and evaluating. This enables one to
employ appropriate reading strategies to support comprehension. At metacognitive
level, readers may consciously carry out metacognitively aware processes such as
setting reading goals, making inferences in line with reading goals, monitoring
comprehension, and summarizing main ideas (Grabe, 2009). McNeil (2011), based
on a study with university level EFL learners with different L1 backgrounds, found
that comprehension strategies, operationalized as self-questioning, better predicted
reading comprehension performance than background knowledge. The study
indicated that instruction on how to employ self-questioning strategies in the process
of reading has a potential to improve the explanatory power of reading

comprehension strategies on L2 reading. Cromley and Azevedo (2007) found that
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background knowledge and vocabulary were the strongest predictors of successful
reading, but use of reading strategies also had a small but significant direct
contribution to reading comprehension performance.

Social and cultural factors also influence readers, both their L1 and L2
(Grabe, 2009). Grabe (2009) explains that expectations of social institutions,
religion, economic status and popular culture are among these factors. For example,
PISA (Programme for International Student Assessment), a large-scale assessment
program, have reported that both immigrant students and students with families of
low socioeconomic status have less academic success than their peers (OECD, 2009,
2012). With a meta-analysis, Sirin (2005) found that socio-economic status and
academic achievement are moderately related, and especially parent’s place in the
socio-economic structure has a profound impact on students’ academic achievement.
Grabe (2009) suggests that sociocultural factors influencing L2 readers are
multiplied when the dual-language mind of a L2 reader is taken into account. He
states that “The social factors affecting ESL students in more advanced (post-
secondary) academic settings and EFL students in language education are going to be
quite different from those of L1 students from childhood to the end of high school.”
(Grabe, 2009, p. 169).

Taking into account different reading situations and purposes of reading,
many other factors can influence reading performance such as motivation (Wang
and Guthrie, 2004) and L1 reading abilities (Bossers, 1991; Lee & Schallert, 1997).
However, the studies regarding reading and its relationships with other variables
have mainly focused on the factors discussed above. After discussing the factors

involved in the reading process in this part, the next part gives an overview of the
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reading theories that attempt to explain how reading is realized and what processes
are involved in it.
2.6 Theories of reading
Urquhart and Weir (1998) state that reading models can be categorized as process
models and componential models. They explain that process models focus on the
process of reading as an attempt to explain how various factors operate while reading
takes place, while componential models attempt to explain what factors are present in
the reading process, but not necessarily the interaction between them. Bottom-up,
top-down and interactive models of reading can be counted as process models, and
they either explain reading as sequential stages or as a non-sequential process in
which various sources of information are in work simultaneously (Urquhart & Weir,
1998).
2.6.1 Bottom-up models
Influenced by behaviorism in the mid-20th century, the bottom-up model of reading
posits that reading comprehension is a process in which a reader starts from decoding
the smallest linguistic components and proceeds to build higher levels of meaning.
Gough (1972 in Urquhart & Weir, 1998) suggests that the reader would move from
decoding letters to phonemes, phonemes to words, words to sentences, and assign a
meaning to the sentence. The stages are thought to be sequential and unidirectional.
Grabe and Stoller (2002) explain that according to bottom-up models,
comprehension comes from the information in text, and it is hardly related to the
reader’s background knowledge. Grabe (2009) notes that such an extreme view of
reading cannot be accurate.

Bottom-up view of reading was criticized on various grounds. For example,

Urquhart and Weir (1998) explained that, according to the model, processing higher-
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level units should take more time than the lower level units, but this is not the case. It
is possible to recognize a word more quickly than individual letters. As for the
direction of processing, it has been shown that readers may use syntactic information
to find the meaning of a word, which conflicts with the direction of the process urged
by the bottom-up model (Urquhart & Weir, 1998).

2.6.2 Top-down models

Grabe and Stoller (2002) indicate that in top-down view, reader expectations and
goals are crucial, and readers confirm or reject their expectations as they sample
information from the text. Goodman (1967, in Urquhart & Weir, 1998) perceives
reading as a hypothesis verification process (a psycholinguistic guessing game) in
which readers start with some guesses and use the data from the text to confirm or
modify their hypotheses. Therefore, top-down models are reader-driven, while
bottom-up models are text-driven, and in top-down view, the reading process is
assumed to be cyclical, i.e. the reader has a hypothesis, then reads the text and then
turns back to their hypothesis again (Urquhart & Weir, 1998).

Schema theory also suggests that previously formed and organized
knowledge guide us as we make sense of new experiences (Nunan, 1991). Therefore,
schemata are important for learners in terms of utilizing linguistic cues and
background knowledge in discourse comprehension. Grabe (2009) explains the
schema theory as follows:

When a word or passage activates a concept, this activation also triggers

schemas - related sets of knowledge linked together in an established frame -

to assist in interpreting the concept or situation and to generate inferences in

support of comprehension. (p. 77)

As such, when schemas are activated, they have a supporting role on comprehension.

Smith (2004) defines schemas as the representations of more general patterns or

regularities that we experience. For example, when a reader reads the word
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“classroom”, his/her schema of a classroom enables him/her to make sense of a
classroom he/she has never been before (p. 21). Smith also notes that recognizing
scenes depends on the extent to which they conform to one’s expectation, i.e. to the
schemes he/she already has.

Rayner, Pollatsek, Ashby, and Clifton (2012) criticized top-down view of
reading because they state that a great deal of evidence suggest visual processing of
text is very fast; therefore, hypothesis testing and guessing behaviors cannot play a
large role in reading process.

2.6.3 Interactive models

The interactive models, as Grabe (2009) explains, are based on the assumption that
useful elements of bottom-up and top-down views can be combined in an interactive
set of processes. Rumelhart (1977 in Urquhart & Weir, 1998) suggests that the input
can be received from multiple sources, for example, orthographic, lexical, syntactic,
and semantic knowledge can be all in work at the same time in reading process.
Therefore, the interactive view does not accept sequential processing in reading.

Stanovich (1980, p. 36) suggests that strength in an area of knowledge or skill
can compensate for a deficient area of knowledge or skill. The view draws attention
to the possibility of higher level processes compensating for deficiencies in lower
level processes. This approach to reading process has been known as interactive-
compensatory model. Stanovich (1980) emphasizes that an interactive-compensatory
model assumes the linear processing from lower level to higher level in bottom-up
models is not valid (p. 36). The compensatory assumption explains that a weak
knowledge or skill in one area results in greater dependence on other areas of

knowledge or skill regardless of their level in the processing hierarchy.
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Bernhardt (1991) also offers an interactive model. She explains that three
types of variables interact in any reading activity. These variables involve linguistic,
literacy and background knowledge variables, which embrace both higher level and
lower level processing. Bernhardt (2011) later suggested a revised compensatory
view of L2 reading, which maintains that readers use all resources from both their L1
and L2 to compensate any deficiency in the process of reading.

2.6.4 Componential models

Componential models see the reading ability as composed of discrete subskills
interacting with each other (Perfetti, Landi, & Oakhill, 2005; Koda, 2007). Koda
(2005) explains why adopting a componential approach is needed to understand the
reading comprehension process. The first reason is the complexity of the reading
process and multiplicity of the components interacting in the process. Therefore,
understanding the “multilayered relationship among component skills” can enable
“the identification of the sources of reading impediments” (Koda, 2005, p.19). A
second reason is that componential approach can help researchers better understand
the role of L2 and L1 knowledge in L2 reading and thus better understand which
component skills are transferable. Furthermore, examining the components
separately gives the opportunity to determine the required skills for reading
proficiency because it is unlikely that all component skills are “uniformly responsible
for reading ability differences” (Koda, 2005).

One of the views that assume reading is composed of component skills is
Simple View of Reading. Hoover and Tunmer (1993, in Sabatini, Bruce, &
Steinberg, 2013) state, “The simple view makes two claims: first, that reading
consists of word recognition and linguistic comprehension; and second, that each of

these components is necessary for reading, neither being sufficient in itself.” (p. 3).
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Grabe and Stoller (2002) explain that the basic assumption behind this view is that
decoding and (listening) comprehension are together a good measure of reading
comprehension. In a study, Joshi and Aaron (2000) found that the two components in
this view, decoding and linguistic comprehension, account for 48% of variance in
reading comprehension, but when speed of processing is also added to the model,
prediction of reading comprehension improved by another 10%. However, Urquhart
and Weir (1998) criticize the model in that it does not satisfactorily define these two
components. For instance, they use the term “word recognition” for the process of
accessing lexicon, but this could also be an important part of linguistic
comprehension. Moreover, “linguistic comprehension” is operationally defined as
the ability to answer questions about an oral narrative in this model, but such ability
may require more than linguistic competence.

Bernhardt’s (2011) compensatory model also includes three components
related to reading: language knowledge, first language literacy, and other; therefore,
in this sense, the model can also be seen as a componential model. Bernhardt (2011)
explains that language knowledge refers to readers’ grammatical competence, first
language literacy refers to the overall ability to use L1 literacy in different contexts,
and ““other” refers to any other factors that are usually background knowledge or
motivation related. Bernhardt (2011) predicts that grammatical competence can
account for approximately 30% of second language reading process, and L1 literacy
seems to account for another 20%. However, the rest of the variance is seen as
unexplained and attributed to the “other” component.

Grabe and Stoller (2002) also offer a set of processes that they believe to be
parts of reading process. They hold the view that reading comprehension is a highly

complex process, and therefore, it can be better understood if analyzed in terms of
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underlying processes. They explain that these processes can be categorized under
two headings as lower-level and higher-level processes. Lower level processes refer
to “lexical access”, “syntactic parsing”, “semantic proposition formation”, and
“working memory activation”. Higher-level processes, on the other hand, refer to
“text model of comprehension”, “situation model of reader interpretation”,
“background knowledge”, and “executive control processes”. The researchers
explain that purpose of reading will usually determine which of these processes will
be emphasized. For example, in order to find simple information, word recognition
abilities and some background knowledge to anticipate what to look for will be
emphasized. On the other hand, reading for general comprehension will require text
model comprehension and situation model interpretation. Grabe (2009) suggests that
lower level processes are carried out as a part of working memory, and many aspects
of higher-level component abilities are often carried out automatically except when
difficulties arise.

The divisibility of reading for testing purposes is an issue of interest since
1960s (Khalifa & Weir, 2009). Regarding this issue, Khalifa and Weir (2009) state:

If reading is divisible, examination boards would need to consider the
various components of this ability, and account for the potentially differing
non-observable mental competencies of, for example, accessing
knowledge of lexis and structure, textual inferencing, building a mental
model, drawing on L1 resources or integrating information within or
across texts. ... If reading were not a divisible construct, then examination
boards might be encouraged to test only those components of reading that
best met the criteria of practicality and scoring validity, for example
knowledge of lexis and structure. (p. 35)

Recent research has focused more on investigating the extent to which various
component skills can account for reading comprehension. For example, Oakhill,
Cain and Bryant (2003) investigated the relationship of a set of skills to reading

comprehension. They found that the subskills that most significantly accounted
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for reading comprehension were comprehension monitoring, text integration skill,
and story structure knowledge. Farhady and Hessamy (2005) used exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis on data from 1606 EFL learners in order to
investigate variables underlying reading ability. They developed a test of reading
in an attempt to operationalize 28 subskills of reading which they specified based
on previous research. The results showed that L2 reading ability is composed of a
number of underlying macro-skills such as inferential and interpretive skills,
linguistic and textual contributory skills, understanding explicit information, and
process analysis. Nassaji (2003) investigated how higher level syntactic and
semantic processes and lower level word recognition, phonological and
orthographic processes contribute to reading comprehension. Each component
was measured on different tests and it was found that they all had significant
positive correlations with reading comprehension, and they all contributed
significantly to the discrimination between high achieving and low achieving ESL
readers.

On the other hand, Weir and Porter (1994) cite Rost (1993) who found
evidence regarding the “unidimensionality” of reading through factor analysis
from a sample of native speakers. Rosenshine (1980 in Khalifa & Weir, 2009)
examined the previous studies to look for empirical evidence for divisibility of
reading comprehension skills. The review of these studies indicated that different
studies found different underlying subskills. Since the results across studies were
inconsistent, it was concluded that there is no clear evidence for the divisibility of

reading comprehension.
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2.7 A reading model by Khalifa and Weir

According to Khalifa and Weir (2009) reading starts with a purpose for reading.
Based on this purpose, reading takes place in different types and at different levels,
and in the course of reading, readers make use of various sources of knowledge.
Urquhart and Weir (1998) define types of reading that one employs based on their
purpose in a similar fashion to the model by Khalifa and Weir (2009). Therefore,
before moving to the reading model under discussion, Urquhart and Weir’s (1998)
explanations regarding types of reading will be briefly mentioned.

As stated previously, Urquhart and Weir (1998) briefly define reading as
dealing with language messages in written or printed form. They argue that reading
includes different strategies with different dimensions: local and global level text
reading; expeditious and careful reading strategies. Local level comprehension refers
to understanding of “micro-level structures” of the text such as the meaning or
function of words, phrases or sentences. Global level comprehension involves
comprehending the “macro-structure” of the text, which can include main ideas or
discourse topic. Careful and expeditious readings represent different strategies that a
reader adopts according to different reading purposes. Careful reading refers to
paying attention to details and attempting to handle the majority of information in the
text. On the other hand, expeditious reading involves quick and efficient examination
of the text. Expeditious reading can involve reading for gist, locating specific
information or reading selectively to achieve a specific goal.

According to Urquhart and Weir’s (1998) reading model, careful reading at
the global level requires comprehension of the majority of text such as reading for
study. On the other hand, careful reading at the local level involves focusing on the

local parts of a text such as predicting the meaning of a word based on its content or
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understanding lexical or grammatical cohesion. Search reading and skimming are
expeditious reading at the global level. While skimming refers to reading for main
ideas and discourse topic, search reading refers to quickly locating relevant
information. Lastly, expeditious reading at the local level, which is associated with
scanning, refers to reading to locate a specific word, figure, etc. Readers may adopt
these different reading types based on their purpose (Urquhart & Weir, 1998).

