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Introduction

Reading, one of the basic language skills, is defined as the process of recognising words
and making sense of their individual or contextual use (Mesmer & Giriffith, 2005). In
other words, reading is defined as the process of matching visual symbols with sound
units in order to reach meaning (Ziegler & Goswami, 2005). Reading, as a means of
acquiring information, opens the door to a learning process that will last throughout life
(Balci, 2019). Reading skill is a process that starts with picture reading in pre-school and
goes from the letter, which is the smallest structural unit of language after learning to
read and write in primary education, to text reading, which is the last step of the reading
process (GUndUz & Simsek, 2011).

The aim of literacy teaching is to provide individuals with reading and writing skills,
which are among the basic language skills that they will use throughout their lives.
However, these skills should be developed not in a random way, but quickly and
accurately by understanding and criticising in accordance with the conditions of
contemporary life (Parlakyildiz, 2019). Reading and writing skills have an important
place in almost every lesson. The proficient literacy level of an individual affects his/her
success throughout his/her educational life (Akan, 2021). In fact, the main problem
underlying many failures stems from the inability to acquire efficient literacy in primary
education (Oz, 1999). In summary, in order to keep up with an age in which the flow of
information is extremely fast, reading skills should be acquired with the most accurate
teaching method. It makes important and necessary to teach literacy through the right
method.

From the past to the present, various teaching methods have been applied in literacy
teaching. When the literacy methods used in Turkiye until today are considered, it is seen
that the letter method, the word method, the whole language method and, the currently
used, phonics instruction are preferred respectively. Among these methods, the whole
language method was used in Tirkiye for 57 years from 1948 to 2005 and was replaced
by the phonics instruction in 2005. In the whole language method, sentences are first
given as a meaningful whole and then small parts such as words and syllables are given
(Kutluca-Canbulat, 2013). In the phonics instruction, on the contrary to the the whole
language method, the sentence, which is a whole, is reached from small parts such as
letters, words and syllables in the process (Ministry of National Education [MEB], 2009).
The reason why the whole language method is preferred is based on Gestalt Psychology
and it is argued that the child learnsas a whole, and the most appropriate method for
this is the whole language method. One of the most important reasons for preferring
the phonics instruction is that it develops students' skills related to the whole, such as text
formation, since the method starts with sound and follows a path towards text formation
(MEB, 2005). An individual who acquires literacy effectively is expected to have good,
fluent reading skills and to understand the text he/she reads.
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Fluent reading consists of accurate reading, reading speed and prosodic reading skills
(Hasbrouck & Tindal, 2006; Klauda & Guthrie, 2008; Samuels, 1997; Schwanenflugel
et al., 2004). In order for an individual to be able to read by paying attention to prosodic
features, he/she should have acquired accurate and fast reading skills respectively
(Mathson et al., 2006). Therefore, it can be stated that speed reading skills act as a
bridge between accurate and prosodic reading skills. In order to gain these skills in a
good way, it is important that the early reading and writing instruction is carried out with
the most accurate method. However, when we look at the literature, it continues to be a
matter of debates on which method of teaching literacy will make this process more
effective.

The issue of literacy teaching methods has been the focus of many studies with the desire
to achieve effective literacy teaching (Foorman & Santi, 2009). Considering some studies
in the literature, Ortabag-Cevik (2006) concluded that the phonics instruction was not
effective in reading comprehension, interpretation, perceiving the whole and dividing
syllables correctly. On the contrary, as a result of some studies dealing with the phonics
instruction, it was emphasised that it is a more useful method in terms of both reading
mechanics and reading comprehension and reading speed (Krashen, 2002) and that
reading is faster in this method compared to the whole language method (Akinci et al.,
2016; Bayat, 2014). Tok et al. (2008), in their study, stated that both methods have
limitations and that listening skills develop more in individuals who learn reading with
the phonics instruction, less forgetting occurs on holiday returns, and this method is more
suitable for Turkish sound structure. In Gin's (2006) study, it was revealed that teachers
generally had positive opinions about the phonics instruction and believed that the
problems arising from the whole language method could be reduced with this method.
In the national and international literature, it is seen that early literacy teaching methods
are frequently discussed and especially the last two most commonly used methods are
compared. |t can be concluded that both methods have negative aspects as well as
positive aspects.

When the aforementioned studies were examined, it was pointed out that the results
obtained from the studies conducted with the whole language method and phonics
instruction varied. For this reason, it is of great importance to consider the related studies
together and to present the results of those studies in a holistic manner. However, there
is no systematic review study in the literature that deals with both early literacy teaching
methods together. Therefore, it can be stated that this study is the first to present a
general evaluation of the two early literacy teaching methods within the scope of the
literature. This study is thought to contribute to the literature in terms of providing an
overview of the whole language method and phonics instruction, which continue to be
the subject of discussion and the focus of research. From this point of view, the aim of
the study is to systematically synthesise the results obtained in terms of reading skills,
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learning and methodological features from the studies in which the whole language
method and phonics instruction are discussed. In line with this purpose, answers to the
following research questions were sought.

The whole language method and phonics instruction;
1. How was it evaluated in terms of reading skills?
2. How was it evaluated in terms of learning?

3. How was it evaluated in terms of methodological features?

Method

Research Design

This study was conducted with the systematic review method. Systematic review is defined
as the process of critically and systematically identifying, evaluating and interpreting
studies related to a specific research question, subject area or phenomenon (Kitchenham,
2004; Moher, et al., 2009; Mueller, et al., 2014). This method is seen as an independent
research method that allows the investigation of clearly defined questions through
existing studies (Denyer, 2009). In this study, the systematic review method was used
since it was aimed to examine the results obtained from the studies on the whole
language method and phonics instruction in terms of reading skills, learning, and
methodological features.

Data Collection

In the research process, firstly, the keywords “c6zimleme ydntemi (the whole language
method)”, “ses temelli ydntem (phonics instruction)”, “sound-based method”, “sound-
based sentence method”, “phonic-based method”, “phonic instruction”, “whole
language instruction”, “sentence method”, “phonic based instruction” were determined
by experts. In line with the determined keywords, a literature search was conducted in
Web of Science, ERIC, Ulakbim (Tr-Dizin) and Google Scholar databases. The main
reason for searching in these databases is that the majority of the studies conducted in
Turkey are in these databases. As a result of the search, 56 articles containing the
relevant keywords were identified, the abstracts of the studies were first reviewed, and
then the method and findings sections were examined to determine whether they were

appropriate. In addition, the data collection process is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1.

Data Collection Process

PROBLEM STATUS

®
' Identifying the topic, keywords,
and research question

SCREENING
o

Searching the literature z

INCLUSION

®
3 Determining the studies to be
included in the research

In the selection of the studies included in the study, articles that were not suitable for the
scope of the research (n=13), that dealt with the document analysis method (n=2) and
whose teaching method was not clear (n=1) were excluded. As a result, a total of 16
articles were excluded from the study and 40 articles were transferred to MAXQDA
Analytics Pro 2022 for analysis. For the articles included in the study, the inclusion criteria
listed below were taken into consideration and the flow diagram for the inclusion process
of the documents is presented in Figure 2.

Figure 2.
Flow Diagram Showing the Selection of Included Studies

Total number of Exclusion of studies (n=2)
researches accessed dealing with document analysis
from relevant datahases method

Number of publications
review within the scope of
the research

Exclusion of studies (n= 13) Exclusion of the study in which

not suitable for the scope of it was not clear which primary
the research reading and writing teaching
method was discussed (n=1)
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Criteria Used in the Selection of Research

Articles published in the specified years and language: It was ensured that the articles to
be analysed were published in Turkish or English between 2000-2021.

- Containing keywords reflecting the main purpose and research questions of the
research: It was ensured that it contained at least one of the keywords of the research.
- Identified data represent the relevant population (the literature on early literacy in
Turkey): In the articles included in this systematic review study, it was ensured that the
sample was selected only from Turkey.

- Being published in the selected databases: Articles in Web of Science, ERIC, Tr-Dizin
and Google Scholar databases were used.

