
 

 

 

 

e-ISSN 2149-7702  

e-ISSN 2587-0718                                 DOI:10.38089/ekuad.2020.9 
Vol 6 (2020) No2, 136-148 

 

  

 

136 

Investigation of Unit Evaluation Questions in Elementary School 1st and 

2nd Grade Mathematics Textbooks According to Revised Bloom Taxonomy 

 

Büşra USLUOĞLU1, Veli TOPTAŞ2 

 

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 Eğitim Bakanlığı, 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 & Dönmez, 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 (Çekirdekci & Toptaş, 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 & Kıroğlu, 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 I 

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. 

 

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(Coşar, 2011; Kahramanoğlu, 2013; Sarar Kuzu, 2013; Rohani, 

Taheri & Poorzangeneh, 2014; Sivaraman & Krishna, 2015; Büyükalan Filiz & Delal Turan, 2018; 

Susan, Warsoo & Faridi, 2020); other classification goals include curricula, questions in country-wide 

exams, and teaching achievements(Ayvacı & Türkdoğan, 2010; Dalak, 2015; Karaman, 2016; 

Ardahanlı, 2018; Bangahei, Bagheri & Yanini, 2020).Yalçın (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 (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 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 (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 2016).In 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 (Yıldırım & Şimşek, 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 " Öğrenme Öğretim ve 

Değerlendirme ile İlgili Bir Sınıflama Bloom'un Eğitimin Hedefleri ile İlgili Sınıflamasının 

Güncelleştirilmiş Biçimi ", translated by Özçelik (2014), named Bloom's Classification Related to the 

Objectives 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 

/Cognitive  

Factual 

Knowledge 

 

Conceptual 

Knowledge 

 

Procedural 

Knowledge 

 

Meta-cognitive 

Knowledge 

 

Total % 

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 

questions. 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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Graph 1. Percentage representation of the Unit Evaluation Questions in the Textbook named K.1 code according 

to the information dimension in RBT 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Factual 
Knowledge

21%

Conceptual 
Knowledge

21%

Procedural 
Knowledge

55%

Meta-cognitive 

Knowledge

3%

The Knowledge Dimension

Remember
15%

Understand
49%

Apply
11%

Analyze
18%

Evaluate
4%

Create
3%

The Cognitive Process Dimension



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research, 2020, Vol 6, No 2, 136-148 Büşra USLUOĞLU, Veli TOPTAŞ 

 

142 

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 

/Cognitive 

Factual 

Knowledge 

 

Conceptual 

Knowledge 

 

Procedural 

Knowledge 

 

Meta-cognitive 

Knowledge 

Total % 

Remember 5 6 8 1 20 22.22 

Understand 8 7 12  27 30 

Apply  7 7 1 15 16.66 

Analyze 2 6 8  16 17.77 

Evaluate  6 3 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. 
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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 

 

 

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 
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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 (Ayvacı & 

Türkdoğan, 2010; Gökler, Aypay & Arı, 2012; Dalak, 2015; Demir, 2015; Kala, 2015; Zorluoğlu, 

Kızılaslan & Sözbilir, 2016; Karaman, 2016; Uymaz, 2016; Yakalı, 2016; Çiftçi, 2017; Ulum, 2017; 

Yunita, 2017; Arı, 2018; Büyükalan Filiz & Delal Turan, 2018; Çelik, Kul & Uzun, 2018;  Gökdeniz, 

2018; Aslan & Atik, 2018; Ardahanlı, 2018; Kozikoğlu,2018; Altıparmak & Palabıyık, 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. Ballı (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(Karamustafaoğlu &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. Çelik, 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: 

 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. 

 The importance of unit evaluation questions in the textbooks can be discussed by the 

conducting interviews with the classroom teachers. 

 Similar researches can be conducted for different courses, years and grade levels. 

References 

Altıparmak, K., ve Palabıyık, E. (2019). 1-8. Sınıf kesirler, kesirlerle işlemler ve ondalık gösterim alt öğrenme 

alanlarına ait kazanımların Revize Edilmiş Bloom Taksonomisi’ne göre analizi. İlköğretim Online, 18(1). 

