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Abstract

Keywords

In this research, it is aimed to examine the assessment and the unit evaluation
questions at the end of the units in the 1st and 2nd grade mathematics textbooks
in line with the Revised Bloom Taxonomy (RBT), to make classifications and to
evaluate the questions in terms of knowledge and cognitive skills. For this
purpose, the unit evaluation questions in the mathematics textbooks prepared
with the 2018 mathematics curriculum were classified in the light of RBT.
Typical case sampling, which is one of the purposeful sampling methods, was
used for sample selection. Thus, the sample of the research in 2019; 42 questions
included in the measurement and evaluation questions in the 1st grade math
textbook and 60 questions included in the unit evaluation questions in the 2nd
grade math textbook; total of 102 questions. The researchers discussed the
questions with an academician who is an expert in their field. They gathered and
evaluated all the classifications of questions obtained from joint decisions made
as a result of brainstorming under one roof. In general, the results show that the
questions mostly contain procedural information in the knowledge dimension.
Moreover, generally in cognitive process dimension were found ‘understanding’
step. In this sense, the deficiencies in the metacognitive knowledge and the
creation steps of the unit evaluation questions in the textbooks prepared were
observed and the aim was to shed light on those who prepared the textbooks.
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Introduction

Mankind has always made efforts to put his life in order due to his nature.The mathematics
and physics that were born to create and develop this order were discovered in their own place rather
than being born.Therefore, it is possible to see the traces of mathematics in every part of life from
shopping to business life.As a matter of fact, we know that mathematics first met children in the
family, before school.Children need mathematics by their very nature and try to eliminate most of
their curiosity with mathematics. The mathematics curriculum in schools aims to achieve many goals
such as improving students' mathematical literacy skills and using them effectively, understand
mathematical concepts and carry them into daily life, carry out problem-solving processes, make sense
of the relationship between people and objects by using mathematics, improve their metacognitive
knowledge and skills, and a positive attitude towards mathematics (Milli Egitim Bakanligi, 2018 p.9).
With mathematics teaching, individuals learn to look at events from a different perspective and gain
the ability to reason and interpret from these differences (Ocak & Doénmez, 2010).

Mathematics teaching in schools is a combination of 5 main things: students, teachers,
curriculum, outcomes and textbooks. The importance of the textbooks, which indirectly affects the
teaching learning process due to the problems in both their structure and usage methods, is greater in
the first level of primary education (Cekirdekci & Toptas, 2017). In fact, textbooks are the most easily
procured materials that serve as a bridge between students and teachers in the classroom.Moreover,
textbooks serve as mirrors that make the teaching programs prepared at the abstract level concrete
(Demirel & Kiroglu, 2006).The textbooks, which guide students on how to teach both at school and at
home, especially during primary school, guide not only students but also teachers and
parents.Therefore, it has always been as a matter of interest and time for education researchers to
examine and develop the textbooks that support the teaching strongly for the improvement of the
teaching.

One of the classification tables in which teaching materials such as textbooks and exam
questions are examined is the Revised Bloom Taxonomy (RBT), which was developed by Bloom in
1956 and later revised by Anderson and Kratwohl (2001) to meet the needs of teaching. The taxonomy
of educational goals was created in order to create question banks that measure each educational goal
and to analyze the question exchange between faculties of various universities. Benjamin Bloom,
when he was director of the University of Chicago Examinations Office, thought taxonomy would
reduce the workload of preparing comprehensive annual exams.In other words, he argued that the
preparation of the exams would now be easier.Thus, Bloom made the final arrangements with a group
of experts he formed in 1949, and the book named Taxonomy of Educational Objectives Handbook |
Cognitive Domain was prepared and published in 1956 (Bloom, 1956).After the book was published
in 1956, they decided to update the book with a new group to be formed by David Krathwohl and
Lorin Anderson and started their work.

As a result of the brainstorms created, some updates were made on the Original Bloom
Taxonomy (OBT). The steps in Bloom's taxonomy include knowledge, comprehension, application,
analysis, synthesis and evaluation. At the beginning of the changes made in RBT, it becomes two-
dimensional as knowledge and cognitive process. The taxonomy, which classifies teaching and
learning goals by customizing it in general, includes the knowledge dimension that processes what
students know, including factual knowledge, conceptual knowledge, procedural knowledge and
metacognitive knowledge.In addition, while classifying the information learned by students, the
process that examines what and how they learned is called the cognitive process and it consists of the
dimesions of remembering, understanding, applying, analyzing, evaluating and creating.Perhaps the
most important innovation made in taxonomy may be the change in the 'synthesis' step in the Original
Bloom Taxonomy to the 'creation’ step in the Revised Taxonomy.The purpose of this change is to
measure the students' realization of what they have learned and put out a new product based on what
they have learned.In addition, the evaluation in the last step of the Original Taxonomy has been placed
in the fifth step of RBT.The authors, who revised the taxonomy, aimed to measure the students'
journey to reach the whole from what they learned.As information and cognitive dimensions, RBT has
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become more comprehensive and applicable when classifying (Anderson & Krathworthl, 2001). The
innovations made by Anderson and Krathwohl (2000) and their original form are shown in Figure 1.

ORIGINAL BLOOM TAXONOMY (1956) REVISED BLOOM TAXONOMY (2001)
EVALUATION CREATING
SYNTHESIS EVALUATING
ANALYSIS ANALYZING
APPLICATION APPLYING
COMPREHENSION UNDERSTANDING
KNOWLEDGE REMEMBERING
NOUN > TO VERB FORM

Figure 1. Changes in Bloom's Taxonomy

While the questions or gains are evaluated according to RBT, the step in the knowledge
accumulation dimension and which step in the cognitive process dimension are decided separately.
Then, the intersection of the information accumulation dimension in the row part and the cognitive
process dimension in the column part determine the place of the problem in the Taxonomy (Karaman,
2016, p.32).The RBT classification table used on the basis of research is included in Appendix 1.

While the target of some RBT classifications made by researchers in many domestic and
international studies are textbooks(Cosar, 2011; Kahramanoglu, 2013; Sarar Kuzu, 2013; Rohani,
Taheri & Poorzangeneh, 2014; Sivaraman & Krishna, 2015; Biiyiikalan Filiz & Delal Turan, 2018;
Susan, Warsoo & Faridi, 2020); other classification goals include curricula, questions in country-wide
exams, and teaching achievements(Ayvaci & Tiirkdogan, 2010; Dalak, 2015; Karaman, 2016;
Ardahanli, 2018; Bangahei, Bagheri & Yanini, 2020).Yalgmn (2020) classified activities and questions
in 3rd grade mathematics textbooks according to RBT in his study. He determined that textbooks have
a great effect on metacognitive thinking skills. He also stated that there were insufficient studies on
textbooks in Turkey.One of the most important results obtained from these studies is the necessity of
measuring whether the materials such as all kinds of questions, textbooks and acquisitions in the
learning process of students are in line with the educational objectives in order to base the teaching on
solid foundations.

This study includes the classification of the unit evaluation questions in textbooks in line with
RBT, which is one of the leading roles in the changing learning-teaching process with a constructivist
approach. The problem sentence of the research is "How do the unit evaluation questions in the 1st and
2nd Grade Mathematics Textbooks of 2019 distribute according to the level of knowledge
accumulation and cognitive process dimension in the Revised Bloom Taxonomy?" sub-problems are
expressed as follows:

1.  What is the distribution of the unit evaluation questions in the 2019 Primary School 1st Grade
Mathematics textbooks according to the knowledge and cognitive skill levels in RBT?

2. What is the distribution of the unit evaluation questions in the 2019 Primary School 2nd Grade
Mathematics textbooks according to the knowledge and cognitive skill levels in RBT?
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Methodology
Research Design

The qualitative research method was used in this research. The qualitative research is defined
as a research in which a qualitative process is followed to reveal the perceptions and events in the
natural environment in a realistic and holistic manner in which qualitative data collection methods
such as observation, interview and document analysis are used (Yildinm & Simsek, 2016
p.41).Document analysis, one of the qualitative research models, was used in the study.Document
analysis is defined as a qualitative research method used to analyze a number of written materials of
painting, film etc. bearing the traces of past events, works, books, magazines etc. published on facts
(Karasar, 2008, p.183). In addition, within the content of the study, the Revised Bloom Taxonomy was
taken as basis and the case study was used as the research design.According to Bassey (1999), case
study is a research approach that emphasizes understanding, defining, predicting, or controlling an
individual, a situation or a cultural situation (Saban & Ersoy, 2017 p.144). The aim of this study was
to examine the unit evaluation questions in mathematics textbooks in the light of the updated RBT.

