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Abstract

This study has been planned for the purpose of comparative analysis of
examination questions of elementary mathematics teachers and mathematics
questions of Placement Examination (SBS) for 6th, 7th and 8th grades in 2010 in
terms of Bloom’s Taxonomy. Document analysis method was used in this study.
Accordingly, 715 examination questions mathematics teachers working in 12
different primary schools asked in 2009-2010 academic year and 54 mathematics
questions for 6th, 7th and 8th grades in SBS in 2010 were examined and classified
by a committee including 3 mathematics educators. As a result, it was seen that 6th,
7th and 8th grade examination questions and SBS questions were generally
concentrated on lower cognitive levels (Knowledge, Understanding and
Application).
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Extended Summary

This study aims to investigate the examination questions of elementary
school mathematics teachers in 2009-2010 academic years and Placement
Examination which was done for 6th, 7th and 8th grade students in 2011 in terms of
determining their scientific level according to Bloom Taxonomy.

Document analysis method (Karasar, 2003) which enables to examine the
features of a document or a text by quantifying these features with a content analysis
has been used in this research. For this purposes, 715 exam questions which
mathematics teachers addressed to students in 2009-2010 academic years were
collected and these teachers work at 12 different elementary schools which are
located in Erzurum city centre and determined by random sampling method.
Additionally, 2010 placement examination questions were examined. The
researchers classified all these questions according to the levels of Bloom
Taxonomy. When different ideas were claimed about a certain question, researchers
discussed and decided on the final situations of the classifications. The obtained data
were analyzed with SPSS and visualized with the help of percentage and frequency
tables.

It can be seen for the 6™ grade exam questions that % 66,6 of the questions is
at knowledge, % 18,2 of them is at comprehension and % 15,2 is at application
level. After examining 16 mathematics questions for 6™ grade students which were
asked in 2010 placement examination, it is observed that 13 of the questions are
lower cognitive and only 3 of them are metacognitive. % 6,25 of the lower
cognitive level questions is at knowledge, % 31,25 of them is at comprehension and
% 43,75 are at application level. While %12,5 of the metacognitive level questions
belongs to analysis, % 6,25 of them belongs to synthesis level.

217 of 253 exam questions which mathematics teachers use for 7" grade
students are at lower cognitive and 36 of them are at metacognitive level. % 27,3 of
lower cognitive level questions is at knowledge, % 19,4 of them is at comprehension
and % 39,1 of them is at application level. All of metacognitive questions belong to
analysis level. After examining 18 mathematics questions for 7" grade students
which were asked in placement examination, it is observed that 12 of the questions
are lower cognitive and 6 of them are metacognitive level. % 5,6 of the lower
cognitive level questions is at knowledge, % 27,8 of them is at comprehension and
% 33,4 at application level. While % 16,6 of the metacognitive level questions
belongs to analysis, % 16, 6 of them is at synthesis level.

231 exam questions which mathematics teachers use for 8" grade students
consist of 205 lower cognitive and 26 metacognitive level questions. % 13,4 of
lower cognitive level questions is at knowledge, % 55,4 of them is at comprehension
and % 19,9 of them is at application level. % 7,8 of metacognitive questions are at
analysis and % 3,5 of them is at synthesis level. After examining 20 mathematics
questions for 8" grade students which were asked in placement examination, it is
observed that 13 of the questions are lower cognitive and 7 of them are
metacognitive level. % 10 of the lower cognitive level questions is at knowledge, %
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20 of them is at comprehension and % 35 is at application level. While % 15 of the
metacognitive level questions belongs to analysis, % 20 of them is at synthesis level.

It is seen that elementary school mathematics teachers generally use
knowledge level questions for 6" grade students, application level questions for 7™
grade students and application level questions for 8" grade questions. Placement
Examination consist of the questions are generally at application level. According to
these data, a correlation is observed between teachers’ exam questions and
placement examination questions asked for 7" grade students.

The obtained data show that the lower cognitive level questions both the
exam questions which mathematics teachers ask and asked in the central placement
examinations are in the center of interest. Additionally, it was determined that
neither teachers’ exam questions nor placement examination mathematics questions
which belong to metacognitive level are at evaluation level, they are only at analysis
and synthesis level.

The analysis of the mathematics questions which were asked in elementary
school exams and central placement examinations show that lower cognitive level
questions were used mostly in both exams. Similar studies indicate that % 80 of the
questions which were asked to evaluate students were at lower cognitive level
questions (Crooks, 1998, Barker & Hapkiewicz 2001). This study’s results show a
high correlation with the results of most studies (Azar, 2005; Cepni, 2003;
Kemhacioglu, 2001; Cepni, Keles & Ayvaci, 1999; Giiler, Ozek & Yaprak, 2004;
Mutlu, Usak & Aydogdu, 2003; Karamustafaoglu, Sevim, Karamustafaoglu &
Cepni, 2003; Ozmen & Karamustafaoglu, 2006; Crooks, 1998; Kogce, 2005; Kogce
& Baki, 2009; Dindar & Demir, 2006; Ozcan & Akcan, 2010; Karaman, 2005;

Ozcan & Oluk, 2007) about different courses and student levels in literature.
* *x % %

43



G. Giiler, E. Ozdemir, .. // EU Journal of Education Faculty, 14(1),(2012), 41-60

References

Azar, A. (2005). Analysis of turkish high-school physics-examination questions and
university entarence exams questions according to Bloom’s taxonomy. Tirk
Fen Egitimi Dergisi, Cilt:2 Sayi: 2 144-150.