Anderson, L., & Krathwohl, D. E. (2001). A Taxonomy for learning teaching and assessing: Arevision of 

Bloom's taxonomy of educational objectives. New York: AddisonWesley Longman. Erişim 

Adresi:https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235465787_A_Taxonomy_for_Learning_Teaching_and_

Assessing_A_Revision_of_Bloom's_Taxonomy_of_Educational_Objectives 

Anderson, L. W., & Krathwohl, D. R. (Ed.). (2014). Öğrenme öğretim ve değerlendirme ile 

ilgili bir sınıflama: Bloom’un eğitimin hedefleri ile ilgili sınıflamasının güncelleştirilmiş 

biçimi. (D. A. Özçelik, Çev.) (2. Baskı). Ankara: Pegem Akademi Yayıncılık. 

Aslan, M. ve Atik, U. (2018). 2015 Ve 2017 İlkokul Türkçe Dersi Öğretim Programı kazanımlarının revize 

edilmiş Bloom Taksonomisine göre incelenmesi. Uluslararası Türkçe Edebiyat Kültür Eğitim (TEKE) 

Dergisi, 7 (1), 528-547.  

Ardahanlı, Ö. (2018). TEOG Sınavı Matematik soruları ile 8.sınıf matematik yazılı sınav sorularının yenilenmiş 

Bloom Taksonomisine göre incelenmesi.Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Eskişehir Osmangazi 

Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Eskişehir. 

Arı, T. (2018). 2015 ve 2017 Ortaokul Türkçe Öğretim Programlarındaki kazanımların Yenilenmiş Bloom 

Taksonomisine ve öğretmen görüşlerine göre incelenmesi.Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Gaziantep 

Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Gaziantep. 

Ayvacı, H. Ş., ve Türkdoğan, A. (2010). Yeniden yapılandırılan Bloom Taksonomisine göre Fen Ve Teknoloji 

dersi yazılı sorularının incelenmesi. Türk Fen Eğitimi Dergisi, 7(1), 13-25. 

Baghaei, S., Bagheri, M. S., & Yamini, M. (2020). Analysis of IELTS and TOEFL reading and listening tests in 

terms of revised bloom’s taxonomy. Cogent Education, 1720939. 

https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235465787_A_Taxonomy_for_Learning_Teaching_and_Assessing_A_Revision_of_Bloom's_Taxonomy_of_Educational_Objectives
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/235465787_A_Taxonomy_for_Learning_Teaching_and_Assessing_A_Revision_of_Bloom's_Taxonomy_of_Educational_Objectives


Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research, 2020, Vol 6, No 2, 136-148 Büşra USLUOĞLU, Veli TOPTAŞ 

 

146 

Bloom, B. S. (1956). Taxonomy of educational objectives, the classification of educational goals, handbook I: 

Cognitive Domain. New York: David McKay Company. 

Büyükalan Filiz, S. ve Delal Turan, S. (2018). 4. Sınıf Öğretmenlerinin temel derslerde sordukları yazılı sınav 

sorularının Bloom Taksonomisi açısından incelenmesi. Asya Studıes, 5(5), 11-20. 

Coşar, Y. (2011). İlköğretim altıncı sınıf matematik dersi çalışma kitabındaki soruların kapsam geçerlik ve 

yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisinin Bilişsel Süreç boyutuna göre analizi.Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans 

tezi, Atatürk Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Erzurum. 

Çekirdekci, S. ve Toptaş, V. (2017). Bruner’in zihinsel gelişim ilkelerine göre ilkokul matematik ders ve çalışma 

kitaplarında geometri. International Journal of Education Technology and Scientific Researches, 2, 72-86. 

Çelik, S., Kul, Ü. ve  Çalık Uzun, S. (2018). Ortaokul matematik dersi öğretim programındaki kazanımların 

yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisine göre incelenmesi. Abant İzzet Baysal Üniversitesi Eğitim Fakültesi 

Dergisi, 18(2), 775-795. 