Study Group

Typical case sampling, which is one of the purposeful sampling methods, was used in the
study group of this research.In typical case sampling, if a researcher wants to introduce an innovation,
he prefers the most typical case of an innovation (Yildirim & Simsek, 2016).1In this respect, the sample
of the study consists of the 1st and 2nd grade mathematics textbooks approved and taught by the MEB
(Ministry of National Education) and Talim Terbiye Kurulu in 2019 with the 2018 curriculum and
target content. The books that make up the sample are coded and defined as follows:

K.1.: MEB, 1st Grade Primary School Mathematics Textbook, published in 2019.
K.2.: MEB, 2nd Grade Primary School Mathematics Textbook published in 2019.
Question coding example: K.1.2.1

The meaning of the code:

K.1.: 1st Grade Math Textbook

2: Unit 2 Evaluation Questions in the Textbook

1: 1st Question in the 2nd Unit Evaluation

Data Collection and Analysis

The researchers examined 1st and 2nd grade Mathematics textbooks of the primary school that
were taught in 2019, which formed the data of the study.For the research, 2019 mathematics textbooks
were reached through the website of Talim Terbiye Kurulu.Descriptive analysis was used in the data
analysis of the study. According to the descriptive analysis, the obtained data are summarized and
interpreted on the basis of previously determined themes. The data can be arranged according to the
themes revealed by the research questions, or they can be presented by considering the questions or
dimensions used in the interview and observation processes.The purpose of this kind of analysis is to
systematically organize and interpret the findings of the research and express cause-effect
relationships clearly (Yildirnrm & Simsek, 2016, p.239).The questions at the end of the unit in the
textbooks are classified according to the RBT Information and Cognitive Skills Table (Krathwohl,
2002 p.216), which was found as a result of literature reviews and was previously created.Before the
research, the RBT tables and classification examples given in the book titled " Ogrenme Ogretim ve
Degerlendirme ile ilgili Bir Smiflama Bloom'un Egitimin Hedefleri ile Ilgili Siniflamasinin
Giincellestirilmis Bigimi ", translated by Ozgelik (2014), named Bloom's Classification Related to the
Obijectives of Education, were examined. Afterwards, a common RBT token table was created in order
to place the questions in the RBT Indicator Table and used as a key table (Annex-1) in classification.
In order to ensure external reliability in the analysis of the data, support was received from an expert
lecturer who worked in the field of Classroom Education and Primary School Mathematics Education.
The researchers discussed the classification process in detail with the expert, and the questions were
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re-checked in the light of the brainstorming with the expert and the feedback received. It is believed
that using a field education expert in the classification of the questions will increase the reliability of
the study.The obtained data were tabulated and compared in order to find solutions to the created sub-
problems in the research. In addition, in the analysis of the research, the questions and the themes
prepared by the researchers and the expert together, and the classifications made in line with the RBT
table were taken into consideration and the findings were formed.

Findings
Findings Regarding the First Sub-Problem

In this section, "What is the distribution of the unit evaluation questions in the 2019 Primary
School 1st Grade Mathematics textbooks according to the knowledge and cognitive skill levels in
RBT?" an answer to the sub-problem was sought and the results were tabulated.In the research, the
textbook of this sub-problem was coded as K.1.Within the content of the research,the total of 6 unit
and 42 unit evaluation questions were determined in the assessment and evaluation in the 1st grade
Mathematics Textbook distributed and taught by the MEB in 2019. Table 1 shows the distribution and
percentile of the findings obtained with the intersecting classification of the researchers in terms of
knowledge and cognitive skills of RBT.In addition, in Graph 1 and Graph 2, there is the percentile of
the classification of the target questions in the dimension of RBT knowledge and cognitive skills.

Table 1. Classification of Unit Evaluation Questions in the Textbook named K.1 Code according to the
dimension of knowledge and cognitive skills in RBT

Frequency Total
Information Factual Conceptual Procedural Meta-cognitive Total %
/Cognitive Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge
Remember 5 2 4 11 15.27
Understand 8 11 16 35 48.61
Apply 2 6 8 11.11
Analyze 11 2 13 18.05
Evaluate 1 2 3 4.16
Create 1 1 2 2.77
Total 15 15 40 2
% 20.83 20.83 55.55 2.77

As it can be understood from Table 1, in the K.1 coded textbook in which the researchers were
classified together, a total of 42 questions determined from the evaluation in a total of 6 units,
common points in the knowledge and cognitive skills dimension of RBT intersected. There is a total of
72 (f = 72) information dimensions in 42 questions. When the questions were analyzed in terms of
knowledge (f = 72); 15 of them are factual knowledge, 15 of them are conceptual knowledge, 40 of
them are procedural knowledge and 2 of them are metacognitive knowledge. In the percentages of the
information level dimension (f = 72), it was observed that the highest rate belongs to the procedural
knowledge level with 55.55%. At the lowest rate, there is metacognitive information with 2.77%.

In addition, it was concluded that there is a total of 72 (f = 72) cognitive skill dimensions in 42
guestions. When the questions are considered in the cognitive skill dimension, the total (f = 72), it is
classified as 11 remember, 35 understand, 8 apply, 13 analyze, 3 evaluate and 2 create.While the
highest rate in the percentages in the cognitive (understand) skill dimension (f = 72) is the
comprehension level with 48.61%, the lowest rate is the create with 2.77%.

Graph 1 and Graph 2 show the percentages of the unit evaluation questions in the knowledge
and the cognitive skill dimensions of the textbook named code K.1.
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The Knowledge Dimension
Meta-cognitive
Knowledge

Graph 1. Percentage representation of the Unit Evaluation Questions in the Textbook named K.1 code according
to the information dimension in RBT

The Cognitive Process Dimension

Create
3%

Evaluate
4%

Graph 2. Percentage representation of the classification of the Unit Evaluation Questions in the
Textbook K.1 according to the cognitive skill dimension in RBT
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Findings Regarding the Second Sub-Problem

In this section, "What is the distribution of the unit evaluation questions in the 2019 Primary
School 2nd Grade Mathematics textbooks according to the knowledge and cognitive skill levels in
RBT?" an answer to the sub-problem was sought and the results were tabulated.In the research, the
textbook of this sub-problem was coded as K.2. Within the content of the research, the total of 6 unit
and the 60 unit evaluation questions were determined in the assessment and evaluation in the 2nd
grade Mathematics Textbook distributed and taught by the MEB in 2019. Table 2 shows the
distribution and percentile of the findings obtained with the intersecting classification of the
researchers in terms of knowledge and cognitive skills of RBT. In addition, in Graph 3 and Graph 4,
there is the percentile of the classification of target questions in the dimension of RBT knowledge and
cognitive skills.

Table 2.Classification of Unit Evaluation Questions in the Textbook named K.2 Code according to the
dimension of knowledge and cognitive skills in RBT

Frequency Total
Information Factual Conceptual Procedural Meta-cognitive Total %
/Cognitive Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge Knowledge
Remember 5 6 8 1 20 22.22
Understand 8 7 12 27 30
Apply 7 7 1 15 16.66
Analyze 2 6 16 17.77
Evaluate 6 1 10 11.11
Create 2 2 3.33
Total 15 32 40 3
% 16.66 35.55 44.44 3.33

Table 2 shows the frequency and percentage distribution of the 60 questions in the evaluations
at the end of 6 units of the 2019 2nd Grade Mathematics textbook, coded as K.2, where the researchers
were classified together and the common points intersected in the dimension of knowledge and
cognitive skills of RBT. A total of 90 (f = 90) information dimensions of these 60 unit evaluation
questions in the textbook with code name K.2 were determined. The questions were classified in the
knowledge dimension (f = 90); it was determined that there is 15 factual information, 32 conceptual
information, 40 procedural information and 3 meta-cognitive knowledge dimensions.In the
percentages in the knowledge level dimension of the target questions (f = 90), it was observed that the
procedural knowledge level was the highest with 44.44% and the meta-cognitive knowledge was the
lowest with 3.33%.