- The research is clearly and explicitly stated: It was ensured that the purpose, method,
study group, data collection tools, data analysis, findings and results of the research
were clearly and comprehensibly stated.

Data Analysis

In this study, content analysis was used to analyse the documents. Content analysis,
which is frequently used to determine the existence of concepts in the field of social
sciences, is defined as a systematic and repeatable analysis method in which a text is
summarised with smaller categories as a result of certain coding (BUyUkdéztirk et al.,
2019). The most basic step in content analysis is to make sense of the data that you get
by putting together similar phrases within the context of certain ideas and themes in a
way that is clear and easy to understand (Yildinm & Simsek, 2018).Within the scope of
the research questions, content analysis was preferred in order to examine in detail the
findings of the reading, teaching and learning categories of the studies dealing with the
whole language method and phonics instruction.

Firstly, the articles examined for inclusion criteria were read in detail in the MAXQDA
Analytics Pro 2022 programme. Thus, the findings and results of the studies were coded.
The codings obtained were categorised by the researchers at different times and places.
Then, the differences between the categories were determined and the categories were
organised by reaching a consensus. While creating the categories and codes, it was
aimed to reveal the similar and different aspects of the findings and results of the studies
that addressed at least one of the literacy teaching methods. Within the scope of the
determined categories, the relevant parts of the studies were carried out in three stages:
open, axial and selective coding (Neuman, 2012). Within the scope of open coding, the
main outputs, findings and results in the analysed studies were handled separately for
each study with appropriate concepts. In the axial coding stage, the studies were re-read
in depth and new codes were added to the codes obtained in the first stage and similar
codes were combined. Some statements that could not be categorised in the first stage
were classified as a result of re-reading the studies and included in the relevant
categories. In selective coding, a re-reading was carried out to identify new codes that
may be relevant to the previously created codes. Classified codes were reviewed,
identical codes were deleted, and similar codes were merged or revised. The steps
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followed in data analysis are presented in Figure 3. In addition, the code, category, and
theme relationships are given in Appendix 1.

Figure 3.

Data Analysis and Reporting Process

REPORTING
®

Reporting the process and findings 5

The studies analysed within the scope of the research are presented in tables in
accordance with their purpose. The main reason for showing the data in tables is to
provide an idea about the analysed studies at first glance and to facilitate readability by
increasing visuality. In addition, the tables allow the comparison of the codes obtained
as a result of the content analysis on the method axis of the research. In addition, it is
considered important to clearly present from which research the findings are obtained
in order to reveal whether similar results can be reached, if the study is repeated.

The results and findings of 40 studies on literacy teaching in Turkey were analysed
around the axis of the research method. In addition to the research method, the codes
of the articles analysed in the studies and other components used in this study are
presented in Appendix 2. According to these components, the distribution of the codes
in terms of method was analysed and these distributions were presented in tables.
Afterwards, each publication analysed was classified according to the focus and findings
of the study and a general explanation was made for the data obtained.
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Credibility, Transferability, Confirmability and Consistency

In this study, the strategies listed by Yildinm and Simsek (2018) were utilised to ensure
credibility, transferability, confirmability and consistency. The credibility, transferability,
confirmability, and consistency measures taken within the scope of the study are
presented in Table 1.

Table 1.

Implications on the Credibility, Transferability, Consistency and Confirmability of the Research

Strategy Precaution Implementation

Expert view Expert opinion was consulted and evaluated about the subject
of the research and coding. In addition, all stages of the study
were critically reviewed by four experts.

Long-term interaction In order to avoid any errors during coding, the studies were
analysed for three months after they were downloaded from
the databases. For the reliability of the coding, the analyses
were reviewed again in line with the main categories for one
month.

Including direct The results were descriptively presented and direct quotations

quotations were frequently used.

Credibility
(Internal Validity)

Detailed description The purpose and questions of the research were clearly stated.
For the validity of the findings, the data collection method and
inclusion criteria were clearly explained. In addition, detailed
explanations were made about the number of studies included
in the scope of the research and its limitations. The stages of
data analysis and creating common themes were presented in
detail. In addition, all findings obtained from the studies were
conveyed using descriptive expressions. In addition, the articles
included in the study group are given with their identities.

Inter-coder agreement After the coding was carried out, the codes were categorised
by the researchers in different places and times. Then, the
researchers analysed the categories and reached a consensus.
The agreement values of the coding performed by the
researcher at two different times were calculated and the
agreement value was determined to be 90.48% (see Table 2).

Confirmability of the All data obtained, qualitative analyses of the data and all

research documents related to the study were kept by the researcher in
order to verify the findings obtained as a result of the research.
The articles that constitute the study group of the research and
the coding system are shown in the Appendix. In addition, in
the tables in the findings section, it is clearly presented from
which studies the findings were obtained. Thus, the findings
obtained from the studies given in the appendix can be
confirmed by going to the relevant studies.

The selection and number of studies analysed within the scope
of the purpose and the reasons for the exclusion of the studies
are stated.

Transferability
(External validity)

Consistency
(Internal
reliability)

Confirmability
(External reliability)
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In order to ensure the coder reliability of the study, 4 randomly selected publications
(10% of the studies) were coded by the same researcher at two different times. The
reliability of the codings and the level of compatibility with each other were calculated
with the "interrater agreement calculation" formula proposed by Miles and Huberman

(1994):
Reliability=[(Na)/(Na)+(Nd)]x100

As a result of the calculation carried out with the above-mentioned formula, the
agreement between the codings made at different times is expected to be above 90%
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). In this study, the agreement value of the coding performed
by the same researcher at two different times was found to be 90.48%. These agreement
values show that the coding system created for the research is reliable. The values
obtained as a result of the calculations are shown in Table 2.

Tablo 2.

Intrarater Reliablity of the Researcher's Coding at Different Times

Data Set Amount of Match (Na)  Amount of Mismatch (Nd)  Percentage of Match (%)
M1 8 1 88,89

M8 2 - 100

M15 3 - 100

M34 6 1 85,7

Total 19 2 90,48

All data obtained, qualitative analyses of the data and all documents related to the study
were kept by the researcher in order to verify the findings of the research. The articles
that constitute the data source of the research and the coding system are shown in the
Appendix. In addition, the selection, number and reasons for the exclusion of the studies
examined within the scope of the purpose are stated. All measures taken in the study
were presented in a holistic manner (Table 1).

Findings

The findings were obtained on the basis of reading skills, learning and methodological
features in the findings of the studies on the whole language method and phonics
instruction in literacy teaching in Turkey. Each dimension was analysed and presented
in terms of qualitative, quantitative and mixed methods.
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Figure 4.

Examining the Results Obtained in Terms of Reading, Learning, and Methodological Features on the Method Axis
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Considering the codes obtained from the study, the findings obtained from at least two
studies were examined on the axis of research method. As a result of the analyses, it is
seen that the findings related to reading speed are involved in qualitative studies at most
and mixed method studies at least. It is seen that 10 of the studies dealing with the
phonics instruction are qualitative, 4 of them are quantitative, 1 of them is mixed
method; 4 of the studies dealing with the whole language method are qualitative, 4 of
them are quantitative and 1 of them is mixed method. On the other hand, when the
findings on prosodic reading are examined, it is seen that it is mostly the subject of
gualitative studies. In addition, it was determined that sub-codes were addressed less in
guantitative studies compared to qualitative studies and were not addressed in mixed-
method studies. It was determined that all of the studies dealing with the phonics
instruction were qualitative, while the study dealing with the whole language method
was a quantitative study.

When we look at the findings of the reading comprehension category, it is seen that it
is the subject of qualitative studies at most and mixed method studies at least. It was
found that 13 of the studies on the phonics instruction were qualitative, 1 of them were
quantitative and 2 of them were mixed; 4 of the studies on the whole language method
were qualitative, 3 of them were quantitative and 2 of them were mixed-method studies.
On the other hand, when the findings related to accurate reading are analysed, it is
seen that it is the subject of qualitative studies at most and mixed-method studies at
least. It was found that 15 of the studies on phonics instruction were qualitative, 6 of
them were quantitative, 1 of them was mixed method; 1 of the studies on the whole
language method was qualitative, 4 of them were quantitative, 1 of them was mixed
method.

