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This study aimed to analyze the learning outcomes within the Information
Technologies and Software curriculum of middle schools in Turkey on the basis of the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. The study was conducted through document analysis
being a method of qualitative research. In the study, a total of 152 learning outcomes -
75 from the fifth grade and 77 from the sixth grade - were examined based on the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy which is depicted as a two-dimensional categorization
representing the knowledge and the cognitive process. The data were analyzed using
descriptive analysis method. The general results of the analyzes indicated that the
learning outcomes examined in this study were usually related to the procedural
knowledge category of the knowledge dimension and the understand and apply
categories of the cognitive process dimension. When the analyses done within the
knowledge dimension were compared with respect to the grade level, it was recorded
that the fifth-grade learning outcomes placed more emphasis on the factual
knowledge category than the sixth-grade learning outcomes did. On the other hand,
the metacognitive knowledge category received more emphasis from the sixth-grade
learning outcomes than those of the fifth grade. It was also seen that the emphasis
placed on the conceptual and procedural knowledge categories did not differ by the
grade level. When the analyses done within the cognitive process dimension were
compared with respect to the grade level, it was discovered that the higher the grade
level was, the more emphasis was placed on the evaluate category while the less
emphasis was placed on the remember category. However, there were no differences
in the understand, apply, analyze, and create categories by the grade level.
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Bu calismada, Tiirkiye’de ortaokullardaki Bilisim Teknolojileri ve Yazilim Dersi Ogretim
Programi kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine goére analiz edilmesi
amaglanmistir.  Calisma, nitel arastirma yontemlerinden dokiiman incelemesi
yéntemine gore yurutilmastir. Calismada 75’i besinci sinif, 77’si altinci sinif diizeyinde
toplam 152 kazanim, bilgi ve bilissel slreg¢ seklinde iki boyutlu olarak tanimlanan
yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelenmistir. Veriler betimsel analiz yontemi
kullanilarak analiz edilmistir. Calisma sonucunda, incelenen kazanimlarin ¢ogunlukla
yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutu agisindan islemsel bilgi kategorisinde
oldugu; bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan ise anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) kategorisinde
oldugu belirlenmistir. Bilgi boyutuna goére yapilan analizler sinif dlzeyine gore
karsilastinldiginda, altinci sinif programindaki kazanimlarda besinci sinif kazanimlarina
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kiyasla olgusal bilgi kategorisine daha az vurgu yapildigi, Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisine
gore ise daha fazla vurgu yapildig gorilmastir. Bilgi boyutunun kavramsal bilgi ve
islemsel bilgi kategorilerine, sinif dlzeyi dlzeyine gore farkli vurgu yapiimadigi
sonucuna ulasilmistir. Biligsel stire¢ boyutuna gore yapilan analizler sinif diizeyine gore
karsilastinldiginda, sinif dlizeyi arttikga degerlendir(mek) kategorisine daha fazla vurgu
yapildigi, hatirla(mak) kategorisine daha az vurgu yapildigi; anla(mak), uygula(mak),
¢ozimle(mek) ve vyarat(mak) kategorilerine ise sinif diizeyine goére farkh vurgu
yapilmadigi sonuglarina ulasilmistir.

Introduction

There are four basic elements included in a curriculum: learning objectives (outcomes), content,
learning and teaching processes, and measurement and evaluation procedures (Bimen, 2006). In
teaching, it is highly important to engage with learning outcomes as appropriately as possible in order to
design other elements of curriculum and instruction in accordance with the intended learning outcomes
(Beyreli & Sonmez, 2017; Biimen, 2006; Nasstrom, 2009; Nasstrom & Henriksson, 2008). Considering all
of the taxonomies designed with this purpose, the taxonomy proposed by Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill
and Krathwohl (1956) has a significant place.

Taxonomy is defined as a way of classification as well as the set of rules used in this classification
(Turkish Language Association [TDK], 2019). Classification of living creatures according to certain
characteristics or arrangement of books in a library according to certain kinds could be given as
examples. Similarly, instructional objectives, in other words learning outcomes, could also be classified.
According to Bloom et al. (1956), when constructing a taxonomy, the main task is supposed to be
selecting the appropriate symbols, attaching precise and usable definitions to those symbols, and
ensuring the consensus of the group who is going to use those symbols. Likewise, classifying
instructional objectives would first require the selection of an appropriate list of symbols that would
represent all types of objectives. Afterwards, those symbols must be defined with absolute precision to
be able to ensure and facilitate the communication between teachers, administrators, curriculum
developers, test developers, educational researchers and all other people who are likely to use the
taxonomy. And finally, the classification should be tested and the consensus among all educational
professionals who want to use the taxonomy should be ensured.