In addition, it was determined that 60 questions in the unit evaluations in the textbook named
K.2. are 90 (f = 90) cognitive skill dimensions in total. When the target questions are classified in the
cognitive skill dimension (f = 90); It was determined that 20 of them are at the stage of remembering,
27 of them are at the stage of understanding, 15 of them are at the stage of apply, 16 of them are at the
analyze, 10 of them are at the stage of evaluate and 2 of them are at the create. In the percentages of
the cognitive skill dimension (f = 90), the highest rate is understanding level with 22.22%. In addition,
the lowest rate of classification is the create with 3.33%.

Graph 3. and Graph 4. have shown the percentile ratios of the unit evaluation questions in the
knowledge and cognitive skill dimensions in the textbook named K.2.

142



Egitim Kuram ve Uygulama Arastirmalar1 Dergisi 2020, Vol 6, No 2, 136-148 Biisra USLUOGLU, Veli TOPTAS

The Knowledge Dimension

Meta-cognitive
Knowledge

Graph 3.Percentage representation of the classification of the Unit Evaluation Questions in the
Textbook named K.2. according to the knowledge dimension in RBT

The Cognitive Process Dimension

Create
3%

Graph 4.Percentage representation of the classification of the Unit Evaluation Questions in the
Textbook named K.2. according to the cognitive skill dimension in RBT

Discussion, Conclusion and Suggestions

For the purpose of this study, a total of 102 questions that test the extent of learning at the end
of the units in the 1st and 2nd grade mathematics textbooks taught in 2019 were examined and
analyzed according to the knowledge and cognitive skill dimensions of RBT. One of the most
important conclusions reached by the researchers is the uneven distribution of the tabulated findings in
the classification.It has been observed that in some classifications, dimensions of knowledge or
cognitive skills are rarely encountered.These dimensions of knowledge / cognitive skills, which are
insufficient, left a question mark about the textbooks that should be prepared by adopting the
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constructivist approach.Because textbooks are generally procedural knowledge in the dimension of
knowledge; cognitive skills are classified in the comprehension dimension. The rarity of
metacognitive knowledge or evaluation and creation makes it clear that textbooks do not give students
enough opportunities to transfer the knowledge they have learned to a new environment or produce a
new product with what they have learned.Sarar Kuzu (2013) stated in her study that when she
classified the questions in the textbook she chose on the basis of samples, on the basis of RBT, high-
level thinking skill levels were rarely encountered and stated that this situation weakened the
constructivist approach. Krathwohl (2002) defined metacognitive knowledge as being aware of one's
own cognition. Based on this, unless the correct questions are asked to direct the students to
metacognitive knowledge, the possibility of students getting to know themselves and learning in the
light of what they know may make us think. The mathematics lesson outcomes prepared by teachers,
written exams and math questions asked in the central exams were classified with RBT (Ayvac1 &
Tiirkdogan, 2010; Gokler, Aypay & Ari, 2012; Dalak, 2015; Demir, 2015; Kala, 2015; Zorluoglu,
Kizilaslan & Sézbilir, 2016; Karaman, 2016; Uymaz, 2016; Yakali, 2016; Ciftgi, 2017; Ulum, 2017;
Yunita, 2017; Ari, 2018; Biiytlikalan Filiz & Delal Turan, 2018; Celik, Kul & Uzun, 2018; Gokdeniz,
2018; Aslan & Atik, 2018; Ardahanli, 2018; Kozikoglu,2018; Altiparmak & Palabryik, 2019; Yolcu,
2019), and it was observed in previous studies that metacognitive knowledge was low compared to
other knowledge dimensions.It was observed that the questions that directed to the students about
metacognitive knowledge were inadequate, and while this is the case, the situation in which we
educate thestudents who do not know themselves and their own cognition creates a question mark in
the teaching.In the unit evaluation questions examined, and it was determined that one of the
inadequate classifications belonged to the evaluation and creation step of the cognitive skill
dimensions of RBT.Krathwohl and Anderson (2014, p.108) made the definition of evaluation as
making judgments based on criteria or standards.In addition, the same authors defined creation as
bringing together elements to form an integrated and functional unity. Moreover, they stated that the
most important thing to consider in "creating” is that students realize what they learn in accordance
with their age and teaching rather than originality.However, in the unit evaluation questions examined
in the study, and it was determined that the students were not given sufficient opportunity to
accurately convey what they learned.

One of the results obtained from the findings is that the procedural information was
determined in general of the questions selected on the basis of samples. This uneven distribution with
other dimensions of knowledge is actually not a negative situation as it is supposed. Krathwohl and
Anderson (2014) generally interpreted procedural knowledge as the ability to conduct research on
more fields and to know what kind of algorithm, method or strategy to apply with these
researches. Therefore, the classification of the unit evaluation questions in the textbooks mostly in
procedural knowledge indicates that the target questions are effective in the field of mathematics and
that they try to teach in the field.

In the light of the information that each classroom teacher has taught in education faculties
and gained through school experiences, it can be said that students who have just started school are in
the age of play, and they agree to attract their attention with games and applications. Ball1 (2006)
stated that children in primary education need various social and physical stimuli considering their
cognitive and affective development in this critical period and the easiest way is through
play(Karamustafaoglu &Aksoy, 2020). The more applications and activities students find themselves
in, the easier and funnier learning becomes. In this case, teachers are aware that they need to activate
the teaching with the pre-lesson preparations and textbooks. It is undoubtedly very important that the
questions and activities in the textbooks that are prepared or needed to be prepared with a
constructivist approach in which students are active when it is taken this situation into
consideration. Thus, when the unit evaluation questions examined in the study are classified with RBT,
it can be said that the application level in the cognitive skill dimension is at a sufficient level compared
to the other steps, creating a positive effect for the research. With the introduction of the constructivist
approach, many researchers such as Piaget (1953) always emphasized that children in the age of play
make permanence and knowledge transfer easier with practical activities. Mayer and Wittrock (1996)
stated that two of the most important goals of education are increasing the permanence and transfer of
what has been learned, and these two constitute meaningful learning (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2014).
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Therefore, it is one of the best functions of the primary school age children for concrete learning
period and meaningful learning, that the student spends effectively and practically in mathematics
lesson.

Perhaps one of the most important findings of the study is that 102 questions on sample basis
are generally collected in ‘'understanding’ of RBT. Anderson and Krathwohl (2014) explained
understanding, which is one of the cognitive skill dimensions, in 7 items (interpretation,
exemplification, classification, summarization, inference, comparison and explanation). Unit
evaluation questions are generally classified in terms of ‘understanding' and it is an indication that the
questions prepared are actually questions that contain the most of these seven items.Especially
considering the age characteristics of the students, it will be very helpful for children to do cognition
studies that include understanding such as sampling, classification and comparison in order to
understand a subject. Celik, Kul, and Uzun (2018) found that the outcomes in the Mathematics Lesson
Curriculum, which they examined on the basis of RBT, were gathered in the 'understanding' step in the
cognitive skill process in general.

If the conclusion part of the research is summarized in general; Unit assessment questions in
the 1st and 2nd grade mathematics textbooks of the year 2019 selected within the content of the study
were classified with RBT tables and the obtained data were expressed in the form of frequency and
percentiles. When these percentages are examined, it is seen that a total of 102 questions are generally
classified with 'understanding' in the dimension of knowledge and in the dimension of ‘procedural
knowledge' in the cognitive skills.In this sense, it was concluded that more activities that improve
metacognitive skills should be included in unit evaluation questions.