When the methodological feature category is analysed on the method axis, it is seen
that the findings are the subject of quantitative studies at most and mixed method studies
at least. It was also found that 1 of the studies on the phonics instruction was qualitative
and 6 of them were quantitative; 2 of the studies on the whole language method were
qualitative, 2 of them were quantitative and 1 of them was mixed method. On the other
hand, when the findings of the learning category were analysed, it was found that it was
the subject of qualitative studies at most and mixed-method studies at least. It was
pointed out that 20 of the studies on the phonics instruction were qualitative, 15 of them
were quantitative and 4 of them were mixed; 11 of the studies on the whole language
method were qualitative, 1 of them was quantitative and 1 of them was mixed method.

1. Evaluation of the Phonics Instruction and Whole Language Method in terms of
Reading Skills

The phonics instruction and whole language method in the studies on early literacy
teaching in Turkey were analysed in terms of reading skills. The results obtained in terms
of reading speed, prosodic reading and reading skills are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3.
Findings on Reading Speed, Prosodic Reading, and Comprehension
Phonics Instruction Whole Language Method
Qualitative  Quantitative  Mixed Qualitative  Quantitative ~ Mixed
M2, M7,
ge] M9, M10,
 Slowreading  MI11, MI13, ﬁgbmé M37 -
‘g‘) M16, M21, !
2 M22, M36
e]
O
o Speed reading M8 - - M4, M4, M28, M3, M34

M17,M24  M31, M32

Not reading in

. M2, MI0,
accordance with - - -
. M28

ol punctuation
T Not reading in
&  accordance with
~ M4, M9 - - -
2 siress and
§ intonation
& Reading in

accordance with - - - - M32

punctuation

M1, M2,
M5, M6,

c Inability to M9, M10,
2 comprehending M11, M16, M29 mgg' -
& reading M20, M21,
& M22, M23,
3 M36
o
O

M15, M17, M28, M31, M26,
M24, M36  M32 M34

Comprehending

. M4, M8 M18, M30 M40
reading

When we look at the studies in Table 3 that deal with literacy teaching methods and
reading speed skills together; almost all of the studies that deal with the phonics
instruction concluded that individuals who learn to read through this method read
slowly. When the studies on the whole language method are examined, it is mentioned
that the reading speed of individuals who learn to read through this method is at a good
level in all of the studies. In the study coded M3, it was found that "Although the students
were slow in the phonics instruction in speed reading, they were more successful in early
reading.", in the study coded M14, it was found that "With the whole language method,
the children expressed themselves better and their reading speed was high." and in the
study coded M33, it was found that "The reading speed of the students is low, the
students read quite slowly.". Based on these findings, it can be stated that the reading
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speed of individuals who learn to read through the phonics instruction is weak and the
whole language method positively affects the reading speed of individuals.

On the other hand, when the findings related to prosodic reading are examined, it is
seen that the existing studies are mostly related to the prosodic reading skills of
individuals who learn to read through the phonics instruction. In the study coded M10,
which deals with the prosodic reading skills of individuals learning to read through the
phonics instruction, it was stated that "The teachers participating in the study stated that
another problem experienced in teaching with the phonics instruction was that students
had difficulty in learning to use punctuation marks while reading (n=3) and writing."
and in the study coded M9, it was stated that "It was determined that the method ..
caused problems in reading by paying attention to stress and intonation ...". Based on
these quotations and the findings obtained in other studies, it can be stated that
individuals who learn to read through the phonics instruction are weak in terms of
prosodic reading skills.

When the findings of the comprehension category were analysed in general, it was
found that individuals who learnt to read through the phonics instruction could not
comprehend what they read in 16 studies. In addition to this, it was determined that in
the studies on the whole language method, it was concluded that individuals who learnt
to read through this method understood what they read. When the study coded M36 is
examined, the statement "When the themes emerged in the research are examined, it is
concluded that classroom teachers are of the opinion that the whole language method
improves reading comprehension, while the phonics instruction makes reading
comprehension difficult." stands out. It can be stated that most of the studies dealing
with this issue in the study group have reached similar results. Therefore, from this point
of view, when we look at the studies dealing with the comprehension skills of individuals
who learn reading through the whole language method and phonics instruction, it can
be said that individuals who learn reading through the whole language method
understand what they read, while individuals who learn reading through the other
method cannot comprehend what they read.

The findings obtained from reading skills in terms of accurate reading skills were
analysed. The general distribution of the data obtained as a result of the analyses is
presented in Table 4.

Table 4.

Findings on Accurate Reading

Phonics Instruction Whole Language Method
Qualitative Quantitative  Mixed  Qualitative Quantitative ~ Mixed
. . M1, M9, M19, M30,
Misspelling M10. M1 M38 - }
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M22, M23,
M36
Inability to read M2, M5,
fluently M23 M33 - -
Correct spelling - M35 - M32 M36
Inqcc.uro’re M5, M16 M33 _ -
reading
Difficulty in
producing and M5, M15,
combining M39 i i i
sounds
Accurate i M30 M40 M17
pronunciation
Difficulty in
spelling and - - - - M27 M12
letters
Reading quality - - - - M27, M28
Fluent reading - - - - - M40

When Table 4 is analysed, it is seen that in almost all of the studies that include the
spelling skills of individuals who learn to read through the phonics instruction, it is
concluded that individuals who learn to read through this method perform incorrect
spelling. For example, in the study coded M36, it was emphasised that the phonics
instruction caused incorrect spelling in reading with the statement "In line with the
opinions of classroom teachers, it was determined that there was no situation regarding
the incorrect division of syllables in the whole language method, while it was concluded
that the syllables were divided incorrectly in the phonics instruction.". In addition, it was
suggested that individuals who learnt to read through the phonics instruction could not
read fluently. On the contrary, it was emphasised that individuals who learn to read
through the whole language method perform a qualified reading and spell the words
correctly. In addition, it was stated that individuals who learnt to read through the whole
language method had difficulty at the syllable and letter stage, while individuals who
learnt to read through the other method had difficulty in producing and combining
sounds. In addition, only in the study coded M31 was a finding obtained from the
statement, "... teachers state that students who learn reading and writing through the
whole language method acquire the reading skill accurately, meaningfully and quickly."
that individuals who learn reading through the whole language method perform
accurate reading. However, since this finding was coded only once, it was not included
in the table.

2. Evaluation of the Phonics Instruction and Whole Language Method in terms of
Learning

The category of "learning" was analysed in depth within the scope of the studies on
teaching literacy. The findings obtained are presented in Table 5.
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Table 5.
Findings on Learning
Phonics Instruction Whole Language Method

Qualitative Quantitative  Mixed Qualitative Quantitative  Mixed

MT, M4,

M10, M11, M3, M28,

M14, M15, M30, M32, mgg’ -
M22, M24, M35, M38

M36
Preventing MLMIL M3, M2 maa - M31
memorisation M24

Permanent M3, M32,
learning M24 M35 i M17 M31

Inability to

perceive the M1, M22 M19,M30, ;
M35

whole

Enjoyable M1, M11,

learning process M36

IMe‘"?'”gf”' M22, M24 - ) M2

earning

Perceiving the M4, M17,

whole M24

Easy learning M10, M13 - - M17

Late start of M14, M17,
reading ) B - M36 - M40

Early start of
reading

M35 - -

Facilitating
learning and M1, M36 - M34 -
teaching

Active student
participation in
the learning
process
Concrete
learning

Rote learning - - - M1, M24

Sentence and
word formation M1 - M40 .
earlier

- M32 M34 -

- - - M2, M17

According to Table 5, it is noticeable that among the findings of the learning category,
the most frequently coded findings are early reading, preventing memorisation and
permanent learning. However, considering the focus of the study, it was determined that
the findings of preventing memorisation and early reading were confirmed by three
research methods. Therefore, it is seen that these findings are significant. As in many
studies, in the research coded M1, as can be understood from the statements "Teachers
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stated that as the most powerful aspect of the phonics instruction, students started
reading earlier through this method than with the whole language method." and "... one
of the biggest concerns is that students have difficulty in understanding the whole", it is
stated that students who learn to read through the phonics instruction start reading early
but cannot perceive the whole. In addition, in the studies, it was stated that the phonics
instruction makes the learning process enjoyable, prevents memorisation, facilitates
learning-teaching, and allows students to form sentences and words earlier. It was
stated that students who learnt through the other method could perceive the whole as
well as start reading late. In addition, it is suggested that this method leads to concrete
learning and a learning process based on rote memorisation. In the studies analysed,
it was concluded that the whole language method increased vocabulary and in a
different study, it was concluded that fewer words were derived. However, since these
statements were only seen once in 40 studies, they were not involved in the table.

