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The goal of this study is to examine Turkish language teachers’ competencies in
preparing higher-order thinking questions. Designed as a descriptive research, this
study was conducted through a document analysis method. The data consisted of
questions prepared by teachers employed in secondary schools in a medium-sized city
in Turkey. A higher-order question preparation guideline was used as a data collection
tool, and the analysis was carried out in two stages. First, the items were analyzed using
Revised Bloom's Taxonomy. Second, a categorical content analysis was conducted to
determine which thinking skills were measured by the questions that targeted higher-
order thinking skills. Findings showed that only 12.8% of the questions measured
higher-order thinking skills. It was also found that the questions largely focused on
measuring meaning-based structuring, inference, comparison, and application thinking
skills, while they were insufficient in measuring self-evaluation, problem solving,
discussion, sequencing, and questioning skills. This research revealed that teachers had
serious problems in authoring questions for higher-order thinking and that they needed
immediate training in this regard.
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Bu calismanin amaci, Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin {ist diizey soru hazirlama yeterliklerini
incelemektir. Betimsel bir aragtirma olarak tasarlanan bu calisma, dokiiman analizi
yontemiyle gerceklestirilmistir. Arastirmanin verilerini Tiirkiye'nin orta 6lgekli bir ilindeki
ortaokullarda gorev yapan ana dili 6gretmenlerinin hazirladig1 sorular olusturmaktadir. Veri
toplama araci olarak arastirmacilar tarafindan gelistirilmis olan {ist diizey soru hazirlama
yonergesi kullanilmis, aragtirmanin analizleri iki asamada gerceklestirilmistir. ilk asamada
sorular Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi baglaminda incelenmis, ikinci asamada ise iist diizey
diistinme becerisini 6lgmeyi hedefledigine karar verilen sorularn hangi diisiinme
becerilerini dlctiigiinii belirlemek icin kategorik icerik analizi yapilmistir. Arastirma
bulgulari, 6gretmenler tarafindan yazilan sorularin yalnizca %12,8'inin iist diizey diisiinme
becerilerini &l¢tiigiinii gostermistir. Ogretmenler tarafindan hazirlanan sorularm biiyiik
Olgiide anlam temelli yapilandirma, ¢ikarim, karsilastirma ve uygulama diisiinme
becerilerini 6lgmeye odaklandigy; 6z degerlendirme, problem ¢dzme, tartisma, siralama ve
sorgulama becerilerini 6l¢gmede yetersiz kaldig: tespit edilmistir. Bu arastirma dgretmenlerin
iist diizey diislinmeye yonelik soru yazmada zorlandiklarimi ve buna yonelik egitim
ihtiyaglar1 oldugunu ortaya koymustur.
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Giris

21. ylizyil bireylerin kompleks problem ¢6zmesini, giivenilir bilgiyi ayirt edebilmelerini,
degisime uyum saglayabilmelerini ve belirsizlikle bas edebilmelerini gerektirmektedir (Acar-Erdol,
2022; OECD, 2018). Bu gereksinimlere yanit verebilmek icin egitimciler, aragtirmacilar, is diinyas1 ve
egitimde politika yapicilar 6grencilerin okullarda, problem ¢6zme, elestirel diisiinme, yaratici diisiinme
ve analitik diistinme gibi “21. yiizy1l becerileri” ya da “iist diizey diisiinme becerileri” olarak
adlandirilan becerileri kazanmalarmim 6nemini vurgulamaktadirlar (Geisinger, 2016; Lu ve digerleri,

2021). Bunun igin de okullarin, bu becerileri kazandirmalar1 hem egitim politikalarinda (MEB, 2018)

hem de 6gretim programlarinda (Forster, 2004; MEB, 2019) hedeflenen bir husus olmustur.

Bununla birlikte ist diizey diisiinme becerilerine yonelik yapilan degerlendirmeler, sonuglarin
hedeflenen diizeyde olmadigini gostermektedir. Uluslararasi Ogrenci Degerlendirme Programi
(PISA)'nda 6grencilerin dil becerilerinden biri olan okudugunu anlama becerileri, iist diizey diisiinme
siirecleriyle iliskili olarak oOl¢iilmekte (Demirel ve Yagmur, 2017) ve besinci ve altinci diizeyler {ist
okuma yeterlik diizeyleri olarak kabul edilmektedir (OECD, 2019a). 2018 PISA sonucunda, OECD
ortalamasinda 6grencilerin yalmzca %1.3't altinc okuma diizeyine erisebilmistir. PISA’ya katilan 20
egitim sistemindeki 6grencilerin %0.01’den daha az1 altinc diizeye ulasabilmislerdir. Bes egitim
sisteminde altinci diizeye erisen 6grenci olmamuistir. Tiirkiye’de ise 6grencilerin %0.2’si altinc1 diizeye
erisebilmislerdir (OECD, 2019b). Bu durum oOgrencilerin st diizey diisiinme becerilerinin

gelistirilmesine ihtiyac oldugunu gostermektedir.

Ogrencilerin iist diizey diisiinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesinde kilit faktorlerden biri iist diizey
sorulardir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2023; Davoudi ve Sadeghi, 2015; Kelley-Mudie ve Phillips, 2016).
Ogretmenlerin iist diizey biligsel becerilere yonelik soru sormalarmin geregi de “Ogretmenlik Meslegi
Genel Yeterlikleri” icerisinde yer almistir (MEB, 2017). Ozellikle Tiirkce 6gretmenlerinden {ist diizey
soru sorma yeterligine sahip olmalari ve bu tarz sorular sormalar: beklenmektedir (Karatay ve Dilekgi,
2019). Cinkii Tiirkge dersindeki (Yildiz ve digerleri, 2019) ve okudugunu anlamadaki (Durgun ve
Onder, 2019) basar1 diger derslerdeki basariy1 etkilemektedir. Ana dilinde iist diizey diisiinmeyi
gerceklestiremeyen Ogrencilerin diger disiplinlerde gerceklestirmesi beklenen bir durum degildir
(Ozdemir, 2020). Bu nedenle bu derste kullanilan iist diizey sorular, diger derslerin basar1 ¢iktisini

etkileme giiciine de sahiptir.

Alan yazindaki ¢alismalarda 6gretmenlerin iist diizey sorulara yeterince yer vermemelerinin
nedenleri olarak; iist diizey soru hazirlamanin zaman ve planlama gerektirmesi, sorularin kullanacak
Ogretmenler tarafindan hazirlanmayip farkli yerlerden (internet siteleri, kitaplar vb.) alinmasi,
ogretmenlerin sorularin hangi bilissel diizeyi ol¢tiigiine dikkat etmemeleri, 6gretmenlik mesleginde
yeterli deneyime sahip olmamalar1 ve f{ist diizey sorularin degerlendirilmesinin zor olmasi

gosterilmistir (Brookhart, 2010; Collins, 2014; Jansen ve Moller, 2022; Seeger ve digerleri, 2018). Bu
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durum Tiirkce 6gretmenleriyle yapilan calismalarda da (Kanik-Uysal ve digerleri, 2022; Karatay ve
Dilekgi, 2019; Yildiz, 2021) vurgulanmis ve onlarin iist diizey soru hazirlamada zorlandiklarini ortaya
koymustur. Bu calismada, 6gretmenlerin iist diizey diisiinme sorusu hazirlama yeterliklerini somut ve
temel boyutlara odaklanarak incelemek amaglanmistir. Bu sayede Ogretmenlerin {ist diizey soru
hazirlama durumlari ortaya konularak bu konuda bir egitime ihtiyaglari olup olmadig: belirlenebilecek

ve bundan sonra yapilacak iyilestirme ¢alismalarina zemin hazirlanabilecektir.
Ust Diizey Diigiinme

Biligsel beceriler, genellikle alt diizey diisiinme (ADD) ve iist diizey diisiinme (UDD) olmak
tizere ikiye ayrilmaktadir (Airasian ve Russell, 2008; Lewis ve Smith, 1993; Newman, 1990). ADD
hatirlama, ezberleme ve daha dnceden edinilen bilgilerin rutin ve mekanik olarak uygulanmas1 gibi
daha temel diigiinme siireclerini icermektedir (Airasian ve Russell, 2008; Newman, 1990). Buna karsilik
UDD, bilginin analiz edilmesini, daha 6nce karsilasiilmamis problemleri ¢6zmeye yonelik bilginin ve
kurallarin transfer edilmesini ve duruma uyarlanmasini, fikirlerdeki karsitliklarin bulunmasini ya da
farkli bilgi parcalarinin tek bir fikir halinde sentezlenmesini, verilenlerden hareketle verilmeyene
yonelik ¢ikarimlarda bulunulmasini, yeni bir fikir, yontem ya da model gelistirme gibi temel diistinme
becerilerinin sistematik bir sekilde organize edilmesini gerekli kilan daha kompleks diisiinme
siireclerini kapsamaktadir (Airasian ve Russell, 2008; Cakir, 2013; Krause vd., 2021; Lewis ve Smith,
1993; Loyens vd., 2023 ). Bu diizeydeki beceriler; arastirmaya, sorgulamaya, esnek diisiinmeye, agik
fikirli olmaya, akil ytiiriitmeye ve belirsizlikle bas etmeye dayanmakta ve zihnin zorlu ve ¢ok boyutlu

kullanimini gerektirmektedir (Haladayna, 1997; Newmann, 1988; Resnick, 1987).

Ust diizey diizey diisiinme becerilerinin kapsamina yonelik aragtirmacilar tarafindan gesitli
simiflamalar yapilmistir. Haladyna (1997) ve Hwang vd. (2017), problem ¢dzme, elestirel diisiinme ve
yaratic1 diisiinmenin UDD becerilerini olusturdugunu belirtmislerdir. Brookhart (2010) UDD
becerilerini, transfer etme, elestirel diisiinme, problem ¢dzme olarak listelerken; Anderson vd. (2001)
ise Yenilenmis Bloom Taksonomisi (YBT)'nde ¢oziimleme, degerlendirme ve yaratmay: {ist diizey
diisiinme olarak kabul etmislerdir. Aragtirmacilarin siniflamalar: birlikte degerlendirildiginde; elestirel
diisiinme, yapilandirilmamis problem ¢ozme, karar verme, yansitict diisiinme, yaraticilik, 0z-
diizenleme, dogru c¢ikarimda bulunma, bilginin transfer edilmesi, analiz, degerlendirme, analitik
diisiinme gibi beceriler {ist diizey diistinme becerileri olarak kabul edilmektedir (Anderson ve digerleri,

2001; Brookhart, 2010; Jansen ve Moller, 2022; Krause vd., 2021; Lewis ve Smith, 1993).

Ust diizey diisiinme becerileri 6grenilebilen, alistirma yapilabilen ve gelistirilebilen becerilerdir
(Bono, 2013; Brookhart, 2010). Ancak bunlar kendiliginden gelismemekte, bilingli bir caba
gerektirmektedir. Ogrencilerin iist diizey diistinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesinde cesitli faktorler etkili
olmaktadir. Arastirmalarda 6grenme motivasyonu, akran etkilesimi, 6grenme stili, internet tutumu,

iletisim ve is birligi gibi faktorlerin 6grencilerin {ist diizey diisiinme becerilerini etkiledigi goriilmiistiir
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(Hwang ve digerleri, 2017; Lu ve digerleri, 2021; Tsai ve digerleri, 2011). Ust diizey diisiinme, 6grenenin
mevcut bilgilerini transfer edebildikleri, doniistiirebildikleri ve uyarlayabildikleri durumlarda
gerceklesmektedir (Erman-Aslanoglu, 2022). Ust diizey diisiinmeye dayali sorular bunlarin
yapilmasina olanak tanimakta ve iist diizey diisiinme becerisinin gelisiminde kilit strateji olarak
belirtilmektedir (Barnett ve Francis, 2012; Chen, 2019; Davoudi ve Sadeghi, 2015; Kelley-Mudie ve
Phillips, 2016; Paul ve Elder, 2007; Renaud ve Murray, 2007).

Ust Diizey Diisiinmeye Yénelik Sorular

Antik Yunan filozofu Sokrates, yaklasik 2500 y1l 6nce soru-cevap yontemi ile derinlemesine
sorular sorarak sorularin ve diisiinmenin arasindaki iliskinin énemini vurgulamistir (Acar-Erdol, 2020).
O zamandan beri, diisiinmenin sorularla yonlendirildigi bilinmektedir. Bagka bir deyisle, diisiinme
herhangi bir yere gotiirmiiyorsa bosuna bir ¢cabadir ve sorular diisiinmeyi dogru yone sevk etmektedir.
Ayrica, karmasik fikirler sorular araciligiyla giin 1s181ma ¢ikmaktadir. Tiim egitim bicimleri sorulara
ihtiya¢ duydugundan, sorular 6gretimin temel yap1 taslaridir (Biir, 2014; Paul ve Elder, 2007). Bununla
birlikte her soru 6grenciyi iist diizey diisiinmeye sevk etmemektedir. Sorularin diizeyi diistinmenin
diizeyini belirlemektedir (Acar-Erdol, 2020; Erdogan, 2017). Temel olarak iki tiir soru oldugundan
bahsedilebilir: Alt diizey diisiinme sorusu (ADDS) ve iist diizey diistinme sorusu (UDDS). Alt diizey
diisiinme sorulari, bilginin hatirlanmasini, geri ¢cagrilmasini, rutin ve mekanik kullanimini gerektiren
(Newmann, 1988; Wimer ve digerleri, 2001) ve bilindik problem ¢ozmeleri de iceren sorulardir (Jansen
ve Moller, 2022). Bununla birlikte, iist diizey diisiinme sorulari, 6grencilerin iist diizey yakinsak ve
wraksak diisiinmelerini analiz, sentez ve problem ¢6zme becerilerini, fikirleri iliskilendirme ve elestirel
degerlendirme, karsilastirma, karsitlik kurma ve fikirleri organize etme becerilerini, soyut veya sezgiye
ters diisen kavramlarla basa ¢itkma, uzun ve karmasik metinleri anlama, acik ipuglarina dayanarak
gercek ve fikir ayrimi yapma, cesitli kaynaklar1 belirleme becerilerini gerektirmektedir (Airasian ve
Russell, 2008; OECD, 2019b; Wilen ve Clegg, 1986). Bu tiir sorular ayrica akil yiiriitme, karar verme,

yansitma ve yaraticilik becerilerini de igerebilmektedir (Jansen ve Moller, 2022).