Based on the research results, some suggestions can be made for the application and the future
research:

e As can be seen from the results of this study, taking into account the disproportionate
distribution, the questions prepared on the basis of the analysis, the evaluation and the creation
steps, which are the metacognitive skill dimensions, can be added to the textbooks.

e The importance of unit evaluation questions in the textbooks can be discussed by the
conducting interviews with the classroom teachers.

e Similar researches can be conducted for different courses, years and grade levels.
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ANNEX-1: Classification Table of a Target (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2014, p.41)

The Knowledge | The Cognitive Process Dimension
Dimension
1.REMEMBER | 2.UNDERSTAND | 3.APPLY | 4. ANALYZE | 5.EVALUATE | 6.CREATE
A.FACTUAL
KNOWLEDGE

B.CONCEPTUAL
KNOWLEDGE

C.PROCEDURAL
KNOWLEDGE

D.META-
COGNITIVE
KNOWLEDGE
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Anahtar Kelimeler

Bu arastirmada Ilkokul 1 ve 2. smif matematik ders kitaplarindaki iinitelerin
sonunda yer alan O6lgme degerlendirme veya flnite degerlendirme olarak
adlandirilan sorular1 Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi (YBT) dogrultusunda
incelemek, siniflamalar yapmak ve sorulari bilgi ve bilissel beceri boyutu
acisindan degerlendirmek amaglanmistir. Bu amag dogrultusunda 2018 yili MEB
matematik 6gretim programiyla hazirlanan matematik ders kitaplarindaki tinite
degerlendirme sorular1 YBT 1s1ginda smiflandirilmistir. Arastirmada 6rneklem
se¢cimi i¢in amaghi Ornekleme yontemlerinden tipik durum Orneklemesi
kullanilmistir. Boylece arasgtirmanin Orneklemini 2019 yilindaki 1. sinif
matematik ders kitabindaki 6l¢me degerlendirme sorularinda yer alan 42 soru ve
2. sinif matematik ders kitabindaki inite degerlendirme sorularinda yer alan 60
soru olmak tiizere toplamda 102 soru olusturmaktadir. Arastirmacilar sorulari
alaninda uzman olan bir akademisyenle birlikte miizakere etmislerdir. Yapilan
beyin firtinasi sonucunda alinan ortak kararlardan elde edilen tiim soru
simiflandirmalarini tek bir ¢at1 altinda toplamig ve degerlendirmislerdir. Genel
anlamda elde edilen bulgular sorularm bilgi boyutunda igslemsel; bilissel beceri
boyutunda ise anlama, hatirlamada oldugu iizerindedir. Bu anlamda ¢alismada,
hazirlanan ders kitaplarindaki {inite degerlendirme sorularmin istbilissel bilgi ve
yaratma basamaklarindaki eksiklikler gozlemlenmis ve ders kitaplar:
hazirlayanlara bir 151k tutma amaci giidiilmiistiir.
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Giris

Fitrat1 geregi insanoglu her daim yasamini diizene sokmak igin ¢abalar sarf etmistir. Bu diizenin
olusturulmasi ve gelistirilmesi icin dogan matematik ve fizik, aslinda dogmaktan ziyade var olan yerinde
kesfedilmistir. Dolayisiyla aligveristen is hayatina kadar hayatmn her yerinde matematigin izlerini
gormek miimkiindiir. Isin asli matematigin cocuklar ile okulunda éncesinde, ilk olarak ailede tanistigini
bilmekteyiz. Cocuklar dogalart geregi matematige kendileri ihtiyag duyarlar ve merak ettiklerinin
cogunu matematik ile gidermeye calisirlar. Okullarda matematik Ogretim programi, &grencilerin
matematik okuryazarlik becerilerini gelistirmeleri ve etkin bir sekilde kullanabilmeleri, matematiksel
kavramlari anlayabilmeleri ve bunlar1 giinliik hayata tasiyabilmeleri, problem ¢6zme siireglerini
yiiriitmeleri, matematigi kullanarak insanlar ile nesneler arasindaki iliskiyi anlamlandirabilmeleri, {ist
bilissel bilgi ve becerilerini gelistirmeleri ve matematige yonelik olumlu tutum gelistirmeleri gibi birgok
amaci ger¢eklestirmeyi amaglamaktadir (Milli Egitim Bakanligi, 2018 s.9). Matematik 6gretimi ile
bireyler olaylara farkli perspektiften bakmay1 6grenir ve bu farkliliklardan akil yiiriitme ve yorum yapma
becerisi kazanirlar (Ocak ve Donmez, 2010).

Matematik Ogretimi okullardaki egitimin bagrolii olan 6grenci, 6gretmen, ders programi,
kazanimlar ve ders kitaplarinin bir araya gelmesiyle yapilmaktadir. Gerek yapilarindaki gerekse
kullanim yontemlerindeki sorunlardan 6tiirii 6gretme 6grenme siirecini dolayl olarak etkileyen ders
kitaplarinin 6nemi ilkdgretim birinci kademede daha biiyiiktiir (Cekirdekci ve Toptas, 2017). Aslinda
ders kitaplart bir nevi siniftaki 6grenci ile 6gretmen arasinda koprii gorevi goren ve en kolay tedarik
edilen materyallerdir. Dahasi ders kitaplar1 soyut diizeyde hazirlanan 6gretim programlarini somut hale
getiren birer ayna gérevindedir (Demirel ve Kiroglu, 2006). Ozellikle ilkokul déneminde 6gretimin nasil
yapildigina dair hem okulda hem de evde 6grencilere rehber olan ders kitaplar1 sadece 6grenciler i¢in
degil ayn1 zamanda 6gretmen ve velilere de yol gdstermektedir. Dolayisiyla yapilan 6gretimin kuvvetle
desteklenmesini saglayan ders kitaplarini, 6gretimin ilerlemesi i¢in incelemek ve gelistirmek egitim
arastirmacilarimin her zaman ilgi ve zamanini harcadigi bir konu olmustur.

Ders kitaplari, smav sorulart gibi Ogretim materyallerinin incelendigi siniflandirma
tablolarindan birisi de 1956 yilinda Bloom tarafindan gelistirilen ve sonrasinda 6gretimin ihtiyaglarini
kargilamak i¢in Anderson ve Kratwohl (2001) tarafindan tekrar revize edilen Yenilenmis Bloom
Taksonomisi (YBT) dir. Egitim hedeflerinin her birini 6lgen soru bankalarini olusturmak ve gesitli
iiniversitelerin fakiilteleri arasinda soru degisimini analiz etmek amaciyla egitim hedefleri taksonomisi
olusturulmustur. Benjamin Bloom, Chicago Universitesi Sinavlar Dairesi miidiirii oldugu zamanlarda
taksonominin yillik kapsamli sinavlart hazirlamada ig yiikiinii azaltacagini diisiinmiistiir. Yani sinavlarin
hazirlanmasinin artik daha kolay olacagi konusunda fikir ileri siirmiistiir. Boylece Bloom 1949 yilinda
olusturdugu uzman bir grup ile son diizenlemeleri yaparak 1956 yilinda Egitim Hedeflerinin Asamali
Siniflamasi: El Kitab1 I, Biligsel Alan (Taxonomy of Educational Objectives Handbook I Cognitive
Domain) adli kitap hazirlanarak yaymlanmistir (Bloom, 1956). Kitabin 1956 yilinda yaymlanmasindan
sonra David Krathwohl ve Lorin Anderson tarafindan olusturulacak yeni bir grup ile kitap iizerinde
giincelleme yapmaya karar vermisler ve ¢aligmalara baglamiglardir.