Çiftçi, M. (2017). Farklı tür okullarda görev yapan fizik öğretmenlerinin sınavlarında sordukları soruların 

Yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisine göre sınıflandırılması -(Van İli Örneği). Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans 

Tezi, Yüzüncü Yıl Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Van. 

Dalak, O. (2015). Teog sınav soruları ile 8. Sınıf öğretim programlarındaki ilgili kazanımların Yenilenmiş 

Bloom Taksonomisine göre incelenmesi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Gaziantep Üniversitesi,  

Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Gaziantep. 

Demir, P. (2015). Yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisi'ne göre 2005 yılı Sosyal Bilgiler Öğretim Programında yer 

alan kazanımlar ve seviye belirleme sınav soruları. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi,Ondokuz Mayıs 

Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Samsun. 

Demirel, Ö. ve Kıroğlu, K. Ed.(2006). Konu Alanı Ders Kitabı İncelemesi, (2. Baskı). PegemaYayıncılık. 

Eroğlu, D. (2013). 6, 7, 8. Sınıf Türkçe çalışma kitaplarındaki dilbilgisi soruları ve kazanımlarının Yenilenmiş 

Bloom Taksonomisine göre değerlendirilmesi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek lisans tezi, Başkent Üniversitesi, 

Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Ankara. 

Gökdeniz, M. (2018). TEOG sınavı İngilizce sorularının İngilizce dersi öğretim programına 

uygunluğu ve yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisine göre sınıflandırılması. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans 

Tezi, Eskişehir Osmangazi Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Eskişehir. 

Gökler, Z. S., Aypay, A., ve Arı, A. (2012). İlköğretim İngilizce dersi hedefleri kazanımları SBS soruları ve 

yazılı sınav sorularının yeni Bloom Taksonomisine göre değerlendirilmesi. Eğitimde Politika Analizi 

Dergisi, 1(2), 115-133. 

Kahramanoğlu, E. (2013). İlköğretim Fen ve Teknoloji ders kitaplarının Bloom Taksonomisi 

açısından değerlendirilmesi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi, İstanbul Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri 

Enstitüsü, İstanbul. 

Kala, A. (2015). KPSS Biyoloji alan bilgisi sorularının alan bilgisi yeterlikleri çerçevesinde Yenilenmiş Bloom 

Taksonomisi ile analizi: 2013 yılı örneği. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Marmara Üniversitesi, 

Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, İstanbul. 

Karaman, M. (2016). İlköğretim Matematik Öğretmenlerinin Sınav Soruları İle TEOG Matematik Sorularının 

Yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisine Göre Analizi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi,Gaziantep 

Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Gaziantep. 

Karamustafaoğlu, O., ve Aksoy, S. (2020). “Canlıların sınıflandırılması” konusunda geliştirilen eğitsel oyunla 

ilgili öğretmen görüşleri. Academia Eğitim Araştırmaları Dergisi, 5(1), 90-109. 

Karasar, N. (2006). Bilimsel Araştırma Yöntemi. Ankara: Nobel Yayın Dağıtım. 

Karasar, N. (2008). Bilimsel araştırma yöntemi. Ankara: Nobel Yayınları.  

Krathwohl, D. R. (2002). A revision of Bloom's taxonomy: An overview. Theory into practice, 41(4), 212-218. 

Kozikoğlu, İ. (2018). The Examination of alignment between national assessment and english curriculum 

objectives using revised bloom's taxonomy. Educational Research Quarterly, 41(4), 50-77. 

Milli Eğitim Bakanlığı (2018). Matematik Dersi Öğretim Programı. Ankara: MEB. 

Ocak, G. ve Dönmez, S. (2010). İlköğretim 4. ve 5. sınıf öğrencilerinin matematik etkinliklerine yönelik tutum 

ölçeği geliştirme. Kuramsal Eğitimbilim Dergisi, 3(2), 69-82 

Piaget, J. (1953). The origins of intelligence in children. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 17(6), 467–467. 