A complete taxonomy comprises cognitive, affective and psychomotor domains (Bloom et al., 1956).
The cognitive domain includes the objectives related to the recall or recognition of the information and
the development of the intellectual abilities and skills. The cognitive domain is the component where
most of the work in the field of curriculum development is performed and the objectives are expressed
as the clearest definition of the student behaviors. The affective domain, on the other hand, represents
the objectives that define the changes in interests, attitudes and values as well as the development of
appreciation and adequate adaptation (Bloom et al.,, 1956). The psychomotor domain refers to the
objectives regarding the physically observable behaviors. It is highly important to define and achieve the
objectives first within the cognitive domain so as to achieve the objectives of the affective and
psychomotor domains (Taspinar, 2005).

Bloom et al. (1956) introduced the taxonomy that they created to categorize student behaviors
which indicates the purposeful results of the teaching process within the cognitive domain. While
constructing the taxonomy, it was assumed that the same type of behavior could be observed across
different educational levels (primary education, secondary education, or higher education) as well as in
various subject areas in different schools. In this way, a framework of categorization that could be used
in all situations was intended. This categorization entitled as Cognitive Domain Taxonomy or Bloom’s
Taxonomy was based on a hierarchical classification of the instructional objectives and had a one-
dimensional feature. In the Cognitive Domain Taxonomy, instructional objectives were framed and
arranged under six major categories: knowledge, comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and
evaluation. All the categories and subcategories of this taxonomy are presented in Table 1 (Bloom et al.,
1956).
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Table 1.
Categories and subcategories of the Cognitive Domain Taxonomy (Bloom et al., 1956)

Categories Subcategories

1.00 Knowledge 1.10 Specific knowledge 1.11 Knowledge of terms
1.12 Knowledge of specific facts
1.20 Specific knowledge of ways and means 1.21 Knowledge of rules
1.22 Knowledge of trends and sequences
1.23 Knowledge of classifications and categories
1.24 Knowledge of criteria
1.25 Knowledge of method
1.30 Knowledge of generalizations and 1.31 Knowledge of principles and generalizations
abstractions in a field 1.32 Knowledge of theories and structures

2.00 Comprehension 2.10 Conversion
2.20 Interpretation
2.30 Translation, estimation

3.00 Application

4.00 Analysis 4.10 Analysis of elements
4.20 Analysis of relationship
4.30 Analysis of organizational principles

5.00 Synthesis 5.10 Product of an original communication
5.20 Product of a plan or action team
5.30 Deriving abstract relations team

6.00 Evaluation 6.10 Judgments based on internal evidence
6.20 Judgments based on external criteria

In the Knowledge category, there are behaviors such as recognizing after seeing the features of an
object or a phenomenon, answering after being questioned, or repeating the exact information by heart
(Tagpinar, 2005). This category also involves remembering the details, generalizations, methods,
operations, patterns, structures and arrangements (Bloom et al., 1956). The Comprehension category
describes the lowest level of understanding. It means that students know what is being told to them and
use the idea narrated or dictated to them without associating it with other ideas (Bloom et al., 1956).
According to Taspinar (2005), the students at this stage are expected to provide what they previously
learned in a new form or to recognize it when presented in a different way. The Application category
refers to the use of abstractions in particular and concrete situations. Those abstractions could exist in
the form of general ideas, operational rules, or generalized methods. They could also be technical
principles, ideas, and theories that need to be recalled and applied (Bloom et al., 1956). The Analysis
category includes revealing the elements that constitute a system as well as the relationships among
those elements (Taspinar, 2005). According to Bloom et al. (1956), at this stage, the relative hierarchy of
ideas is made clear and/or the relations between the ideas expressed are made explicit, and so the
breakdown of the communication is ensured. Such analyses are usually designed to clarify the
communication as well as to manage the way the communication transmits its foundations and
arrangements by demonstrating how the communication is organized. In the Synthesis category, the
elements and parts are put together so as to form a whole. This stage involves the items, components,
elements, units or parts along with their working processes as well as how to organize and combine all
of them to form a pattern or structure which was unclear before (Bloom et al., 1956). In Taspinar’s
(2005) words, this stage includes behaviors such as putting the ideas in an appropriate order, defending
a main idea with sufficient evidence, and proposing a method to test a hypothesis. The Evaluation
category involves making a conscious judgment with certain criteria for a specific purpose (Taspinar,
2005) and could be performed in accordance with internal evidences or external criteria (Bloom et al.,
1956).

Bloom et al. (1956) stated that the early versions of this taxonomy were tested and found to be
useful in classifying educational objectives by the experts who examined this taxonomy. The main
categories of the taxonomy were used in many institutions as a measure to classify the test materials.
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Although Bloom’s Taxonomy was claimed to be a practical and effective tool in the field, Bloom et al.
(1956) did not see it as a perfect or complete taxonomy; they rather stated that they would continue
working on the development of other taxonomic (affective and psychomotor) domains in the future and
review and revise the published manual by gaining more experience.