Olusturulan beyin firtinalar1 sonucunda Orijinal Bloom Taksonomisinin ilk hali {izerinde bazi
giincellemeler yapilmigtir. Bloom taksonomisindeki basamaklar bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz,
sentez ve degerlendirme iken YBT’de yapilan degisikliklerin basinda bilgi birikimi ve biligsel siireg
olarak iki boyutlu hale gelmesidir. Genel anlamda 6gretim ve 6grenim hedeflerini kendi igerisinde
Ozellestirerek siniflandiran taksonominin 6grencilerin ‘neler’i bildiklerini isleyen bilgi birikimi boyutu
kendi igerisinde olgusal bilgi, kavramsal bilgi islemsel bilgi ve iistbilissel bilgiyi barindirmaktadir.
Ayrica dgrencilerin 6grendigi bilgileri siniflandirirken neleri ‘nasil’ grendiklerini inceleyen siireg ise
bilissel siire¢ olarak adlandirilmakta ve hatirlama, anlama, uygulama, ¢oziimleme, degerlendirme ve
yaratma basamaklarindan olugmaktadir. Taksonomide yapilan yeniliklerden belki de en 6nemlisinin
Orijinal Bloom Taksonomisindeki sentez basamaginin revize edilmis taksonomide yaratma basamagi
Olmasmi diyebiliriz. Bu degisimin amaci1 O6grencilerin  6grendiklerini hayata gecirmesini ve
ogrendiklerinden yola c¢ikarak ortaya yeni bir iirlin koymasini Olgebilmektir. Ayrica orijinal
taksonominin son basamagindaki degerlendirme, YBT’nin besinci basamagina yerlestirilmistir.
Taksonomiyi revize eden yazarlar oOgrencilerin biitlin asamalar1 ge¢mesinin ardindan Once
degerlendirme basamaginda yargiya ulagsmasini ardindan yaratma basamaginda ulastigi yargilarla
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islevsel bir biitiin olusturabilme yetisi kazanmasin1 6lgme amaci giitmiislerdir. Bilgi ve biligsel boyutlar
olarak kendi igerisinde de alt boyutlara ayrilan YBT siniflandirma yaparken daha kapsamli ve
uygulanabilir hale gelmistir (Anderson ve Krathworthl, 2001). Anderson ve Krathworthl’un (2000)
yaptig1 yenilikler ve orijinal haliyle Sekil 1°de gosterilmektedir.

BLOOM'UN ORiJINAL TAKSONOMISi {1956) REViZE EDILMIS TAKSONOMI (2000
DEGERLENDIRME >< YARATMA
SENTEZ DEGERLENDIRME
ANALIZ ANALIZ
UYGULAMA UYGULAMA
KAVRAMA ANLAMA
BILGI HATIRLAMA
ISIM FORMUNDAN >FIIL FORMUNA

Sekil 1. Bloom Taksonomisinde yapilan degisiklikler

Sorular veya kazanimlar YBT’ye gore degerlendirilirken, bilgi birikimi boyutunda hangi
basamaga ve biligsel siire¢ boyutunda hangi basamaga yerlesecegine ayr ayri karar verilmektedir. Daha
sonra satir kismindaki bilgi birikimi boyutu ile siitun kismindaki bilissel siire¢ boyutunun kesisim yeri
sorunun taksonomideki yerini belirlemektedir (Karaman 2016, s.32).Arastirma bazinda kullanilan YBT
siniflama tablosu Ek 1°de yer almaktadir.

Yurt i¢i ve yurt dist pek ¢ok calisgmada arastirmacilarin yapmis olduklari bazi YBT
simiflandirmalarmin hedefinin ders kitaplari olurken (Cosar, 2011; Kahramanoglu, 2013; Sarar Kuzu,
2013; Rohani, Taheri ve Poorzangeneh, 2014; Sivaraman ve Krishna, 2015; Biiyiikalan Filiz ve Delal
Turan, 2018; Susan, Warsoo ve Faridi, 2020); diger siniflandirma hedefleri arasinda ise Ogretim
programlari, iilke genelinde yapilan sinavlardaki sorular ve 6gretim kazanimlar yer almaktadir (Ayvaci
ve Tirkdogan, 2010; Dalak, 2015; Karaman, 2016; Ardahanli, 2018; Bangahei, Bagheri ve Yanini,
2020). Yal¢in (2020) yaptig1 ¢alismada orneklem bazinda segtigi 3. smif matematik ders kitaplarinda
yer alan etkinlik ve sorulart YBT bazinda siniflandirmis ve Tiirkiye’de 6grencilerin giinliik hayatta
iistbiligsel diisiinme becerisine biiyiik etkisi olan matematik d6gretiminin 6nemli materyallerinden biri
olan ders kitaplar1 hakkinda yeterli diizeyde arastirma yapilmadigini belirtmistir. Bu ¢alismalardan elde
edilen en 6nemli sonuglardan birisi de, 6gretimin saglam temellere dayandirilmasi i¢in 6grencilerin
Ogrenim siireclerindeki her tiirlii soru, ders kitabi ve kazanmim gibi materyallerin egitim hedefleri
dogrultusunda olup olmadigini 6l¢iilmesinin gerekliligidir.

Bu ¢alisma, yapilandirmaci yaklasim ile degisen 6grenme-0gretme siirecindeki basrollerden
birisi olan ders kitaplarinda yer alan {inite degerlendirme sorularimin YBT dogrultusunda
siniflandirmasini igermektedir. ‘2019 MEB 1 ve 2. Smif Matematik Ders Kitaplarinda yer alan {inite
degerlendirme sorularmin Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi’nde bulunan bilgi birikimi boyutu ve biligsel
siire¢ boyutu basamaklarina gore nasil dagilim gostermektedir?’ problem ifadesine cevap aranan
arastirmanin alt problemleri sunlardir:

1. 2019 Ilkokul 1. Smif Matematik ders kitaplarinda yer alan iinite degerlendirme sorularinin
YBT’de bulunan bilgi ve bilissel beceri basamaklarina gére dagilimi nasildir?
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2. 2019 llkokul 2. Smf Matematik ders kitaplarinda yer alan {inite degerlendirme sorularinin
YBT’de bulunan bilgi ve bilissel beceri basamaklarina gére dagilimi nasildir?

Yontem
Arastirma Deseni

‘Ilkokul Matematik Ders Kitaplarindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularinin Yenilenmis Bloom
Taksonomisine Gore Incelenmesi’ adli bu calismada nitel arastirma yontemi kullamlmistir. Nitel
arastirma; gozlem, goriisme ve dokiiman analizi gibi nitel veri toplama yontemlerinin kullanildig:
algilarin ve olaylarin dogal ortamda gercekgei ve biitiinciil bir big¢imde ortaya konmasina yonelik nitel bir
sirecin izlendigi arastirma olarak tanimlanabilir(Yildirim ve Simsek, 2016 s.41).Arastirmada, nitel
arastirma modellerinden belge (dokiiman) incelemesi kullanilmigtir. Dokiiman incelemesi “Belgesel
tarama olarak belirtilen, ge¢misteki olgularin izlerini tasiyan resim, film vb. yapitlar, olgularla ilgili
olarak yaymlanmis kitap, dergi vb. birtakim yazili materyalleri analiz etmek ic¢in kullanilan nitel
aragtirma yontemidir” seklinde tanimlanmistir (Karasar, 2008, s.183). Ayrica c¢alisma kapsaminda
Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi baz alinmis ve aragtirma deseni olarak durum caligmasi kullanilmaigtir.
Bassey’e (1999) gore durum caligmasi, bir bireyi, durumu ya da kiiltiir durumunu anlama, tanimlama,
tahmin etme ya da kontrol etmeyi vurgulayan bir aragtirma yaklagimidir (Saban ve Ersoy, 2017 s.144).
Bu c¢aligmadaki amag giincel olan YBT nin 1s18inda ger¢ek yasam igerisinde yer alan matematik ders
kitaplarindaki iinite degerlendirme sorularini irdelemek olmustur.

Calisma Grubu

Arastirmanin ¢aligma grubunda orneklem seg¢imi i¢in amagh drnekleme yontemlerinden biri
olan tipik durum o6rneklemesi kullanilmistir. Tipik durum oOrneklemesinde eger bir arastirmact bir
yeniligi tanitmak istiyorsa bu yeniligin oldugu bir durum arasindan en tipik olanin tercih eder (Y1ildirim
ve simgek, 2016, s. 120). Bu dogrultuda arastirmanin drneklemini ise 2018 dgretim programi ve hedef
icerigiyle 2019 yillarinda MEB ve Talim Terbiye Kurulu Bagkanlig: tarafindan onaylanan ve okutulan
1. ve 2. simf matematik ders kitaplar1 olusturmaktadir. Orneklemi olusturan kitaplar kodlanarak su
sekilde tanimlanmaktadir:

K.1.:2019 yili basilan MEB 1. Simif {lkokul Matematik Ders Kitab1 Devlet Kitaplar1 Ankara:
MHG Yaymlan

K.2. : 2019 yil1 basilan MEB 2. Smif ilkokul Matematik Ders Kitab1 Devlet Kitaplar1 Ankara:
Teknoart1 Yayincilik

Ornek soru kodlama: K.1.2.1

Kodun agilimz:

K.1. : 1. Stmif Matematik Ders Kitabi

2: Ders Kitabindaki 2. Unite Degerlendirme Sorular

1: 2. Unite Degerlendirmede Yer Alan 1. Soru

Veri Toplama ve Analizi

Aragtirmacilar, aragtirmanin verilerini olusturan 2019 yillarinda MEB’e bagl olarak dagitilan
ve okutulan ilkokul 1. ve 2. simif Matematik ders kitaplarini incelemistir. Arastirma igin 2019 yili
matematik ders kitaplarina MEB’e bagli Talim ve Terbiye Kurulu’nun kendi internet sayfasi araciligiyla
ulagsmistir. Arastirmanin veri analizinde betimsel analiz kullanilmigtir. Betimsel analize gore, elde edilen
veriler, daha 6nceden belirlenen temalara gore 6zetlenir ve yorumlanir. Veriler arastirma sorularinin
ortaya koydugu temalara gore diizenlenebilecegi gibi, goriisme ve gozlem siireglerinde kullanilan
sorular ya da boyutlar dikkate alinarak da sunulabilir. Bu tiir analizlerde amag, arastirmanin bulgular1
sistematik bir sekilde diizenlenip yorumlanarak neden-sonug iliskileri agik olarak ifade etmektir
(Yildirnm ve Simsek, 2016, s.239).Ders kitaplarindaki iinite sonlarinda bulunan sorular, literatiir
taramalari sonucunda bulunan ve daha dnceden olusturulmus olan YBT Bilgi ve Biligsel Basamaklarina
(Krathwohl, 2002 s.216) Gore Diizenlenmis Belirtke Tablosuna gore siniflandirilmistir. Bu tablo,
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arastirma oncesinde Ozgelik (2014) tarafindan cevrilen “Ogrenme Ogretim ve Degerlendirme ile ilgili
Bir Siniflama Bloom'un Egitimin Hedefleri ile ilgili Siniflamasinin Giincellestirilmis Bigimi” adli
kitabinda verilen YBT belirtke tablolar1 ve smiflandirma oOrnekleri incelenmistir. Sonrasinda ise
sorularin YBT Belirtke Tablosuna uygun sekilde yerlestirebilmek icin ortak bir YBT belirtke tablosu
olusturulmus ve siniflandirmada anahtar tablo (Ek-1) olarak kullanilmigtir. Verilerin analizinde dis
giivenirligin saglanabilmesi igin Stmif Egitimi ve Ilkokul Matematik Egitimi alaninda ¢aligmalar yapmis
uzman 6gretim gorevlisinden destek alinmigtir. Arastirmacilar uzmanla smiflandirma siirecinin detaylt
bir sekilde tartigmis ve uzmanla yapilan beyin firtinalar1 ve alinan doniitler 15181nda sorular tekrar kontrol
edilmistir. Sorularin siniflamasinda alan egitimi uzmanindan yararlanmanin, ¢alismanin giivenirligini
artiracagina inanilmaktadir. Elde edilen veriler tablolastirllmis ve aragtirmanin olusturulmus alt
problemlere ¢6ziim bulacak sekilde karsilastirilarak incelenmistir. Ayrica aragtirmanin analizinde
sorular, aragtirmacilar ve uzman tarafindan birlikte hazirlanan temalar ve belirtke tablosu dogrultusunda
yapilan siniflandirmalar g6z 6niine alinmis ve bulgular olusturulmustur.

Bulgular
Birinci Alt Probleme Iliskin Bulgular

Bu boliimde “2019 flkokul 1. Simif Matematik ders kitaplarindaki iinite degerlendirme
sorularinin YBT’de bulunan bilgi ve biligsel beceri basamaklarina gore dagilimi nasildir?” alt
problemine cevap aranmis ve sonuglar tablolastirilmistir. Arastirmada bu alt probleme ait ders kitabi
K.1. olarak kodlanmistir. Arastirma kapsaminda 2019 yilinda MEB tarafindan dagitilan ve okutulan 1.
sinif Matematik Ders Kitabi’ndaki 6lgme degerlendirmede toplam 6 {inite ve 42 iinite degerlendirme
sorusu tespit edilmistir. Tablo 1.’de ve arastirmacilarin YBT nin bilgi ve biligsel beceri boyutunda ortak
olarak kesisen siiflandirmasi ile elde edilen bulgularin dagilimi ve yiizdelik dilimi gosterilmektedir.
Aynica Grafik 1. ve Grafik 2.’de hedef sorularin YBT bilgi ve bilissel beceri boyutundaki
smiflandirmasinin yiizdelik dilimi bulunmaktadir.

Tablo 1. K.1. Kodlu Ders Kitabindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularmin YBT’de bilgi ve bilissel beceri
boyutuna gore simiflandirmasi

Frekans } Toplam
Bilgi/Bilissel Olgusal Kavramsal Islemsel Ustbiligsel Toplam %
Boyut Bilgi Bilgi Bilgi Bilgi
Hatirlama 5 2 4 11 15.27
Anlama 8 11 16 35 48.61
Uygulama 2 6 8 11.11
Coziimleme 11 2 13 18.05
Degerlendirme 1 2 3 4.16
Yaratma 1 1 2 2.77
Toplam 15 15 40 2
% 20.83 20.83 55.55 2.77

Tablo 1. ile K.1. ismiyle kodlanmis olan 2019 yil1 1. Simif Matematik ders kitabindaki 6 iinite
degerlendirmeden tespit edilen 42 adet sorunun arastirmacilarin birlikte siniflandirilmis olduklari,
YBT’nin bilgi ve biligsel beceri boyutunda kesistigi ortak noktalar frekans ve yilizdelik dagilimi
verilmistir. K.1. kodlu ders kitabindaki bulunan 42 soruda toplam 72 adet (f=72) bilgi boyutu
bulunmaktadir. Sorular bilgi boyutunda incelendiginde (f=72); 15’1 olgusal bilgi, 15’1 kavramsal bilgi,
401 iglemsel bilgi ve 2’si istbiligsel bilgi boyutunda siniflandirilmistir. Bilgi basamagi boyutundaki
yiizdeliklerde (f=72) ise en yiiksek oranin %55.55 ile islemsel bilgi basamagina ait oldugu
gbzlemlenmistir. En diisiik oranda ise %2.77 ile iistbilissel bilgi vardir.

Ayrica K.1. kodlu ders kitabindaki iinite degerlendirmelerde yer alan 42 soruda toplamda 72
adet (f=72) bilissel beceri boyutu oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Sorular biligsel beceri boyutunda ele
alindiginda ise toplam (f=72); 11 adet hatirlama, 35 adet anlama, 8 adet uygulama, 13 adet ¢oziimleme,
3 adet degerlendirme ve 2 adet yaratma basamaginda siniflandirilmistir. Biligsel beceri boyutundaki
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ylizdeliklerde (f=72) en yiiksek oran1 %48.61 ile anlama basamagi olusturmaktadir. En diisiik oranda
ise %2.77 ile yaratma basamagi vardir.

Grafik 1. ve Grafik 2.’da K.1. kodlu ders kitabindaki tinite degerlendirme sorularmin bilgi ve
bilissel beceri boyutundaki yiizdelik dilim oranlar1 gosterilmektedir.

1.,Bilg] Boyutu

3%

Grafik 1. K.1. Kodlu Ders Kitabindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularmin YBT de bilgi boyutuna gore
smiflandirmasinin yiizdelik dilimi gésterimi

Bilissel Beceri Boyutu

Yaratma

Degerlendirme
3%

4%

Grafik 2. K.1. Kodlu Ders Kitabindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularmin YBT de bilissel beceri boyutuna gére
smiflandirmasinin yiizdelik dilimi gésterimi
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Ikinci Alt Probleme Iliskin Bulgular

Bu boliimde “2019 ilkokul 2. Sinif Matematik ders kitaplarindaki iinite degerlendirme
sorularinin YBT’de bulunan bilgi ve bilissel beceri basamaklarina gore dagilimi nasildir?” alt
problemine cevap aranmis ve sonuglar tablolastirilmigtir. Arastirmada bu alt probleme ait ders kitabi
K.2. olarak kodlanmisgtir. Arastirma kapsaminda 2019 yilinda MEB tarafindan dagitilan ve okutulan 2.
smif Matematik Ders Kitabi’ndaki 6 iinite sonunda yer alan iinite degerlendirmelerde60 soru tespit
edilmigtir. Tablo 2.’de ve aragtirmacilarin YBT’nin bilgi ve bilissel beceri boyutunda ortak olarak
kesisen siniflandirmasi ile elde edilen bulgularin dagilimi ve ytizdelik dilimi gosterilmektedir. Ayrica
Grafik 3. ve Grafik 4.’de hedef sorularin YBT bilgi ve biligsel beceri boyutundaki siniflandirmasinin
ylizdelik dilimi bulunmaktadir.