Khalifa and Weir’s (2009) model also explain reading as taking place in
various types and at different levels. However, this revised model is based more on
processing, and accounts for the interactions between reader’s purpose, core
cognitive processes, and knowledge stored in long term memory (Unaldi, 2010).
Figure 1 illustrates the reading model offered by Khalifa and Weir (2009). The goal
setter on the left side is associated with deciding on the purpose of reading. Purpose
of reading is important since decisions based on the purpose determine which
processes will be more important in the central core of the model (Khalifa & Weir,
2009). The column in the center indicates the cognitive processes and it is
hypothesized that difficulty in reading is a result of the level of the processing
required (Unald1, 2010). The column on the right shows the sources needed at
different levels of processing.

Khalifa and Weir explain that monitor, on the left column, refers to self-
monitoring oneself in the process of reading, and it is activated based on reader
goals. By self-monitoring, readers may decide to change the type of reading they
adopted, check word recognition or syntactic parsing, or determine how successful

their understanding of argument structure of the text is.
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Figure 1. The reading model illustrated by Khalifa and Weir (2009, p. 43).

The types and levels of reading are also pictured on the left column of Figure 1.

According to the model, in careful reading where the aim is to comprehend the

complete meanings suggested in the text, readers may work at global or local level.

At global level, readers try to build up an understanding of the text as a whole based

on the majority of the information presented in the text. In careful global reading, the

whole text is read relatively carefully, and readers may need all the processes in the
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central core of the model, finally creating a discourse level structure. Khalifa and
Weir explain that careful reading at the local level is associated with processing at
the decoding level to establish a basic understanding of a proposition. It may require
inferencing at sentence level, but it does not require integrating information across
local parts of the text. Since careful local reading entails establishing propositional
meaning at sentence level, it also requires the processes in the central core below this
level, i.e. word recognition, lexical access and syntactic parsing.

Expeditious reading refers to reading quickly, selectively and efficiently to
reach the desired information (Weir & Khalifa, 2008; Khalifa & Weir, 2009;
Urquhart & Weir, 1998). Expeditious reading includes skimming, scanning and
search reading, and like careful reading can be carried out at local and global levels.
As also defined in Urquhart and Weir’s (1998) model, skimming is reading to obtain
gist or general impression of a text, so readers try to build a macro-structure of the
text. Khalifa and Weir (2009) explain that scanning is reading selectively at word
level to find specific elements such as a figure or name; therefore scanning mainly
requires the accurate recognition of word or words. Search reading is carried at local
level when the target information to be located is within a sentence, and at global
level when the information needs to be put together across sentences. They also
explain that in search reading readers can make use of central core processes up to
building a mental model, but creating text level structure will not be needed.
Urquhart and Weir (1998) and Khalifa and Weir (2009) note that although we
frequently employ scanning, skimming and search reading in the real world, usually
careful reading has been the focus of teaching and testing reading, which means
expeditious reading has been ignored. This claim has been supported by a number of

recent studies (Devi, 2011; Katalayi & Sivasubramaniam, 2013).
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Weir and Khalifa (2008) hypothesize the order of difficulty between types of
reading in their model. They present the following list which starts with the easiest
and ends with the most difficult one:

Scanning/search reading for local information

Careful local reading

Skimming for gist

Careful global reading for comprehending main idea(s)
Search reading for global information

Careful global reading to comprehend a text

Careful global reading to comprehend texts (p. 9)

Nooak~ownE

The researchers also add that it should be possible to claim 2 is more difficult than 1
and 7 is more difficult than 6, but the ones in the middle are closer to each other in
terms of difficulty. Therefore, contextual parameters might come into play to
establish difficulty differences between the three skills in the middle (Weir &
Khalifa, 2008).

Khalifa and Weir (2009) draw attention to a number of contextual parameters
in terms the cognitive load that might influence performance in reading. Context
validity is both related to task setting and linguistic demands. Task setting includes
issues such as response format, weighting, knowledge of criteria, order of items,
channel of presentation, text length, and time constraints, while linguistic demands
include issues such as discourse mode, reader-writer relationship, functional
resources, grammatical and lexical resources, and content knowledge. In accordance
with Khalifa and Weir’s (2009) explanations, these parameters are discussed below.

The response format of a task can either require selecting the answer from a
set of options or producing the answer. Multiple choice, true false and matching
items are examples of selected response format. Khalifa and Weir (2009) explain that
multiple choice format seems to be less representative of real life tasks, but it is
closer to activating the natural processing for careful and expeditious reading (p. 84).

They also explain that well-constructed multiple choice items tend to be efficient
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discriminators between achieving and non-achieving test takers. Therefore, such
items should be prepared with great care. For example, options should be constructed
carefully in order to avoid giving unintended clues for the correct response
(Haladyna, Downing and Rodriguez, 2002) and answers should not be open to
subjective judgment (Chen, 2010). Examples to constructed response format include
short answer, information transfer, and cloze tests. Khalifa and Weir (2009) suggest
that although short answer format can elicit skimming, scanning or search reading,
the involvement of writing may pose problems; therefore, the range of possible
answers and the amount of writing should be limited. For example, in order to avoid
the interference caused by writing, information transfer can be employed where
candidates label a diagram or complete a chart based on a text (Khalifa & Weir,
2009). It is also stated that cloze test can reflect only a limited part of reading
proficiency because it runs the risk of focusing on only local parts of the text, and
may not require global understanding. Afflerbach (2011) indicates that generally
constructed response items are regarded as more demanding when compared to
multiple choice items.

Weighting is about assigning different amounts of score to different items.
For example, extracting main ideas is probably more important than finding specific
details. Khalifa and Weir (2009) emphasize that weighting should be based on a
rationale and candidates should be informed about it.

Knowledge of criteria refers to the clear communication of judgement criteria
to candidates. Khalifa and Weir (2009) note that candidates should be informed, for
example, whether they will be scored for the accuracy of their responses regarding a
set of comprehension questions. This parameter is more related to tests that involve

constructed item format.
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Order of the items is suggested to follow the order of processing the text,
especially those requiring careful reading (Khalifa & Weir, 2009). On the other hand,
in expeditious reading the order can be preferably mixed because readers are
expected to work at local level or not expected to have a thorough understanding of
the text. Although it is not possible to predict how a reader will approach a given
text, it seems a good idea to present items aiming careful global reading after the
ones aiming local level reading or expeditious reading (Khalifa & Weir, 2009).

Channel of presentation, as explained by Khalifa and Weir, is about the
existence of information that is not in the written form such as pictures or tables in a
test. Information presented in more than one channel is supposed help readers encode
information more easily. For example, seeing pieces of relevant information in a
diagram can be easier than integrating them across paragraphs.

Text length and time constraints are two other measures to take into account
regarding task setting. Afflerbach (2011) states that text length and complexity
usually increase with the level of the test. It is stated in CEFR that “in general a short
text is less demanding than a long text on a similar topic as a longer text requires
more processing and there is an additional memory load” (p. 166). Similarly, Khalifa
and Weir (2009) suggest that longer texts and sentences are more challenging in
terms of both lower and higher level processing, and it is possible to elicit more types
of reading with longer texts. Decisions regarding time constraint influence the type
of processing and hence the reading strategy readers will adopt (Khalifa & Weir,
2009). Within this scope, the speed of reading is supposed to be different in
expeditious and careful reading strategies (Hughes, 2003; Khalifa & Weir, 2009);

therefore, especially at higher levels of proficiency, time should be appropriately
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constraint to elicit expeditious reading. Otherwise, readers may adopt careful reading
in the abundance of time where careful reading is not intended.

Discourse mode is regarded as a parameter influencing the linguistic demands
of a text. Discourse modes or rhetorical organisations such as problem/solution and
cause/effect have been found to be better comprehended by readers when compared
to descriptive ones (Khalifa & Weir, 2009). For example, Meyer (1975, cited in
Alderson, 2000) found that the same paragraph was recalled better when presented as
a solution than when appeared as an item in a list. Therefore, she concluded that
readers may find the organisation of some texts easier to follow than others. More
recently, Jaliehvand and Moses (2014) compared two groups of EFL students’
performance on two texts with the same content but with different rhetorical
organisations (descriptive and causative). They found that students who read the text
in causative organisation performed significantly better than the ones who read the
text in descriptive organisation. Zhou (2011), in a study with 133 Chinese advanced
EFL learners, found that students performed significantly better on expository texts
when compared to narrative texts.

Reader-writer relationship issue signifies that the anticipated reader group of
a text will affect the discourse of the material (Khalifa & Weir, 2009). The amount of
information and specificity level of content in a text will have different impacts on
reader groups who share the same linguistic and content knowledge of that discourse
and who do not (Khalifa & Weir, 2009).

Functional resources refer to functions of the text such as recommending,
justifying, informing or disagreeing. Khalifa and Weir (2009) explain that some basic
functions such as understanding opinions can be expected at any level of proficiency

while other functions such as hypothesizing will not be expected until higher levels
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of examination. The CEFR also basically provides what language functions can be
carried out at different proficiency levels by describing what learners can do at each
level. For example, the statement “Can identify the main conclusions in clearly
signalled argumentative texts” clearly means that the readers at this level can read
simple texts that have the functions of informing and justifying.

Grammatical and lexical resources are about syntactic and lexical complexity,
which have an impact on linguistic demands of reading texts. Texts with less
complex grammar and more frequent words tend to be less demanding (Khalifa &
Weir, 2009). In a study with 64 Hungarian native speakers learning English, Morvay
(2012) found that L2 lexical knowledge and L2 reading comprehension had a
significant positive correlation. The results also indicated that L2 syntactic
knowledge was a statistically significant predictor of L2 reading comprehension.
Khalifa and Weir (2009) provide of an overview of gradually more complex
grammatical structures that are expected on five Cambridge ESOL examinations.
These examinations are thought to be aligned with the upper five proficiency levels
on CEFR (i.e. excluding Al). For example, the examination for A2 level is supposed
to involve normally simple sentences while B1 level examination is supposed to
involve mainly simple sentences but occasional use of relative and other subordinate
clauses. Regarding lexical complexity, the frequency of words seems to be a good
criterion to arrange complexity level (Khalifa & Weir, 2009). However, word
frequency is still an indirect indicator of text complexity. Khalifa and Weir (2009)
explain that Cambridge ESOL examinations generally involve reading texts that
include more vocabulary out of the first 2000 and 2000 word lists as the aimed
proficiency level of the examinations increases. Hsueh-chao and Nation (2000)

devised a number of texts each of which included different amounts of unknown
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words (non-words) in order to investigate what percentage coverage of text is needed
for unassisted reading. Based on the results, they concluded that comprehension
scores increase as the coverage of known words increase, and readers need to know
around 98% of the words in a text for uninterrupted reading.

Finally, regarding content knowledge, Khalifa and Weir (2009) warn that
“propositional inferencing” is considered acceptable, but “pragmatic inferencing” is
not, which means inferencing should be by means of the information in the text, not
reader’s prior knowledge. Alderson (2000) states that absence of background
knowledge about a given text should not put a group of test takers in a disadvantaged
position (p. 29). Urquhart and Weir (1998), on the other hand, advise that testers
should avoid texts that are so unfamiliar to candidates. Khalifa and Weir (2009) note
that in order not to upset certain groups of test takers, Cambridge ESOL
examinations tend to choose neutral topics such as health, travel, weather, sports,
arts, and education, and avoid topics such as war, politics, religion, historical
references, terminal diseases, natural disasters, and common phobias (p. 139).

2.8 Conclusion

Validity and reliability are two major issues related to testing. There are a number of
approaches that have been used by researchers and test developers to look for various
sources of evidence for validity and reliability. Such evidence is certainly needed to
assess whether score on a test is consistent and fits to its purpose. Only in that way it
is possible to decide how much confidence to put in the decisions made based on the
scores.

Developing a test is an iterative process. It starts with a perceived need for the
test, and continues with planning the development process and operationalizing the

constructs through specifications. The feedback from experts in the development
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process and the data extracted from trials are invaluable to improve the test. The new
data from administrations of the test may always urge improvements and
modifications.

Reading is a complex construct and theories explaining reading have changed
over time. The behaviorist explanations about reading were opposed by top-down
views which take into account the reader factor. However, recently more interactive
explanations to reading that draw on both bottom-up and top-down views have
usually been embraced. There has also been research on the divisibility of reading
ability. Such studies have usually investigated sub-constructs or subskills that can be
underlying the general reading comprehension skill.

The reading model proposed by Khalifa and Weir (2009) suggest that reading
is carried out either expeditiously or carefully, and this takes place at either global or
local levels. The type of reading employed and cognitive processes needed are
closely dependent on the purpose of reading. The researchers also draw attention to a
number of contextual features that might influence reading performance.

After this chapter that reviewed the relevant literature, the next chapter

describes the methods used to investigate the research questions.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY
3.1 Introduction
The aim of this study is to investigate the item characteristics, validity and reliability
features of the five reading tasks developed for learners of Turkish as a foreign
language. To address the aim of the study, both quantitative and qualitative
techniques were employed. Detailed information related to participants, instruments
and the techniques can be found below.
3.2 Participants
The participants of the study were 62 students who were studying at Bogazigi
University, Turkey at the time through Erasmus, which is an international student
exchange program between universities in Europe. Their age ranged from 19 to 31,
with a mean of 23. Most of them had arrived in Turkey one and a half months earlier
than the time data were collected. They came from many different countries (see
Table 2). Based on the participants' reports, their average duration of stay in Turkey
was 14 months (SD=31.5) and their average length of learning Turkish was 59
months (SD=86.61). The students were at Bogazi¢i University to spend one or two
semesters and then to return to their home universities. All of the participants were
taking Turkish for Foreigners (TKF) classes, 211, 315 and 317 offered by the
Department of Turkish Language and Literature. The course instructors reported that
the proficiency level of the students taking TKF 211 could be considered
intermediate while those taking TKF 315 and 317 could be considered advanced. The
instructors indicated that the placement of students to different classes is carried out
by the Turkish Language and Literature Department based on the interviews

conducted with each student. However, the students’ preferences regarding which
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course to take, which is usually influenced by their perceived level of proficiency, is
also considered.