3. Evaluation of the Phonics Instruction and Whole Language Method in terms of
Methodological Features

Within the scope of the studies on teaching literacy, the category of "methodological
features" was analysed in depth. The findings obtained are presented in Table 6.

Table 6.

Findings on Methodological Features

Phonics Instruction Whole Language Method
Qualitative  Quantitative  Mixed  Qualitative Quantitative Mixed

Being suitable for
developmental - - M34 M17, M24 M31
characteristics

Being suitable for

. - - - M17 M31, M32 M12
literacy

Being suitable for

individual - M32, M35 - M17

differences

Developing M18, M30,

creativity i M32 M40 i

Being suitable for
the structure of M14 M32 - -
Turkish language

When Table 6 is examined, it is noticeable that being suitable for developmental
characteristics, being a suitable method for literacy and developing creativity were at
most among the findings of the methodological features category. However, when the
focus of the study is taken into consideration, it is clear that the findings of being a
suitable method for literacy and being a suitable method for developmental
characteristics are confirmed by 3 research methods. Therefore, it is seen that these
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findings are significant. On the other hand, when the studies dealing with the whole
language method are examined, it is concluded that this method is the most appropriate
method in terms of reading and writing processes and the developmental characteristics
of the students, as seen in the statement "Most of the teachers stated that the whole
language method is more effective in teaching literacy thanks to its suitability for the
developmental characteristics and individual differences of the students." in the study
coded M17. In addition, in the study coded M32, teachers are of the opinion that the
phonics instruction “improves the creativity of individuals.... and is suitable for the
Turkish language structure...”. In the studies, there are also statements that the whole
language method makes the literacy teaching process difficult, that it is not suitable for
individual differences, and that the saccades of individuals who learn to read through
this method are fast. In addition, it was also stated that the phonics instruction improves
the ability to plan and conduct literacy teaching easily and develops critical thinking
skills, and that this method is not suitable for student development and is challenging.
However, since these statements were coded only once in 40 studies, they were not
included in the table.

Conclusion, Discussion and Suggestions

This systematic review aimed to reveal the findings obtained in terms of reading,
learning and methodological features in the studies on the phonics instruction and the
whole language method. Within the scope of this purpose, the studies conducted on the
phonics instruction and the whole language method were analysed in depth. As a result
of the analysis, it was found that the findings in the reading and learning category for
the phonics instruction were mostly qualitative, while the data in the methodological
features category were mostly obtained from quantitative studies. In general, when the
subcomponents in the reading category are examined, it is seen that the outputs of
reading speed, comprehension and accurate reading mostly come from qualitative
studies. However, quantitative studies are needed to measure these skills, which are not
qualitative variables, accurately. When prosodic reading skill is analysed, it is
determined that there are very few studies on this skill. It was concluded that the findings
of the methodological features category under this method were predominantly
quantitative and the outcomes of the learning category were predominantly qualitative.
In general, it is seen that the results of the study were obtained from 22 qualitative, 12
quantitative and 6 mixed method studies. Thus, it can be stated that the findings of the
study were mainly obtained from qualitative data. Therefore, it is thought that studies
addressing these skills in terms of literacy teaching methods should be supported by
guantitative and mixed-method studies.

When the findings obtained in the reading category were analysed, it was concluded
that individuals who learn to read through the phonics instruction could not read in
accordance with emphasis, intonation and punctuation marks. In other words, it can be
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stated that individuals who learn to read through this method are not at a sufficient level
in terms of prosodic reading. Kaya and Dogan's (2016) study pointing out that the
prosodic reading skills of students who learn to read through the phonics instruction are
not at a sufficient level also supports this study. Similarly, Baydik and Kudret (2012)
concluded in their study that individuals who learn reading through the phonics
instruction have difficulty in using punctuation marks. However, in Babayigit's (2019)
study conducted with sixth-grade secondary school students, it was emphasised that
students' prosodic reading skills were at an adequate level. Like this study, Yildiz et al.
(2023) compared the prosodic reading skills of undergraduate students learning to read
through the phonics instruction and the whole language method. In this context, it was
found that undergraduate students who learnt to read through the phonics instruction
were at a better level in terms of prosodic reading. Therefore, it is seen that the results
of this study on prosodic reading overlap with the results of some studies, but there are
also studies with contradictory findings in the literature.

When the findings regarding reading speed and comprehension are examined, it has
been concluded that individuals who learn to read through the phonics instruction read
slowly and have problems with comprehension, while individuals who learn to read
through the whole language method read quickly and understand what they read.
Therefore, it can be said that the whole language method is more effective in terms of
reading speed and comprehension than the phonics instruction. When we look at the
studies in the literature, most studies find that individuals who learn to read through the
phonics instruction read slowly and have problems with comprehension, which also
supports the findings of this study (Akman & ilkay, 2012; Erkul & Erdogan, 2009;
Korkmaz, 2006; Yasar & Givey- Aktay, 2015). In GUndiz's (2006) study, similar to this
study, it was stated that the phonics instruction is not a suitable method for speedy and
meaningful reading. In addition, he stated that the reading and writing speed of
individuals who learn to read and write through this method will be low because they
read and write a sentence syllable by syllable. In a different study, it was similarly
revealed that the phonics intruction prevents fluent and speed reading and delays
understanding the text read (Tosunoglu, 2006). However, contrary to the findings of
these studies, Bay (2010) concluded that the reading speed and reading comprehension
levels of individuals who learned to read through the phonics instruction were much
higher. Similarly, Bilir (2005) emphasized that individuals who learned to read through
the phonics instruction acquired fast and meaningful reading skills in a shorter time. In
addition to all these studies, in the document review conducted by Bastug and Erkus
(2016), it was concluded that the phonics instruction positively affects reading speed
and negatively affects reading comprehension. lts findings on reading speed contradict
this study, while its findings regarding comprehension overlap with this study. When the
studies on the whole language method are considered, it is stated that individuals who
learn to read through this method understand what they read and read quickly, similar
to this study (Karadag & Gultekin, 2007; Mavis et al., 2014; Sagirli, 2019a; Tok et al.,
2008; Turan & Akpinar, 2008). Studies conducted with students who learned to read
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and write with different methods revealed that students' reading comprehension skills
did not differ from each other (Kusdemir-Kayiran & Karabay, 2012; Sahin, 2011).
Therefore, it can be stated that some studies in the literature do not coincide with the
findings of this study (Bay, 2010; Bilir, 2005; Kusdemir-Kayiran & Karabay, 2012;
Sahin, 2011).

Considering the findings on accurate reading, it was determined that individuals who
learned to read through the phonics instruction read incorrectly and could not read
fluently. Avar and Sahin (2016), Akman and Askin (2012), Yildiz et al. (2016) and
Tosunoglu et al., (2008) also reached the same conclusion in their studies. Additionally,
it was concluded that individuals who learned to read through the phonics instruction
spelled words incorrectly. In most studies, similar to the findings of this studly, it is stated
that the phonics instruction causes incorrect spelling (Akinci et al., 2016; Bayat, 2014;
Baydik & Kudret, 2012; Bicak & Susar-Kirmizi, 2013; Kayikgi, 2008; Korkmaz, 2006;
Kutluca-Canbulat, 2013; Sahin et al., 2006; Yasar & Givey-Aktay, 2015). However,
unlike these studies, Yalgin and Celik's (2018) study stated that individuals who learned
to read through the phonics instruction correctly separated words into syllables.