Ust diizey sorularin ve zihinsel becerilerin degerlendirilmesinde YBT bir gerceve sunmakta ve
arastirmacilar tarafindan siklikla kullanilmaktadir (Brookhart, 2010; Erman-Aslanoglu, 2022; Kanik-
Uysal ve digerleri, 2022; Liu ve digerleri, 2023; Seibert, 2023). YBT'nin ¢6ziimleme, degerlendirme ve
yaratma basamaklarindaki davranislara yonelik sorular, {ist diizey sorular olarak kabul edilmektedir
(Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Brookhart, 2010). Coziimleme basamagindaki sorularda genellikle, bir
materyali onu olusturan parcalara ayirma, parcalarin birbiri ve materyalin biitiinii ile iliskilerini
belirleme, ortiik anlamlar1 ¢ikarsama, Oriintiileri fark etme, gerekli ve gereksiz bilgileri ayirt etme,
bilgiler arasinda hiyerarsi olusturma gibi durumlar yoklanmaktadir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001;
Dickey, 2018; Lewis ve Smith, 1993). Degerlendirme basamagindaki sorularda, olgiitlere ve standartlara

dayal yargilara ulasma hedeflenmektedir. Son olarak yaratma basamagindaki sorularda ise, dgeleri
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uygun sekilde bir araya getirerek yeni, 6zgiin bir {iriin, model, ¢6ziim yolu olusturma istenmektedir
(Anderson ve digerleri, 2001). Bu arastirma kapsaminda da YBT'nin ¢6ziimleme, degerlendirme ve

yaratma basamagindaki sorular iist diizey sorular olarak degerlendirilmistir.

Ust diizey sorular, genellikle tamitic1 6nciil metinler, gorseller, senaryolar, kaynak materyaller
ya da problemler icermekte ve cevaplar verilen onciiller icerisinde yer almamaktadir (Brookhart, 2010;
Dickey, 2018). Bu tiir sorularin tek bir dogru yaniti olmamakta, yanitlar gorece uzun olmakta ve uzun
siire gerektirmekte (Airasian ve Russell, 2008; De Jarnette ve digerleri, 2020) ve 6grencileri karmasiklikla
basa cikmaya zorlamaktadir (Elder ve Paul, 1998). UDDS'ye yanit verebilmek igin birden fazla becerinin
bir arada ise kosulmas: gerekmektedir (Bayrak—f)zmutlu, 2020). C)rnegin, “ “Anaokulundan 12. sinifa
kadar olan egitimin nasil gelistirilebilecegi’ seklinde bir problemin ¢6ziimii igin Onerilen ‘6grencilere
not verme isine son verme’ seklinde bir ¢éziimii olas: etkililigi agisindan degerlendiriniz.” (Anderson
ve digerleri, 2001, p.85) gorevi YBT ye gore degerlendirme basamaginda yer almaktadir. Ogrencinin bu
gorevi yerine getirebilmesi icin analiz, akil ytirtitme, ipuglarini degerlendirme, varsayimlari tespit etme,
karar verme, farklh sonuglar1 karsilastirma ve argiiman olusturma gibi pek ¢ok beceriyi kullanmasi
gerekmektedir. Bu nedenle bu arastirmada iist diizey diisiinme sorularinin hangi biligsel becerileri

icerdigi de incelenmistir.

Ust diizey diisiinme sorularina yanit vermedeki zorluklara ragmen, bu sorularin pek ¢ok yarari
bulunmaktadir. Bu yararlardan baglicalari sunlardir: (i) Ogrencileri yansitmaya tesvik ederek semantik
kodlamay1 kolaylastirmas: (Barnett ve Francis, 2022), (ii) Meraklarin tetikleyerek etkili tartismalara
aktif katilimlarini artirmasi (Oo ve Habok, 2022), (iii) Ogrencilerin yeni 6grendikleri bir kavrami farkli
baglamlarda kullanmalarina yardimci olmasi (Yip, 2004), (iv) Ogrencilerin diisiinceleri {izerindeki
kontrollerini ve 6grenme motivasyonlarmi artirmasi (Brookhart, 2010), (v) Ust diizey diisiinme
becerilerinin gelistirilmesine ek olarak, Ogrencileri arastirma, okuma, goézlem yapma ve farkh
kaynaklardan veri toplama yoniinde yonlendirmesi (Kutlu ve Altintas, 2021; Renaud ve Murray, 2007;
Wimer ve digerleri, 2001). Bu yararlar dikkate alindiginda, UDDS'lerin 6grenme siirecine oldukga

faydali oldugu savunulabilir (Wimer ve digerleri, 2001).

Ust diizey diisiinme sorularmnin avantajlarindan yararlanabilmek igin égretmenlerin hem
O0grenme-ogretme siirecinde hem de degerlendirme siirecinde bu sorular: kullanmalar: gerekmektedir
(Wilen ve Clegg, 1986). Ancak yapilan calismalarda 6gretmenlerin iist diizey soru sorma yeterliklerine
yeterince sahip olmadiklari, agirlikli olarak alt diizey diisiinmeye yo&nelik sorular sorduklar
goriilmiistiir (Biir, 2014; Jansen ve Moller, 2022; Kanik-Uysal ve digerleri, 2022; Milawati ve Suryati,
2019; Wimer ve digerleri, 2001). UDDS'lere yeterince yer verilmemesi, 8grencileri ezbere ydneltmekte
ve bilgilerini gercek yasam durumlarina uyarlamalari olanagini azaltmaktadir (Kutlu ve Altintas, 2021).
Ayrica dgrencilerin siirekli benzer bilissel diizeyde sorularla karsilasmalari, onlarin diisiinme sinirlarin

ve yaraticiliklarini kesfetmelerini kisitlamaktadir (Fusco, 2015).
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Tiirkce Dersinde Ust Diizey Diisiinme Sorulart

Ana dil dersleri zihinsel becerilerin gelistirilmesinde 6nemli bir potansiyeline sahiptir (Bayrak-
Ozmutlu, 2020). Ciinkii dil, diisiinme eyleminin temel araci ve iletim yontemidir. Bir taraftan dil
olanaklarini kullanarak diistinceye kaynaklik ederken, diger taraftan temel dil becerileri kullanilarak
ifade edilen s6z, yaz1 veya gorseller diisiincenin tiriiniidiir ve bu durum da diisiincenin dile kaynaklik
ettigini gostermektedir (Ozdemir, 2019). Ogrenciler ana dillerinde ne kadar etkin olurlarsa, iist diizey
diisiinme becerilerini gelistirmeleri ve kapsamli kullanmalari o derece etkili olmaktadir (Rodriguez ve

digerleri, 2014).

Tiirkce dersi okudugunu anlama, elestirel okuma, yazma, konusma ve dinleme, yaratic1 okuma,
yazma ve konusma becerilerinin dogru ve etkili bir sekilde 6gretilmesinde ve gelistirilmesinde kaynak
derslerden biridir (Ates, 2013; Cer, 2017; MEB, 2019; OECD, 2019a). Okudugunu anlama becerisi, {ist
diizey diisiinme becerilerinin temellerinden biridir (Yildiz ve digerleri, 2022). Okudugunu anlamak igin
¢ikarimda bulunmak, metinde yazilanlarin 6tesindekileri kullanmak; yazmak i¢in neden sonug iligkisi
kurmak, analiz ve degerlendirme yapmak daha sonra bunlar1 sentezlemek; anlatmak icin varsayimlar:
ve olgulari ayirt etmek, bir yargiya varmak gerekmektedir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Lewis ve Smith,
1993). Benzer sekilde elestirel/yaratictc okuma ve yazma, elestirel ve yaratica diislinmeyi
gerektirmektedir (Ates, 2013). Bu nedenle Tiirk¢e dersinde iist diizey diisiinme becerilerinin
kullanilmas: gerekmektedir. Ogrencilerin iist diizey diisiinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesi Tiirkge
Ogretim programinin amaclari arasinda yer almistir. Bu amaci gerceklestirebilmek icin de yazili sinavlar

yapilirken UDDS'lere yer verilmesi belirtilmistir (MEB, 2019).

Yapilan arastirmalarda Ogrencilerin okudugunu anlamada sorun yasadiklari (Durgun ve
Onder, 2019) ve iist diizey okudugunu anlama becerilerinin diisiik oldugu (Yildiz ve digerleri, 2022)
gorilmiistiir. 2003'ten 2018’e tiim PISA sonuglarinda Tiirkiye'nin okuma basarisindaki ortalamasi,
OECD ortalamasindan diisiik olmustur. 2018 PISA sonuglarina gore de Tiirkiye’de 15 yas grubundaki
Ogrencilerin yalnizca %3’ iist diizey okuma yeterligine erisebilmistir. Bu oran OECD ortalamasinda
%9’ dur (OECD, 2019a). Bu sonug 6grencilerin %97’sinin uzun metinleri anlayamadiklarini, soyut ya da
genel kabullere aykir1 goriinen kavramlarla basa ¢ikmada, bilginin igerigine veya kaynagma iliskin
ortiik ipuglarma dayali olarak gergek ve goriis arasindaki ayrimlari fark etmede, birden fazla metni bir
araya getirerek sentezleme ve elestirel degerlendirme yapmada sorun yasadiklarini gostermektedir.
Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin sorduklar: sorular incelendiginde, sorularin {ist diizey diisiinme becerilerini
Ol¢mede yetersiz kaldig1 goriilmistiir (Giifta ve Zorbaz, 2008; Kavruk ve Cegen, 2013). Tiirkge
Ogretmenlerinin sorduklar: sorular ¢ogunlukla YBT'nin anlama basagina yonelik sorular olmustur
(Kanik-Uysal ve digerleri, 2022; Cintas Yildiz, 2015; Ozen, 2020). Kanik-Uysal vd. (2022)'nin Tiirkce
Ogretmenlerinin yazili sinav sorularini inceledikleri arastirmada, sorularin yalnizca %0.3’tintin YBT nin

yaratma basamaginda, %0.5'inin ¢oziimleme basamaginda hazirlandig1 ve degerlendirme basamagina
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yonelik hi¢ sorunun hazirlanmadig: goriilmiistiir. Sinav sorularinin igindeki iist diizey sorularin orani

ise yalnizca binde sekiz olmustur.
Bu Arastirma

Bu arastirmanin amacit Tiirkge Ogretmenlerinin {ist diizey soru hazirlama yeterliklerini

incelemektir. Bu amaca yonelik asagidaki sorulara yanit aranmistir:

1. Tiirkce 6gretmenlerinin {ist diizey soru hazirlama yonergesi dogrultusunda hazirladiklar
sorularda tist diizey sorularin orani nedir?
2. Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin hazirladig iist diizey sorularda hangi diisiinme becerilerine yer

verilmigtir?

Bu arastirmanin ayirt edici Ozelliklerinden biri, 6gretmenlere iist diizey soru hazirlama
yonergesi gonderilerek bir ¢oktan segmeli ve bir acik uclu soru yazmalarinin istenmesidir. Ust diizey
diisiinme belirlenirken genellikle agik uglu sorular kullanilmakla birlikte iyi hazirlanmis, 6zellikle
Onclile sahip olan ¢oktan se¢meli sorular da {ist diizey diisiinmenin belirlenmesinde
kullanilabilmektedir (Brookhart, 2010). Bu sayede, 6gretmenlerin iist diizey soru hazirlama diizeyleri
dogrudan incelenebilmistir. Diger arastirmalarda 6gretmenlerin {ist diizey soru hazirlama durumlar
sinav evraklari araciligiyla (Glifta ve Zorbaz, 2008; Kanik-Uysal ve digerleri, 2022; Kavruk ve Cegen,
2013; Maden ve Durukan, 2013) ya da sozlii beyanlar1 (Usta, 2022) esas alinarak incelenmistir. Yazili
smav evraklarinda 6gretmenler yalnizca kendi hazirladiklar: sorular1 degil, farkli kaynaklardan elde
ettikleri sorular1 da kullanabilmektedirler (Kanik-Uysal ve digerleri, 2022). Benzer sekilde
Ogretmenlerin tist diizey soru hazirlama durumlarna yonelik arastirmalar 6gretmenlerin algilar
dogrultusunda yapilmistir (Usta, 2022). Kisinin kendine yonelik degerlendirmesi subjektif oldugu igin
gesitli sinirliliklar icermektedir. Bireyler ihtiyaglarini ya da sorunlarini sosyal begenirlik, motivasyon
eksikligi, ihtiyact oldugunu fark edememe gibi nedenlerle objektif bir sekilde ifade
etmeyebilmektedirler (Ratnapalan ve Hilliard, 2002). Thtiyaglarin ya da sorunlarin tiim boyutlariyla
ortaya c¢tkmamasi, bir ihtiyacin ya da sorunun olmadigi gibi olumsuz bir durum yaratabilme

potansiyeline sahiptir.