Table 2. Number of Participants Coming from Each Country.

Nationality Frequency Percentage
Germany 17 27.4
Japan 9 14.5
USA 7 11.3
Greece 4 6.5
Cyprus 3 4.8
Netherlands 3 4.8
France 2 3.2
Jordan 2 3.2
Azerbaijan 2 3.2
Italy 1 1.6
Serbia 1 1.6
Austria 1 1.6
Great Britain 1 1.6
Kosovo 1 1.6
Mauritius 1 1.6
Norway 1 1.6
Sweden 1 1.6
Turkey 1 1.6
Turkmenistan 1 1.6
Iran 1 1.6
Iraq 1 1.6
Syria 1 1.6

A learner profile form (see Appendix A) was developed to ask the participants to
evaluate their linguistic ability in Turkish according to the Common European
Framework of Reference (CEFR) scale. The participants' self-evaluations indicated
that TKF 211 group’s average proficiency level was 2.69 where 2 means A2, and 3
means B1 on the CEFR scale. On the other hand, TKF 315/317 group’s average
proficiency level was 4, which corresponds to B2 level on the CEFR scale.
Unfortunately, objective evidence related to the proficiency level of the students in
Turkish is nonexistent. Those who were taking TKF 211, 315 and 317 courses were

intentionally chosen to be the participants of the study because the students in lower-
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level TKF classes, such as 111 or 112, were predicted not to have sufficient Turkish
proficiency to complete the tasks employed for study.
3.3 Instruments
The following instruments were employed in this study.
3.3.1 Reading tasks in Turkish
The reading tasks were developed by the researcher through a process of text
selection, item writing, consulting experts and item trial. Information regarding the
fields and topics of the texts used in the tasks are presented in Table 3 below. In total,
6 reading tasks, with different intended levels from B1 to C2 on the CEFR scale,
were developed and 5 of them were administered. Each reading task was
administered to 31 participants. The tasks are presented in Appendix B.
Table 3. Text Topics.

Text Field Topic

1 Environment  Kopekbaliklarinin Soyu Tiikeniyor
(Sharks are Going Extinct)

2 Cinema Hoffman’a Veda
(Goodbye to Hoffman)
3 History Lale
(Tulip)

4 Literature Beyoglunun En Giizel Abisi
(When Pera Trees Whisper)
5 Biology Yapragin Yapisi
(Structure of Leaf)

While developing the tasks, based on the reading theory by Khalifa and Weir (2009),
a list of reading skills that were thought to be relevant to careful and expeditious
reading strategies at global and local levels was prepared by an expert. In addition,
informed by the Can-do statements in the CEFR for each proficiency level, item
specifications were developed by sampling the appropriate reading skills that are
thought to be relevant to each level. In the design of the item specifications, the

information regarding contextual features of the tasks was presented as guided by
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Unaldr’s (2010) study. The item specifications regarding each task were later revised
based on study results and are presented in Appendix C.

3.3.2 CEFR

CEFR is a reference for curriculum development, teacher training, and assessment. It
includes a number of scales describing six levels of proficiency. Can-do statements
of reading do not provide a theory of development of reading abilities; however, they
provide a taxonomy of behaviors (Alderson et al., 2004). Therefore, in this study, it
was aimed to merge the reading model by Khalifa and Weir (2009) with the
taxonomy of CEFR. The skills operationalized in the test tasks were chosen by
comparing this reading model and CEFR Can-do statements. The researcher and an
expert decided on the level of performance that can be expected from test takers in
relation to these skills. It was decided that certain skills can be carried out only by
test takers at or above certain levels. For example, the skill “Distinguishing fact from
opinion” was assumed to require careful local reading and was thought be relevant
from B2 level onwards depending on the Can-do statements on B2 level: “Can obtain
information, ideas and opinions from highly specialized sources within his/her field,
and can read articles and reports concerned with contemporary problems in which
the writers adopt particular attitudes or viewpoints.” On the other hand, the skill
“Retrieving specific information by scanning text” was assumed to require
expeditious local reading by definition and was thought to be suitable for all levels
between B1 and C2 depending on the Can-do statement on B1 level: “Can scan
longer texts in order to locate desired information.”

3.3.3 Other tests

The listening, speaking and writing tests, from which the scores were correlated with

the reading tasks, were being developed by other researchers at the time of this study
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and administered to the same group of test takers. The listening test included five
tasks aimed for different proficiency levels from Alto C1. Based on audio
recordings, the test takers were expected to carry out tasks such as answering a set of
multiple choice items or completing blanks in sentences. The speaking test included
six tasks, two of which required test takers to interact with each other. Finally, the
writing test had two tasks aiming B1 and B2 level test takers. One of the tasks
required information transfer from graph while the other one was argumentative and
was initiated with a question.

3.3.4 Reading test expert evaluation form

Following Bachman’s (2004) suggestion, a rating scale (see Appendix D) was
developed by an expert in order to extract evaluations of expert judges with the aim
of looking for content validity evidence. The rating scale included propositions
related to the abilities being tested and other information such as text topics and item
characteristics, and the experts were expected to indicate their agreement on a four-
point scale. One of the experts is a professor of Applied Linguistics at Bogazici
University, and she has delivered Turkish courses for foreigners for over ten years.
The other expert holds a PhD in the area of testing languages with expertise in test
validation. The aim of the expert ratings was to seek for evidence for content validity
by investigating the degree to which the judgments are parallel with the test
specifications.

3.3.5 Learner profile form

A learner profile form (see Appendix A) was developed to collect information
related to the learners’ demographics such as age, nationality, mother tongue, and so

forth. It also aimed to extract information about learners’ duration of stay in Turkey
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and duration of exposure to Turkish, as well as what level of proficiency they believe
themselves to be at on the CEFR scale with descriptors.

3.4 Procedure

The data from the participants and from experts were all collected in the fall semester
of 2014. The tasks were administered to the participants within a time span of two
weeks to ensure that learning would not be a confounding factor. The participants
were given the tasks in the classroom environment and they were expected to
complete the tasks within the allotted time. Because of time limitations, the test was
delivered as two forms in each class: Form A consisted of reading tasks 1, 2 and 5
while Form B consisted of tasks 3 and 4. All of the participants completed two tasks
or three tasks depending on the form they took. Each task was delivered separately.
The participants were informed that the tasks belonged to the reading component of a
test of Turkish, which was in progress. Table 4 summarizes the number of
participants completing each task and the allotted time for each task. The participants
were not provided with any further explanation related to the tasks or individual
items since the explanations related to tasks were presented as instructions written on
the task sheets.

Table 4. Number of Participants and Duration of Reading Tasks.
Intended  Number of students who Time given

Task level completed the task for the task
1 Bl 31 15 min.
2 B2 31 15 min.
3 C1 31 20 min.
4 C2 31 20 min.
5 C2 31 10 min.
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3.5 Data analysis

Based on the data from the test takers’ performance on the tasks, frequencies, item
analyses and correlational analyses were carried out using the software program
SPSS 20.0. Distractor analysis and analysis of expert ratings were conducted using
Microsoft Excel 2010.

Research question (RQ) 1: Do the experts agree on the operations measured
by the test items as specified by the test writers?

RQ 1 is investigated by collecting expert opinions and analyzing their
agreement both with the intended reading operations and with each other on these
operations. For this purpose, data from the Expert Opinion Form were analyzed by
calculating percentages of agreement. The appropriateness of instructions, items and
texts were also analyzed through Expert Opinion Form. Verbal feedback was also
taken on these issues.

RQ 2: Do the test tasks differentiate between higher and lower proficiency
groups?

RQ?2 is addressed by performing a t-test to find out whether the participants
from different proficiency levels had significantly different sets of scores on the
tasks. A primary expectation from a given test is that it should discriminate between
students with higher and lower levels of knowledge. Students with higher and lower
levels of knowledge are determined based on a criterion. For the same concerns, the
performance of the two groups — one that takes TKF 315 and/or TKF 317 classes and
one that takes TKF 211 classes — were compared to investigate whether TKF
315/317 group performed better than TKF 211 group. Generally, the students in TKF
315/317 are expected to outperform those in TKF 211 because they are supposed to

be at a higher level of Turkish language proficiency. With small samples, generally
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up to 30 subjects in each group, t-test is a frequently employed statistical analysis to
explore the differences between two samples. One assumption of t-test has been
reported to be that the two samples should be normally distributed. However,
Bachman (2004, p. 236) states that although such an assumption is cited in many
textbooks on statistics, violation of normality assumption has been shown to have
nearly no influence on the results when using the two-tailed t-test. Another
assumption of the t-test is the homogeneity of variances between the two groups,
which is usually indicated by a statistical figure that comes from Levene’s Test for
Equality of Variances or by an F-ratio that comes from F-test. The final assumption
of t-test is the independence of the observations, which means the performance of
each group and individual test takers should not influence each other in any way.
These assumptions were checked before the t-test analysis was carried out.

RQ 3: What are the psychometric characteristics of the items for each reading
task?

a. What levels of item difficulty are reflected by the scores of the test takers?

b. To what extent do the items discriminate between test takers’ reading

abilities?

c. What are the internal reliability values for each task?

RQ 3 is investigated through item analyses in which difficulty and
discrimination values of items are explored. Internal consistency of items and the
efficiency of distractors are also analyzed for research question three. Item difficulty
stands for the percentage of test takers who answered the item correctly. Item
difficulty can take a value between 0 and 1, and higher values mean the item is
easier. Too difficult or too easy items are unfavorable (Alderson et al., 1995). Since

this test is an early version of a reading test, the limits for item rejection were set at

49



0.20 and 0.80 boundaries, following Bachman (2004). Item discrimination value
indicates how efficiently an item discriminates between test takers with higher and
lower levels of knowledge. It can be investigated by calculating point biserial
correlation coefficient which is based on the correlation between single items and the
total test scores (Bachman, 2004). Therefore, discrimination values are computed
based on this correlation in the present study. Point biserial correlation (or item-total
correlation) coefficient is advised to be over .30 by Bachman (2004). Since this is an
early version of the test with a limited number of subjects, items with an item-total
correlation value 0.20 and above will be accepted, following Brown (2005). Internal
reliability is usually calculated by Cronbach’s alpha which is based on the
correlations between items. Items that assess the same or similar constructs are
expected to have high intercorrelations (Alderson et al., 1995). Cronbach alpha
values indicate how internal consistency of a test would change when an item is
excluded from the test.

Distractor efficiency analysis investigates how efficiently the distractors of a
particular item do their job. The distractor efficiency analysis in the present study is
based on the percentage of responses that each option draws on each item. Bachman
(2004) states that each distractor should draw at least 10% of the responses. If it does
not, this means it is not working. Taking into account the limited number of subjects
in the present study, each distractor is evaluated whether it drew at least one response
which equals to 3.22% of all responses from 31 subjects in our case.

RQ 4: Do scores on the reading test correlate with the scores obtained from

listening, writing and speaking tests administered to the same group?
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RQ 4 is addressed by investigating the relationship between four sets of
scores that come from the four sub-components of the test. The relationships between
the sub-tests are calculated as Pearson product-moment correlation coefficient.

The next chapter presents the results from the analyses explained above.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

4.1 Content validity

The data from expert judgments regarding appropriateness of text topics, the abilities
tested by the items, and item characteristics are presented below. Basic statistics
related to text characteristics are summarized in Table 5 in order to give an idea
about the readability of the texts.

4.1.1 Expert ratings for the instructions, questions and text of tasks

The experts evaluated the wording and quality of instructions, questions and texts
related to each task. The rating scale had the following statements which were
expected to be rated by the experts on a four point scale: 1 - strongly disagree, 2 -
disagree, 3 - agree and 4 - strongly agree. The ratings provided by the experts are
presented in Table 6 below. Ratings over 2 signify that the expert agrees with the
related statement, while ratings 2 and 1 mean that the expert does not agree with the
related statement. The rating scale originally does not have half-point options, but
one of the experts preferred using half-point ratings as shown in Table 6.

For Task 1, Rater 1 did not indicate any problems related to the instructions;
however, Rater 2 indicated that the instructions were not clear and adequate. A
further written feedback from Rater 2 suggests that the instruction at the beginning of
the task should include the information of how to read the text, i.e. carefully or
quickly. Therefore, also taking into account the theory which the test is based on and
which explains the different functions of careful and expeditious reading styles, such
wording was employed for the elaboration of the instruction related to Task 1. A
second problem indicated by Rater 1 related to Task 1 is that the wording of the

questions was not easier than the text. Thus, a simplification on the wording of the
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Table 6. Experts' Ratings Regarding Instructions, Questions and Texts.

Related part  Related statement on the Rater 1 Rater 2
of the task rating scale TL T2 T3 T4 T5 T1 T2 T3 T4 T5
Instructions are clear. 4 4 35 4 4 2 1 4 4 1

Instructions are
Instructions  adequate.
Instructions are relevant.

4 4 35 4 4 2 3 3 4 1

4 4 35 4 4 4 2 4 4 1

The questions are clear. 3 4 35 4 4 3 2 2 4 1

The language of items is

easier than the language 2 2 4 4 4 4 3 3 3
Questions of the text.

The questions can only

be answered if the textis 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3 4 2

read.

The text is appropriate in

an academic context. 3 25 4 25 4 4 2 2 3 4

The text length is

appropriate in an 4 25 4 4 35 4 2 3 3 3
academic context.

The text does not require

high levels of knowledge 3 4 3 3 3 3 1 3 4 3
to comprehend.