The Cognitive Domain Taxonomy, which is also known as the Original Taxonomy (Bloom et al., 1956),
was revised in 2001 and renamed as the Revised Taxonomy by Anderson et al. (Krathwohl, 2002). The
original taxonomy was mostly used to categorize curriculum objectives and test items, and the
categories were listed from simple to complex and concrete to abstract (Anderson et al., 2001;
Krathwohl, 2002). Also, the original taxonomy reveals a cumulative hierarchy, which means the
competences in the simpler stages is a prerequisite for the competences in the next complex stages
(Krathwohl, 2002).

The objectives that define the intended learning outcomes of a teaching process are usually
designed as a subject content and a description of what to do with this content (Krathwohl, 2002).
Hence, the objective statements usually consist of a noun or noun phrase (subject content) and a verb
or verb phrase (cognitive processes). The original taxonomy includes both noun and verb aspects within
the knowledge dimension. The noun or subject content aspects are specified extensively in the sub-
categories of the knowledge dimension. Since the verb aspect is expected serve the student’s recalling
or recognizing the information, it is included within the definition of the knowledge dimension. This
feature makes the original taxonomy one-dimensional. In order to eliminate the problem resulting from
the two-dimensional nature of the knowledge dimension, a revised two-dimensional taxonomy model
was constructed. With the help of the revised taxonomy, two aspects (noun and verb) of the knowledge
dimension were presented. While the noun aspect constitutes the basis of the knowledge dimension,
the verb aspect forms the basis of the cognitive process dimension (Krathwohl, 2002). In the revised
taxonomy, the knowledge dimension includes four main categories, rather than three. The three of
them refers to the subcategories of the knowledge dimension of the original taxonomy, and the
subcategory of metacognitive knowledge was added to those categories in the revised taxonomy. The
metacognitive knowledge includes the knowledge about cognition in general as well as knowledge and
awareness of one’s own cognition (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Although the six original categories in the cognitive process dimension remained the same in the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the following important changes were made: the three categories were
renamed; the two categories were reordered; and the categories whose names remained the same
were restated as verbs in accordance with the pattern used in the objective statements. The knowledge
category was renamed as remember. The comprehension category was renamed as understand. In
addition, the names of the application, analysis and evaluation categories are verbally restated as apply,
analyze, and evaluate. The order of the synthesis and evaluation categories was reversed (Krathwohl,
2002), and the synthesis category was changed to be the create category (Bekdemir & Selim, 2008;
Bumen, 2006). The revised taxonomy was arranged in two dimensions, with the cognitive process
dimension on the horizontal axis and the knowledge dimension on the vertical axis. The dimensions of
the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy are given in Table 2 (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Table 2.
Dimensions of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002)

The cognitive process dimension
The knowledge dimension 1. Remember 2. Understand 3. Apply 4. Analyze 5. Evaluate 6. Create

A. Factual knowledge

B. Conceptual knowledge

C. Procedural knowledge

D. Metacognitive knowledge

As seen in Table 2, the knowledge dimension consists of four categories: factual knowledge,
conceptual knowledge, procedural knowledge, and metacognitive knowledge. On the other hand, the
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cognitive process dimension includes six categories: remember, understand, apply, analyze, evaluate,
and create. The structure of the knowledge dimension with its categories and descriptions is provided in
Table 3 (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Table 3.
The structure of the knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy (Anderson et al., 2001;
Krathwohl, 2002)

A. Factual knowledge—Basic elements that students need to know in order to learn a discipline or solve problems in
that field.

Aa. Knowledge of terms

Ab. Knowledge of specific details and elements
B. Conceptual knowledge—The relationships between the basic elements in a larger structure that enable them to
work together.

Ba. Knowledge of categories and classifications

Bb. Knowledge of generalizations and principles

Bc. Knowledge of structures, models, and theories
C. Procedural knowledge—How to do something; research methods and criteria for using techniques, algorithms,
skills, and methods.

Ca. Knowledge of subject-specific algorithms and skills

Cb. Knowledge of specific methods and techniques

Cc. Knowledge of criteria about when and how to use appropriate methods
D. Metacognitive knowledge—Awareness and knowledge of one’s own cognition as well as cognitive knowledge in
general.