Barker, D., & Hapkiewicz, W. G. (2001). The Effect of Behavioral Objectives on
Relevant and Incidental Learning at Two Levels of Bloom’s Taxonomy, The
Journal of Educational Research, 8, 334-339.

Crooks, T. J. (1998). The impact of classroom evaluation practice on students.
Review of Educational Research 58 (4): 438-481.

Cepni, S. (2003) Fen alanlar1 6gretim elemanlarinim sinav sorularinin biligsel
diizeylerinin analizi. Kuram ve Uygulamada Egitim Bilimleri Dergisi. Cilt: 3
Sayi: 1 65-84.

Cepni, S., Keles, E. ve Ayvaci, H.S. (1999). OSS’de sorulan fizik sorulari ile
liselerde sorulan fizik sinav sorularinin karsilastirilmasi. Ttrk Fizik Dernegi
18. Fizik Kongresi, Cukurova Universitesi, Adana.

Demirel, O. (2005). Kuramdan Uygulamaya Egitimde Program Gelistirme, PegemA
Yayincilik, Ankara.

Dindar, H. & Demir, M. (2006). Besinci sinif 6gretmenlerinin fen bilgisi dersi sinav
sorularinin Bloom taksonomisine gore degerlendirilmesi, GU, Gazi egitim
fakdiltesi dergisi, Cilt: 26 Say:: 3 87-96.

Erturk, S. (1993). Egitimde program gelistirme. Ankara: Meteksan Yaym Dagitim.

Filiz, S.B. (2004). Ogretmenler icin soru sorma sanati, Ankara: Asil Yayin Dagitim.

Giller, G., Ozek, N. ve Yaprak, G. (2004). 1999-2001 OSS fizik sorularinin bilissel
gelisim seviyelerinin incelenmesi, dershane ve liselerde sorulan sorularin
biligsel gelisim seviyeleri ile Kkarsilagtirilmasi.  Stleyman Demirel
Universitesi, Fen Bilimleri Enstitist Dergisi. Cilt: 8 Sayi:2 63-66.

Guindiiz, Y. (2009). ilkogretim 6, 7 ve 8. simf fen ve teknoloji sorularimin élgme
araglarina ve Bloom’un Bilissel Alan Taksonomisine gére analizi. Yuzuncl
Y1l Universitesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi. 4(2), 150-165.

Karaman, 1. (2005). Erzurum ilinde bulunan liselerdeki fizik sinav sorularinn
Bloom Taksonomisinin basamaklarina gore analizi. Gazi Egitim Fakultesi
Dergisi, Cilt 25, Say1 1, 77-90.

Karamustafaoglu, S., Sevim, S., Karamustafaoglu, O. and Cepni, S. (2003)
Analiyses of 10. Turkish high-school chemistry-examination questions
according to Bloom’s taxonomy, Chemistry Education: Research And
Practice Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 25-30.

Karasar, N. (2003). Bilimsel aragtirma yontemi, Ankara: Nobel Yaym Dagitim.

Kemhacioglu, T. (2001). OSS sorularinin lise fizik 1 mifredat: ile iliskisi.
Yayinlanmamus Y(iksek Lisans Tezi, KTU Fen Bilimleri Enstitisii, Trabzon.

Kogce, D. & Baki, A. (2009). Farkli tirdeki liselerin matematik sinavlarinda
sorulan sorularin Bloom Taksonomisine gore karsilastirilmasi. Kastamonu
Egitim Dergisi. Cilt:17, No:2, 557-574.

Kogce, D. (2005). OSS sinavi matematik sorulari ile liselerde sorulan yazili sinav
sorularimn Bloom Taksonomisine gore karsilastirilmasi. Yayinlanmamis

60



G. Giiler, E. Ozdemir, .. // EU Journal of Education Faculty, 14(1),(2012), 41-60
doktora tezi. Karadeniz Teknik Universitesi Fen Bilimleri  Enstitlisd.
Trabzon.

Kiglkahmet, L. (1997). Egitim programlar1 ve 6gretimi, Gazi Yayinlari, Ankara.

Mutlu, M., Usak, M. ve Aydogdu, M. (2003). Fen bilgisi sinav sorularinin Bloom
taksonomisine gore degerlendirilmesi. G.U. Kirsehir Egitim Fakiltesi
Derqgisi. Cilt: 4 Say1: 2 87-95.

Ozcan, S. & Oluk, S. (2007). ilkogretim fen bilgisi derslerinde kullamlan sorularin
Piaget ve Bloom Taksonomisine gore analizi. Ziya Gokalp Egitim Fakdltesi
Dergisi, 8, 61-68.

Ozcan, S. ve Akcan, K. (2010). Fen Bilgisi Ogretmen Adaylarinin Hazirladig
Sorularin igerik Ve Bloom Taksonomisi’ne Uygunluk Ydniinden
Incelenmesi, Kastamonu Egitim Dergisi, 18 (1), 323-330.

Ozmen, H. & Karamustafaoglu, O. (2006). Lise Il. Simf fizik-kimya sinav
sorularimin ve 6grencilerin enerji konusundaki basarilarinin biligsel gelisim
seviyelerine gore analizi. Kastamonu Egitim Dergisi. Cilt:14 No:1 91-100.

Ralph, E. G. (1999). Oral Questioning Skills of Novice Teachers: ... Any Questions?
Journal of Instructional Psycology, 26(4), 286.

Sahinel, S. (2002). Elestirel Dstinme, Pegem Yayincilik, Ankara.

60