The text does not require

cultural knowledge to 25 25 2 2 4 4 1 3 2 4
comprehend.

Note. T = Task.

Text

questions was suggested wherever possible on Task 1.

Rater 1 expressed the same concern also for Task 2; therefore, a similar
revision to simplify the language of items was suggested for Task 2, as well. Rater 2
suggested that the instructions and questions might be difficult to understand because
the task is a sophisticated one, so they could be worded simpler if possible.
Moreover, Rater 2 also suggested that the length of the text should be revised
because test takers at that intended level may find it short.

Related to Task 3, Rater 2 suggested that questions might not be clear. The
written feedback by Rater 2 indicated that a small alteration in the wording of the
prompt sentence of Item 7 was needed. As the focus of that sentence should be on the
unpredictability of the diversity of people who are interested in the flower in
question, rather than the number of people. Rater 2 also suggested that the multiple-

choice question format of Item 8 should be altered because the options may function
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as clues, which can be a confounding factor when testing a specific reading skill.
Another suggestion by Rater 2 was the alteration of the wording of a distractor of
Item 1 and a distractor of Item 4. The suggestions by Rater 2 were executed on Task
3 in the revised version.

Regarding Task 4, Rater 2 suggested a minor change on the wording of a
distractor of Item 3, which, she believed, would make the item clearer. As for Task 5,
Rater 2 indicated problems related to the clarity of instructions and questions. This
judgment was reinforced by a closer inspection of the answers provided for Task 5. It
was revealed that several participants did not understand the instructions because
they provided answers which were not aimed at all.

In the commentary section of Expert Judgment Form, Rater 2 provided
written feedback and she expressed reservations about the appropriateness of Text 2
in an academic context, and whether it could be biased because of a group’s
background or cultural knowledge. She explained that the content of the text might
be favoring those who are familiar with the cinema terminology. Related to Text 3,
Rater 1 expressed a similar concern that the text might be culturally biased, which
can be because of the vocabulary used in the text as it includes several nouns that can
be related to the Ottoman culture. The ratings by both experts related to Text 4
indicate the same one concern which is the probability of cultural knowledge
interfering with the comprehension of the text. Since Text 4 is intended for C2 level
test takers, cultural terminology might be tolerated up to a certain level; however, the
text can be revised to replace the words that might require cultural knowledge, and

adjusted to a level where it entails cultural knowledge at the minimum level.
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4.1.2 Expert ratings for the skills measured by items

On the rating scale, the following skills (see Table 7) which are thought to be
relevant to the five reading tasks were listed. For the items of each task, the raters
marked the skills that they thought the item aimed to measure.

Table 7. List of Skills.
Reference Skills

number

Skimming for overall gist
Demonstrating understanding of text as a whole
Identifying topic of text
Identifying function of text
Distinguishing main points of text from subsidiary ones
Retrieving specific information by scanning text
Locating and selecting relevant factual information to perform task
Demonstrating understanding of how text structure works
Distinguishing fact from opinion
10 Deducing meaning from context
11 Interpreting text for author’s attitude and style
12 Making inferences from information given in the text
13 Making use of clues such as subtitles, illustrations
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Tables 8 - 12 summarize the specific purpose of each item that corresponds to skills
on Table 7, and the ratings by the experts. Any parallelism between the two raters
and the corresponding skills on the rating scale suggests that a specific item is more
likely to measure the skill that it is supposed to measure. Since a hundred percent
parallelism is hard to achieve, discrepancies both between the two raters and between
the intended skills and raters are expected. Such discrepancies may provide valuable
feedback in order to revise the items.

Table 8 suggests that although skills 6 and 7 overlap for Item 1, skill 4, 10
and 12 were not intended at all, but Rater 1 thought 10 and 12 as relevant, and Rater
2 thought 4 as relevant. Similarly, skill 12 in Item 2 was not evaluated as relevant by
raters; moreover, Rater 1 indicated skills 1 and 10 as relevant while they were not
aimed. Table 8 also suggests that although Rater 1 thought it relevant, skill 10 was
not intended for Item 3, Item 4, and Item 5. Rater 1 also thought skills 1 and 5 as

relevant to ltem 6.
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Table 8. Experts' Ratings Related to Task 1.

Corresponding

Item Intended purpose of the item skills on the Rater 1 Rater 2
rating scale
1 Identifying explicit details from the 6,7 6,7,10,12 4,7
text
2 Making inferences and drawing 6,7,12 1,6,7,10 7

accurate conclusions based on
explicit information from the text

3 Identifying explicit details from the 6,7 6, 7,10 7
4 :Z)é;tifying explicit details from the 6,7 6,7,10 7
5 :g)é;tiWing explicit details from the 6,7 6,7,10 7
6 El)e(z:ltifying the author’s purpose 2,3,4,11 1,2,3,4,5 23,11

based on the explicit and implicit
information from the text

Regarding the skills assessed in Task 2, Table 9 shows that the highest disagreement
seems to be about Item 1. Although the raters agreed on the intended skills, they also
indicated extra skills that may also be relevant to the item.

Table 9. Experts' Ratings Related to Task 2.

Corresponding

Iltem Intended purpose of the item skills on the Rater 1  Rater 2
rating scale

1 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand 7,9 2,4,5,6, 7,912
non-existent information in the text 7,10

2 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand 7,12 7 7,12
non-existent information in the text

3 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand 7 7 7,12
non-existent information in the text

4 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand 6,7, 9, 10 6,7,10 7,9, 10,
non-existent information in the text 12

5 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand 6, 7,9, 10 6,7 7,9, 10,
non-existent information in the text 12

6  Distinguishing between fact, opinionand  6,7,9 6,7 7,9
non-existent information in the text

7 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand  6,7,9 6,7 7
non-existent information in the text

8 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand 7,12 6,7 7,9,12
non-existent information in the text

9 Distinguishing between fact, opinionand  6,7,9 6,7 7
non-existent information in the text

10  Distinguishing between fact, opinionand  6,7,9, 10 6,7 7,9, 10,
non-existent information in the text 12

11 Showing sensitivity to the cohesion of the 2,4,5,8 2,3,4,9, 4,8
text 10
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According to the information in Table 10, the intended skills match with at least one
of the raters and with both of them in several cases for the items of Task 3. One
striking point Table 10 suggests is that Rater 2 did not indicate a relevant skill related
to Item 3. Instead, Rater 2 specified new skills on the rating scale and indicated that
Item 3 requires “rereading the relevant parts” and “skimming/search reading to locate
relevant information”. “Rereading relevant parts” was also indicated for items 1, 4
and 8, while “skimming/search reading to locate relevant information” was also
indicated for Item 8.

Table 10. Experts' Ratings Related to Task 3.
Corresponding

Item Intended purpose of the item skills on the Rater 1  Rater 2
rating scale
1 Making inferences and drawing accurate 6, 7, 12 6,7,9 6

conclusions based on explicit
information from the text

2 Determining the meaning of idiomatic 6, 10 10, 11 6
expressions from the context

3 Making inferences and drawing 12 10, 11,
conclusions based on explicit 12
information from the text

4 Skimming the text and identifying 7,12 6,7,9 7,12
implicit details from the text

5  Scanning the text and identifying explicit 6, 7 6,7,9 7
details from the text

6  Identifying the author’s purpose based 1,2,3,4 12 1,2,4,8

on the explicit and implicit information
from the text

7 Showing sensitivity to the cohesion of 8 8 8
the text
8 Recognizing the significant points of the 2, 3,5 8 1,2,3,5

text and summarizing the text by
identifying main ideas, themes, details or
procedures

Rereading is a strategy that can be employed while doing careful reading, and search
reading can be employed to locate the related part of the text. Therefore, along with

the intended skill “Making inferences and drawing conclusions based on explicit and
implicit information from the text”, Item 3 may also require the skill and the strategy

indicated by Rater 2.
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Table 11 suggests that Task 4 also includes skills that were not intended, and
intended skills that were not agreed by the experts. Especially skills 9 and 10 seem to
be repeated by the raters for most of the items. Thus, “Deducing meaning from
context” can be relevant to Item 3, Item 4, and Item 6. Furthermore, although it is not
the central aim of the items, “Distinguishing fact from opinion” might be a necessary
skill on Item 3, Item 5, Item 7, and Item 8.

Table 11. Experts' Ratings Related to Task 4.

Corresponding

Item Intended purpose of the item skills on the Rater 1  Rater 2
rating scale
1 Making inferences and drawing accurate 6,7,12 6,7 7

conclusions based on explicit information
from the text

2 Identifying explicit details from the text 6,7,10 6 10, 12

3 Identifying explicit and implicit details from 6, 7, 12 6,7,9, 7,12
the text 10

4 Identifying explicit and implicit details from 6, 7, 12 6,7 10, 11,
the text 12

5 Identifying implicit details from the text 7,11, 12 6,7,11 7,9, 11,

12
6 Making inferences and drawing conclusions 7, 12 12 7,10, 12

based on explicit and implicit information
from the text
7 Making inferences and draw conclusions 7,11,12 11 7,9 11
based on explicit and implicit information
from the text

8 Identifying the author’s purpose based on 2,4,11 2 7,9, 11,
the explicit and implicit information from 12
the text

Table 12 shows that three of the intended skills consistently overlap with the ratings
of Rater 1 while skill 5 consistently differs from the intended skills. Rater 2, on the
other hand, indicated that skill 10 might be relevant to Item 3, Item 4, and Item 5.
Table 12 also shows that Rater 2 did not think Item 1, Item 6, and Item 7 as relevant
to any of the skills on the list. She explained that these items, and also Item 2, can be
answered with simple background knowledge by a C2 level test taker, and thus test
takers may not need any other reading skills to answer these items. She also

suggested that Item 3 and Item 4 may require reading carefully at sentence level.
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Table 12. Experts' Ratings Related to Task 5.

Corresponding

Item Intended purpose of the item skills on the Rater 1 Rater 2
rating scale

1 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 5,6,7,13
from a specialized source

2 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 56,7,13 6
from a specialized source

3 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 5,6,7,13 10
from a specialized source

4 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 56,7,13 6,7,10
from a specialized source

5 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 5,6,7,13 10, 11
from a specialized source

6 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 5,6,7,13
from a specialized source

7 Identifying specific information 6,7,13 56,7,13

from a specialized source

Table 13 summarizes the total number of occurrences of the skills that were aimed,
indicated by Rater 1 and indicated by Rater 2. Although the columns generally tend
to resemble to each other, there are also discrepancies.

Table 13. Number of Occurrences of Aimed and Indicated Skills.

Skills Aimed Indicated by  Indicated by

Rater 1 Rater 2
Skimming for overall gist 2 2 2
Demonstrating understanding of text as a 5 4 3
whole
Identifying topic of text 3 2 2
Identifying function of text 4 3 3
Distinguishing main points of text from 2 9 1
subsidiary ones
Retrieving specific information by scanning 25 28 4
text
Locating and selecting relevant factual 32 29 24
information to perform task
Demonstrating understanding of how text 2 2 3
structure works
Distinguishing fact from opinion 7 5 9
Deducing meaning from context 5 6 9
Interpreting text for author’s attitude and 4 4 6
style
Making inferences from information given in 11 4 13
the text
Making use of clues such as subtitles, 7 7 0
illustrations

Tables 14 — 18 show how much raters and intended corresponding skills overlap in

terms of the skills that each item is thought to measure. They show the number of
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occurrences where there are overlaps and where there are no overlaps.
Corresponding percentages of the number of occurrences are provided in parenthesis.
Column five indicates the total number of overlaps for a specific item and its
percentage.

Table 14. Overlap between Intended Skills and Expert Judgments (Task 1).

Overlap Overlap Total num. No
Task Item with 2 with one of
overlap
raters rater overlaps

1 1 (20 1 (200 2 (40) 3 (60)
2 1 (20) 1 (200 2 (40) 3 (60)
3 1(333) 1(333)  2(66.6)  1(33.3)
4 1(33.3) 1(333)  2(666)  1(33.3)
5  1(33.3) 1(333)  2(66.6)  1(33.3)
6 2 (33) 2 (33) 4 (66) 2 (33)

Table 15. Overlap between Intended Skills and Expert Judgments (Task 2).

Overlap Overlap Total num. No
Task Item with 2 with one of

overlap
raters rater overlaps
1(12.5) 1(12.5) 2 (25) 6 (75)
1 (50) 1 (50) 2 (100) 0 (0
1 (50) 0 (0 1 (50) 1 (50)
2 (40) 2 (40) 4 (60) 1 (20)
1 (20) 3 (60) 4 (80) 1 (20)

1(33.3) 2(666) 3 (100) 0 (0)
1(33.3) 1(333)  2(666)  1(33.3)
1 (25) 1 (25) 2 (50) 2 (50)
1(33.3) 1(333)  2(666)  1(33.3)
1 (20) 3 60) 4 (80) 1 (20)
1(14.3) 2(286)  3(429)  4(57.1)
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Table 16. Overlap between Intended Skills and Expert Judgments (Task 3).

Overlap Overlap Total num. No
Task Item with 2 with one of
overlap
raters rater overlaps

1 (25 1 (25 2 (500 2 (50)
0 (0) 2(66.6)  2(66.6)  1(33.3)
0 (0 1(33.3) 1(333)  2(66.6)
1 (25) 1 (25) 2 (50) 2 (50)
1(33.3) 1(333)  2(66.6)  1(33.3)
0 (0 3 (50) 3 (50) 3 (50)
1 (100) 0 (0) 1(100) 0 (0)
0 (0 3 (60) 3 (60) 2 (40)

coONO Ol A~ WN B
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Table 17. Overlap between Intended Skills and Expert Judgments (Task 4).

Overlap

Overlap

Total num.