Ogretmenlerin UDDS’yi sorma durumlarimi inceleyen diger arastirmalara (6r. Kavruk ve
Cecen, 2013) nazaran bu arastirmada gorece daha biiyiik bir katiimca grubu kullamilmistir. Bu
aragtirma nitel bir ¢alisma oldugu icin genelleme yapma amaci tasitmamaktadir. Bununla birlikte
goreceli daha biiyiik katilima grubunun arastirmada yer almasi hem farkli deneyimlere ve dzelliklere
sahip kisilerin {ist diizey diisiinme sorularinin incelenmesine hem de yapilan ¢ikarimlarin daha giiglii
olabilmesine olanak tanima potansiyeline sahiptir. Bu arastirmanin literatiire sagladig katkilardan biri
de dgretmenlerin hazirladiklar1 UDDS'lerde hangi biligsel becerilere yer verdiklerinin incelenmesidir.
Bu sayede hangi becerilere ne siklikla yer verildigi ve hangi becerilerin sorularda ol¢iilmedigi

goriilebilecektir.
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Yontem
Desen

Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin UDDS hazirlama yeterliklerini inceleyen bu calisma, dokiiman analizi
kullanilarak betimsel bir arastirma olarak tasarlanmistir. Dokiiman analizi, yazili dokiimanlarin
icerigini derinlemesine ve ydntemsel olarak incelemek i¢in kullanilan nitel bir arastirma teknigidir
(Bowen, 2009). Calismanin dokiimanlarmi "Ust Diizey Diisiinme Soru Hazirlama Kilavuzu" temel
almarak Ogretmenler tarafindan hazirlanan sorular olusturmaktadir. Bu c¢alismada Tiirkge
O0gretmenlerinden elde edilen sorular, veri analizi alt baghg1 altinda ayrintili olarak belirtilen analiz
islemlerine tabi tutulmustur. Dokiiman analizi, verilerin incelenmesi ve yorumlanmasi yoluyla anlam
¢ikarma, i¢gorii kazanma ve ampirik bilgi gelistirmeyi gerektirir (Corbin ve Strauss, 2008). Benzer bir
diisiinceyle bu calismada da dokiiman analizi yontemi kullanilmistir ciinkii 6gretmenlerin "UDDS
hazirlama kilavuzu" temelinde hazirladiklar1 sorularla Tiirk¢e Ogretmenlerinin UDDS hazirlama
yeterliklerinin mevcut durumunu ortaya koymak, hazirlik yeterliklerine iliskin daha derin bir i¢gorii

kazanmak ve bu baglamda dgretmen egitimine iliskin ¢ikarimlarda bulunmak amaglanmaistir.
Veri Kaynag1

Ortaokullarda gorev yapan Tiirkce 6gretmenleri tarafindan olusturulan sorular calismanin veri
kaynagini olusturmaktadir. Calismanin katilimcilari, amagh 6rnekleme yontemlerinden biri olan
maksimum c¢esitlilik 6rnekleme yontemine gore belirlenmistir. Bu yontemde amag, {izerinde ¢alisilan
problemle ilgili cesitli durumlar1 yansitan bir 6rneklem olusturmaktir. Boylece arastirmaci problemi
daha genis bir perspektiften ele alabilir ve farkli agilardan inceleyebilir (Biiytikoztiirk vd., 2012).
Maksimum ¢esitliligi saglamak amaciyla farkli ilgelerde (il merkezi dahil 20 ilge) ve farkli okul
tiirlerinde gorev yapan 6gretmenler galismaya dahil edilmistir. Gerekli izinler alindiktan sonra Olgme
ve Degerlendirme Merkezi (ODM) araciligiyla gretmenlere ulasilmis ve UDDS Hazirlik Kilavuzu'na
iliskin veriler toplanmistir. Ilk asamada elde edilen veriler arastirmacilar tarafindan incelenmis, eksik
belgeler yine ODM araciligiyla okullardan talep edilmis ve ardindan toplanan tiim veriler

aragtirmacilara ulagtirilmistir. Téim bu siireglerin sonunda 96 okuldan veri seti toplanmaistir.
Veri Toplama Araci

Calismada veri toplama aract olarak UDDS hazirlama kilavuzu kullanilmistir. Bu kilavuzun
amaci, dgretmenlerin UDD becerilerini 8lgme ve degerlendirme konusundaki yeterliliklerinin mevcut
durumunu kesfetmektir. Kilavuz iki bdéliimden olugmaktadir. Bu boliimler: 6gretmenlerden ne
istendigini agiklayan bir paragraf ve soru hazirlama siirecinde uyulmasi gereken Olgiitlerdir.
Katilimcilardan, 8. simf Tiirkge dersi Ogretim programinda belirtilen kazanimlara ya da kendi
belirledikleri kazanimlara bagl olarak sectikleri ya da kendilerinin yazdiklari metne dayali okuma ya
da yazma dil becerilerini 6lgen sorular hazirlamalari istenmistir. Sorularin UDD becerilerini 6lgecek

nitelikte agik uclu ve ¢oktan se¢meli olmas: gerektigi belirtilmistir. Kilavuzda ayrica, 6gretmenlerin
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hazirladiklar: sorular: nasil degerlendireceklerine iliskin cevap anahtar: paylasmalar: gerektigi ifade
edilmistir. Ayrica kilavuzda, soru hazirlama siirecinde O0gretmene yol gostermesi amaciyla yedi
maddelik bir dereceli puanlama anahtari da yer almis, bu da 6gretmenler igin bir kontrol listesi islevi
gormiistiir. Arastirmada kullanilan 6l¢me araci, program gelistirme, 6l¢gme ve degerlendirme ve Tiirkge
egitimi alanlarinda uzman dort arastirmacinin is birligiyle gelistirilmistir. UDDS hazirlama
kilavuzunun hazirlanmasi siirecinde, 6gretmenlerin UDD becerilerini gecerli ve giivenilir bir sekilde
O0lcme ve degerlendirme konusundaki mevcut durumlarini belirlemek igin olas1 tiim kosullar
incelenmis, olast hata nedenleri iizerinde durulmus ve formun 6gretmenlerin ihtiya¢ duyacag: tiim
bilgileri igerdiginden emin olunmustur. Bunun yamni sira, formda ii¢ arastirmacinin cep telefonu
numaralar1 belirtilmis, bdylece katihmcilarin diledikleri takdirde arastirmacilarla iletisime

gecebilmeleri saglanmuistir.
Veri Analizi

Veri analizi iki asamada tamamlanmugtir. Ik asamada her bir soru maddesi asagidaki soru ile
degerlendirilmistir: "Bu soru iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini 6l¢me niteligine sahip midir?" Dort
arastirmaci da her bir madde icin ayr1 ayr1 kendi gerekgelerini ve kararlarini sunmustur. Fikir birligi
saglanamadig1 durumlarda karar oy ¢oklugu ile belirlenmistir. Bir arastirmaci, analizi es zamanli olarak
gerceklestiren dort arastirmacinin kararia dayanarak, analiz programindaki sorular ikili bir yapida
siiflandirmistir (yani, UDD becerilerini 6lgebilen, UDD becerilerini Olgemeyen). Sorularin UDD
becerilerini 6l¢gme niteligi, sorularin o6l¢meyi amagcladigr diisiinme becerisinin diizeyine gore
belirlenmistir. Karar verme siirecinde Moodley (2013) tarafindan oOnerilen kategorizasyondan
yararlanilmigtir. Buna goére, YBT'de "hatirlama" diizeyi alt biligsel diizey; "anlama" ve "uygulama"
diizeyleri orta bilissel diizey; "analiz etme", "degerlendirme” ve "yaratma" diizeyleri ise {ist diizey
bilissel olarak tanimlanmuistir. Dolayisiyla, bu temelde incelenen her bir soru, sadece alt biligsel ve/veya
orta biligsel seviyeyi Slgmeyi amagliyorsa "UDD becerilerini 6lgme niteligine sahip degil" olarak
kodlanmustir. Soru maddesi en az bir UDD becerisini dlgmeyi hedefliyorsa "UDD becerilerini 6lgme

niteligine sahip" olarak kodlanmustir.

Analizin ikinci asamasi, UDD becerilerini olgtiigiine karar verilen soru maddeleri {izerinde
gerceklestirilmistir. Bu asamada soru maddelerinin hangi diisiinme becerilerini Ol¢meyi
amacladiklarina gore dagilimlar1 incelenmistir. "Bu soru hangi diisiinme becerisini/becerilerini 6l¢meyi
amaglamaktadir?" sorusu, bir dnceki analizin ardindan UDD becerisini 6lgebilecek nitelikte oldugu
belirlenen sorulara yoneltilmistir. Analizin bu asamasinda Bayrak Ozmutlu (2020) ve Bayrak Ozmutlu
ve Karnuk Uysal (2021) tarafindan onerilen diisiinme becerileri tanumlar1 benimsenmis ve analiz
sirasinda bu tanimlara bagvurulmustur. Yine bu analiz stirecinde dort aragtirmaci da her bir madde igin

ayr1 ayr1 kendi gerekgelerini ve kararlarini one siirmiistiir. Mutabakatin saglanamadig durumlarda
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karar yine oy ¢oklugu ile belirlenmistir. Benzer sekilde bir arastirmaci, analizi es zamanli olarak yiiriiten

dort arastirmacinin kararina dayanarak sorulari ilgili diisiinme becerileri agisindan kodlamustir.

Arastirma kapsaminda 517 soru analiz edilmistir. Bu sorulardan 18'inin kodlamasi oy ¢oklugu
ile belirlenmistir. Bu sorulardan 14'i (%78) benzer bir yapiya sahiptir. Ek A'da gosterilen bu sorularin
¢Ozlimii, paylasilan verilerin tablo, sekil veya diyagramlara yerlestirilmesini gerektirmektedir.
Ogrencilerden oncelikle soruda paylasilan verilerin 6zelliklerine uygun nitelik ve nicelikte tablo, sekil
veya diyagram gelistirmeleri, ardindan soru yonergelerindeki olasilik ve agiklamalara dayali bir
¢oziime ulasmalar1 beklenmektedir. Analiz siirecinde arastirmacilardan biri bu sorularin uygulama
diizeyinde oldugunu ve iist diizey diisiinme becerilerinin kullanimini gerektirmedigini belirtmistir.
Cogunlugun karari, sorularin ¢oziildiikten ve tekrar incelendikten sonra degerlendirme, olasilikli
diisiinme ve karsilastirma gibi becerilerin yani sira ayirt etme, siralama ve uygulama gibi temel tekil
diisiinme becerilerinin kullanimini gerektirdigi bulgusuna dayanarak dikkate alinmistir. Dolayisiyla bu
sorular iist diizey diisiinme becerilerinin kullanimini gerektiren sorular olarak kodlanmistir. Analiz
siirecinde tartismali olan diger iki soru ise metnin basligina karar verilmesiyle ilgilidir. Bu sorularin
¢Ozlimiiniin yorumlama, c¢ikarimda bulunma ve yaratict diisiinme becerilerinin kullaniminm
gerektirdigi oy ¢coklugu ile kabul edilmis ve iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini 6lgebilecek nitelikte olarak
kodlanmuistir. Ek B'de yer alan okudugunu anlamaya dayal bir diger soru, metin ve soru 6zelliklerine
uygun olarak tahmin etme, kavrama ve ¢ikarimda bulunma diisiinme becerilerinin kullanimin
gerektirdigi i¢in {ist diizey diisiinme becerilerini 6lgebilecek nitelikte olarak kodlanmistir. Ek C'de yer
alan bir bagka soruda ise 6grencilerden farkl ifade tiirlerine gore cesitlilik gosteren bir fiyat listesi ile
verilmek istenen mesaji anlamalari ve ¢ikarim yapma, tahmin etme ve sorgulama diisiinme becerilerini
kullanmalar1 gerektigi kabuliiyle iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini Olcebilecek nitelikte olarak
kodlanmuistir. Diisiinme becerilerine dayali olarak analiz edilen diger bazi iist diizey soru 6rnekleri Ek

D'de goriilebilir.
Arastirmanin Etik izinleri

Yapilan bu calismada “Yiiksekogretim Kurumlar: Bilimsel Arastirma ve Yaym Etigi Yonergesi”
kapsaminda uyulmasi belirtilen tiim kurallara uyulmustur. Yonergenin ikinci boliimii olan “Bilimsel
Arastirma ve Yaymin Etigine Aykir1 Eylemler” bashg altinda belirtilen eylemlerden higbiri

gerceklestirilmemistir.

Etik kurul izin bilgileri: Etik degerlendirmeyi yapan kurul adi = Ordu Universitesi, Sosyal ve Beseri

Bilimler Aragtirmalar: Etik Kurulu
Etik degerlendirme kararinin tarihi= 11.03.2020

Etik degerlendirme belgesi say1 numarasi= 2020/26
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Bulgular

Tiirke Ogretmenlerinin Ust Diizey Soru Yonergesine Uygun Soru Hazirlama

Yeterliliklerinin Goriiniimiine Yonelik Bulgular

Bu alt problemde Ogretmenlerin tiist diizey soru yonergesine uygun soru hazirlama

yeterliklerini incelemek amacglanmistir. Alt probleme iliskin bulgular Tablo 1'de goriildiigi gibidir.