Roohani, A., Taheri, F.& Poorzangeneh, M. (2013). Evaluating four corners textbooks in terms of cognitive 

processes using Bloom’s Revised Taxonomy. Research in Applied Linguistics, 4(2), 51-67. 



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research, 2020, Vol 6, No 2, 136-148 Büşra USLUOĞLU, Veli TOPTAŞ 

 

147 

Saban, A. Ersoy, A. (2017). Eğitimde nitel araştırma desenleri.(Genişletilmiş 2. Baskı). Ankara: Anı Yayıncılık 

(s.144-145). 

Sarar Kuzu, T. (2013). Türkçe ders kitaplarındaki metin altı sorularının Yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisindeki 

hatırlama ve anlama bilişsel düzeyleri açısından incelenmesi. Cumhuriyet Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi 

Sosyal Bilimler Dergisi, 37(1), 58-76. 

Sivaraman, S. I., &Krishna, D. (2015). Blooms Taxonomy–application in exam papers assessment. Chemical 

Engineering (VITU), 12(12), 32. 

Susan, S., Warsono, W., & Faridi, A. (2020). The evaluation of exercises compatibility between revised bloom’s 

taxonomy and 2013 curriculum reflected in English textbook. English Education Journal, 252-265. 

Ulum, H. (2017). MEB İlkokul 2, 3 ve 4. sınıf türkçe ders ve çalışma kitaplarında yer alan etkinliklerin 

yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisine göre incelenmesi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi,Mersin 

Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Mersin. 

Uymaz, M. (2016). Öğretmen yapımı Sosyal Bilgiler Dersi sınav sorularının soru türleri, kapsam geçerliği ve 

Yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisine göre incelenmesi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi,Sakarya 

Üniversitesi, Eğitim Bilimleri Enstitüsü, Sakarya. 

Yakalı, D. (2016). TEOG sınavlarındaki matematik sorularının Yenilenmiş Bloom Taksonomisi ve Öğretim 

Programına göre değerlendirilmesi. Yayımlanmamış Yüksek Lisans Tezi, Adnan Menderes Üniversitesi, 

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitüsü, Aydın. 

Yalçın, S. (2020). İlkokul üçüncü sınıf matematik ders kitaplarının içerdiği etkinlikler ve sorular bağlamında 

incelenmesi. Erzincan University Faculty of Education Journal, 22(1), 18–34. doi:10.17556/erziefd.463013 

Yıldırım, A. ve Şimşek, H. (2016). Sosyal bilimlerde nitel araştırma yöntemleri. (Genişletilmiş 10. Baskı). 

Ankara: Seçkin Yayıncılık (s.41). 

Yolcu, H. H. (2019). İlkokul öğretim programı 3 ve 4. sınıf fen bilimleri dersi kazanımlarının Revize Edilmiş 

Bloom Taksonomisi açısından analizi ve değerlendirilmesi. İlköğretim Online, 18(1). 

Yunita, Y. (2017). Analısıs soal ınternatıonal junıor olympıade (ıjso) saıns (kımıa) berdasarkan dımensı proses 

kognıtıf dan pengetahuan. EduChemia (Jurnal Kimia dan Pendidikan), 2(1), 1-13. 

Zorluoğlu, S. L., Kızılaslan, A., ve Sözbilir, M. (2016). Ortaöğretim Kimya dersi öğretim programı 

kazanımlarının yapılandırılmış Bloom Taksonomisine göre analizi ve değerlendirilmesi. Necatibey Eğitim 

Fakültesi Elektronik Fen ve Matematik Eğitimi Dergisi, 10(1). 

 

 

  



Journal of Education, Theory and Practical Research, 2020, Vol 6, No 2, 136-148 Büşra USLUOĞLU, Veli TOPTAŞ 

 

148 

ANNEX-1: Classification Table of a Target (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2014, p.41) 

 

The Knowledge 

Dimension 

The Cognitive Process 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 

      