Task Item with 2 with one of y\?erla
raters rater overlaps P

1 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 2 (66.6) 1(33.3)

2 0 (0 2 (50) 2 (50) 2 (50)

3 1 (20) 2 (40) 3 (60) 2 (40)

4 4 0 (0 3 (60) 3 (60) 2 (40)

5 2 (40) 1 (20) 3 (60) 2 (40)

6 1(33.3) 1(33.3) 2 (66.6) 1(33.3)

7 1 (25) 1 (25 2 (50) 2 (50)

8 0 (0 2 (33.3) 2 (33.3) 4 (66.6)

Table 18. Overlap between Intended Skills and Expert Judgments (Task 5).

Overlap

Overlap

Total num.

Task Item with 2 with one of gl\?erla
raters rater overlaps P

1 0 (0 3 (75) 3 (75) 1 (25)

2 1 (25) 2 (50) 3 (75) 1 (25)

3 0 (0 3 (60) 3 (60) 2 (50)

5 4 2 (40) 1 (20) 3 (60) 2 (40)

5 0 (0 3 (50) 3 (50) 3 (50)

6 0 (0 3 (75) 3 (75) 1 (25)

7 0 (0) 3 (75) 3 (75) 1 (25)

Tables 14 - 18 show that the percentage of total number of overlaps is usually higher

than the number of no overlaps. It is also worth to note that there are no cases where

an unintended skill is identified as relevant to a specific item by both of the raters.

Therefore, any overlap that has been discussed here necessarily means overlap with

the intended skills. The percentages in the tables above are item based, so in order to

see the overall picture, the percentage of overlaps that are task based are calculated

as the average of percentages related to individual items and presented in Table 19

below. Table 19 also shows the percentage of agreement between the two raters.

Table 19. Percentage of Overlaps.

Task

Raters’ agreement with ~ Overlap between the

the intended skills (%)  two raters (%)

1
2
3
4
5

S51.7
65.5
59.5
55.9
67.1

29.7
28.6
14.8
19.3

9.4
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These percentages related to items show how similar the expert judgments and
intended skills are. They also show that the agreement between the two raters is
generally quite low. The extent of agreement of the experts with the aimed skills is
not very large, but it suggests that the content of the tasks tend to comply with the
expert judgments. However, it is always possible to achieve higher levels of
agreement on the skills being measured; therefore, the suggestions and ratings of the
experts were taken into account and the suggested revisions were done on the tasks.
The suggested revisions are believed to increase the content validity of these five
tasks hereafter.

4.2 Differences between proficiency groups

In order to determine whether the tasks could distinguish between higher- (TKF
315/317) and lower-proficiency (TKF 211) participants, an independent samples t-
test was conducted on the scores from each task. The Levene’s Test for Equality of
Variances indicated that the two groups had equal variances on each of the five tasks
(p > .05 for all tasks). The results are presented in Table 20 below.

Table 20. Results of Independent Samples t-tests.

TKF 211 TKF 315/317  Highest
M SD M SD  possible score 't Cohen's d
Task 1 1.33 1.72 3.00 1.79 6 2.64* .95
Task 2 2.87 3.04 6.88 2.94 11 -3.73** 134
Task 3 2.00 2.04 3.76 1.92 8 -2.47* .89
Task 4 0.71 1.07 3.12 2.26 8 -3.65** 1.36
Task 5 2.53 2.36 3.81 1.9 7 -1.67

Note. * p < .05, **p < .001.

The descriptive statistics indicate that the TKF 315/317 group (N = 16) had
substantially higher means than the TKF 211 group (N = 15) on all tasks except for

Task 5. The t-test results show that differences between the groups were statistically
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significant with large effect sizes for the first four tasks. However, no significant
group difference was observed on Task 5.

The information extracted from the independent samples t-test analyses
presents evidence for the concurrent validity of the five reading tasks in question.
The results were compared to the criterion which is different levels of Turkish
language proficiency anticipated depending on the participants’ reports and the
classes they take. Depending on the criterion, it was projected that those in TKF
315/317 classes had higher levels of proficiency than those in TKF 211 classes. The
scores of the participants on Task 1, Task 2, Task 3, and Task 4 proved that these
four tasks efficiently discriminated between higher and lower levels of reading
proficiency. In other words, the results related to these four tasks complied with the
criterion. However, the statistics related to Task 5 are not in the same line since it
was found that the two groups were not discriminated efficiently on Task 5.
Therefore, Task 5 was found problematic and it is wise to exclude this task from the
test. The information presented in this part can be interpreted as evidence for
criterion-related validity which is considered a subcategory of construct validity.
4.3 Item analysis and distractor efficiency analysis
The purpose of this section is to explore how efficiently individual items and the
distractors of each item function within a task. The analyses carried out in this
section investigate item difficulty, item discriminability, distractor efficiency, and
Cronbach alpha values, which have the potential to improve the current version of
the test.

Based on the test takers’ performance on the tasks, an item analysis and a

distractor efficiency analysis were carried out for each task. The tables 22 - 31
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summarize the information from these analyses. A summary of score characteristics
is presented in Table 21.

Table 21. Summary of Score Characteristics.

Task Mean  SD Minimum Maximum Maxjmum Cronbach’s
score score possible score  alpha
1(B1) 219 192 0 6 6 774
2(B2) 493 357 0 11 11 871
3(C1) 296 213 0 7 8 .685
4(C2) 319 219 0 7 8 779
5(C2) 203 216 0 7 7 778

Table 21 presents the mean scores, standard deviations and Cronbach alpha values
for each task. Looking at the minimum scores, maximum scores and standard
deviation values, we can say that the scores of the participants are quite widespread.
The mean scores for each task show that the participants generally underperformed
because they scored below 50% success on average. Table 22 provides the item
statistics regarding Task 1.

Table 22. Item Statistics for Reading Task 1.

Intended ltem Difficulty  Item-total  Cronbach’s alpha if ~ Cronbach’s alpha
level indices correlation item deleted for the task
1 A48 41 770
2 .16 57 733
3 .58 49 749
B1 4 .23 .58 726 174
5 .39 46 .755
6 .35 .64 707

The difficulty indices of the items in Task 1 suggest that most of the items are within
the acceptable .20 - .80 interval. However, Item 2 has a value below .20, which
means that the test takers found this item relatively difficult. The reason might be the
fact that the test takers from TKF 211 classes, who consist of nearly the half of the
participants, have generally a lower Turkish proficiency level than the other half;
therefore, their underperformance could be the reason of difficulty values below .20.
Despite the high item-total correlation of this item, it needs to be replaced by an

easier item or revised. Although the number of items and participants are limited,
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Table 22 shows that the alpha coefficients for Task 1 are quite consistent and form a
basis for high internal reliability.

The distractor efficiency analysis provided in Table 23 shows the percentage
of test takers who chose each of the options. The numbers showing percentage of the
test takers who chose the correct answers are indicated with an asterisk.

Table 23. Distractor Efficiency Analysis for Task 1.

Options Iltem 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4 Item 5 Item 6
% % % % % %
A 3.22 32.25 58.06*  22.58* 6.45 3.22
B 9.67 16.12* 9.67 25.80 3.22 35.48*
C 9.67 12.9 6.45 6.45 38.7* 9.67
D 48.38* 16.12 0 12.90 29.03 19.35

Unanswered 29.03 22.58 25.80 32.25 22.58 32.25

Table 23 indicates that most of the test takers chose option A for Item 2, while the
correct answer is option B. This suggests that option A is a very strong distractor,
which is probably one of the reasons of this item’s item difficulty value being too
low. Depending on the information in Table 23, Option A of Item 1 should be
revised. The fourth option of Item 3 was not chosen by any of the test takers, which
means that it did not function well as a distractor. The reason might be the limited
number of test takers; however, the option should be revised because the test takers
may have found it implausible. Table 23 shows that all the other distractors drew
some responses, and functioned well. One striking point in this table and the other
distractor analysis tables is the percentage of unanswered questions. The reason can
be the fact that the test takers, especially those who were in TKF 211 classes, found
the tasks quite difficult and left the items blank when they felt unsure about the
answer.

Table 24 indicates that most of the items of Task 2 were found to have
acceptable difficulty values which are close to the medium .50 value. However, Item

11 looks problematic because its item-total correlation value is below .20. Item 11 is
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Table 24. Item Statistics for Reading Task 2.

Intended ltem Difficulty Item-total Cronbach’s alpha if  Cronbach’s alpha
level indices correlation item deleted for the task
1 45 57 .860
2 .26 .63 .856
3 .45 .59 .858
4 .32 .55 .861
5 .35 44 .868
B2 6 .58 .60 .857 871
7 .68 71 .851
8 .55 .69 .852
9 42 .76 .846
10 45 .61 .857
11 A2 .18 .886

a multiple-choice item with four options and the type of this item is different from
the previous 10 items, so this can be the reason that some high-achieving test takers
got confused and went for the wrong option. The item has an acceptable item
difficulty value, but its low item-total correlation value means that this item should
be omitted from the task because its dissimilarity to previous items creates confusion.
The item-total correlation values for other items are quite high, which indicates that
the items efficiently discriminated between high-achieving and low-achieving test
takers. Furthermore, the consistent and high alpha coefficients mean that the task has
high internal reliability.

Table 25 shows that all of the distractors drew some answers and worked
well. Item 11 is not presented in Table 25 because its format is different from the
previous 10 items. Item 11 has four options which respectively drew the following
percentage of responses: option A — 3,22%, B — 25,8%, C —41,93%, D — 12,9%, and
16,12% of the test takers didn’t provide a response.

Table 25. Distractor Analyses for Task 2.

Options  Item 1 Item 2 Item3 Item4 Item 5 Item6 Item7 Item 8 Item9 Item 10
% % % % % % % % % %

F 45.16* 22.58 6.45  32.25*  35.48* 6.45 9.67 9.67 12.9 45.16*

G 12.90 25.80 12.9 12.90 6.45 58.06* 67.74* 12.9 41.93* 258

Y 19.35 25.80*  45.16* 19.35 16.12 12.90 3.22 54.83* 16.12 3.22
Unans. 22.58 25.80 3548  35.48 41.93 2258 1935 22.58 29.03 25.80

Note. F = Writer’s personal opinion, G = Factual information, Y = Not stated in the text, Unans. = Unaswered.

67



Although most of the test takers provided the correct answer for Item 11, which is
Option C, this item should be omitted because of its item-total correlation value.

Table 26 shows that all of the items have difficulty values within the
acceptable interval. Since the level of the task is quite demanding, it is thought to be
normal that the test takers found a few items difficult. Table 26 also shows that Item
4 and Item 6 have item-total correlation values lower than .20. The alpha values
when the item is deleted also suggest that these two items do not contribute much to
the internal reliability of the task because the alpha coefficient increases if one of
these two items is deleted. Both Item 4 and Item 6 require overall understanding of
the text rather than locating specific bits of information, so the test takers might have
found it quite hard to handle the majority of the information in the text because they
couldn’t locate any one-to-one information match between the local parts of the text
and the items. It can be deduced from Table 26 that Item 4 and Item 6 need revision
because they do not discriminate well and they influence the internal reliability of the
task negatively.

Table 26. Item Statistics for Reading Task 3.

Intended ltem Difficulty Item-total Cronbach’s alpha if ~ Cronbach’s alpha
level indices correlation item deleted for the task
1 .45 41 .646
2 .26 .36 .659
3 48 .66 581
c1 4 .32 19 .696 .685
5 .29 25 .683
6 .58 17 704
7 .29 .50 627
8 .29 .50 627

Table 27 indicates that Option D of Item 1 and Option A of Item 6 didn’t work
efficiently as distractors because they didn’t draw any responses. These two
distractors need revision and they should be tested again to see if the new distractors

draw any responses.
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Table 27. Distractor Analyses for Task 3.

Options lteml1l Item2 Item3 Item4 Item5 Item6 Item7 Item38
% % % % % % % %
A 45.16* 25.80 48.38* 16.12 9.67 0 29.03* 19.35
B 6.45  25.80* 3.22 29.03 1290 58.06* 16.12 29.03*
C 29.03 9.67 3.22 6.45 29.03* 322 967 322
D 0 16.12 2258 3225 3225 1290 645 16.12

Unanswered 19.35 2258 2258 16.12 16.12 25.80 38.70 32.25

Table 28 shows that Item 4 has very low item difficulty and item-total correlation
values, which means that the item was very difficult for this group of participants and
it did not discriminate well between high and low achieving test takers.

Table 28. Item Statistics for Reading Task 4.

Intended ltem Difficulty  Item-total ~ Cronbach’s alphaif =~ Cronbach’s alpha
level indices correlation item deleted for the task
1 .29 .64 127
2 .35 .53 746
3 .39 .24 .799
4 10 A7 794
2 5 .19 .61 .735 179
6 19 .61 .735
7 .32 48 757
8 .19 .61 .735

Moreover, the alpha coefficient increases when Item 4 is deleted; therefore, this item
should be revised or replaced. Item 5, Item 6, and Item 8 also have low difficulty
values, but they are very close to the .20 margin. Considering the task’s level and
these items’ item-total correlation values, they can be kept to be tested again. Item 3
can be revised because of its item-total correlation value, which is close to the
margin, and because the alpha coefficient increases when the item is omitted.

Table 29 shows that Option B of Item 2 and Option D of Item 7 drew no
responses as distractors, which means that they need revision, and they may be
replaced with new distractors. Option A of Item 4 drew most of the responses while
the correct answer is C. Therefore, revision of Option A in order to make it a weaker
distractor is necessary. The percentage of test takers who didn’t answer Item 5, Item

6, Item 7, and Item 8 explains why these items have low item difficulty values. Since
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most of the participants found these items rather difficult, they probably preferred not
providing an answer.

Table 29. Distractor Efficiency Analysis for Task 4.

Options lteml1l Item2 Item3 Item4 Item5 Item6 Item7 Item38
% % % % % % % %
A 16.12  16.12 38.70* 45.16 12.9 9.67 32.25* 6.45
B 16.12 0 12.9 129 1935 2258 9.67 16.12
C 29.03* 25.8 1935 9.67* 1935 19.35* 9.67 9.67
D 1290 35.48* 6.45 6.45 9.67 6.45 0 19.35*

Unanswered 25.80 22.58  22.58 25.8 38.70 4193 48.38 48.38

Table 30 suggests that most of the items have acceptable difficulty and item-total
correlation values except for the item 5 which has an item difficulty value close to
the .20 margin.