In addition, it was also found that it is difficult to articulate and combine sounds in the
phonics instruction. In Aval and Sahin's (2016) study, it was suggested that individuals
who learned to read through the phonics instruction had problems combining two
sounds by reading them separately and combining the sounds. In a different study, it
was stated that there were problems in combining and pronouncing some sounds with
this method (Yurdakul & Kirmizi-Susar, 2013). Both studies support this study. In
addition, it was concluded that there was difficulty in the syllable and letter stages of the
whole language method. Similarly, in Celenk's (2002) study, in his interviews with
teachers, it was stated that during the reading process carried out with the whole
language method, the problem was mostly experienced in the syllable and letter stages.
The same conclusion was reached in the study conducted by Sagirli (2019b). Therefore,
it seems that this study supports the findings of both studies.

On the other hand, according to the findings in the learning category, it was concluded

that individuals who learned to read through the whole language method perceived the
whole, but those who learned to read through the phonics instruction had problems in
perceiving the whole. In addition, it can be said that the phonics instruction provides
permanent learning, actively involves the student in the learning process and facilitates
this process, and the whole language method provides concrete learning. Gines et al.
(2016) stated that the phonics instruction should actively involve the student in the lesson
and increase the permanence of learning. In addition, unlike the other method, it has
been determined that the phonics instruction shortens the time spent reading, prevents
memorization and provides an enjoyable learning process. In Bastug and Erkus (2016),
it is stated that reading and writing are faster in all studies examined using this method.
It is also stated in the Ministry of National Education (2009) program that this method
prevents memorization.
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When we look at the methodological features category, it is concluded that the whole
language method is more suitable for the developmental characteristics of the students
compared to the other method. In addition, based on the research examined, it has
been determined that this method is more suitable for reading and writing. The opinions
of 67% of the teachers in Senel (2004) also support the findings of this study. Likewise,
most of the teachers in Celenk (2002) think that the whole language method is more
effective to teach reading and writing. In addition to these results, it was also pointed
out that the phonics instruction is suitable for the Turkish language structure and
improves the creativity of the students. Similarly, in the primary education program of
the Ministry of Education (2009), it was also stated that the phonics instruction is suitable
for the Turkish sound structure and improves the creativity of students.

When the categories of reading, learning and methodological features are considered
in general, it can be stated that both early literacy teaching methods have their own
advantages and disadvantages. Therefore, it can be said that there is no single and
perfect method (Akyol & Temur, 2014; Senel, 2004). When the methods are examined,
the prominent feature of the phonics instruction is that individuals read quickly.
Therefore, it is believed to hinder individuals from reaching a proficient level in terms of
reading speed, reading comprehension, accurate and prosodic reading skills. Gindiz
(2006) also supports it by stating that this method enables reading faster than the whole
language method, but that it is disadvantageous in terms of effective literacy.

This study is limited to 40 studies on literacy teaching methods in Turkey between 2000-
2021. When the results obtained from the study are looked at from a general
perspective, it can be seen that the research is mainly based on teachers' opinions.
However, in order to measure reading speed and reading comprehension skills
effectively, empirical studies based on objective evidence are required. Therefore, it is
important to conduct more applied research in this field. It can also be concluded that
people who learn to read through the whole language method are at a better level in
terms of reading speed, reading comprehension and accurate reading compared to
those who learn to read through the other method. In addition, it was also found that
individuals who acquired literacy through the phonics instruction did not have a
proficient prosodic reading level. Therefore, further research should be carried out to
develop skills such as accurate reading, reading speed, reading comprehension, and
prosodic reading. Longitudinal studies can also be planned to determine why individuals
who learn to read through the phonics instruction are less proficient in terms of fluent
reading and reading comprehension skills. Furthermore, reading processes can be
examined with eye tracking systems that provide objective data. On the other hand, no
conclusion can be reached since there is only one study investigating the prosodic
reading skills of individuals who learn to read through the whole language method. In
this regard, studies aiming to measure the prosodic reading skills of individuals who are
taught literacy through the whole language method in different institutions outside the
Ministry of Education (such as Public Education Centers) can be carried out.
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Genisletilmis Torkge Ozet

ilk okuma yazma &gretiminin amaci bireye, hayati boyunca kullanacagi temel dil
becerilerinin icerisinde yer alan okuma ve yazma becerilerini kazandirmaktir. Fakat bu
beceriler 6zensiz bir sekilde degil, cagdas yasamin sartlarina uygun hizl, dogru,
anlayarak ve tenkit ederek gelistirilmelidir (Parlakyildiz, 2019). Okuma yazma
becerisinin hemen hemen her derste énemli bir yeri vardir. Bireyin ilk okuma ve yazma
becerisinin iyi dizeyde olmasi 83renim hayat boyunca basarisini olumlu ydénde
etkilemektedir (Akan, 2021). Aslinda bir¢cok basarisizligin altinda yatan temel sorun
ilkégretimde ilk okuma ve yazma becerisinin iyi bir sekilde kazandirnlamamasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir (Oz, 1996). Ozetle, bilgi akisinin son derece hizl oldugu bir caga
ayak vydurabilmek adina okuma kiltironin ve becerisinin en dogru égretim yéntemiyle
edinilmis olmasi gerekmektedir. Bu durum, ilk okuma yazma 6gretim strecinin dogru
yontem ile gergeklestirilmesini dnemli ve gerekli kilmaktadir.

Alan yazinindaki bazi ¢aligmalar ele alindiginda Ortabag-Cevik’in (2006) yaphg:
calismada, ses temelli 6gretim ydénteminin okudugunu anlama, yorumlama, bitioni
algilama ve heceleri dogru bélme konusunda etkili olmadi§i sonucuna varilmigtr.
Bunun aksine ses temelli yontemi ele alan bazi arastirmalar sonucunda hem okuma
mekanigi hem de okudugunu anlama ile okuma hizi (Krashen, 2002) agisindan daha
faydali bir yéntem oldugu ve bu ydntemde diger ydnteme nazaran daha hizli bir sekilde
okumaya gecildigi (Akinc vd., 2016; Bayat, 2014) vurgulanmigtir. Tok vd. (2008),
yaptiklari calismada her iki ydntemin de sinirhliklarinin oldugunu ve ses temelli yontemle
okuma 6grenen bireylerde dinleme becerisinin daha ¢ok gelistigini, tatil dénuglerinde
daha az unutma gergeklestigini ve bu yontemin Tirkce ses yapisina daha uygun
olduguna deginmistir. Gun’Gn (2006) calismasinda ise 6gretmenlerin ses temelli
yontem hakkinda genel olarak olumlu gérisler ortaya koyduklari ve ¢ézimleme
yonteminden kaynaklanan sorunlarin bu yéntemle azaltilabilecegine inandiklari ortaya
koyulmustur. Ulusal ve uluslararasi alan yazininda ilk okuma yazma &6gretim
yontemlerinin sikga tartigildigi ve 6zellikle en cok kullanilan son iki yéntemin kiyaslandigi
gorulmektedir.  Yapilan calismalarda her iki yéntemin de olumlu yénleriyle beraber
olumsuz yénlerinin oldugu sonucuna varilabilir.

Yukarida bahsi gegen arastirmalara bakildiginda ¢ézimleme ve ses temelli 6gretim
yontemleriyle gerceklestirilen arastirmalardan elde edilen sonuclarin gesitlilik gésterdigi
tespit edilmigtir. Bu nedenle ilgili calismalarin birlikte ele alinmasi ve aragtirmalarin
sonuglarini bitoncdl bir sekilde sunulmasi oldukca dnemli gérilmektedir. Ancak alan
yazininda her iki ilk okuma ve yazma &6gretim yéntemini birlikte ele alan herhangi bir
sistematik inceleme calismasina rastlanmamigtir. Dolayisiyla bu aragtirmanin ilk okuma
yazma &gretim yéntemlerinin genel degerlendirmesini alan yazini kapsaminda ortaya
koyan ilk calisma oldugu ifade edilebilir. Bu calisma, tartisma konusu ve aragtirmalarin
odak noktasi olmaya devam eden c¢ézimleme ve ses temelli ilk okuma ve yazma
dgretim yontemlerine genel bir bakis saglamasi agisindan alan yazinina katki
saglayacagd dosintlmektedir.
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Bu ¢alismada ilk okuma yazma &gretim ydntemlerinden ¢ézUmleme ve ses temelli
yontemi konu alan araghrmalardan elde edilen sonuglarin okuma becerileri, 6grenme
ve yoéntemsel o&zellikler agisindan incelenerek sistemli bir sekilde sentezlenmesi
amaglandigindan sistematik inceleme yéntemi kullanilmigtir. Sistematik inceleme belirli
bir arastirma sorusu, konu alani ya da olguyla ilgili calismalarin elestirel ve sistematik
bir sekilde belirlenmesi, degerlendiriimesi ve yorumlanmasi sireci olarak
tanimlanmaktadir (Kitchenham, 2004; Moher, vd., 2009; Mueller, vd., 2014). Bu
yontem, acikca belirlenmis olan sorularin meveut calismalar vasitasiyla arastirilmasina
olanak taniyan bagimsiz bir arastirma yéntemi olarak gérilmektedir (Denyer, 2009).