Tablo 2. K.2. Kodlu Ders Kitabindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularmin YBT de bilgi ve bilissel beceri
boyutuna gore siniflandirmasi

Frekans Toplam
Bilgi/Biligsel Olgusal Kavramsal Islemsel Ustbiligsel Toplam %
Boyut Bilgi Bilgi Bilgi Bilgi
Hatirlama 6 8 1 20 22.22
Anlama 8 7 12 27 30
Uygulama 7 1 15 16.66
Coziimleme 2 6 8 16 17.77
Degerlendirme 6 1 10 11.11
Yaratma 2 2 3.33
Toplam 15 32 40 3
% 16.66 35.55 44.44 3.33

Tablo 2. ile K.2. ismiyle kodlanmig olan 2019 yil1 2. Simif Matematik ders kitabinda 6 iinite
sonundaki degerlendirmelerinde yer alan 60 adet sorunun arastirmacilarin birlikte siniflandiriimig
olduklari, YBT’nin bilgi ve biligsel beceri boyutunda kesistigi ortak noktalar frekans ve yiizdelik
dagilimi verilmistir. K.2. kodlu ders kitabindaki bu 60iinite degerlendirme sorusunun toplam 90 adet
(f=90) bilgi boyutu saptanmistir. Sorular bilgi boyutundaki siniflandirmasinda (f=90); 15 adet olgusal
bilgi, 32 adet kavramsal bilgi, 40 adet islemsel bilgi ve 3 adet iistbiligsel bilgi boyutu oldugu
belirlenmistir. Hedef sorularin bilgi basamagi1 boyutundaki ytizdeliklerde (f=90), %44.44 ile islemsel
bilgi basamaginin en yiiksek oran oldugu ve %3.33 orani ile iistbiligsel bilginin en diisiik oran degerini
paylastig1 gozlemlenmistir.

Bununla birlikte K.2. kodlu ders kitabindaki iinite degerlendirmelerinde yer alan 60 sorunun
toplamda 90 adet (f=90) biligsel beceri boyut oldugu tespit edilmistir. Hedef sorular biligsel beceri
boyutunda smiflandirildiginda ise (f=90); bunlardan 20’sinin hatirlama, 27’°sinin anlama, 15’inin
uygulama, 16’smin ¢6ziimleme, 10’unun degerlendirme ve 2’sinin yaratma basamaginda oldugu
belirlenmistir. Bilissel beceri boyutundaki yiizdeliklerde (f=90) en yiiksek oran %22.22 ile anlama
basamagi olusturmaktadir. Ayrica siniflandirmanin en diisiik oraninda 3.33 ile yaratma basamagi yer
almaktadir.

Grafik 3. ve Grafik 4.’de K.2. kodlu ders kitabindaki iinite degerlendirme sorularimin bilgi ve
biligsel beceri boyutundaki yiizdelik dilim oranlar1 gosterilmektedir.
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Grafik 3. K.2. Kodlu Ders Kitabindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularmin YBT de bilgi boyutuna gére
siniflandirmasinin ylizdelik dilimi gosterimi
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Grafik 4. K.2. Kodlu Ders Kitabindaki Unite Degerlendirme Sorularmim YBT’de bilissel beceri
boyutuna gore siiflandirmasmin ytizdelik dilimi gosterimi

Tartisma, Sonug ve Oneriler

Bu ¢alismanin amaci geregi 2019 yili MEB tarafindan dagitilan ve okutulan 1. ve 2. simf
matematik ders kitaplarindaki {inite sonlarinda 6grenimin ne dl¢iide gergeklestigini sinayan toplamda
102 soru YBT’nin bilgi ve biligsel beceri boyutlarina gore incelenmis ve analiz edilmistir. Tablo haline
getirilen bulgularin yapilan smiflamadaki dengesiz dagilimi arastirmacilarin ulastigi en Onemli
sonuglardan birisidir. Oyle ki baz1 siniflandirmalarda kimi bilgi ya da bilissel beceri boyutuna ya ¢ok az
rastlanildig1 gézlemlenmistir. Eksik ya da neredeyse hi¢ olmayan bu bilgi/biligsel beceri boyutlar
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akillarda yapilandirmaci yaklasimi benimseyerek hazirlanmasi gereken ders kitaplarinda hakkinda soru
isaretleri olusturmustur. Ciinkii ders kitaplar1 genel anlamda, bilgi boyutunda iglemsel bilgide; bilissel
beceride ise anlama boyutunda smiflandiriimugtir. Ustbilissel bilgi veya degerlendirme ve yaratma
basamaklarina bu denli az rastlanilmasi ders kitaplarinin, 6grencilere 6grendikleri bilgileri yeni bir
ortama aktarma ya da 6grendikleri ile ortaya yeni bir iiriin koymalar1 i¢in yeterli firsati vermedigini
acikca belli etmektedir. Sarar Kuzu (2013) yaptigi ¢alismada 6rneklem bazinda segtigi ders kitabindaki
sorulart YBT bazinda siniflandirdiginda iist diizey diislinme beceri basamaklarina oldukca az
rastlanildigini ifade etmis ve bu durumun yapilandirmaci yaklasim anlayis1 zayiflattigim belirtmistir.
Krathwohl (2002) istbiligsel bilgiyi bilis bilgisi yani kendi bilisinin farkinda olmak olarak tanimlamaistir.
Buradan hareketle yapilan 6gretimde, Ogrencileri listbiligsel bilgiye yonlendirecek dogru sorular
sorulmadik¢a Ggrencilerin kendini tanimasi ve bildikleri 1s1ginda 6grenmesinin zorlagma ihtimali
kolaylikla akillarda soru isareti birakabilir. Ogretmenlerin hazirladig1 matematik ders kazanimlari, yazili
sinavlar1 ve merkez sinavlarda sorulan matematik sorularini YBT ile siniflandirmis 6nceki ¢alismalarda
da(Ayvaci ve Tiirkdogan, 2010; Gokler, Aypay ve Ari, 2012; Dalak, 2015; Demir, 2015; Kala, 2015;
Zorluoglu, Kizilaslan ve Sozbilir, 2016; Karaman, 2016; Uymaz, 2016; Yakali, 2016; Cift¢i, 2017,
Ulum, 2017; Yunita, 2017; Ar1, 2018; Biiyiikalan Filiz ve Delal Turan, 2018; Celik, Kul ve Uzun, 2018;
Gokdeniz, 2018; Aslan ve Atik, 2018; Ardahanli, 2018; Kozikoglu,2018; Altiparmak ve Palabiyik,
2019; Yolcu, 2019) iistbiligsel bilginin diger bilgi boyutu oranlarina gore diisiik oldugu gézlemlenmistir.
Ogrencileri iistbilis bilgisine yonlendiren sorularin yetersizligi gézlenmis ve hal boyle iken kendini ve
kendi biligini tanimayan ogrenciler yetistirdigimiz durumu yapilan 6gretimlerde akillara soru isareti
olusturmaktadir. Incelenen iinite degerlendirme sorularinda yetersiz smiflandirmalardan YBT’nin
biligsel beceri boyutlarindan degerlendirme ve yaratma basamagma da ait oldugu saptanmistir.
Krathwohl ve Anderson (2014, 5.108) degerlendirmenin tanimini 6lgiitler ya da standartlara dayali
yargilamalar yapmak seklinde yapmistir. Ayrica ayni yazarlar, yaratmayi ise 6geleri biitiinlesik ve
islevsel bir biitiinliik olusturacak sekilde bir araya getirmek olarak tanimlamislardir. Yaratma siirecinde
dikkate alinmasi gereken en Onemli seyin orijinallik ya da Ozgiinlilkten ziyade Ogrencilerin
ogrendiklerini yas ve 6gretimlerine uygun sekilde hayata gegirmeleri oldugunu belirtmislerdir. Ancak
calisma dogrultusunda hedef aliman 1. ve 2. Simf matematik ders kitaplarindaki, 6grencinin
ogrendiklerini en iyi aktarabilecegi sorular olarak bulunmasi gereken iinite degerlendirme sorulari ne
yazik ki 6grencilere bu firsatlart vermede oldukea yetersiz kalmistir.