Table 30. Item Statistics for Reading Task 5.

Intended ltem Difficulty Item-total Cronbach’s alpha  Cronbach’s alpha
level indices correlation if item deleted for the task
1 .58 57 .736
2 .58 .53 .745
3 .26 .57 .738
C2 4 .65 46 .758 778
5 19 51 751
6 52 49 753
7 42 41 .769

However, taking into account the level of the task, this item can be tested again
because its item-total correlation value is fairly high. As for reliability, the high and
consistent alpha coefficients show that the task has high internal reliability with this

group of participants. Spread of responses regarding items of Task 5 is presented in

Table 31.
Table 31. Spread of Responses for Task 5.
Options Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item4 Item5 Item6 Item 7
% % % % % % %
Dal 58.06* 6.45 3.22 0 0 6.45 9.67
Yaprak ayasi 0 58.06* 3.22 3.22 3.22 12.90 9.67
Tomurcuk  12.90 3.22 25.80* 6.45 16.12 3.22 3.22
Kulakeik 3.22 0 12.90 64.51* 3.22 3.22 0
Kini 0 6.45 22.58 0% 19.35* 6.45 19.35
Damarlar 0 3.22 6.45 12.90 3.22 54.83* 0
Yaprak sapt  6.45 3.22 6.45 0 29.03 0 38.70*
Other 9.67 6.45 6.45 0 9.67 0 6.45

Unanswered  9.67 12.90 12.90 12.90 16.12 12.90 12.90
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In Task 5, the participants were expected to label the parts of a leaf after reading Text
5 and there were 7 items which were the names of the leaf parts underlined in the
text. In such a task, expecting each blank to draw at least one case of all possible
responses is not necessary because the underlined words or phrases here are actually
not intended to be distractors to each other. One informative point Table 31 suggests
is that the participants provided some other answers that were not aimed at all for the
Item 1, Item 2, Item 3, Item 5, and Item 7. This requires the revision of the prompt of
the task because it is clear that some of the participants didn’t understand that they
were expected to use only the underlined words or phrases.

Based on the students’ performances, mean difficulty index and mean item-
total correlation of each task were also computed and are presented in Table 32.

Table 32. Mean Difficulty and Cronbach’s Alpha Values.
Intended  Mean Difficulty =~ Mean Item-total

Task Level Index Correlation
1 Bl .36 .52
2 B2 45 57
3 C1 37 .38
4 C2 .25 49
5 C2 .46 51

The mean difficulty values for each task in Table 32 show that the test takers
generally found all tasks difficult because all difficulty values are below .50.
Furthermore, the order of the difficulty indices is not in the expected way.

4.4 Correlations of reading scores with other skills

Pearson product-moment correlation coefficients were computed to assess the
relationship of the reading scores with scores from listening, writing and speaking
tests administered to the same group. The results are presented in Table 33. Reading
scores had significant relationships with listening, writing and speaking scores. The

relationship between reading and listening was stronger than the relationship
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Table 33. Relationship between Sub-tests.

Measure N Mean SD 1 2 3 4

1. Reading 62 37.13 24.27 - .632** .866** 128**
2. Writing 41 54.43 23.57 - .610** 527*
3. Listening 42 47.10 27.97 - 847**

4. Speaking 22 59.40 24.96 -
Note. *p <.05, **p < .01

between reading and writing or reading and speaking. This can be attributed to the
fact that reading and listening are both receptive skills. These correlations should be
approached tentatively because the sample size is small and the values are higher

than expected.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION
The analyses carried out on the reading tasks bore some valuable information about
reliability, item characteristics and validity of the tasks under scrutiny. Based on the
results, the tasks were revised. The revised tasks are presented in Appendix E. The
discussion regarding each research question and revisions carried out on the tasks are
presented below.

RQ 1: Do the experts agree on the operations measured by the test items as
specified by the test writers?

The content validity of the tasks was explored by both qualitative and
quantitative data from the experts. For content validity concerns, as suggested by
Alderson et al. (1995) and Bachman (2004), a rating scale was employed in order to
investigate the skills measured by the items. When the intended skills by test items
and the skills designated by the experts compared, it was found that they agreed 61%
on average. In other words, depending on expert evaluations, tasks tended to reflect
the aimed content more than they did not. Evidence regarding content relevance can
be interpreted as a form of evidential basis for score meaning (Messick, 1995),
because the extent of agreement on the content being measured contributes the
trustworthiness of score interpretation. However, the agreement between the two
experts was quite low (20% on average). Bachman (2004) warned that weak
agreement between the experts is a potential problem when investigating content
validity through such an approach. One potential reason of the weak agreement
between the experts in the present study is the background difference between the
two experts in terms of area of research. Lack of prior training about the theoretical

framework or ambiguity of the rating scale might have also contributed to such weak
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agreement between the experts. Therefore, the results regarding Research Question 1
can be tentative.

Assuming that the same evidence informs us about the cognitive validity of
the reading tasks, the extent to which operationalization of the framework was
successful can also be discussed. In terms of operationalization of reading skill in test
tasks, reading skills as defined in Khalifa and Weir’s (2009) model were attempted to
be measured in the design stage of the tasks. For this purpose, item specifications and
items based on these specifications were developed to elicit expeditious or careful
reading at global or local levels. It was previously explained in Chapter 2 that the
following skills were defined related to reading by Khalifa and Weir (2009) in their
model. Expeditious reading at local level is either scanning or search reading. The
former one involves reading selectively to find a specific figure, name, etc. while the
latter one involves locating relevant information necessary to answer a question.
Expeditious reading at global level is defined as skimming which involves quickly
and efficiently reading the text to get an overall understanding. Careful local reading
refers to focusing on a local part of the text until the basic meaning of a proposition
is established. Finally, careful reading at global level involves handling the majority
of information in the text, and building a macro-structure on the basis of this. In the
present study, for example, expeditious local reading was operationalized with Item 5
of Task 3 while expeditious global reading was attempted with Item 6 of Task 1.
Careful local reading was operationalized with items 1 and 2 of Task 2, and finally,
careful global reading was operationalized with items 7 and 8 of Task 3 (see
Appendix B). However, the average agreement between the intended skills and the
experts’ judgment was not very high (61%). The level of agreement was proximate

around this average value for all the five reading tasks. Moreover, the agreement
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between the raters was quite low. These values raise concerns about the extent to
which the reading tasks succeeded in operationalizing the intended skills. Poor or
weak agreement on the skills being measured can be indicating that the aimed
reading skills are not well represented on the items. Furthermore, the experts
indicated that some of the skills they rated were overlapping with each other. These
issues can be investigated through a further study in which, as Alderson et al. (1995)
suggest, experts are given some definitions of the underlying theory and asked to
make judgments about the test in terms of construct validity. In addition, more
reliable evidence could have been brought in through the analysis of the cognitive
operations that the test takers used in their attempt to respond to items.

In the text selection process, texts that were potentially biased in terms of
background knowledge were avoided because subject or cultural knowledge in a
given topic facilitates reading comprehension (Carrel, 1987; Leeser, 2007; Sabatin,
2013). Absence of such knowledge, on the other hand, should not disadvantage a
group of test takers (Alderson, 2000). When selecting texts, the concerns of grading
the texts in accordance with the aimed proficiency level brought in the issue of the
extent to which cultural elements were tolerable. For example, the text aiming C1
level test takers was from the area of history, and it included more cultural elements,
such as lexical elements, when compared to B2 level text. Similarly, Text 4 (C2) was
a literary text, and the reflection of culture on the language of the text was
unavoidable. Therefore, it was observed that as the aimed proficiency level of
Turkish texts increased, the cultural intrusion was more probable. Since there are no
studies regarding selecting Turkish texts for the purposes of Turkish reading
assessment, it is not clear to what extent cultural elements are tolerable at different

proficiency groups. Regarding the appropriateness of the texts, Expert rating form
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revealed some concerns related to the texts, as well as instructions and questions. The
feedback from the experts signaled that some revisions needed to be done on the
indicated parts of the texts because of their linguistic complexity or requiring
background knowledge. There are no formulas to measure linguistic complexity or
tools to measure text difficulty in Turkish. Therefore, it is hard to know whether any
revision concretely succeeded in reducing linguistic complexity or changed text
difficulty. However, based on the suggestions by experts, some sentences, phrases
and words were simplified or replaced on Text 1, Text 2, Text 3 and Text 4, and
revisions were done on questions and instructions. Especially, some embedded
clauses were reduced because the experts thought that embedded clauses could be
potential source of difficulty, and reduction of these clauses can eliminate the
problem.

Regarding the response format, in order to avoid the reservations that there
may be other plausible answers than the intended correct answer depending on test
takers’ subjective interpretation of the text and the items (Chen, 2010), the tasks were
tried on educated native speakers before the piloting. Then, the native speakers were
asked to explain why they went for the options they chose in order to check whether
the items are vulnerable to their subjective ideas. This was also helpful in detecting
whether options were providing clues (Haladyna et al., 2002).

RQ 2: Do the test tasks differentiate between higher and lower proficiency
groups?

The tasks’ discrimination efficiency on different proficiency levels was
investigated through statistical analysis. The aim of this analysis was to explore
external relationship of the reading tasks. As Messick (1995) suggests, external

relationships of a test are criterion related evidence. Depending on the class (TKF
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211 or TKF 315/317) test takers take and their instructor’s report, it was assumed
that the two groups are at different proficiency levels. Setting their different
proficiency levels as the criterion, the scores from the reading tasks were analyzed to
investigate the extent to which the reading tasks reflect the criterion. The results
indicated that, except for Task 5, all of the tasks discriminated between the higher
and lower proficiency test takers at a significant level. Therefore, criterion related
evidence, which is one of the six aspects of construct validity (Messick, 1995), was
found for four of the tasks. Evidence found for the discrimination efficiency of the
tasks can be a proof that formulation of what is easy and difficulty on the tasks was
justified. This formulation can include parameters such as text selection (topic,
length, and syntactic complexity), task selection and response format.

RQ 3: What are the psychometric characteristics of the items for each reading
task?

Research question three investigated the psychometric characteristics of
individual items as well as distractor efficiency. Such evidence supports reliability
(or scoring validity) of the measure (Weir, 2005). Scoring validity is important
because we should be able to depend on scores (Khalifa and Weir, 2009). Any
evidence that support the trustworthiness of scores is connected to construct validity
(Messick, 1995). On the other hand, a reduction in scoring validity runs the risk of
construct irrelevant variance (Khalifa and Weir, 2009). The difficulty and
discrimination indices and internal consistency values of items are accepted among
the sources of evidence for reliability (Bachman, 2004; Weir 2005). In a reading test,
we can relate the concerns of scoring validity to statistical item functionality. The
observations and revisions based on the results regarding research question three are

as follows. The items of Task 1 had quite favorable discrimination values; however,
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it was revealed that the items’ level of difficulty generally do not match the
expectations. Taking into account the fact that this is the first trial of the items, it was
decided that difficulty values between .20 and .80 were acceptable following
Bachman (2004). Task 1 was intended to be the least demanding task among the 5
tasks tested, but the order of difficulty indices disproved this. Therefore, the concerns
of the experts regarding Task 1’s difficulty level were justified by the difficulty
indices. One reason of Task 1’s being too demanding can be the contextual features
of Text 1. For example, the word count of Text 1 was a little higher than Text 2 (B2).
Furthermore, words-per-sentence index, although smaller than Text 2, was quite
similar to that of Text 3 (C1) and Text 4 (C2). Therefore, the contextual features of
Text 1 might have contributed to the difficulty of Task 1 because longer texts and
sentences tend to require more cognitive load (Khalifa and Weir, 2009). In
accordance with the feedback from Rater 2, Text 1 was simplified. After the
revisions on Text 1, the word count dropped from 371 to 332, and words per
sentence dropped from 14.3 to 10. Item 1 was revised and Item 2 was replaced with
an easier item that requires expeditious reading at local level to find specific
information. Previously, this item required careful reading at global level, which is
predicted to be more demanding than expeditious local reading by Weir and Khalifa
(2008). Since the distractor analysis showed that Option D of Item 3 did not attract
any answers, the wording of the option was changed. After the revisions on the text
and items of this task to adjust its level, a second trial on a similar group of
participants may bear more favorable results.

In general, Task 2 had rather favorable item difficulty and discrimination
values, as well as efficiently working distractors. However, a number of revisions

were also done on Task 2. Depending on the feedback from Rater 2, the language of
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the text related to this task was simplified using a more straightforward language. For
example, the sentence “Kendisinin karizmasi, etkileyici hatlardan ve havali bir
durustan degil, gayet insani, gayet siradan ve sahici bir portre ¢izmesinden
kaynaklaniyordu” was rewritten in the following way: “Hoffman etkileyici bir fizige
sahip degildi. Karizmasi, ¢cok insani ve ¢ok siradan ama bir o kadar da sahici bir
portre ¢izmesinden geliyordu”. This kind of instances showed that use of pronouns
and negation need to be taken care of besides structure and length. Moreover, the
order of the items was also revised so that they follow the order of processing the
text as suggested by Khalifa and Weir, (2009). The item analysis on Task 2 indicated
that Item 11 had a low item-total correlation value (.18) and did not efficiently
discriminate between high-achieving and low-achieving test takers. Therefore, this
item was omitted from the task in order to increase the overall reliability and
discriminating efficiency of Task 2.