Arastirma sUrecinde oncelikle “¢ézimleme ydntemi”, “ses temelli yéntem”, “sound-
based method”, “sound-based sentence method”, “phonic based method”, “phonic
instruction”, “whole language instruction”, “sentence method”, “phonic based
instruction” anahtar kelimeleri uzmanlar esliginde belirlenmistir. Belirlenen anahtar
kelimeler dogrultusunda Web of Science, ERIC, Ulakbim (Tr-Dizin) ve Google Scholar
veri tabanlarinda alan yazini taramasi yapilmigtir. Bu veri tabanlarinda arama
yapilmasinin temel sebebi, Turkiye’'de yapilan ¢alismalarin cogunlugunun bu veri
tabanlarinda taranmasidir. Tarama sonucunda ilgili anahtar kelimeleri iceren 56
makale tespit edilmis, calismalarin ilk dnce 6zet bélumleri gézden gecirilmis sonrasinda
yontem ve bulgular bélimo incelenerek uygun olup olmadiklari tespit edilmistir. Bu
dogrultuda hangi égretim ydénteminin konu edinildigi belli olmayan (n=1), dokiman
incelemesi yéntemini ele alan (n= 2) ve aragtirmanin kapsamina uygun olmayan
(n=13) arastirmalar calismada kapsam disi birakilmistir. incelemeler sonucunda
toplam 16 calisma arastirmadan hdrig tutularak belirlenen se¢im 6l¢itlerine uygun 40
makale analiz edilmek Uzere MAXQDA programina aktarilmistir. Nitel veri analiz
programina aktarilan aragtirmalar ayrintili bir sekilde okunarak icerik analizine tabi
tutulmustur. Okumalar sirasinda araghrmalarin bulgulari ve sonuglari belirlenen
arastirma sorulari kapsaminda incelenmistir. Elde edilen veriler tablolar ve sekiller
araciligiyla okuyucuya seffaf bir sekilde sunulmustur.

Arastirmada gergeklestirilen incelemeler sonucunda ses temelli yéntem ile okuma
dégrenen bireylerin vurgu, tonlama ve noktalama isaretlerine uygun bir sekilde okuma
gerceklestiremedikleri sonucuna ulasilmistir. Alan yazinindaki arastirmalarda da ses
temelli yontemle okuma &grenen égrencilerin prozodik okuma becerisinin yetersiz
diUzeyde oldugu sonucu bu calismayi destekler niteliktedir (Bayat, 2014; Kaya & Dogan,
2016). Ancak Babayigit'in (2019) ortaokul altinar sinif égrencileriyle gerceklestirdigi
calismada dgrencilerin  prozodik okuma becerilerinin  yeterli dizeyde oldugu
vurgulanmigtir. Dolayisiyla calismanin prozodik okumaya yénelik sonuclarinin bazi
arastirmalarin sonuclarnyla értistogu ifade edilebilir. Ancak alan yazininda farkl
sonuclara ulasan ¢alismalarin da oldugu gérilmektedir.

Bunun yani sira okuma hizina ve anlamaya iligkin ¢ikhlara bakildiginda, ses temelli
yontemle okuma &grenen bireylerin yavas okuduklari ve anlaoma konusunda sorun
yasadiklari, ¢cézimleme ydntemiyle okuma &grenen bireylerin ise okumalarinin hizli
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oldugu ve okuduklarini anladiklart sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Dolayisiyla ses temelli
yontemden ziyade ¢dzimleme yénteminin okuma hizi ve anlama agisindan daha etkili
bir yéntem oldugu sdylenebilir. Gindiuz'On (2006) ¢alismasinda da bu aragtirmanin
sonuglarina benzer sekilde hizli ve anlamli okuma hususunda ses temelli yéntemin
uygun bir yéntem olmadigi dile getirilmigtir. Ek olarak bu yéntemle okuma yazma
dgrenen bireylerin bir comleyi hece hece okuyup yazdiklari icin okuma yazma hizlarinin
da dUstk olacagini ifade etmigstir. Farkh bir calismada ise benzer sekilde ses temelli
yontemin akici ve hizli okumaya engel oldugu ve okunan metni anlamayi geciktirdigi
ortaya konulmustur (Tosunoglu, 2006). Ancak bu ¢alismalarin sonuglarinin aksine
Bay’in (2010) yapti@ calismada, ses temelli yéntemle okuma égrenen bireylerin okuma
hizlarinin ve okudugunu anlama dizeylerinin ¢ok Uzerinde oldugu sonucuna ulagilmigtir.

Diger taraftan dogru okumaya yénelik gikhlar géz éninde bulunduruldugunda, ses
temelli ydntemle okuma &grenen bireylerin hatali okuduklari ve akici okuyamadiklari
saptanmistir. Avar ve Sahin (2016), Akman ve ilkay (2012), Yildiz vd. (2016) ile
Tosunoglu vd. (2008) de calismalarinda ayni sonuca ulagmistir. Ayrica ses temelli
yontemle okuma 6grenen bireylerin kelimeleri yanlis heceledikleri sonucuna ulagilmustir.
Yapilan ¢ogu calismada da bu aragtirmanin sonuglarina benzer olarak ses temelli
ydntemin yanls hecelemeye neden oldugu ifade edilmektedir (Akinci vd., 2016; Bayat,
2014; Baydik ve Kudret, 2012; Bicak ve Susar-Kirmizi, 2013; Kayik¢i, 2008; Korkmaz,
2006; Kutluca-Canbulat, 2013; Sahin vd., 2006; Yasar ve Givey-Aktay, 2015). Ancak
bu ¢alismalarin aksine Yalgin ve Celik’in (2018) calismasinda ses temelli yontemle
okuma 6grenen bireylerin kelimeleri dogru bir sekilde hecelerine ayirdigi ifade edilmistir.

Ogrenme kategorisindeki ciktilara gére ¢ézomleme ydntemiyle okuma &grenen
bireylerin bitonU algiladiklari fakat ses temelli ydntemle grenenlerin bitint algilama
konusunda sorun yasadiklari sonucuna ulagilmigtir. Bunlara ek olarak ses temelli
yontemin kalici 6grenmeyi sagladigi, 6grenme strecine 6grenciyi etkin bir sekilde kathigi
ve bu slreci kolaylastirdigi ¢ézimleme ydnteminin ise somut égrenmeyi sagladig
sdylenebilir. Gunes vd. (2016) caligmasinda ses temelli yéntemin dgrenciyi derse aktif
bir sekilde katmasini ve égrenmelerin kalicihigini artirmasi gerektigini ifade etmistir.
Ayrica diger yontemin aksine ses temelli yéntemin okumaya c¢ikma siresini kisalthgi,
ezberin énine gectigi ve zevkli bir 6grenme sireci sagladigi saptanmistir. Bastug ve
Erkus’un (2016) arastirmasinda da incelenen tim calismalarda bu yéntemde okuma
yazmaya hizh gectigi ifade edilmektedir. Ayrica bu yéntemin ezberin énine gectigi MEB
(2009) programinda da ifade edilmektedir.