Tablo 1. Ogretmenlerinin iist diizey soru yonergesine uygun soru hazirlama yeterlikleri

f %
Alt Diizey Soru 451 87.2
Ust Diizey Soru 66 12.8
Toplam 517 100.0

Ogretmenlerin yazmis olduklari toplam 517 sorunun 66 tanesinin iist diizey diisiinme becerisini
Ol¢me niteligine sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Bu 6gretmenlerin {ist diizey diisiinme becerisini 6lgme
amaciyla gelistirdikleri sorularin sadece %12.8’inin bu nitelige sahip oldugunu gostermektedir. Bu
durum Ogretmenlerin iist diizey diisiinme becerisini gelistirme yonergesi temelinde kaleme aldiklar:
sorularin %87.2’si iist diizey diisiinme becerisini dl¢gmemektedir. Arastirmada hicbir 6gretmenin
gelistirdigi sorularin tamammin st diizey diislinme becerisini 6lgme niteligine sahip olmadig:
goriilmiistiir. Ust diizey sorularin ilgeler temelinde gosterdigi dagilima bakildiginda dgretmenlerin
hazirladig1 sorularin en fazla %40'1nin istenilen nitelige sahip oldugu goriilmektedir. Ogretmenler
tarafindan yazilmis olan iist diizey sorularin soru tiiriine gore dagilimi incelendiginde sorularin

%72,7'si (48 tane) agik uglu iken %28,3’si (18 tane) ¢oktan se¢meli tiiriinde oldugu goriilmiistiir.

Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin Hazirladiklar1 Ust Diizey Diisiinme Becerisine Uygun Sorularin

Diisiinme Becerileri Temelinde Gosterdigi Dagilima Iliskin Bulgular

Bu alt problemde iist diizey diisiinme becerisini 6l¢gme niteligine sahip oldugu belirlenen
sorularin diisiinme becerileri temelinde nasil bir dagilim gosterdiginin cevabi aranmistir. Alt probleme

iliskin bulgular Tablo 2'de goriildiigi gibidir.

Tablo 2. Ust diizey sorularin diisiinme becerileri temelinde analizi

f % f %
Anlam Temelli Yapilandirma 29 10.5  Neden Sonuc Iliskisi Kurma 12 4.3
Cikarimda Bulunma 28 10.1 Tasarlama 9 3.3
Kargilastirma 22 8 Gorsel Okuma 9 3.3
Uygulama 22 8 Eslestirme 5 1.8
Sentez 18 6.5  Sorgulama 5 1.8
Analiz 17 6.2  Tahmin Etme 5 1.8
Yaratic1 D. 17 6.2  Siralama 4 14
Degerlendirme 17 6.2  Tartisma 4 1.4
Ayirt Etme 16 58  Problem Cozme 1 0.4
Dontistiirme 13 4.7 Oz Degerlendirme 1 0.4
Karar Verme 11 4

Yorumlama 11 4 Toplam 276
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Ogretmenlerin hazirladig1 iist diizey diisiinme becerisini Slgme niteligine sahip 66 soru
tizerinde yapilan analiz, sorularin 22 farkli diistinme becerisini 6l¢gme amacina hizmet ettigini
gostermektedir. Sorularin biiyiik oranda anlam temelli yapilandirma, c¢ikarimda bulunma,
karsilastirma ve uygulama diisiinme becerilerini 6l¢gmeye odaklandigi goriilmektedir. Bu sonug
Ogretmenlerin tist diizey diisiinme becerilerini 6l¢me konusunda yazma becerisi ve ana fikir {izerine
odaklanmalarinin bir sonucudur. Analiz, sentez, yaratici yazma, degerlendirme diisiinme becerilerini
O0lcme amacma hizmet eden sorulara orta diizeyde yer verildigi goriilmektedir. Tiirkge dersinin
amaglari ile yakin iliskili olan neden sonug iliskisi kurma, yorumlama, problem ¢6zme, karar verme ve
tasarlama diisiinme becerilerinin oldukca diisiik bir oranda olclildiigii goriilmektedir. Bu sonuglar
Tiirkge dersinin diisiinme becerilerini gelistirme konusunda sahip oldugu potansiyelden hangi oranda

nitelikli bir sekilde faydalanildigini diistindiirmektedir.
Tartisma

Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin {ist diizey diisiinmeye yonelik soru yazma yeterliklerini inceleyerek
alanyazina katki sunmay1 hedefleyen bu caligmanin amaci, Tiirkge dgretmenlerinin UDDS hazirlama
kilavuzu dogrultusunda yazdiklari UDDS'lerin oranini arastirmak ve yazilan UDDS’lerde hangi
diisiinme becerilerine yer verildigini belirlemektir. Calismanin bulgular1 baslangigta ortaya konan

aragtirmanin alt amagclar1 baglaminda asagida tartisilmastir.
Ogretmenlerin Yazdig1 Ust Diizey Diisiinme Sorularinin Orani

Arastirma sonucunda Ogretmenlerin iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini 6lgmek amaciyla
gelistirdikleri sorularin yalnizca %12,8’inin bu nitelige sahip oldugu goriilmiistiir. Amag iist diizey soru
hazirlamak olmasina ragmen hazirlanan sorularin yaklasik %87’si UDDS degildir. Bu sonucun endise
verici oldugu diisiiniilmektedir ciinkii kendilerinden UDDS yazmasi beklenen 6gretmenler arasinda
bunu yapabilenlerin oraminin ¢ok diisitk oldugu goriilmiistiir. Alanyazin incelendiginde Tiirkge
Ogretmenlerinin soru hazirlama yeterliklerine yonelik yiiriitillen diger arastirma sonuglari da bu
arastirmanin sonuglariyla benzerlik gostermektedir. Arastirmalar 0gretmenlerin gerek smif ici ders
isleme siirecinde (Arap, 2015; Baysen 2006; Isir ve Uyar, 2022) gerek smavlarda (Cintas Yildiz, 2015;
Giifta ve Zorbaz, 2008; Kanik Uysal, 2022; Kanik-Uysal ve digerleri, 2022; Ozen, 2020) agirlikli olarak
alt diizey sorulara yer verdiklerini ortaya ¢ikarmistir. Baysen’in (2006) arastirmasinda dgretmenlerin
genellikle bilgi diizeyinde sorular sormayz tercih ettikleri, Giifta ve Zorbaz (2008) tarafindan ytriitiilen
arastirmada 0gretmenlerin sinavlarinda genellikle alt bilissel diizeylere yonelik soru sordugu ve okuma
sorularinin yaklagik %74’{iniin cevaplarinin metinde aynen yer aldig1 tespit edilmistir. Omeroglu'nun
(2024) Tiirkce Ogretmenlerinin uyguladigi smav sorularimin bilissel alan basamaklar1 agisindan
incelendigi arastirmasinda da okuma alaninda hazirlanan sorularda ¢oziimleme, degerlendirme ve
yaratma basamaklarina yonelik hi¢ soru olmadigi, en ¢ok anlama basamagina yonelik soru hazirlandig:

ve bu diizeyi sirasiyla hatirlama, anlama ve uygulama basamaklarindaki sorularin takip ettigi tespit
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edilmigtir. Ayn1 sekilde Kanik Uysal vd. (2022) tarafindan yiiriitiilen aragtirmada da en ¢ok anlama
basamagina yonelik sorular hazirlandig, bu diizeyi hatirlama ve uygulama basamaklarinin takip ettigi,
degerlendirme basamagina yonelik hi¢ soru hazirlanmamigken, ¢oziimleme ve yaratma basamaklarina
yonelik de ¢ok az soruya yer verildigi tespit edilmistir. Akyol vd.’nin (2013) arastirmalarinda da
Ogretmenlerin olusturduklar: sorularin genellikle alt bilissel diizeyde yer aldig1 sonucuna ulasilmistir.
Ogretmenler ile yapilan ve yukarida degerlendirilen arastirmalara ek olarak gelecekte dgretmenlik
gorevini listlenecek 6gretmen adaylarinin soru sorma becerilerini inceleyen ¢alismalarda da benzer
sonuglara ulagildig1 goriilmiistiir. Ornegin Aydemir ve Ciftci (2008) Tiirk Dili ve Edebiyat: Egitimi Ana
Bilim Dal1 son sinuf 6grencilerinden olusan bir grupla ytiriittiikleri ¢calismada 6gretmen adaylarmin tig
farkli metin tiirtine yonelik hazirladiklar1 sorularn metin tiirii fark etmeksizin genellikle alt biligsel
diizeyde yer aldig1 (%59); bu sorular: sirasiyla orta (%24) ve st diizeydeki sorularin (%17) takip ettigi

tespit edilmistir.

Ust diizey soru sormak zor ve kompleks beceri gerektirdigi icin (Jansen ve Mdller, 2022; Seeger
ve digerleri, 2018.) 6gretmenlerin {ist diizey soru yazmada etken olan faktorlerden biri iist diizey soru
hazirlama konusundaki yetersizlikleri olabilir. Bu yetersizlife neden olabilecek degiskenler
sorgulandiginda ise Ogretmenlere rehberlik eden temel kaynaklarda sorunlar oldugu goze
carpmaktadir. Ogretmenler egitim-6gretim ve soru olusturma siireglerinde Tiirkge dersi dgretim
programi ve ders kitaplarini temel almaktadir. Ogretmenlere rehberlik eden bu kaynaklarin diisiinme
becerileri agisindan incelendigi arastirmalar ise 6gretim programi (Batur ve Ulutas, 2013; Bayrak-
Ozmutlu, 2020; Cerci, 2018; Soylemez, 2018) ve ders kitaplarinin (Altun, 2021; Bayrak—()zmutlu ve Kanik
Uysal, 2021; Benzer, 2019; Isir ve Uyar, 2022; Sallabas ve Yilmaz, 2020; Sezgin ve Ozilhan, 2019)
¢ogunlukla alt diizey biligsel becerilere yer verdigini ve iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini kapsama
noktasinda yetersiz kaldigini gostermektedir. Isir ve Uyar (2022) 7. siufta okutulan ders kitaplarinda
bulunan sorularin %10’undan daha azinin; Sallabas ve Yilmaz (2020) 8. sinif ders kitabindaki sorularin
yalmzca %4'tiniin; Benzer (2019) 5-8. simif Tiirkce ders kitaplarinda yer alan sorularin %1’inin; Sezgin
ve Ozilhan (2019) ise 1-8 smiflarda okutulan ders kitaplarinda yer alan sorularin yalnizca %1 gibi
oldukga smirli bir kisminin iist diizey diisiinme becerileri icinde degerlendirilebilecegini tespit etmistir.
Farkli sinif diizeylerinde benzer sonuglarla karsilagilmasi ders kitaplarinin 6gretmenlere {ist diizey soru
olusturma noktasinda nitelikli Ornekler sunamadigmi ve yeterli rehberligi saglayamadigim
gostermektedir. Halbuki arastirmalar (Akyol vd., 2013; Isir ve Uyar, 2022) &gretmenlerin soru

hazirlarken en ¢ok ders kitaplarindan yararlandig: ve etkilendigini gostermektedir.

Bir diger 6nemli degisken ise ders kitaplar1 hazirlanirken temel alinan 6gretim programlarinin
ist diizey diisiinme becerilerine yer verme oranlaridir. Ornegin, Cerci (2018) programdaki
kazanimlarin st diizey diisiinme becerileri gerektiren ¢6ziimleme, degerlendirme ve yaratma
(toplamda %36,84) basamaklarini temsil etmede; Soylemez (2018) ise kazanimlarin yaratici diisiinme ve

problem ¢ozme becerilerini desteklemede yetersiz kaldigini tespit etmistir. Benzer gekilde Bayrak-
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Ozmutlu (2020) ana dili gretim programlarini inceledigi calismasinda 6gretim programlarinda yaratici
diisiinme becerisi ile dogrudan iliskili bir kazanim bulunmadigini, sentez ve problem ¢dzme becerilerini
gelistirmeyi amaglayan kazanimlarin da oldukga az oldugunu tespit etmistir. Aym sekilde Biiyiikalan
Filiz ve Yildirim (2019) 6gretim programinda {iist biligsel diizeyde ¢ok az sayida kazanim oldugunu;
Batur ve Ulutas (2013) programda, PISA’da iist diizey olarak ifade edilen 5 ve 6. diizeyler ile dogrudan
ortiisebilecek bir kazanimin bulunmadigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu durum, 6gretim programlarinin da {ist

diizey diisiinme becerileri agisindan 6gretmenlere yeterli rehberligi saglayamadigini géstermektedir.