Bulgular 15181nda elde edilen sonuclardan birisi de islemsel bilginin 6rneklem bazinda segilen
sorularin genelinde olmasidir. Diger bilgi boyutlariyla arasindaki dengesiz dagilimin bu sekilde olmasi
aslinda zannedildigi gibi olumsuz bir durum degildir. Krathwohl ve Anderson (2014), genel anlamda
islemsel bilgiyi daha ¢ok alana iligkin arastirma yapmak ve bu aragtirmalarla ne tiir algoritma, yontem
veya strateji uygulayacagini bilme becerisi olarak yorumlamigslardir. Bu yiizden ders kitaplarinda yer
alan tnite degerlendirme sorularimin c¢ogunlukla islemsel bilgide siniflandirilmasi aslinda hedef
sorularin matematik alaninda etkili oldugu ve 6gretimi alana iligkin yapmaya calistigimin gostergesidir.

Her smif 6gretmeninin egitim fakiiltelerinde 6gretilen ve okul tecriibeleriyle edinmis oldugu
bilgiler 1s1g8inda, okula yeni baslayan 6grenciler heniiz oyun ¢aginda oldugu i¢in yapilan 6gretimde
onlarn dikkatini en fazla oyun ve uygulamalar ile ¢ekilmesi konusunda hemfikir oldugu sdylenebilir.
Ball1 (2006) ilkdgretimdeki ¢ocuklarin saglikli gecirmesi i¢in bu kritik donemi biligsel ve duyussal
gelisim goz Oniine alinarak sosyal ve fiziksel agidan gesitli uyaranlar ihtiyag duydugunu ve bununda en
kolay yolu yolunun oyundan gegtigini belirtmistir (Akt: Karamustafaoglu ve Aksoy, 2020). Ogrenciler
kendini ne kadar ¢ok uygulama ve etkinligin i¢inde bulursa 6grenme de o kadar kolay ve eglenceli hale
gelir. Bu durumda 6gretmenler, gerek ders dncesi hazirliklarla gerekse ders kitaplarinin yardimlariyla
ogretimi aktif hale getirmeleri gerektiginin farkindadirlar. Ogrencilerin aktif oldugu yapilandirmaci
yaklasimla hazirlanan veya hazirlanmasi gereken ders kitaplarindaki soru ve etkinliklerin de bu durumu
g0z Oniine almasi siiphesiz ¢ok 6nemlidir. Bu durumda, arastirmanin amaci dogrultusunda segilen iinite
degerlendirme sorularimin YBT ile smiflandirildiginda biligsel beceri boyutundaki uygulama
basamaginin diger basamaklara gore yeterli diizeyde olmasi arastirma i¢in olumlu etki yarattigi
sOylenebilir. Yapilandirmaci yaklasimin ortaya konulmasiyla birlikte Piaget (1953) gibi pek ¢ok
aragtirmaci, oyun ¢agindaki cocuklarin uygulamali etkinliklerle kalicilig1 ve bilgi aktarimini1 daha kolay
yaptigin1 her daim dnemle altin1 ¢izmektedir. Mayer ve Wittrock (1996), egitimin amaglarindan en
onemli iki tanesinin Ogrenilenlerin kaliciliginin ve transferinin artirilmasi ve bu ikisinin anlaml
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ogrenmeyi olusturdugunu belirtmislerdir (Anderson ve Krathwohl, 2014). Dolayisiyla 6grencinin
matematik dersinde etkin olarak ve igerisinde uygulamalar yaparak gecirmesi, ilkokul ¢agindaki
cocuklarin somut 6grenme donemi ve anlamli 6grenme i¢in en iyi islevlerinden birisi olmaktadir.

Arastirmanin belki de en 6nemli bulgularindan bir digeri 6rneklem bazindaki 102 sorunun genel
anlamda YBT’ nin anlama basamaginda toplanmasidir. Anderson ve Krathwohl (2014) biligsel beceri
boyutlarindan biri olan anlamay1 kendi igerisinde 7 maddede (yorumlama, 6rneklendirme, siniflama,
ozetleme, sonug ¢ikarma, karsilastirma ve aciklama)agiklamislardir. Unite degerlendirme sorularinin
genelinin anlama boyutunda siniflandirilmasi hazirlanan sorularm aslinda bu yedi maddeyi en fazla
iceren sorular oldugunun gostergesidir. Ozellikle dgrencilerin yas 6zellikleri gdz oniine alindiginda
cocuklarin bir konuyu anlamak i¢in 6rnekleme, siniflama ve karsilastirma gibi anlamay1 igeren bilis
calismalar1 yapmalarinin 6gretimi igsellestirmelerinde bir hayli yardimi1 dokunacaktir. Celik, Kul ve
Uzun’un (2018), Matematik Dersi Ogretim Programindaki kazanimlari YBT bazinda inceledikleri
calisma tespit edilen toplamda 215 kazanimin siniflandirilmasindan elde ettigi sonuglardan biriside
kazanimlarin bilissel beceri siirecinde genel anlamda ‘anlama’ basamaginda toplandigidir.

Arastirmanin sonug kismi genel olarak 6zetlenecek olursa; ¢aligma kapsaminda segilen 2019
yili 1. ve 2. sinif matematik ders kitaplarinda yer alan {inite degerlendirme sorular1t YBT tablolar ile
siiflandirilmis ve elde edilen veriler frekans ve yiizdelik dilimler seklinde ifade edilmistir. Bu
ylizdelikler incelendiginde, toplamda 102 sorunun genel olarak bilgi boyutunda islemsel bilgi ve biligsel
beceri boyutunda ise anlama ile siniflandirildig1 goriilmektedir. Bu anlamda 6gretimde 6gretilenlerin
sonucunu alma veya 6grenilenlerin bir degerlendirmesini yapma yollarindan biri olarak hazirlanan {inite
degerlendirme sorularinin olusturulma asamasinda daha ¢ok, bilgi boyutunda iistbiligsel bilginin, bilissel
beceri boyutunda ise degerlendirme ve yaratma basamaginin eksik oldugu ve yeni hazirlanan kitaplarda
bu durumun goz oniinde bulundurulmasi gerektigi diistiniilmektedir.

Bu durumda arastirma sonuglarina dayali olarak uygulamaya ve gelecek arastirmalara yonelik
bazi 6neriler getirilebilir:

e Bu aragtirmada YBT bazinda smiflandirilan 2019 yili 1. ve 2. Smif matematik ders
kitaplarindaki iinite degerlendirme sorulari genel anlamda bilgi boyutunda islemsel bilgide;
bilissel boyutta ise anlama boyutunda bulunmustur. Bu orantisiz dagilim dikkate alinarak ders
kitaplarinda daha ¢ok {istbiligsel beceri boyutlarindan olan ¢dziimleme, degerlendirme ve
yaratma basamaklari baz alinarak hazirlanan sorular eklenebilir.

e Ders kitaplarindaki iinite degerlendirme sorularinin 6nemi sinif 6gretmenleri ile goriismeler
yapilarak arastirma konusu olarak ele aliabilir.

e Farkli derslere, yillara ve sinif diizeylerine yonelik benzer konuda arastirmalar yapilabilir.
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EK-1: Bir Hedefin Smiflama Tablosu Siniflandirmasi (Anderson ve Krathwohl, 2014, s.41)

Bilgi  Birikimi | Biligsel Siire¢c Boyutu
Boyutu
1.HATIRLAMA | 2.ANLAMA | 3.UYGULAMA | 4.COZUMLEME | 5.DEGERLENDIRME | 6.YARATMA
A.OLGUSAL
BILGI

B.KAVRAMSAL
BILGI

C.ISLEMSEL
BILGI

D.USTBILISSEL
BILGI
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