With Rater 2’s suggestion regarding Task 3, the wording of the prompt on
Item 7 was revised. The format of Item 8 was changed and the options related to this
item were deleted because Rater 2 indicated her concerns that options may function
as clues. Haladyna et al. (2002) advise avoiding clues in the options. Such clues can
lead to construct irrelevant easiness (Messick, 1995). The revised format requires test
takers to indicate the order by writing down the sentence numbers in the correct
order. The item analysis on this task showed that Item 4 and Item 6 did not
discriminate well and negatively influenced the internal reliability of the task. A
common feature between Item 4 and Item 6 was that they both had options with
similar content words. This indicates that options with similar content words can lead
test takers to respond wrongly; therefore, such options could be challenging for this

group of test takers. These items and their options were revised. For example, Option
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B of Item 4 was revised on Rater 2’s suggestion because it was a very strong
distractor and drew as many answers as the correct option. Therefore, instead of the
sentence “Hollanda’da lale endiistrisi Leiden Universitesi dnciiliigiinde baslamistir”,
the sentence “Osmanli’da lale endiistrisi iiniversiteler onciiliigiinde baslamistir” was
used in order to make it a weaker distractor. It should be also noted that since the
aimed proficiency level of this task is beyond the proficiency level of participants,
the .37 mean difficulty of this task supported the fact that this task is appropriate for
higher proficiency levels. Therefore, the things that did not work on C1 and C2 level
tasks in this study can prove to be working with higher proficiency level test takers.
Difficulty and item-total correlation values of Item 4 of Task 4 were found to
be unacceptable in item analysis. A close examination of this item revealed that the
reason might be related to its options. A revision was done by changing the wording
of Option A of this item from “1980 yilinda olmustur” to “1980 yilinin basinda
olmustur” since Option A turned out to be a very strong distractor and attracted
nearly half of the answers. Moreover, Option B of Item 2 and Option D of Item 7
were also revised because they did not function well as distractors. Finally, with
Rater 2’s suggestion, the wording of Option C and Option D of Item 3 were changed
for clarity concerns. Nevertheless, the data from this group of participants are also
tentative because their proficiency level may not be matching the task’s
requirements. Since this task was expected to be beyond this group of test takers’
proficiency level, the .25 mean difficulty value of the task justified the expectations.
Therefore, better data can be collected from a sample with higher proficiency level.
Task 5 was found to have item difficulty and item-total correlation values
within the acceptable range. Moreover, it also had a high alpha coefficient, which is a

proof of high internal reliability. However, Task 5 was found to have a lower mean
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difficulty value than expected. It was concluded that the reason why Task 5 was
found relatively easy compared to lower level tasks can be related to item type and
contextual features. Hsueh-chao and Nation (2000) suggested that readers need to
know around 98% of the vocabulary for uninterrupted reading. However, the lexical
complexity of Text 5 might have been ruled out by the task’s requirement because
labeling parts of a leaf didn’t require commanding all of the vocabulary in the text. It
is also possible that the length of Text 5, which was relatively short compared to the
other texts, made it less demanding. Longer texts can make more demands on both
higher and lower level processing (Khalifa & Weir, 2009). Furthermore, another
explanation can be the fact that Task 5 was found easier because of the genre of the
reading text. Task 5 included an expository text while Task 4, the other C2 level task,
included a narrative one. Depending on Zhou’s (2011) study results which indicated
that students tended to perform better on expository texts than narrative texts, the
expository nature of Text 5 might have added to the facility of the task. CEFR
descriptors indicate that individuals at this level can read and understand nearly all
types of written material. With no restrictions on the type of text, a technical text was
chosen for this task to eliminate background knowledge because it included
specialized terminology that test takers would possibly be unfamiliar with. However,
the results showed that specialized topics or lexical complexity may not guarantee
the difficulty of a text. It was also observed in the text selection process that
technical texts tend to have shorter sentences and usually the tense of the sentences
do not change much throughout the text. In literary texts, on the other hand,
sentences are much longer and tense shift is more flexible. Therefore, words per

sentence can be one source of evidence for text difficulty, but it is tentative and
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should be used along with other measures. Such issues should be taken care of in the
text selection process.

RQ 4: Do scores on the reading test correlate with the scores obtained from
listening, writing and speaking tests administered to the same group?

Correlating different components of a test bears evidence related to construct
validity (Alderson et al., 1995). The different test components are expected to
measure different skills; therefore, the correlations should not be too high, for
example +.9. Since very high correlations between two components of a test mean
that they measure essentially the same thing, moderate correlations should be
expected, which means the components are moderately interrelated and each
component uniquely contributes to overall language proficiency (Alderson et al.,
1995). The present study found significant positive correlation coefficients: .632
between reading and writing, .866 between reading and listening, and .728 between
reading and speaking. Positive but weaker relationships were also found in a large
scale study carried on a standardized language test. Liao, Qu, and Morgan’s (2010)
data from more than 12,000 TOEIC test takers bore the following correlations: .76
between reading and listening, .57 between reading and speaking, and .61 between
reading and writing. On the other hand, Wang’s (2008) study on College English
Test Band 4 (CET-4) did not find any significant relation between reading and
writing or between reading and listening. The correlations in the present study can be
interpreted as evidence for the construct validity of the tasks because the components
measure related abilities. The highest correlation was between reading and listening,
which was an expected result because they are both receptive skills. It was also
expected that the relationship of reading tasks would be weaker with writing and

speaking tasks. However, these values should be approached with caution because
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the values are quite large when compared to other studies. Nevertheless, the studies
we compare our results here are from language tests in English. Whether the large
correlations in the present study stem from the language of the test can be
investigated. Empirical findings regarding this issue can only be obtained through
further research.

A further issue to note here is related to the design of the tasks. Items that
require expeditious reading were limitedly employed in this study, and these items
were on Task 1 and Task 3 in which careful reading was also expected. This can be
one of the reasons of test takers’ using their time inefficiently as observed in the
administration of the tasks. For example, with Item 6 on Task 1, expeditious global
reading was attempted; however, the previous items requiring careful local reading
on this task might have made test takers respond to Item 6 based on the local
readings they had already done. Therefore, it could be a better idea to employ items
that require expeditious reading and items that require careful reading on separate
texts or separate components. This can guide test takers to use their time more
efficiently since texts aiming expeditious reading would be allotted less time than
ones aiming careful reading (Hughes, 2003).

Depending on the study results, the reading tasks investigated here are
promising in the sense that they both formed an empirical grounding for future
research and they can be further developed and expanded with new tasks to form the
reading component of a standard test of Turkish for foreigners. It is expected that the
revisions discussed above will increase the content validity, concurrent validity and
reliability - all of which are accepted as aspects of construct validity - of the tasks
being tested. This can only be revealed through testing the tasks on a similar group of

participants again.
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From the researcher’s perspective, the test development process as a whole
was quite educating in the sense that planning and producing reading tasks for a
reading test required meticulous effort. Experiences from the test development
process and contributions of experts were very educative in teaching what route to
follow and what to avoid. This study has demonstrated that selection of texts in
Turkish and analysis of them should be carefully carried out. Both in the text
selection process and when developing items, the framework that the test is based on
should be the guide, and experts should be consulted in the process. It is also
important to know that test development is a recursive process and improvement of

the test is always possible in the light of new data or with new sources of data.

84



CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION
The study was carried out to explore the reading tasks, which were developed to test
reading ability in Turkish for foreigners, in terms of content relevance, criterion
related evidence and reliability. The study also investigated the correlational
relationship of the reading tasks with other language abilities assessed by tasks that
were developed by other researchers. The main empirical findings are as follow:

First, the expert judgments indicated that although not very strong, the
content of the tasks tended to be relevant to the aimed target domain. This finding
revealed the parts that are weak or obscure in terms of the abilities aimed to be
measured. Therefore, the results urged revisions on the tasks. Moreover, the results
signified that operationalization of the aimed skills should be carried out with great
care. Since skill operationalization is based on test writer assumptions,
operationalization should be a recursive process in which data collection and expert
consultancy are employed to examine how well the framework is represented on
items.

Second, except for Task 5, the tasks were found to be efficiently
discriminating between higher and lower proficiency levels.

Third, psychometric characteristics of individual items were generally
favorable, and problematic items were revised, replaced or omitted. The findings
regarding psychometric characteristics of items and revisions on the problematic
parts are expected to increase the reliability of the scores.

Finally, the correlations between the reading tasks and listening, writing and
speaking tasks were all significant. This indicated that the tasks regarding the four

language skills measured highly related language abilities.
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After the revisions on the tasks, four of the reading tasks are ready to be tried
on a similar sample again. However, Task 5’s unfavorable difficulty level and
inefficiency in discriminating proficiency levels made the researcher to decide that
this task is beyond revision and should be discarded.

In conclusion, the findings of this study presented empirical evidence
regarding the indicated issues above; furthermore, they also indicated the weak parts
of the tasks. Such evidence is crucial when evaluating the assessment tool and
improving it. Although the weak parts were responded as an attempt to improve the
tasks, they can be further developed by more trials and with expert support. Given
the scarcity of research on assessing reading in Turkish as a foreign language and
lack of guidance in selecting appropriate texts for a Turkish reading test, these
findings can prove helpful for future development in the area. Research in this area
needs to be expanded because standard assessment instruments with appropriate
psychometric properties to assess Turkish language are needed.

6.1 Limitations

As it may be the case in other small scale research studies, the sample size and the
number of reading tasks tested in this study were limited. A larger sample size would
increase the reliability of the data in such a study.

The second limitation was regarding expert judgments. On Expert Judgment
Form, judgments between the two experts were inconsistent when they marked the
relevant skills related to each item. Although the correlation between judgments of
the two experts was low, taking two viewpoints about the skills individual items
were measuring was fruitful. Moreover, although the agreement of the experts with

the aimed content of the tasks was not very weak, this finding revealed that there
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could be deficiencies in the operationalization of the aimed skills. To this respect,
more expert support could be needed in the development and evaluation of the tasks.

The third limitation is that because of time limitations, feedback from experts
was collected at the same time when data were collected. Therefore, it was not
possible to do revisions on the tasks based on the feedback from the experts before
the tasks were administered. The revisions were only carried out after the
administration of the tasks. Therefore, even after revisions, the tasks are not in their
final version and they should be tried again as a part of a recursive process until they
are proven to be working efficiently.

6.2 Suggestions for future researchers

A primary suggestion is that more reading tasks aiming different proficiency levels
should be developed. Creating a pool of various reading tasks that are proved to be
efficiently working with the target test takers will give the opportunity to test a
sample of more various skills from the target domain (Hughes, 2003). Moreover,
although the tasks under investigation mostly employed multiple choice item
formats, it is better to include, as Alderson et al. (1995) suggest, different item
formats as well in order to make sure the test is not biased towards a particular
method.

A second suggestion for future researchers is about data collection for content
relevance. The experts should be consulted both when deciding on the content to be
covered and when evaluating to what extent the content was operationalized. It is
also advised that the researchers inform all the experts sufficiently about the
theoretical framework behind the tasks.

Since the cognitive processes that test takers go through while dealing with

reading tasks in Turkish are not known, it is further suggested that a cognitive
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validity analysis through eye-tracking or think-aloud procedures should be carried
out to better understand the processes test takers go through while completing the
tasks. Eye-tracking research has the potential to reveal what kind of order test takers
follow while dealing with texts and questions, or which part of the text they mostly
focus on and whether this complies with the assumptions of careful and expeditious
reading at different levels. Think-aloud procedures, on the other hand, can reveal
how test takers interpret the given texts as well as what kind of reading strategies

they adopt to complete the tasks.
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APPENDIX A

LEARNER PROFILE FORM

Last Name, First Name:

Sex: Female Male:
Date of Birth:

Place of Birth: City: Country:

Mother Tongue:

Language of Education:

How long have you been learning Turkish?

How long have you been living in Turkey?

Contact (Mobile phone or email address):
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Turkish Language Proficiency

How would you rate your linguistic ability in Turkish in the following areas? Please put a tick on the relevant box for each

language skill.
A1 A2 B1 B2 c1 C2

Listening | | can recognise | |can | can | can I can | have no
familiar words understand understand the | understand understand difficulty in
and very basic | phrases and the | main points of | extended extended understanding
phrases highest clear standard | speech and speech even any kind of
concerning frequency speech on lectures if the when it is not spoken
myself, my vocabulary familiar matters | topic is clearly language,
family when related to areas | regularly reasonably structured and | whether live
people speak relevant to my encountered in | familiar. | can when or broadcast,
slowly and interests (e.g. work, school, understand relationships even when
clearly. very basic leisure, etc. | most TV news | areimplied and | delivered at

personal and can understand | and current not signaled fast native
family the main point | affairs explicitly. | can | speed.
I:I information, of many radio programmes. | | understand
shopping, local orTV can understand | television
area, programmes the majority of | programmes
employment). | on current films in and films |:|
can catch the topics of standard without too
main point in personal or dialect. much effort.
short, clear, professional
simple interest when
messages and the delivery is I:' I:l
announcements. | relatively slow
|:| and clear.
[]

Reading | Ican | can read very | can | can read I can | can read
understand short, simple understand articles and understand with ease
familiar names, | texts.Icanfind | texts that reports long and virtually all
words and very | specific consist mainly | concemned with | complex factual | forms of the
simple information in of high contemporary and literary written
sentences. simple everyday | frequency complex texts. | can language,

material such as | everyday orjob | problems.|can | understand including
advertisements, | related understand specialized abstract,
|:| prospectuses, language. | can | contemporary articles and structurally or
menus and understand the | literary prose. longer linguistically
timetables and | | description of technical complex
can understand | events, feelings instructions, texts,
short simple and wishes in even when factual and
personal letters. | personal |:| they do not literary texts,
|etters. relate to my such as
|:| field. manuals,
articles and
|:| literary works.