Ders kitaplar1 ve 6gretim programlarindan yeterli destegi alamayan Ogretmenlerin lisans
egitiminde aldiklar1 dersler incelendiginde bu derslerle de ogretmenlere yeterli bir alt yap:
saglanamadigr goriilmektedir. Nitekim ilgili arastirmalar (Deniz ve Keray Dingel, 2019; Esen, 2019;
incegam vd., 2018; Karatay ve Dilekgi, 2019; Ozen, 2020) 6gretmenlerin ve 6gretmen adaylarinin 6l¢me
ve degerlendirme noktasinda yeterli donanima sahip olmadigini dile getirerek Ogretmen egitimi
programlarindaki ders sayis1 ve igeriginin giincellenmesi ve hizmet igi egitimlerle 6gretmenlerin
desteklenmesi gerektigini savunmaktadir. Tiim bu sonuglar, 6gretmenleri yeterli donanima sahip
olmadigr ve onlar tarafindan desteklenemedigi icin Ogrencilerin iist diizey diislinme becerileri
noktasinda hedeflenen diizeyde olmadigini diisiindiirmektedir. Ogrenilmesi ve gelistirilmesi miimkiin
olan (Bono, 2013; Brookhart, 2010) bu becerilerin 6grencilerde istenilen diizeyde gelisebilmesi ise bilingli
bir ¢cabay gerektirmektedir. Bu bilingli cabanin da 6gretmenler ve 6gretim materyallerini hazirlayanlar
tarafindan verilmesi ve 6grencilerin uygun sorularla karsilastirilmasi gerekmektedir. Ciinkii sorularin
diizeyi diisiinmenin diizeyini belirlemektedir (Erdogan, 2017). Nitekim ilgili arastirmalar 6gretmen ve
Ogrenci sorularinin diizey agisindan genellikle birbirine benzedigini (Akyol vd., 2013; Ates vd., 2016;
Baysen, 2006), 6grencilerin soru sorma ve cevap verme becerilerinin 6gretmenin soru sorma diizeyini
asamadigini gostermektedir (Ates vd., 2016; Baysen, 2006). Ates vd. (2016) tarafindan yiiriitiilen
arastirmada Ogretmenlerin agirlikli olarak alt biligsel diizeyde soru sorma egiliminde olduklari,
Ogrencilerin diisiinme diizeylerinin 6gretmenlerin sorduklar: sorulardan etkilendigi ve ogrencilerin
diizey agisindan Ogretmen sorularinin {izerine ¢ikamadigl sonucuna ulasilmigtir. Farkli alanlarda
yliriitiillen arastirmalar da (Shahrill ve Clarke, 2014) Ogretmenlerin smifta kullandigi sorularin,
ogrencilerin muhakeme etme becerilerini gelistirdigi ve onlar1 diisiinmeye tesvik ettigini gostermekte,
Ogretmen ve Ogrenci sorularimin bir arada degerlendirildigi arastirmalar Ogretmen sorularinin
Ogrencilerin soru sorma (Isir ve Uyar, 2022) ve cevap verme (Baysen, 2006) becerileri {izerinde etkili
oldugunu ortaya koymaktadir. Ogretmenler tarafindan iiretilen sorularin diizey agisindan ders
kitaplarindaki sorularla benzer bir dagilim gosterdigi (Isir ve Uyar, 2022); 6grenci tarafindan sorulan
soru ve cevaplarin da 6gretmen sorularindan etkilendigi (Ates vd., 2016; Blything, Hardie ve Cain, 2019;
Lee ve Kinzie, 2012) bir déngiide, tiim siirecin en bastan bilingli bir ¢abayla kurgulanmasi gerektigi

ortaya ¢ikmaktadir.
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Bu arastirmanin sonugclariyla tutarli olarak, daha onceki arastirmalarda (Ozen, 2020; Yildiz,
2021) da 6gretmenler, 6grencilerinin iist diizey diisiinme becerilerini 6lgmeye yonelik egitim almalar:
gerektigini ifade etmislerdir. Bu sonuca yol agan iki olasi neden ileri siiriilebilir: Birincisi, 6gretmenler
hem hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitiminde hem de hizmet i¢i egitimde iist diizey diisiinmeye y&nelik
sorular hazirlama konusunda herhangi bir egitim almamaktadirlar. Ikincisi, ogretmenler kullandiklar:
bazi sorulari kendileri yazmamaktadirlar. Kanik-Uysal vd./nin (2022) calismasi, Tiirk¢e sinav
evraklarinin %11 ile %91 arasinda degisen benzerlik oranina sahip oldugunu ve sorularin internet
kaynaklarindan alindigini ortaya koymustur. Bu durum, 6gretmenlerin soru yazma becerilerinin

gelismesinde ve ihtiyaclariin farkina varmalarinin 6niinde engel teskil edebilir.
Ust Diizey Diisiinme Sorularinda Yer Alan Diisiinme Becerileri

Ogretmenlerin hazirladignt UDDS’lerde 22 farkli diisiinme becerisinin yoklandigi ortaya
gikmustir. Sirasiyla en fazla anlam temelli yapilandirma, ¢ikarimda bulunma, kargilastirma ve uygulama
diisiinme siiregleri dlgiilmeye calisilirken, sirasiyla en az 6z-degerlendirme, problem ¢dzme, tartisma,
siralama, tahmin etme ve sorgulama becerileri Ol¢iilmiistiir. Bu sonucu destekler sekilde ana dili
Ogretim programlari kazanimlari igerisinde problem ¢6zme, degerlendirme, sorgulama ve karar verme
zihinsel becerilerini gelistirmeye ynelik kazanimlarm olmadig1 goriilmiistiir (Bayrak-Ozmutlu, 2020).
Anadil dersleri 6zellikleri itibariyle cesitli metinler icerdigi icin, bu metinlerle baglantili olabilecek
sekilde 6z-degerlendirmeye, problem ¢dzmeye, tartismaya, siralamaya vb. yonelik sorular kolaylikla
kullanilabilir. Ancak Isik ve Uyar’in (2022) ana dil 6gretimi ders kitab1 incelemelerinden elde ettigi
sonugclar ders kitaplarinda metnin genelinden hareketle hazirlanan sorularin yiizde onundan daha

aziin degerlendirme, elestirme ve derinlemesine diisiinme diizeyinde oldugunu gdstermistir.

Magnusson'un (2022) yaptig1 ¢calismanin sonuglar: Norveg'teki ana dil 6gretmenlerinin de iist
diizey sorular iiretmede basarisiz oldugunu ancak ¢ikarim ve yorumlama sorularinda yiiksek oranlar
elde ettigini gOstermistir. Magnusson'un (2022) arastirma bulgulari, Ogretmenlerin ¢ogunlukla
Ogrencilerin yorumlamasini veya yansitmasini gerektiren sorular sordugunu, 6grencilerin metinlerin
kalitesini ve inandiriciligini degerlendirmesini gerektiren sorulara ise neredeyse hig yer vermediklerini
gostermistir. Tlgili diger arastirmalar da (Istanbullu, 2021; Olukcu ve Yildiz, 2022; Parker ve Hurry, 2007)
Ogretmenler tarafindan {iiretilen sorularin c¢ogunlukla alt diizey bilissel becerilere hitap ettigini;
sorgulama, degerlendirme ve yaratici diisiinme becerilerine ¢ok az oranda yer verildigini gostermistir.
Bu sonuglar 6grencilerin sorgulama, elestirel ve yaratici diisiinme becerilerinin harekete gecirilmedigi,
metinler araciligiyla metnin niteliginin ve giivenirliginin sorgulanmadigini ortaya koymaktadir.
Halbuki 21. ytiizyil becerileri 6grencilerden elestirel ve yaratici diisiinme, problem ¢6zme, karar verme
gibi beceriler beklemektedir (Zhou ve digerleri, 2023). Belet-Boyaci ve Giiver-Ozer (2019) 21. yiizyil
becerilerine ait tiim smiflandirmalarda yaraticiligin, elestirel diisiinmenin, is birligi i¢inde ¢alismanin

ve problem ¢ozmenin vurgulandigini dile getirmekte ve bu becerilerin gelistirilmesi igin Tiirkge
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dersinin oldukg¢a uygun bir ders oldugunu ifade etmektedir. Ancak bu arastirmanin sonuglar: Tiirkge
Ogretmenlerinin Ogrencilerine sunduklar: sorular ve onlardan beklentileri ile ¢agin beklentilerinin

uyusmadigin gostermektedir.
Sonug

Bu arastirma sonuglar1 6gretmenlerin iist diizey diisiinmeye yonelik soru yazma konusunda
yeterli olmadiklarini gostermektedir. Alanyazindaki bazi arastirmalarda (Assaly ve Jabarin, 2021;
Yildiz, 2021) anadil 6gretmenleri, {ist diizey soru hazirlama konusunda sorunlari oldugunu dile
getirmislerdir. Ancak bu arastirmanin diger arastirmalardan farki somut ve odaga odaklanarak
Ogretmenlerin iist diizey soru hazirlama konusundaki yeterliklerini ortaya koymus olmasidir.
gelistirilmesi beklenen {iist diizey diisiinme becerilerinin kazandirilmas: hedefi 6niinde ciddi bir engel
olusturabilir. Ogretim programi ve ders kitaplarinda {ist diizey kazanim ve etkinliklerin yetersiz olma
durumunun 6gretmen sorularini bunun da 6grenci soru ve cevaplarini etkiledigi gerceginden hareketle
egitim-Ogretim siirecinin tist diizey diisiinme becerilerini kapsayacak nitelikte olusturulmasi ve
tasarlanmasi gerekmektedir. Bu diizenlemenin &nemi ve hatta zorunlulugunu gozler 6niine seren
gergekler ise Tiirkiye'nin katildig1 uluslararasi siavlarda gosterdigi performanstir. 2003’ten 2018’e tiim
PISA sonuglarinda Tiirkiye'nin okuma basarisindaki ortalamasi OECD ortalamasindan diistiktiir.
Ogretmenlerin {ist diizey sorulara diisiik oranda yer vermelerinde rol oynayan &nemli faktorlerden biri
iist diizey soru hazirlama konusundaki yetersizlikler olabilir. Bu noktadan hareketle, bu arastirma

Tiirkge 6gretmenlerinin iist diizey soru yazma konusunda egitim ihtiyaglar1 oldugunu gostermistir.
Egitimsel Uygulamalara Yonelik Oneriler

Farkli diizeylerdeki sorular farkli diistinme siireglerini gerektirdiginden dolay1 etkili bir
ogretme ve degerlendirme siireci hem ADDS’yi hem de UDDS'yi igermelidir (Biiyiikalan Filiz, 2007).
Ust diizey soru hazirlama yeterligine sahip olmak zaman ve pratik gerektirmektedir ve genellikle
meslege yeni baslayan Ogretmenler bu yeterlige sahip degillerdir (Seeger ve digerleri, 2018).
Ogretmenlerin etkili bir 6gretme ve degerlendirme siireci uygulayabilmeleri igin iist diizey soru yazma
yeterligine sahip olmalar1 gerekmektedir. Bu arastirma sonuglarindan hareketle 6gretmenlerin hem
hizmet 6ncesi 6gretmen egitimlerinde hem de hizmet ici egitimlerinde UDDS hazirlamaya yo6nelik

egitimler almalar1 6nerilebilir.

Ogretmenlerin asagida yazan hususlara dikkat etmeleri UDDS yazma siireglerini etkili ve

sistemli kilma potansiyeline sahiptir:

(i) Plan yapma: Ust diizey diisiinme sorusu sorma oncesinde planlama gerektirir. Ogretmenler
anlik soru sorma konusunda iyidirler ancak anlik sorulan sorular genellikle alt bilissel diigiinmeye

yonelik sorular olmaktadir (Collins, 2014).
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(ii) Biligsel alana yonelik bir taksonomi kullanma: Ogretmenlerin hazirladiklar1 sorularin hangi
diisiinme becerisi ya da becerilerine hizmet ettigini gorebilmek ve amaclanan cesitlilie ve dagilima

ulasabilmek i¢in taksonomi kullanmak yarar saglamaktadir (McMillan, 2015).

(iii) Belirtke tablosu kullanma: Ogretmenlerin soru hazirlarken bir belirtke tablosu
kullanmalari, hazirladiklar1 sorularin hangi kazanima yonelik oldugu yaninda hangi diisiinme

becerilerini igerdigini gormek agisindan da yararh olacaktir.

(iv) Acik uglu soru kullanma: Sorularin niteligi ve diizeyi diisiinmenin diizeyini
belirlemektedir. Ogretmen sorulari, zellikle neden ve nasil seklindeki zarf sorulari, 5grenci yanitlarinin
dilbilimsel olarak daha karmasik ve zengin olmasini saglamaktadir (Blything vd., 2020). C)grencilere
gerekgeler isteyen acik uglu sorular yoneltilmesi ve onlara bunun igin yeterli siire taninmasi iist diizey

diisiinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesi adina yararh olacaktir.
Sinirliliklar ve Yapilacak Aragtirmalara Yonelik Oneriler

Bu calismanin cesitli strliliklar: bulunmaktadar. Ik olarak, YBT, UDDS lerin belirlenmesinde
bir OoOl¢iit olarak kullanilmistir. Gelecekteki arastirmalarda farkli taksonomi ve Olglitlerden
yararlanilabilir. Bu ¢alismada sadece 6gretmenler tarafindan hazirlanan sorular incelenmis, katilimci
ogretmenlerin 6grencileri calismaya dahil edilmemistir. Ileriki caligmalarda &grencilerin sorulara
verdigi cevaplarin diizeyini inceleyen arastirmalar da yapilarak daha derinlemesine ¢ikarimlarda
bulunulabilir. Ayrica 6gretmen egitimleri tasarlanarak bu egitimlerin etkililigi ve siniflara yansimalari
tizerinde ¢alismalar yiriitiilebilir. Bu ¢alismalarda hangi sorularin 6grencilerin diisiinme becerilerini
daha ¢ok harekete gecirdigi iizerinde analizler yapilarak nasil sorular sormamiz gerektigi konusunda
onerilerde bulunulabilir. Uluslararasi ortak siavlarda sorulan sorularin yillar icinde nasil bir degisim
gosterdigi incelenerek iist diizey diisiinme becerileri gercevesinde Ogretmen ve Ogrencileri nelerin

beklendigi ortaya koyulabilir.
Yazar Katkilar1

Calisma dort yazar tarafindan hazirlanmistir. Tiim yazarlar veri toplama ve analiz
agsamalarinda birlikte yer almislardir. Yazar I, teorik gergeve ve galismanin raporlanmasina katkida
bulunmustur. Yazar II, arastirma tasarimini gergeklestirmistir. Yazar III, sonug-tartisma ve ¢alismanin
raporlanmasina katkida bulunmustur. Yazar IV, veri toplama ve veri analizi konularinda katk:

saglamustr.
Finansman Ag¢iklamasi

Bu makale, Ordu Universitesi Bilimsel Arastirma Komitesi tarafindan A-2027 kodu ile

desteklenmisgtir.
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Cikar Catismasi

Yazarlar tarafindan yapilan ¢calismada ¢ikar ¢catismasi olusturabilecek herhangi bir unsur, faktor

veya durum bulunmamaktadir.
Uyan

Yazar Cigdem Akin Arikan, bu ¢alismayi calistigi kurumdan bagimsiz olarak, yalnizca kendi
arastirma, analiz ve yorumlarina dayanarak gerceklestirmistir. Bu ¢alismada ifade edilen goriis ve
diisiinceler, yazarmn kisisel goriisleridir ve belirtilen kurulusun resmi politika veya pozisyonunu

yansittig1 diistintilmemelidir.
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Introduction

The 215t century demands that individuals should be capable of solving sophisticated problems,
discerning reliable information, adapting to change, and coping with uncertainty (Author, 2022a;
OECD, 2018). To meet this demand, educators, researchers, business and education policy makers
emphasize the significance of students acquiring what can be called “the 215 century skills” or “higher-
order thinking skills” in schools, i.e.,, problem-solving, creative thinking, and analytical thinking
(Geisinger, 2016; Lu et al., 2021). So, it is a desirable goal indicated in both educational policies (Ministry
of National Education [MoNE], 2018) and curricula (Forster, 2004, MoNE, 2019) for educational

institutions to make their students acquire these skills.