Yéntemsel 6zellikler kategorisine bakildiginda, ¢é6zimleme yénteminin diger yénteme
nazaran dgrencilerin gelisim 6zelliklerine daha uygun oldugu sonucuna varilmgtir.
Ayrica incelenen aragtirmalardan hareketle bu yéntemin okuma yazma icin uygun bir
yontem oldugu belirlenmigtir. Senel’in (2004) calismasinda 6gretmenlerin %67'sinin
gorust de bu calismanin sonucunu destekler niteliktedir. Ayni sekilde Celenk’in (2002)
calismasinda égretmenlerin biyUk bir kismi okuma yazma 6gretimi igin ¢6zimleme
yonteminin uygun bir yéntem oldugunu disinmektedir. Bu sonuglarin yani sira ses
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temelli yéntemin Tirkce dil yapisina uygun oldugu ve &grencilerin yaraticiigini
gelistirdigi saptanmighr. MEB (2009) ilkégretim programinda da ses temelli yéntemin
Turkee ses yapisina uygun oldugu ve égrencilerin yaraticiligini gelistirdigi ifade edilmistir.
Dolayisiyla alan yazininda yapilan calismalarin sonuclari ve  “2009 ilkégretim
Programinin” bu hususta 6rtistogu séylenebilir.

Genel olarak okuma, 86grenme ve ydntemsel ézellik kategorileri ele alindiginda her iki
ilk okuma ve yozma 6gretim yénteminin de kendi icerisinde avantajlari ve dezavantajlari
oldugu ifade edilebilir. Dolayisiyla tek ve mikemmel bir yéntemin varligindan séz
edilemeyecegi soylenebilir (Akyol ve Temur, 2014; Senel, 2004). Yéntemler
incelendiginde bireylerin hizli bir sekilde okumaya ¢ikmasi, ses temelli yéntemin éne
ctkan ézelligini olusturmaktadir. Bu durumun okuma kategorisinde yer alan okuma hizi,
okudugunu anlama, dogru ve prozodik okuma becerileri agisindan bireylerin yeterli
dizeye erisemediklerine sebep oldugu dusintlmektedir. Ginduz'On (2006), bu
yontemin ¢6zOmleme ydntemine nazaran daha hizh bir sekilde okumaya c¢ikardig:
ancak iglevsel bir okuryazarlik hususunda sakincali oldugunu ifade etmesi bu fikri
desteklemektedir.

Bu calisma 2000-2021 yillart arasinda Turkiye’de gerceklestirilen akici okuma ve
okudugunu anlama becerilerini ele alan 40 ¢alisma ile sinirhdir. Calismadan elde
edilen sonucglara genel bir cerceveden bakildiginda arastirmalarin agirlikli olarak
dégretmen goruglerine dayali oldugu goérilmektedir. Ancak akici okuma becerileri ve
okudugunu anlama becerilerinin daha iyi bir sekilde &lcilebilmesi icin goris ve
deneyimlere dayanan arastirma yéntemlerinin étesinde objektif kanitlara dayali amprik
caligmalara ihtiyag oldugu dusintlmektedir. Dolayisiyla bu alanda daha fazla
uygulamaya déntk arastirmalarin yapilmasi énemli gértlmektedir. CézOmleme temelli
yontem ile okuma &6grenen kisilerin diger yontemle 6grenenlere nazaran okuma hizi,
okudugunu anlama ve dogru okuma acgisindan daha iyi seviyede olduklari sonucuna
ulagiimigtir. Ayrica ses temelli ydntemle ilk okuma ve yazma 6grenen bireylerin prozodik
okuma agisindan yeterli dizeyde olmadiklari belirlenmistir. Ses temelli yéntemle okuma
ogrenen &grencilerin ilk okuma yazma surecine iliskin dogru okuma, okuma hiz,
okudugunu anloma ve prozodik okuma gibi becerilerin gelistiriimesine yénelik
calismalar gergeklestiriimelidir. Ayrica ses temelli yontemle okuma &grenen bireylerin
neden akici okuma ve okudugunu anlama becerileri agisindan yetersiz dizeyde
olduklarini tespit etmeye ydnelik boylamsal calismalar planlanabilir.  Ayrica
gerceklestiriimesi énerilen bu arastirmalarda okuma sirecleri, nesnel veri ortaya koyan
g6z izleme sistemleriyle incelenebilir. Diger taraftan ¢6zOmleme temelli ydntemle okuma
dgrenen bireylerin prozodik okuma becerilerini arastiran yalnizca bir arashrma
olmasindan dolayi herhangi bir sonuca ulagilamamaktadir. Dolayisiyla MEB digindaki
farkl kurumlarda (Halk egitim merkezleri gibi) ¢é6zimleme temelli yéntem ile okuma
yazma &gretilen bireylerin prozodik okuma becerilerini 6lgmeyi amaglayan bir aragtirma
gerceklestirilebilir.
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Appendix 2.
Components Related to the Studies Included in the Research
Code Reference Research Sample Data
Method collection
tools
M1 Akina, M., Bekias, S., Gulle, T., Kurt, S. & Qualitative Student/Teacher Observation/
Kurt, Y. (2016). Ses temelli comle yéntemi Interview

ile okuma-yazma egitimi. Bogazigi
Universitesi Egitim Dergisi, 33(2), 97-115.

M2 Akman, E. & Askin, 1. (2012). Ses temelli Qualitative  Teacher Interview
cimle yéntemine elegtirel bir bakig. Gazi
Universitesi Gazi Egitim Fakiltesi Dergisi,
3(1), 1-18.

M3 Aktirk, Y. & Mentis Tas, A. (2011). ilk Quantitative  Teacher Questionnaire
okuma-yazma égretiminde “ses temelli
cumle yéntemi”nin uygulanmasina iligkin
dgretmen gorisleri (Sanhurfa/Virangehir
érnegi). Adnan Menderes Universitesi Egitim
Fakdltesi Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi, 2(1), 27-
37.

M4 Arslantas, H. I. & Cinoglu, M. (2010). Qualitative  Teacher Interview
ilkokuma yazma égretiminde ses temelli
cumle yéntemiyle ¢dzimleme ydnteminin
karsilastinlmasi. inéni Universitesi EGitim
Fakiltesi Dergisi, 11(1), 81-92.

M5 Avci, Y. E. & Sahin, M. (2016). Ses temelli Qualitative  Teacher Observation
okuma-yazma égretiminde sinif /Interview /
dgretmenlerinin karsilagh@r sorunlarin Document
incelenmesi. Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisi review
Dergisi, (6-7), 59-79.

Mé Aybek, B. & Aslan, S. (2014). Birlegtirilmig Qualitative  Teacher Questionnaire
siniflarda gérev yapan égretmenlerin ses /Interview

temelli cimle yénteminin uygulanmasinda
yasamig olduklar sorunlara ve ¢6zim
dnerilerine yénelik gérislerinin incelenmesi
(Nitel bir aragtirma). Turkish Studies, 9(5),

251-263.
M7 Babayigit, O. & Erkus, B. (2017). llk okuma  Qualitative ~ Teacher Observation/
yazma égretimi sUrecinde sorunlar ve Interview

¢6z0m &nerileri. Erzincan Universitesi Egitim
Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 19 (2), 271-284.

M8 Bay, Y. (2010). Ses temelli cimle yéntemiyle  Qualitative  Student Observation /
ilk okuma yazma 8grenen ilkdgretim Document
birinci sinif 8grencilerinin okuma yazma review

hizlar ve okudugunu anlama  dizeyleri.
Ahi Evran Universitesi Egitim Fakdltesi
Dergisi, 11 (1), 257-277.

M9 Bayat, S. (2014). Sinif 8gretmenlerinin Qualitative  Teacher Inferview
ilkokuma yazma programinin
uygulanmasinda karsilaghklar gicliklere
iliskin gérusleri. ilkégretim Online, 13(3),
759-775.
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M10

Baydik, B. & Kudret, Z. (2012).