[]

[]
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A1 A2 B1 B2 c1 C2

Speaking | I canuse | can use | can describe | can present | can present | can present a
simple sentences to | experiences clear, detailed clear, detailed clear, smoothly
phrases describe in and events, my | descriptionson | descriptions of | flowing
sentences to simple terms | dreams, and awide range of | complex description or
describe my family, hopes. | can subjects related | subjects argument in a
where | live living briefly give to my field of integrating sub- | style
and people | conditions, reasons and interest. | can themes. appropriate to
know. my explanations for | explain a the context and

educational opinions and viewpoint on a with an
background plans. | can topical issue effective logical
and my narrate a story | giving the |:| structure.
|:| present job. or relate the advantages

plot of a book and

or film and disadvantages

describe my of various I:l

I:' reactions. options.

Writing | can write a | can write | can write | can write | can express | can write
short, simple short, simple | simple clear, detailed myself in clear, | clear, smoothly
postcard. | notes and connected text | texton a wide well- structured | flowing text in
can fill in messages. | on topics of range of text, expressing | an appropriate
forms with can write personal subjects related | points of view style. | can
personal personal interest. | can to my interests. | at some length. | write complex
details. letters. write personal | can write an | can write subjects

letters essay or report, | about complex | reports or
describing passing on subjects in a articles which
experiences information or letter, an essay | present a case
|:| and giving reasons | or a report, with an
I:l impressions. in support of or | underlining effective logical
against a what | consider | structure. | can
particular point | to be the salient | write
of view. | can issues. | can summaries and
I:l write letters select style reviews of
highlighting the | appropriate to professional or
personal the reader in literary works.
significance of | mind
events and I:l
experiences. |:|

Interaction | | can interact | can | can deal with | can interact | can express | can take part
in a simple communicate | most situations. | with a degree myself fluently | effortlessly in
way provided | insimpleand | | can enter of fluency and and any
the other routine tasks | unprepared into | spontaneity that | spontaneously | conversation or
person is requiring a a conversation | makes regular | without much discussion and
prepared to simple and on topics that interaction with | searching for have a good
repeat or direct are familiar, of | native speakers | expressions. | familiarity with
rephrase exchange of | personal quite possible. | | can use idiomatic
things at a information interest or can take an language expressions
slower rate of | on familiar pertinent to active part in flexibly and and
speech and topics and everyday life discussions in effectively for colloquialisms.
help me activities. | (e.g., family, familiar social and | can express
formulate can handle hobbies, work, contexts. professional myself fluently.
what I'm trying | very short travel, and purposes. I can | If | have a
to say. | can social current events.) formulate ideas | problem | can
ask and exchanges, and opinions backtrack and
answer simple | even though I:l with precision. restructure
questions on | can't usually around the
very familiar understand |:| difficulty so
topics. enough to smoothly that

keep the |:| other people
conversation are hardly
going myself. aware of it.

[]

[]

[]
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APPENDIX B

READING TASKS BEFORE REVISION

OKUMA-ANLAMA
Boliim 1 (6 Soru)

Asagidaki metni okuyarak her soru icin dogru yanitu isaretleyiniz.

Kopekbaliklarimin Soyu Tiikeniyor

Yeni yapilan bir arastirmaya gore okyanuslardaki kopekbaliklarinin yarisindan ¢ogu, soylarinin tiikkenmesi
tehlikesiyle karsi karsiya. Uluslararast Doga Koruma Birligi’nden (IUCN) uzmanlar, 11 kdpekbalig: tiiriiniin
yiiksek risk listesinde oldugunu séyliiyorlar. Ustelik 5 tiiriin daha bu listeye girme olasilig1 var.
Kopekbaliklart ¢ok yavas iiriiyor ve bu nedenle agirt avlanmadan ¢ok etkileniyorlar. Bilim insanlari,
kopekbaliklari igin kiiresel avlanma sinirlamalari getirilmesini, ylizgecleri icin avlanmalarina son verilmesini
ve hata sonucu yakalanmalarimi en aza indirecek dnlemlerin alinmasini istiyor.

TUCN Képekbaligr Uzman Grubu’ndan Sonja Fordham, “Cok degisik 6zellikleri olan kopekbalig tiirleri var.
Bu nedenle insanlar kopekbaliklarinin asir1 avlanmaya karsi direngli oldugunu saniyor ama bu dogru degil”
diyor. Fordham ayrica sunlari da ekliyor “Aslinda kopekbaliklari igin uluslararasi yakalama sinirlart
getirilmediginden, giderek endise duyulan tiirler arasina giriyorlar. Okyanuslarda balik¢iligin yogun yapildigi
alanlar var ve oralardaki kdpekbaliklart cogunlukla korunmasiz.”

Yeni Tehditler

Bilim insanlar1, okyanuslarin iist katmanlarinda yiizen 21 tiir kopekbaligina yonelik arastirmalardan elde
edilen verileri degerlendirdi. Bu degerlendirmeye gore, 21 tiir icinden birinin, dev seytan vatozlarmnin, soyu
tiikenmek tizere, 10 tiirlin de tiikenme tehlikesi var. Geri kalan besindeyse azalma orani ¢ok ciddi olmadig1
icin yalnizca ‘tiikenmeye yakin’ olarak tanimlandi.

Siniflandirmalar, popiilasyonda geg¢miste goriilen azalmalara ve gelecekteki olasi azalmalara dayanan
bir dizi 6lgiite gore yapiliyor. Ornegin, 10 y1l iginde niifusu %50 oraninda diisen bir tiir, soyu tehlikede olarak
tanimlaniyor.

Yiizgec Kesimi

Kopekbaliklarma yonelik en 6nemli tehdit, bilerek ya da yanlislikla yapilan avlanma. Fordham,
“Kopekbaliklari, dnceleri kiligbaliklarint avlayan gemiler tarafindan yanlislikla yakalaniyordu. Ama simdi
sayilar1 azaldik¢a kdpekbaliklari, balikgilarin 6zellikle hedefi oluyor. Bazi tiirler yiizgegleri ve eti i¢in, bazi
tiirler de yalnizca yiizgegleri i¢in avlaniyor.” diyor.

Uluslararas1 sularda kdpekbaligi aveiligini diizenleyen bir¢ok organizasyon var. Bu organizasyonlar,
yiizgecleri i¢in kdpekbaligr aveiligini sinirlamak iizere gesitli onlemler aldi ama her biri degisik standartlar
uyguluyor. Bu da avcilarin bu diizenlemelerdeki yasal agiklar1 bulup onlar1 kolayca ihlal etmesine olanak
taniyor. Koruma gruplari, Dogu Asya lilkelerinin ekonomilerindeki biiyiimenin, kdpekbaliklarinin yiizgegleri
i¢in avlanmasim arttirdigii sdyliiyor. Raporun bas yazari, Simon Fraser Universitesi’nden Nicholas Dulvy
“Balike1lik yetkililerine ve konuyla ilgili bolgesel, ulusal ve uluslararasi yetkililere bu durumu diizeltmek i¢in
biiyiik yiikiimliiliik diigiiyor. Aslinda durum bdyle olmak zorunda degil. Giiglii bir halk destegi ve politik
kararlilikla bu diisiis tersine ¢evrilebilir.” diyor.

Rapor, Bonn’da yapilan Biyolojik Cesitlilik Konvensiyonu’nda sunuldu. Rapor ayni zamanda Sucul Yasamin
Korunmasi: Deniz ve Tatl1 Su Ekosistemleri adli dergide bu y1lin sonunda yayimlanacak. Dergide, [IUCN’nin
Tehdit Altindaki Tiirler Kirmiz1 Listesi’nin yeni risk degerlendirmesi de olacak.

Adapted from
Korkut Demirbas
BiLiMveTEKNiK 4 Temmuz 2008
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1) Bilim insanlarina gore asagidakilerden hangisi,
soylar1 tehlikede olan kdpekbaliklart i¢in alinmasi
gereken onlemlerden biri degildir?

A) Uluslararasi avlanmanin kontrol edilmesi

B) Yiizgegleri i¢in avlanmasinin yasaklanmast

C) Kazara yakalamanin azaltilmasi

D) Daha fazla tiremeleri i¢in uygun sartlarin
yaratilmasi

2) Metne gore gore asagidakilerden hangisi
dogrudur?

A) Toplam 16 tiir kdpekbalig1 yiiksek yok olma
riski altindadir.

B) Yok olma tehlikesi olan kopekbalig: tiirlerinin
sayisi olmayanlardan daha fazladir.

C) Kopekbaliklarinin iireme hizi yok olma
sebeplerinden biri degildir.

D) Okyanuslarda avlanan balik¢ilar giderek daha
az kopekbalig1 yakalamaktadir.

3) Eskiden balik¢ilarin kopekbaligr yakalamasiyla
ilgili asagidakilerden hangisi dogrudur?

A) Yanlslikla yapilird1.

B) Onlar1 ¢ok ugrastirirdi.

C) Sadece etleri i¢in yapilirdi.

D) Sadece kiligbalig1 azaldiginda olurdu.
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4) 6. paragrafa gore uluslararasi sularda kdpekbaligi
avciligini sinirlama gabalar1 neden ise yaramiyor?

A) Farkli uygulamalar yasal agiklar yarattig1 i¢in.

B) Dogu Asya’da kdpekbalig: yiizgegleri popiiler
oldugu igin.

C) Bazi1 kopekbalig tiirleri hala risk grubunda
goriilmedigi i¢in.

D) Hiikiimetler bu konuyu yeterince ciddiye
almadigi igin.

5) Nicholas Dulvy’e gore asagidakilerden hangisi
kdpekbaligr tiirlerini yok olma tehlikesinden
kurtarmak i¢in gereklidir?

A) Kopekbaligina dayali ekonomilerin
kiigiiltiilmesi

B) Balikgilara egitimler verilmesi

C) Giiglii bir halk destegi

D) Yetkililerin bu konudaki politik goriislerini
degistirmesi

6) Bu yazida yazarin genel amaci asagidakilerden
hangisidir?

A) Kopekbaliklarina karsi olan ¢evresel
duyarsizlig1 gézler oniine sermek

B) Soyu tehlikede olan kdpekbaliklar1 konusunda
farkindalik yaratmak

C) Ozellikle hangi tiir kdpekbaliklarinin risk
altinda oldugunu agiklamak

D) Kopekbaligr sayilarindaki azalmanin gesitli
sebeplerini incelemek



Béliim 2 (11 Soru)

Asagidaki metni okuyarak her soru igin dogru cevabi isaretleyiniz.

Hoffman’a Veda

Oynadig1 her filme kendi hissiyatin1 katan, filmde kendi varligini hissettiren oyunculardan olan
Philip Seymour Hoffman artik aramizda degil. 2 Subat giinii evinde, kolunda bir siringayla 6li
bulundu. Malum, asir1 doz. Bu algak goniillii ve magdur figiiriin bu sekilde, heniiz kirk alti
yasindayken 6lmesi tiziicii fakat sasirtict degil. Canlandirdig: hafiften kaybeden, hayatin kenarinda
duran, trajik ve krizli karakterlere uygun bir son. Yani bir bakima Hoffman, yasadig: gibi oynamis,
oynadig1 gibi de hayata veda etmis oldu.

Hoffman gercek bir ‘y1ldiz’d1 ama ‘yildiz’ sistemine uygun bir tavira ve durusa sahip degildi.
Aslinda ‘silik’ olabilecek olagan hatlari, hafif tombullugu, hantalligi ve dokiikliigiiyle sorunlu ‘yan
komsu’ tiplemesine ve daha dogrusu genel olarak yan rollere uygundu. Ama yan rollerde

2 | belirdiginde bile insanin aklina bir ¢engel gibi takiliyor, basrolden ‘rol’ caltyordu. Kendisinin
karizmasi, etkileyici hatlardan ve havali bir durustan degil, gayet insani, gayet siradan ve sahici bir
portre ¢izmesinden kaynaklaniyordu. insanda i¢ten samimi bir sevgi yaratmasinin nedeni de buydu
herhalde.

Bu gergeklik sayesinde ‘iyi insan’ rollerini de ‘kotiictil” karakterleri de miithis bir sahicilikle
canlandirtyordu. Aslinda tipki yan rol/bas rol ayrimini ortadan kaldirdig: gibi iyi/kotii ayrimini da
3 | ortadan kaldirtyordu. Belki de bu yiizden, bir kategoriye kolayca yerlestirilip kenara koyulamadig
i¢in filmlerdeki varlig1 seyircilerin hep aklinda kaliyordu.

Paul Thomas Anderson’in neredeyse biitiin filmlerinde kadrolu oyuncu olan Hoffman’in oynadig1
son Anderson filminin, sonunu hazirlayan bir olaya vesile olmasi son derece ironik. Corinne Van
Vliet’in yazisia gore, Hoffman en son 1989°da veda ettigi madde bagimliligina, The Master’m
2012’de yapilan galasinda kendisine ikram edilen bir kadeh igkiyle geri donmiis. Daha dogrusu
sOyle: tam yirmi i¢ yildir alkolden ve uyusturuculardan uzak duran Hoffman ilk kez bu galada
alkolii tekrar blinyesine sokmus ve iste o alkol damlas1t Hoffman’1 tekrar bagimliliga gotiiren yolun
baslangic1 olmus. Hizla yenilenen eski bagimlilik Hoffman’1 iki seneden kisa bir siire iginde asiri
dozdan 6liime gotlirmiis. Bu son filmin admin ‘Usta’ olmasi da Hoffman’a atfedilebilecek bir unvan
olmasi sebebiyle hos (ve aci) bir ironi igeriyor. Trajik ve erken 6liimii de filmlerle gegen hayatina
bir film sahnesi gibi eklenmis oldu. Huzur i¢inde yatsin.

Ahmet Ergeng
Altyazi Dergisi
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A. Asagidaki climleleri okudugunuz metne gore degerlendiriniz. Her ciimle i¢in F, G ve Y’den birini
isaretleyiniz.

F: Eger verilen climle yazarin kisisel fikriyse

G: Eger verilen climle nesnel bir gergekten bahsediyorsa

Y: Eger verilen ciimle bu yazida yer almayan bir ifadeyse
1. Hoffman’1n 6liimii, canlandirdig kara