However, the evaluations on higher-order thinking skills point out that the results are not at the
targeted level. In the Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), reading comprehension
skills, that is one of the language skills of students, are measured in connection with higher-order
thinking processes (Demirel and Yagmur, 2017), and levels 5 and 6 are accepted as high-level reading
competencies (OECD, 2019a). The 2018 PISA assessment showed that only 1.3% of students reached
reading level 6 in OECD average. Less than 0.01% of students in the 20 education systems participating
in PISA reached level 6. In five education systems, no student even reached level 6. On the other hand,
only 0.2% of students reached level 6 in Turkey (OECD, 2019b). These results observed in countries with
different education systems demonstrate that there is a need to develop students” higher-order thinking

skills.

One of the key factors in developing students’ higher-order thinking skills is higher-level
questions (Anderson et al., 2023; Davoudi and Sadeghi, 2015; Kelley Mudie and Phillips, 2016). The need
for teachers to ask questions requiring higher-order cognitive skills is also included in the “General
Qualifications for the Teaching Profession” (MoNE, 2017). Turkish language teachers in particular are
expected to have high-level questioning competencies to ask such questions (Karatay and Dilekgi, 2019),
because success in native language (Y1ldiz et al., 2019) and reading comprehension (Durgun and Onder,
2019) is correlated with success in other courses. Students who cannot perform higher-order thinking

in their native language are not expected to perform this skill in other disciplines (Ozdemir, 2020), so
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the higher-order thinking questions employed in this course will also be related to the achievement in

other courses.

Relevant literature reveals that teachers do not employ higher-order thinking questions at a
sufficient level in their teaching. Among the causes of this predicament is that preparing higher-order
thinking questions requires extra time and meticulous planning, the questions are not prepared by the
teachers who will utilize them but are taken from different sources (websites, books, etc.), the cognitive
level that the questions measure is not taken into account by teachers, they do not have enough
experience in the teaching profession, and it is difficult to evaluate higher-order thinking questions
(Brookhart, 2010; Collins, 2014; Jansen and Moller, 2022; Seeger et al., 2018). This situation has also been
acknowledged in some studies conducted on Turkish language teachers (e.g., Authors et al., 2022;
Karatay and Dilekgi, 2019; Yildiz, 2021), highlighting that Turkish language teachers had difficulties in
preparing high-level questions. However, the present study distinguishes itself from other studies, as it
examines teachers’ competencies in preparing higher-order thinking questions by focusing on concrete
and focal aspects. It provides a deeper insight into previous research about teachers’ needs of Higher-
Order Thinking Questions (HOTQ). Uncovering the higher-order thinking question preparation
situations of the teachers will make it possible to determine whether they need a training on this subject

and to prepare a better ground for the improvement projects to be carried out in the future.
Higher-Order Thinking

Cognitive skills are generally classified into two categories: lower-order thinking (LOT) and
higher-order thinking (HOT) (Airasian and Russell, 2008; Lewis and Smith, 1993; Newmann, 1990). LOT
requires more basic thinking processes, i.e.,, memorization, information recalling, and the routine or
mechanical application of previously acquired knowledge (Airasian and Russell, 2008; Newmann,
1990). By contrast, HOT requires a more complex thinking processes that call for the systematic
organization of fundamental thinking skills, such as analyzing information, transferring information
and rules to solve problems that have never been faced before, adapting them to the circumstance,
identifying contrasts in ideas or combining various pieces of information into a single coherent idea,
making inferences about what is not given based on what is given, and coming up with a new idea,
method or model (Airasian and Russell, 2008; Cakir, 2013; Krause et al., 2021; Lewis and Smith, 1993;
Loyens et al., 2023). The necessary skills at this level are based on inquiry, flexible thinking, open-
mindedness, reasoning and dealing with uncertainty, and require a challenging and multidimensional

use of the mind (Haladyna, 1997; Newmann, 1988; Resnick, 1987).

Researchers in the field have categorized higher-order thinking skills in a number of different
ways. Haladyna (1997) and Hwang et al. (2017) thought HOT skills comprised of problem-solving,
critical thinking, and creativity. While Brookhart (2010) included transferring, critical thinking, and

problem-solving, Anderson et al. (2001) accepted analyzing, evaluating, and creating as HOT skills in
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Revisited Bloom’s Taxonomy (RBT). Considering the classifications of researchers altogether, skills such
as critical thinking, solving structured problems, decision-making, reflective thinking, creativity, self-
regulation, making correct inferences, transferring knowledge, analysis, evaluation, analytical thinking
are accepted as HOT skills (Anderson et al., 2001; Brookhart, 2010; Jansen and Moller, 2022; Krause et
al., 2021; Lewis and Smith, 1993).

HOT skills can be learned, practiced, and improved (Bono, 2013; Brookhart, 2010), yet they do
not develop by themselves, rather they require a conscious effort. Various factors are influential in the
development of students” HOT skills. Previous research shows that such factors as learning motivation,
peer interaction, learning style, internet attitude, communication, and collaboration effect students’
HOT skills (Hwang et al., 2017; Lu et al., 2021; Tsai et al., 2011). HOT occurs when learners are able to
transfer, transform, and adapt their current knowledge (Erman Aslanoglu, 2022). Questions based on
HOT allow such capabilities to be performed and are noted as a key strategy in developing HOT skills
(Barnett and Francis, 2012; Chen, 2019; Davoudi and Sadeghi, 2015; Kelley Mudie and Phillips, 2016;
Paul and Elder, 2007; Renaud and Murray, 2007).

Higher-Order Thinking Question

The ancient Greek philosopher Socrates pointed out the significance of the relationship between
questions and thinking by asking in-depth inquiry questions around 2500 years ago (Acar-Erdol, 2020).
Since then, thinking is known to be guided by questions. In other words, thinking is futile if it does not
lead to anywhere, and questions steer thinking in the right direction. Besides, complex ideas are brought
to light through questions. As all forms of education require questions, they are the fundamental
building blocks of instruction (Biir, 2014; Paul and Elder, 2007). Yet, not every question prompts
students to think at a higher level. The level of the questions determines the level of thinking (Acar-
Erdol, 2020; Erdogan, 2017). It is possible to mention that there are mainly two types of question: lower-
order thinking question (LOTQ) and higher-order thinking question (HOTQ). While LOTQ requires
memorizing, recalling, routine, and mechanical use of information and includes familiar problem-
solving (Jansen and Modller, 2022; Newmann, 1988; Wimer, et al., 2001), HOTQ requires students to
think highly convergent and divergent, demand the ability to analyze, synthesize, and solve problems
as well as the ability to link ideas and engage in critical evaluation, comparing, contrasting, and
organizing ideas, cope with concepts which are abstract or counterintuitive, understand lengthy and
complex texts, distinguish between fact and opinion based on implicit clues, and identify a variety of
sources (Airasian and Russell, 2008; OECD, 2019b; Wilen and Clegg, 1986). Such questions may also

necessitate the skills of reasoning, decision making, reflecting, and creativity (Jansen and Moéller, 2022).

Revisited Bloom’s Taxonomy (RBT) is frequently used by researchers for the assessment of
higher-order questions and cognitive skills (Authors et al., 2022; Brookhart, 2010; Erman Aslanoglu,

2022; Liu et al., 2023; Seibert, 2023). RBT offers a hierarchical framework that corresponds to six levels
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of thinking and learning skills. Questions related to the actions in the analyze, evaluate, and create levels
of RBT are considered HOTQs (Anderson et al., 2001; Brookhart, 2010). The questions at the analyze
level generally test situations such as dividing a material into its constituent parts, determining the
relationships of the parts with each other and with the whole of the material, inferring implicit
meanings, recognizing patterns, distinguishing between necessary and unnecessary information, and
creating a hierarchy among information (Anderson et al., 2001; Dickey, 2018; Lewis and Smith, 1993).
The questions at the evaluate level, on the other hand, aim to make judgments based on criteria and
standards. Finally, in create level, which is the highest level, the questions are asked to create a new,
original product, model, or a solution by combining the elements appropriately (Anderson et al., 2001).
Within the scope of this study, the questions in the analyze, evaluate, and create levels of RBT were

utilized as HOTQs.

HOTQs usually contain introductory premise texts, visuals, scenarios, source materials or
problems, and the answers are not included in the premises provided (Brookhart, 2010; Dickey, 2018).
These questions may have a variety of suitable responses, require more extended answers and longer
time (Airasian and Russell, 2008; DeJarnette et al., 2020), and force students to deal with complexity
(Elder and Paul, 1998). Moreover, more than one skill needs to be employed in combination in order to
respond to HOTQs (Author, 2020). For instance, the task “Evaluate the possible effectiveness of a
proposed solution of ‘stop grading students’ for solving a problem such as ‘how education from
kindergarten to grade 12 can be improved” (Anderson et al., 2001, p.85) is included in the level of
evaluate according to the RBT, and students will need to employ a variety of abilities to complete this
task, i.e., analysis, reasoning, evaluating cues, detecting assumptions, making decisions, contrasting
different outcomes, and creating arguments. Therefore, this study also examined which cognitive skills

HOTQs included.

In spite of the challenges in answering HOTQs, there are a number of benefits that HOTQs offer:
(I) encouraging students to reflect, making semantic encoding easier (Barnett and Francis, 2012), (ii)
sparking their curiosity, and boosting active participation in effective discussion (Oo and Habdk, 2022),
(iii) assisting students in using a recently learned concept in several contexts (Yip, 2004), (iv) increasing
students’ control over their thoughts and their learning motivation (Brookhart, 2010) and, (v) directing
students to research, read, observe, and collect data from different sources (Kutlu and Altintas, 2021),
in addition to developing higher-order thinking skills (e.g. Renaud and Murray, 2007; Wimer et al.,
2001). Considering these advantages, it is possible to maintain that HOTQs are quite beneficial to

learning process (Wimer et al., 2001).

In order to benefit from the advantages of HOTQs, teachers need to incorporate these questions
both in teaching-learning process and in assessment process (Wilen and Clegg, 1986). However, it was

indicated in previous studies that teachers did not sufficiently exhibit the competencies of raising
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HOTQs, and that they mainly utilized LOTQs (Authors et al., 2022; Biir, 2014; Jansen and Moller, 2022;
Milawati and Suryati, 2019; Wimer et al., 2001). The insufficient inclusion of HOTQs in return directs
students to memorization and reduces the possibility of applying their knowledge to real-life situations
(Kutlu and Altintas, 2021). Furthermore, the fact that students are constantly confronted with questions
at a similar cognitive level limits their ability to explore their intellectual boundaries and creativity

(Fusco, 2015).
Higher-Order Thinking Questions in Turkish Language Teaching

Native language classes possess an important potential for the development of cognitive skills
(Author, 2020), because language is the primary means and method of transmission of the act of
thinking. On the one hand, language serves as a resource for thinking, as it enables us to express our
thoughts in a structured manner. On the other hand, words, writing, or visuals expressed by using basic
language skills are the product of thinking, which also shows that thinking serves as a resource for
language (Ozdemir, 2019). By constructing the mental schema, language plays an important role in the
development of HOT skills and molds the individual’s sense-making process of the world (Whorf,
1940). Therefore, the more active students are in their native language, the more effective it is for them

to develop HOT skills and use them comprehensively (Rodriguez et al., 2014).

Turkish language classes are an essential component of an effective curriculum for the
development of reading comprehension, critical reading, writing, speaking and listening, creative
reading, writing and speaking skills (Ates, 2013; MoNE, 2019; OECD, 2019a). Reading comprehension
is one of the pillars of HOT skills (Yildiz et al., 2022). Comprehension requires making inferences,
making use of what is beyond the text; writing requires establishing cause and effect relationships,
analyzing and evaluating, and then synthesizing them; and narration requires distinguishing between
assumptions and facts, and making a judgment (Anderson et al., 2001; Lewis and Smith, 1993). Likewise,
higher-order reading and writing require higher-order thinking (Ates, 2013). For this reason, HOT skills
should be exercised in the Turkish language lessons. The development of students” HOT skills is among
the aims of the Turkish language curriculum. In order to attain this aim, it is stated that the HOTQs

should be included in the written exams (MoNE, 2019).

Previous studies have shown that students had problems in reading comprehension (Durgun
and Onder, 2019) and that their high-level reading comprehension skills were not at a satisfactory level
(Yildiz et al.,, 2022). In all PISA scores from 2003 to 2018, Turkey’s average reading achievement
remained below the OECD average. According to the 2018 PISA results, only 3% of 15-year-old students
in Turkey reached higher-level proficiency (levels 5 and 6). This rate is 9% in the OECD average (OECD,
2019a). This result shows that 97% of the students were unable to comprehend long texts. It also shows

that students have problems in dealing with concepts that seem abstract or contrary to general
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assumptions, recognizing the distinctions between fact and opinion based on implicit clues about the

content or source of information, synthesizing multiple texts together, and making critical evaluations.