Ogretmenlerin ses temelli cimle yéntemini

n

etkilerine ve 6gretim uygulamalarina iligkin
gorusleri. Ankara Universitesi Egitim Bilimleri

Fakdaltesi Dergisi, 45(1), 1-22.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

M1

Bigak, E. & Susar Kirmizi, F. (2013).
Ogretmen gérislerine gére ses temelli
cumle yéntemine iliskin uygulamalarda

dgrenci ve velilerin degerlendirilmesi. Abant

Izzet Baysal Universitesi E§itim Fakiltesi
Dergisi, 13(1), 193-210.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

M12

Celenk, S. (2002). ilkokuma-yazma
dgretiminde kargilasilan sorunlara iligkin

égretmen gorisleri. ilkégretim Online, 1 (2),

40-47.

Mixed

Teacher

Questionnaire
/ Interview

M13

Celik $en, Y. & Sahin Tagkin, C. (2010).
Yeni ilkégretim programinin getirdigi
degisiklikler: Sinif 8gretmenlerinin

dusonceleri. Yozinco Yil Universitesi, Egitim

Fakdltesi Dergisi, 7(2), 26-51.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

M14

Develi, K. (2021). Application of Sentence-
Based Sound Teaching Method for First
Reading and Writing in Education.
Participatory Educational Research, 8 (2),
330-356.

Qualitative

Student

Interview

M15

Duran, E. & Coban, O. (2016). Ses temelli
cimle ydéntemine yénelik d§retmen

gérisleri. Pegem Egitim ve Ogretim Dergisi,

1(3), 17-22.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

M16

Erkul, O. & Erdogan, T. (2009). The
problems and suggestions encountered
during the implementation of the sound
based sentence method. Procedia Social
and Behavioral Sciences, 1, 2294-2300.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

Mm17

Karadag, R. & Giltekin, M. (2007).

llkokuma yazma égretiminde ¢dzimleme ve

biresim yéntemlerinin etkililigine iligkin
dgretmen gdrusleri. Egitimde Kuram ve
Uygulama, 3(1), 102-121.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

Mm18

Karaman, M. K. & Yurduseven, S. (2008).
llk okuma yazma programina iligkin

dgretmen gdrusleri. Usak Universitesi Sosyal

Bilimler Dergisi 1(1), 115-129.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M19

Kayikgi, K. (2008). Ilkégretim mifettigleri ve

dgretmenlerin ses temelli cOmle égretim
yénteminin uygulamasina iligkin gérusleri.
Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Yénetimi, 55
(55), 423-457.

Quantitative

Inspector/Teacher

Scale

M20

Kirmizi Susar, F., Bigak, E., Duran, A. &
Batmaz, G. (2012). Teacher views on initia
literacy instruction with the sound based
sentence method. Procedia - Social and
Behavioral Sciences, 46, 3642-3648.

Qualitative

Teacher

Form
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M21

Kog, R. (2012). Okuma yazma &gretimi
yontemleri ve “ses temelli cimle yéntemi”
uygulamasi. Turkish Studies, 7(4), 2259-
2268.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

M22

Korkmaz, I. (2006). Yeni ilkégretim birinci
sinif programinin égretmenler tarafindan
degerlendirilmesi. Selcuk Universitesi Sosya
Bilimler Enstitisi Dergisi, (16), 419-431.

I

Qualitative

Teacher

Form

M23

Kutluca-Canbulat, A. N. (2013). Ses temell
cumle yéntemi ile ilk okuma yazma
dgretiminde anlamli okumay: etkileyen

unsurlar. Mediterranean Journal of
Humanities, 3(2), 173-173.

Qualitative

Student/
Parent/
Document

Observation
/Interview /
Document
review

M24

Mavis, F. 0., Ozel, O. & Arslan, M. (2014)

llk okuma yazma égretiminde cimle

¢ézimleme ve ses temelli cimle ydnteminin

dgretmen gorusleri dogrultusunda
kargilastnlmasi (Tokat ili érneklemi). The
Journal of Academic Social Science Studies,
8(28), 481-481.

Qualitative

Teacher

Form

M25

Sagirli, M. & Kadioglu Ates, H. (2016). A

research on reading comprehension levels
of fifth-grade students who learned fo rea
and write for the first time with sound-base

d
d

sentence method. Journal of Education and

Training Studies, 4 (3), 63-71.

Mixed

Student

Achievement
test

M26

Sagirli, M. (2020) Comparison of reading
comprehension levels of literate learners
with different methods, Education 3-13,
48(1), 100-117.

Mixed

Student

Achievement
test

M27

Sagirli, M. (2019). Cimle yénteminin ilk
okuma-yazma égretimi  Gzerindeki
basarisinin 6gretmen agisindan

degerlendirilmesi. Ekev Akademi Dergisi,
(78), 351-370.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M28

Sagirli, M. (2019). Cimle ve ses temelli
cimle yéntemi ile ilk okuma-yazma
dgretiminin mukayeseli degerlendirilmesi.
Turkish Studies - Educational Sciences,

14(5), 2601 - 2621.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M29

Sahin, A. (2010). Kirsal kesimde gérev
yapan dgretmenlerin ilk okuma ve yazma
dgretiminde karsilaghklar problemler.
Education Sciences, 5 (4), 1738-1750.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M30

Sahin, 1., Inci, S., Turan, H. & Apak, O.
(2006). ik okuma dgreitiminde ses temelli
cimle yéntemiyle ¢ézimleme ydnteminin
kargilaghrilmasi. Milli Egitim Dergisi (171),
109-129.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M31

Tok, S. (2001). ilkokuma yazma
dgretiminde kullanilan ydntemlerin
degerlendirilmesi. Kuram ve Uygulamada
Egitim Yénetimi, 7(26), 257-275.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire
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M32

Tok, S., Tok, T. N. & Mazi, A. (2008).
llkokuma yazma égretiminde ¢dzimleme ve
ses temelli cOmle yéntemlerinin
degerlendirilmesi. Kuram ve Uygulamada
Egitim Yénetimi, (53), 123-144.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M33

Tosunoglu, M., Tosunoglu, N. & Arslan, F.
(2008). 2005 lIkégretim Turkge dersi
dgretim programi’na gére yapilan ilk
okuma ve yozma égretiminin okuma
becerisi acisindan degerlendirilmesi. Ticaret
ve Turizm Egitim Fakdltesi Dergisi, (2), 117-
133.

Quantitative

Student

Document
review

M34

Turan, M. & Akpinar, H. (2008). ilkégretim
Turkee dersi ilkokuma-yazma égretiminde
kullanilan ses temelli cumle ve bitisik-egik
yazi yéntemlerinin degerlendirilmesi. Firat

Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 18(1),
121-138.

Mixed

Teacher

Questionnaire
/ Interview

M35

Akyol, H. & Temur, T. (2014). Ses temelli
cumle yéntemi ve cimle ydntemi ile okuma
yazma égrenen égrencilerin okuma
becerilerinin 6gretmen goériglerine gére
degerlendirilmesi. Mustafa Kemal

Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisii Dergisi,
5(9), 79-95.

Quantitative

Teacher

Scale

M36

Yasgar, $. & Givey-Aktay, E. (2015). Okuma
becerisi agisindan comle yéntemi ve ses

temelli cOmle yéntemi. Turkish Studies,
10(7), 1-18.

Qualitative

Teacher

Interview

M37

Yildinm, K. (2007). “Yazili program” ve
“uygulanan program” kavramlar agisindan
“ses temelli cimle yéntemi”nin
degerlendirilmesi. Milli Egitim Dergisi, 175,
25-45.

Mixed

Teacher

Questionnaire
/ Interview

M38

Yildiz, B., Uredi, L. & Akbasli, S. (2016). Ses
temelli cimle yénteminin é6gretmen
goriglerine gére degerlendirilmesi. Route

Educational and Social Science Journal,
3(1), 255-269.

Quantitative

Teacher

Questionnaire

M39

Yurdakul, I.H. & Susar Kirmizi, F. (2013).
Views and insights of elemantary teacher
candidates on sound-based sentence
method (case of Pamukkale University).

Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences,
106, 3303 — 3311.

Qualitative

Student

Questionnaire

M40

Sahin, I. (2006). Changing Emphasis:
Rethinking Turkey's Early Literacy Instruction.
Online Submission.

Mixed

Teacher /Student

Interview/
Test
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