When the questions employed by Turkish language teachers were investigated, it was observed
that the questions were insufficient in measuring HOT skills (e.g. Giifta and Zorbaz, 2008; Kavruk and
Cecen, 2013). The questions asked by Turkish language teachers were mostly the questions related to
the comprehension stage of RBT (e.g. Authors et al., 2022; Cintas Yildiz, 2015; Ozen, 2020). Authors et
al,, (2022) examined the written exam questions of Turkish teachers and found that only 0.3% of the
questions were prepared in the create level of RBT, 0.5% in the analyze level, and no questions were
prepared for the evaluate level. Moreover, the rate of HOTQs in the exam questions were found to be

only 0.8%.
The Present Study

The aim of this study was to examine Turkish language teachers’ competencies in preparing

HOTQs. In line with this purpose, answers to the following questions were sought:

1. What is the rate of HOTQs in the questions prepared by Turkish language teachers in line
with the guidelines for preparing HOTQs?
2. Which thinking skills were included in the HOTQs prepared by Turkish language teachers?

One of the distinguishing features of this study is that teachers were sent instructions for
preparing high-level thinking questions and then asked to write multiple-choice and open-ended
questions. Despite the fact that open-ended questions are typically used to determine HOT, well-
prepared multiple-choice questions, particularly those with a premise, can also be used to determine
HOT (Brookhart, 2010). This allowed us to directly examine the level of teachers’ preparation of HOTQs.
In other studies, teachers’ preparation of HOTQs was mainly examined through exam materials (e.g.,
Authors et al., 2022; Giifta and Zorbaz, 2008; Kavruk and Cegen, 2013; Maden and Durukan, 2009) or
their oral testimonies (usta, 2022). In written examination papers, teachers not only use their own
questions, but also questions obtained from other sources (Authors et al., 2022). Similarly, research on
teachers’ preparation of HOTQs was conducted in line with teachers’ perceptions (e.g., Usta, 2022).
Since self-assessment is subjective, it has various limitations. Individuals may not express their needs
or problems objectively due to reasons such as social desirability, lack of motivation, inability to
recognize their needs (Ratnapalan and Hilliard, 2002). Failure to reveal the full extent of needs or

problems has the potential to create a negative perception that a need or problem does not exist.

In comparison to other studies (e.g. Kavruk and Cegen, 2013) examining teachers” use of the
HOTQs, this study involved a relatively larger group of participants. Employing a quantitative research
method, this study does not seek to offer generalizations. However, the inclusion of a relatively larger
group of participants in the study is expected to have the potential to allow both the examination of

HOTQs of teachers with different experiences and characteristics and the inferences made to be
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stronger. This study also contributes to current literature by investigating which cognitive skills teachers
include in the HOTQs they prepare, which make it possible to see which skills are included and how

often, and which skills are not measured in the questions.
Method
Design

Examining Turkish language teachers’ HOTQ preparation competencies, the present study was
designed as descriptive research using document analysis. Document analysis is a qualitative research
technique used to study the content of written documents thoroughly and methodically (Bowen, 2009).
The documents of the study consisted of the questions prepared by the teachers based on the “Higher-
Order Thinking Questions Guideline”. In the current study, questions obtained from Turkish language
teachers were subjected to the analysis procedures mentioned in detail under the sub-heading of data
analysis. Document analysis requires inferring meaning, gaining insight, and developing empirical
knowledge by examining and interpreting data (Corbin and Strauss, 2008). In a similar line of thinking,
this study employed document analysis method, because the questions prepared by the teachers on the
basis of the “HOTQs guideline” were aimed to reveal the current status of Turkish teachers” HOTQ
preparation competencies, to gain a deeper insight into their preparation competencies, and to make

inferences about teacher education in this context.
Data Source

The questions created by Turkish language teachers employed in secondary schools served as
the study’s source of data. The participants of the study were determined according to maximum
variation sampling method, which is one of the purposive sampling methods. In this method, the aim
is to create a sample that reflects various situations related to the problem studied. Thus, the researcher
considers the problem from a broader perspective and examine it from different perspectives
(Biiyiikoztiirk et al., 2012). In order to ensure maximum variation, teachers working in different districts
(20 districts including the provincial center) and different school types were included in the study. After
obtaining the necessary permissions, teachers were accessed through the Measurement and Evaluation
Center (MEC), and data on the HOTQs Guideline were collected. The data received in the first phase
were examined by the researchers, and the missing documents were requested from the schools again
through the MEC, and then all the collected data delivered to the researchers. At the end of all these

processes, dataset was collected from 96 schools.
Data Collection Tool

HOTQ guideline was used as a data collection tool in the study. The purpose of this guideline
was to explore the current state of teachers’ competencies in measuring and assessing HOT skills. The

guideline was composed of two parts: a paragraph explaining what was required of teachers and the
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criteria to be followed in the question preparation process. Participants were asked to prepare questions
measuring reading or writing language skills based on the text they selected, or they wrote themselves
depending on the objectives set out in the 8t grade Turkish Language Teaching curriculum or the ones
they specified by themselves. It was stated that the questions should have been open-ended and
multiple-choice in a way that measured HOT skills. It was also stated in the guideline that teachers
should have shared the answer keys on how they would evaluate the questions they prepared. In
addition, the guideline also included a seven-item rubric to guide the teacher in the question
preparation process, which also served as a checklist for teachers. The measurement tool used in the
research was developed with the collaboration of four researchers who were experts in curriculum
development, measurement and evaluation, and Turkish education. In the process of preparing the
HOTQ guideline, all potential circumstances were examined to determine the current situation of
teachers in preparing HOTQs in a valid and reliable manner, possible causes of error were emphasized,
and it was assured that the form included all the information that teachers would need. Apart from that,
the cell phone numbers of the three researchers were indicated on the forms so that the participants

could communicate with the researchers for any consultation they may wish to have.
Data Analysis

The data analysis was completed in two steps. In the first stage, each question item was
evaluated with the following question: “Does this question have the ability to measure higher-order
thinking skills?” All four researchers provided their own justifications and decisions for each item
separately. Where consensus was not achieved, the decision was determined by majority vote. One
researcher, based on the decision of the four researchers who performed the analysis simultaneously,
classified the questions in the analysis program on a dichotomous structure (i.e., capable of measuring
HOT skills, not capable of measuring HOT skills). The quality of the questions to measure HOT skills
was determined according to the level of the thinking skill that the questions aimed to measure. The
categorization proposed by Moodley (2013) was utilized in the decision-making process. Accordingly,
the “remember” level in RBT was defined as the lower cognitive level; the “understand” and “apply”
levels as the middle cognitive level; and the “analyze”, “evaluate” and “create” levels as the higher
cognitive level. Therefore, each question examined on this basis was coded as “not having the quality
of measuring HOT skills” if it aimed to measure only the lower cognitive and/or middle cognitive level.

If the question item aimed to measure at least one HOT skill, it was coded as “having the quality of

measuring HOT skills”.

Thel198econdd stage of the analysis was carried out on the question items that were decided to
measure HOT skills. In this phase, the distribution of the question items in terms of which thinking
skills they aimed to measure was analyzed. The question “Which thinking skill(s) does this question

aim to measure?” was addressed to the questions that were determined to be a HOTQ after the previous
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analysis. The definitions of thinking skills proposed by Author (2020) and Authors (2021) were adopted
and consulted during the analysis. Again, in this analysis process, all four researchers proposed their
own justifications and decisions for each item separately. Where agreement was not achieved, the
decision was determined by majority vote again. Similarly, one researcher coded the questions in terms
of the related thinking skills based on the decision of the four researchers conducting the analysis

simultaneously.

Within the scope of the research, 517 questions were analyzed. The coding of 18 of these
questions was determined by majority vote. Of these questions, 14 (78%) had a similar structure. The
solution of these questions, illustrated in Appendix A, required placing the shared data in tables, figures
or diagrams. The students were expected first to develop tables, figures or diagrams in a quality and
quantity appropriate to the characteristics of the data shared in the question, and then reach a solution
based on the possibilities and explanations in the question instructions. During the analysis process,
one of the researchers stated that these questions were at the application level and did not require the
use of higher-order thinking skills. The majority decision was taken into account based on the finding
that, after the questions were solved and re-examined, they required the use of skills such as evaluation,
probabilistic thinking, and comparison, as well as the use of basic singular thinking skills such as
discrimination, sequencing, and application. Therefore, these questions were coded as requiring the use
of higher-order thinking skills. The other two questions that were controversial in the analysis process
were related to deciding on the title of the text. It was accepted by majority vote that the solution of
these questions required the use of interpretation, inference, and creative thinking skills, and they were
coded as capable of measuring higher-order thinking skills. Another question based on reading
comprehension, depicted in Appendix B, was coded as capable of measuring higher-order thinking
skills, because it required the use of prediction, comprehension and inference thinking skills in
accordance with the text and question characteristics. In another question, shown in Appendix C,
students were expected to comprehend the message intended to be given with a price list that varied
according to different types of expression, was coded as capable of measuring higher-order thinking
skills, because it required the use of inferring, predicting and questioning thinking skills. Some other

examples of higher-order questions analyzed based on thinking skills can be seen in Appendix D.
Ethical Permissions of the Study
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Findings

The findings of the study were presented under two headings in accordance with the research
questions. In accordance with the first aim of this research, the level of teachers’ competencies in
preparing questions in accordance with the HOTQ guideline were examined. The findings related to

the sub-problem are displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. The rate of the question types in the questions prepared by the teachers

F Y%
LOTQs 451 87.2
HOTQs 66 12.8
Total 517 100.0

It was found that 66 of 517 questions authored by the participants had the quality of measuring
higher-order thinking skills. This finding indicates that only 12.8% of the questions developed for
measuring HOT skills possessed such quality. This means that 87.2% of the questions written by the
participants on the basis of the guideline for developing HOTQ did not measure HOT skills. The
distribution of the HOTQs formulated by them in terms of question type showed that 72.7% (48) of the

questions were open-ended, while 28.3% (18) were multiple-choice.

In line with the second aim of this research, answers to the question as to how the questions
determined to measure HOT skills were distributed according to the thinking skills were sought. The

findings related to the sub-problem are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Distribution of HOTQs in terms of thinking skills

Thinking skills f % Thinking skills f %
Meaning-Based Configuration 29 10.5 Establishing Cause and Effect 12 43
relationship

Making Inferences 28 10.1  Designing 9 3.3
Comparing 22 8 Visual Reading 9 3.3
Applying 22 8 Matching 5 1.8
Synthesizing 18 6.5  Questioning 5 1.8
Analyzing 17 6.2  Predicting 5 1.8
Creative Thinking 17 6.2  Sorting 4 14
Evaluating 17 6.2  Discussing 4 14
Distinguishing 16 5.8  Problem-solving 1 0.4
Transforming 13 4.7  Self-evaluating 1 0.4
Decision-making 11 4

Interpreting 11 4 Total 276

The analysis of 66 questions prepared by the participants to measure HOT skills shows that the

questions served the purpose of measuring 22 different thinking skills. It was found that the questions
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largely focused on measuring meaning-based configuration, making inferences, comparing and
applying. It was also observed that questions that served the purpose of measuring analysis, synthesis,
creative writing, and evaluation were included at a moderate level. It was discovered that the thinking
skills of establishing cause and effect relationships, interpreting, problem-solving, decision-making, and
designing, which are closely related to the objectives of the Turkish language course, were measured at
a very low rate. These results make us question to what extent the potential of the Turkish course in

developing thinking skills is being exploited in a qualified manner.
Discussion

Responding to a significant gap in the literature by examining teacher’s competencies in writing
HOTQs, the aim of the present study was to investigate the rate of HOTQs written by the Turkish
language teachers in line with the guideline for preparing HOTQ and to determine which thinking skills
were included in the HOTQs authored by the teachers. The study findings are discussed in the following

sections, in accordance with the research questions that were posed at the beginning.
The rate of HOTQs developed by the teachers

The results of the study showed that only 12.8% of the questions developed by the teachers to
measure HOT skills had this quality. Although the aim was to make the participants prepare HOTQs,
approximately 87% of the prepared questions were not HOTQs. This result is alarming because among
the teachers who were expected to write HOTQs, the rate of those who could write HOTQs is very low.
The findings of this study are identical to those of other studies on Turkish language teachers’ ability to
prepare questions. Previous research has revealed that teachers predominantly include LOTQs both in
the classroom teaching process (Arap, 2015; Author, 2022b; Authors et al., 2022; Baysen 2006; Isir and
Uyar, 2022) and in the exams (Giifta and Zorbaz, 2008; Cintas Yildiz, 2015; Ozen, 2020). Baysen (2006)
found that teachers generally preferred to ask questions at the knowledge level. Correspondingly, Giifta
and Zorbaz (2008) indicated that teachers generally asked questions for lower cognitive levels in their
exams and that the answers to approximately 74% of the reading questions were included exactly in the
text. Along with these studies, Omeroglu (2024) examined the exam questions prepared by Turkish
teachers in terms of cognitive levels and found that there were no questions for the analyze, evaluate,
and create levels in the questions prepared in the field of reading. Besides, most of the questions were
prepared for the comprehension level, and this level was followed by questions at the stages of
remember, understanding and apply respectively. Similarly, in the study conducted by Kanik Uysal et
al. (2022), it was determined that questions were prepared mostly for the understand level, this level
was followed by the remember and apply level, no questions were prepared for the evaluate level, and
very few questions were included for the analyze and create level. In the study by Akyol et al. (2013), it
was concluded that the questions created by teachers were generally at the lower cognitive level. In

addition to these studies conducted with teachers, similar results were obtained in the studies
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examining the question asking skills of prospective teachers. For example, Aydemir and Ciftci (2008)
conducted a study with a group of final year students in the Department of Turkish Language and
Literature Education and found that the questions prepared by pre-service teachers for three different
text types were generally at the lower cognitive level (59%) regardless of the text type; these questions
were followed by questions at the intermediate (24%) and higher level (17%), respectively. Given that
asking HOTQs requires higher and complex skills (Jansen and Moller, 2022; Seeger et al., 2018), one of
the factors contributing to teachers” inability to produce HOTQs may stem from teachers’ inadequacy

in preparing HOTQs.

Considering the variables that may cause this inadequacy, it is noticed that there are some
problems in the primary sources that guide teachers. Teachers heavily rely on the Turkish language
teaching program and course books in their teaching and question formulation processes. Prior studies
examining these resources that guide teachers in terms of thinking skills demonstrate that the
curriculum (e.g. Author, 2020; Batur and Ulutas, 2013; Cerci, 2018; Soylemez, 2018) and textbooks
(Altun, 2021; Authors, 2021; Benzer, 2019; Isir and Uyar, 2022; Sallabas and Yilmaz, 2020; Sezgin and
Ozilhan, 2019) mostly include LOT skills and fall short of covering HOT skills. Isir and Uyar (2022)
found that less than 10% of the questions in 7t grade textbooks; Sallabas and Yilmaz (2020) found that
only 4% of the questions in 8t grade textbooks; Benzer (2019) found that 1% of the questions in 5"-8t
grade Turkish textbooks; Sezgin and Ozilhan (2019) found that only 1% of the questions in 1-8t grade
textbooks measured HOT skills. The fact that similar results are encountered at different grade levels
points out to the fact that course books cannot provide teachers with qualified examples and sufficient
guidance in terms of creating HOTQs. Nevertheless, studies (Akyol et al., 2013; Isir and Uyar, 2022)

show that teachers benefit from and are influenced by course books the most while preparing questions.

Another significant parameter is the rate at which the curricula that are taken as a reference
point while preparing the course books include HOT skills. To illustrate, Cergi (2018) found that the
objectives in the curriculum remained insufficient to represent the levels of analyzing, evaluating, and
creating (36.84% in total), which required HOT skills, while Soylemez (2018) found that the objectives
were not sufficient in terms of developing creative thinking and problem-solving skills. In a similar
vein, Author (2020) examined the Turkish language teaching curricula and found that there were no
objectives directly related to creative thinking skills in the curricula, and that the objectives aimed at
developing synthesis and problem-solving skills were very limited. Furthermore, Biiyiikalan Filiz and
Yildirim (2019) stated that there were very few objectives in relation to developing the metacognitive
level in the curriculum; Batur and Ulutas (2013) reported that there were no objectives in the curriculum
that could directly overlap with levels 5 and 6, which are described as higher levels in PISA. This fact

proves that curricula do not provide sufficient guidance to teachers in terms of preparing HOTQs.
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An examination of the courses taken in undergraduate education by teachers who do not
receive sufficient support from course books and curricula shows that these courses do not provide
teachers with a sufficient supporting background too. Indeed, relevant studies (Deniz and Keray Dingel,
2019; incegam et al.,, 2018; Karatay and Dilekgi, 2019; Ozen, 2020) argue that the number and content of
courses in teacher education programs should be updated and teachers should be supported with in-
service trainings, stating that in-service teachers and pre-service teachers do not have sufficient
equipment in terms of measurement and evaluation. All these results suggest that students are not at
the desired level in terms of HOT skills, because their teachers are not adequately equipped and
supported by them. These skills, which can be learned and developed (Bono, 2013; Brookhart, 2010),
require a conscious effort to be developed at the desired level in students. This conscious effort needs
to be invested by teachers and those who prepare teaching materials, and students need to be exposed
to appropriate questions, because the level of questions determines the level of thinking (Erdogan,
2017). As a matter of fact, research shows that teacher and student questions are generally identical in
terms of level (Akyol et al., 2013; Ates et al., 2016; Baysen, 2006), and that students” questioning and
answering skills do not exceed the teacher’s questioning level (Ates et al., 2016; Baysen, 2006). For
instance, in the study conducted by Ates et al. (2016), it was concluded that teachers tended to ask
questions predominantly at the lower cognitive level, students’ thinking levels were affected by the
questions asked by teachers, and students could not rise above teacher questions in terms of level.
Previous studies in different fields (Shahrill and Clarke, 2014) also reveal that the questions used by
teachers in the classroom improve students’ reasoning skills and encourage them to think, and studies
in which teacher and student questions are evaluated together reveal that teacher questions are effective
on students’ ability to ask questions (Isir and Uyar, 2022) and answer questions (Baysen, 2006).
Therefore, in a vicious circle where the questions produced by teachers show a similar distribution in
terms of level to the questions in textbooks (Isir and Uyar, 2022) and where the questions and answers
asked by students are also influenced by teacher questions (Ates et al., 2016; Blything et al., 2019; Lee
and Kinzie, 2012), it becomes clear that the whole process should be constructed with a conscious effort

from the very beginning.

Consistent with the results of this study, teachers in previous studies (e.g. Ozen, 2020; Yildiz,
2021) also stated that they should receive training to measure students’” HOT skills. Possible
explanations can be given regarding the causes of these results. First, teachers do not receive any
training in HOTQ preparation in both pre-service teacher education and in-service training. Second,
teachers do not write the questions they use. Secondly, teachers do not author the questions that they
utilize. Authors et al. (2022)’s study reveals that Turkish exam papers had a similarity rate with the
internet ranging from 11% to 91%, and the questions were taken from internet sources. This may pose

an obstacle to the development of teachers’ question writing skills and their awareness of their needs.
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Thinking Skills in HOTQs

It was found that 22 different thinking skills were tested in the HOTQs prepared by the teachers.
Meaning-based structuring, inferring, comparing, and applying were measured the most, while self-
evaluating, problem-solving, discussing, sorting, predicting, and questioning were measured the least.
In support of this finding, it has been observed that there are no objectives to develop problem-solving,
evaluating, questioning, and decision-making thinking skills among the objectives of Turkish Language
Teaching programs (Author, 2020). Since language courses contain various texts in terms of their
characteristics, questions for self-evaluating, problem-solving, discussing, sorting, etc. can be easily
used in connection with these texts. However, Isir and Uyar (2022) found that less than 10% of the
questions prepared based on the texts in the language course books were at the level of evaluating,

criticizing, and in-depth thinking.

The results of Magnusson’s (2022) study showed that native language teachers in Norway also
failed to produce HOTQs but achieved the highest rates on making inferences and interpreting
questions. According to Magnusson (2022), most of the questions that teachers posed to students were
about interpretation or reflection, while they hardly ever asked them to assess the validity and reliability
of texts. Other related studies (istanbullu, 2021; Olukcu and Yildiz, 2022; Parker and Hurry, 2007) also
showed that the questions produced by teachers mostly addressed LOT skills, whereas questioning,
evaluating, and creative thinking skills were rarely included. These results reveal that students’
questioning, critical and creative thinking skills are not activated, and the quality and reliability of the
text are not questioned through the texts. However, the 21st century skills expect critical and creative
thinking, decision-making, and problem-solving skills from students (Zhou et al., 2023). Belet Boyac1
and Giiner Ozer (2019) state that creativity, critical thinking, collaboration, and problem-solving are
emphasized in all classifications of the 21st century skills, and they express that language course
(Turkish) is quite suitable for developing these skills. However, the results of this research indicate that
there is a mismatch between the questions and expectations offered by Turkish language teachers to

their students and the expectations of the current era.
Conclusion

The results of this research indicate that teachers are not competent enough in preparing
HOTQs. There are some significant studies in the literature (e.g. Assaly and Jabarin, 2021; Yildiz, 2021),
stating that language teachers had some trouble with preparing HOTQs. However, what distinguishes
this study from other studies is that it reveals teachers’ HOTQ preparation competencies in a concrete
and focused way. The deficiencies observed in teachers may pose a serious obstacle to the goal of
developing HOT skills through the Turkish language course. Considering the fact that the inadequacy
of HOT objectives and activities in the curriculum and course books affects teacher questions and,

consequently, student questions and answers, it is necessary to design and create a teaching process
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that includes HOT skills. The importance and even the necessity of this arrangement are revealed by
the performance of Turkey in international exams. In all PISA results from 2003 to 2018, Turkey’s
average reading achievement has been below the OECD average. One of the crucial factors that leads
to the lack of HOTQs in teachers’ questions seems to be their inadequacies in preparing HOTQs. Based

on this fact, this study has shown that Turkish language teachers need training in preparing HOTQs.
Educational Implications

Since questions at different levels require various thinking processes, an effective teaching and
evaluation process should include both LOTQ and HOTQ (Biiyiikalan Filiz, 2007). The competence to
prepare HOTQs requires time and practice and is generally limited in novice teachers (Seeger et al.,
2018). In order to apply an effective teaching and evaluation process, teachers need to have HOTQs
preparation competence. Based on the results of this research, it can be suggested that teachers should

receive training on HOTQ preparation both in pre-service teacher trainings and in-service trainings.

Teachers paying attention to the following issues have the potential to make HOTQ writing

process more effective and systematic:

Planning: HOTQ requires planning before directing it. Teachers excel at posing spontaneous

questions, but spontaneous questions are generally focused on LOTQ (Collins, 2014).

Using a taxonomy for the cognitive domain: It would be useful to use a taxonomy for observing
which thinking skill/s are served by the questions prepared by teachers and for achieving the intended

diversity and distribution. (McMillan, 2015).

Using the table of specifications: It would be useful for teachers to use the table of specifications
when preparing questions in order to see which thinking skills are included in the questions they

prepare as well as which objectives they are aimed at.

Using open-ended questions: The quality and complexity of questioning has a significant
impact on the level of thinking. Teacher questions, especially adverbial questions such as why and how,
enable student responses to be linguistically more complex and richer (Blything et al., 2019). Directing
open-ended questions that require students to provide justifications and giving them enough time to

do so would be beneficial for the development of HOT skills.
Limitations and Future Research

There are several limitations of this study. First, RBT was used as a criterion in determining
HOTQs. Future research may benefit from different taxonomies and criteria in the analysis phase. In
this study, only the questions prepared by the teachers were analyzed; the students of the participating
teachers were not included in the study. Thus, future research can delve into the analysis of students’
responses to questions in order to gain a deeper insight. Furthermore, in designing teacher trainings,

studies can be conducted on the effectiveness of these trainings and their reflections in classrooms. By
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analyzing which questions stimulate students’ thinking skills more in such studies, suggestions can be
made on what kind of questions teachers should ask. Moreover, through an analysis of the evolution of
questions asked in international collaborative exams, it is possible to identify the changes in
expectations for teachers and students with regard to HOT skills. This examination can shed light on

the types of skills that are valued in the global education landscape.
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Appendices

Appendix A

Aytekin, a Grade 8 student who has a live class every day except Sunday, has the following schedule:

- There is no Science class on Tuesdays and Saturdays.
- There is another lesson between Turkish and English.
- Math class is before English class.

- Religious Culture and Ethics is after Science

- There is a Turkish lesson on Monday.

According to this, which of the following can be said with certainty?
A) There is Science class on Friday.

B) There is a History of Revolution class on Thursday.

C) There is Math class on Tuesday.

D) Religious Culture and Ethics class is on Friday.

Melike received a gift for her birthday from her friends.

Selin, Mihrinur, Sena, Aysun, Riza, Yusuf, Okan and ibrahim are the people who received gifts.

The gifts received were a doll, necklace, perfume and skirt.
Two of each gift was received.

Mihrinur and Sena received the same gift.

Riza and Okan received the same gift.

Ibrahim received perfume.

Selin and Yusuf received different gifts.

Aysun received a doll.

Solve questions 1 and 2 according to this information.

1 According to this information, which of the following is absolutely true?

2: If it is known that Mihrinur and Sena bought skirts, which of the following is definitely wrong?
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Appendix B

I want to find a place in Anatolia that is unique in silence, desolation, desolation, desolation,
lifelessness, and open a shop there. Passing through the desolation as if through a forest, I look for the spot
where the darkest nothingness and the bottomless nothingness make their home. Finally, I find a black, sharp,
horrible cliff somewhere, say at the top of Mount Kop, where not a human being, not a jackal, not a bird, not
even a cloud passes; not a tree, not a bush, not a grass, not even moss grows on it. I set up my shop right

there, between the deep blue sky and the black ground.

Do you know what I will sell in this shop?

Appendix C
Give me tea? 2.75 1
Send tea 2.50tl
Give me some tea? 2.00 tl
Can I have some tea? 1.75t

Could I have some tea? 1.50 tl

Mr. Halil, if you're free, | 1.00tl

can I have some tea?

Appendix D

Sample HOTQs related to some of the thinking skills from the data obtained are presented in the

following table.
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Table 3. Samples of HOTQs

Thinking Skills Sample Questions

Creative Writing ¢ Do not abandon your own truths because they seem
Meaning-Based Configuration wrong to others. Epicurus

Adapting ¢ The gate of the school

e Touch someone on his/her sore spot (to offend a well-
remembered, powerful person or an authority, to cause
offense)

¢ Melodica

e Limbmeal (gradually, step by step, little by little)

Create a story that includes the words and sentences above.
Problem-solving Evaluate the factors that distract people from reading,
Discussing considering the text you have read, and write your suggestions
Making Inferences for solutions.
Establishing cause-effect relationship
Questioning
Meaning-Based Configuration
Evaluating
Interpreting
Making Inferences
Transforming
Visual Reading

Write a main idea that expresses the message the visual above
intends to give.
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