Da. Strategic knowledge

Db. Knowledge of cognitive tasks including appropriate context and conditions

Dc. Self-knowledge (recognition of strengths and weaknesses of cognition and learning)

The structure of the cognitive process dimension with its categories and descriptions is presented in
Table 4. (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Table 4.
The structure of the cognitive process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy (Anderson et al.,
2001; Krathwohl, 2002)

1.0 Remember—Recalling relevant information from the long-term memory.
1.1 Recognizing
1.2 Recalling
2.0 Understand—Identifying the meaning of the instructional messages including verbal, written and graphic
communication
2.1 Interpreting
2.2 Exemplifying
2.3 Classifying
2.4 Summarizing
2.5 Inferring
2.6 Comparing
2.7 Explaining
3.0 Apply—Use or apply a method in a particular situation
3.1 Executing
3.2 Implementing
4.0 Analyze—Divide the material into the components and determine how the parts are related to each other and
to the general structure or purpose.
4.1 Differentiating
4.2 Organizing
4.3 Attributing
5.0 Evaluate—Making judgments based on certain criteria and standards
5.1 Checking
5.2 Critiquing
6.0 Create—Bringing the elements together in order to create a new and harmonious whole or produce an original
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product
6.1 Generating
6.2 Planning
6.3 Producing

A review of the related literature consists of the studies that used the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy as
a basis when investigating the content and questions in textbooks (Avsar & Mete, 2018; Eroglu & Sarar
Kuzu, 2014; Mizbani & Chalak, 2017; Ozer Keskin & Aydin, 2011; Rahpeyma & Khoshnood, 2015; Ugur,
2019) and the test items used in the national examinations conducted across Turkey (Ayvaci, Yamak &
Duru, 2018; Basol, Balgalmis, Karli, & Oz, 2016; Kala & Cakir, 2016; Kara, 2016; Keles & Hacisalihoglu
Karadeniz, 2015; Korkmaz & Unsal, 2016; Zorluoglu, Bagriyanik, & Sahintiirk, 2019). There are also other
studies in which in-service and pre-service teachers’ skills and knowledge of planning, teaching, and
questioning were investigated with respect to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy (Arseven, Simsek, &
Guden, 2016; Ayvaci & Tirkdogan, 2010; Basbay, 2007; Bimen, 2007; Calik & Aksu, 2018; Cintas Yildiz,
2015; Erdogan, 2017; Kara, Karakog, Yildirim, & Bay, 2017; Kurtulus & Ada, 2017; Motlhabane, 2017;
Nkhoma, Lam, Sriratanaviriyakul, Richardson, Kam & Lau, 2017; Ruggiero & Mong, 2013; Sanli & Pinar,
2017; Tanik & Saragoglu, 2011). Some other studies examined the teachers’ or teacher candidates’ skills
to analyze learning outcomes by using the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy (Akbulut Tas & Karabay, 2019;
Altintas & Yanpar Yelken, 2016; Kocakaya & Kotluk, 2016; Nasstrém, 2009).

In addition to the aforementioned studies, the literature also includes the studies in which various
curricula were examined according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy (Aktan, 2020; Aslan Efe & Efe,
2018; Barut & Kuzu, 2017; Bekdemir & Selim, 2008; Bozdemir, Ezberci Cevik, Kurnaz & Yaz, 2019; Celik,
Kul & Calik Uzun, 2018; Dogan & Burak, 2018; Durmus, 2017; Eke, 2015; Gezer, Sahin, Oner Siinkiir &
Meral, 2014; ilhan & Giilersoy, 2019; Kablan, Baran & Hazer, 2013; Ozdemir, Altiok, & Baki, 2015; Vick &
Garvey, 2011; Zorluoglu, Given, & Korkmaz, 2017; Zorluoglu & Kizilaslan, 2019; Zorluoglu, Kizilaslan, &
Sozbilir, 2016). Aktan (2020) analyzed the learning outcomes of the primary school Mathematics
curriculum published in 2018 by the Ministry of National Education [MEB] according to the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy. The study, which included 229 learning outcomes, indicated that the outcomes
mostly clustered around the remember, understand, and apply categories of the cognitive process
dimension and a very small number of outcomes fell in the analyze, evaluate, and create categories.
Aslan Efe and Efe (2018) examined the learning outcomes of the ninth grade Biology curriculum
published by the Ministry of National Education in the years of 2013, 2017 and 2018 according to the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. The result of the study revealed that a great majority of the learning
outcomes in all three years’ curriculum documents were related to the factual and conceptual
knowledge categories of the knowledge dimension; and as for the cognitive process dimension the
understand category outnumbered the others. Barut and Kuzu (2017) compared the Turkish Information
Technologies and Software [ITS] curriculum published by the Ministry of National Education in 2012 and
the IT Curriculum in England in terms of goals, learning outcomes, activities, and measurement and
evaluation processes. In the study, the learning outcomes were evaluated on the basis of the cognitive
process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. They concluded that the outcomes within the
Turkish curriculum were mostly in the understand and apply categories while the outcomes within the
British curriculum were mostly in the apply and create categories. In contrast to the British curriculum,
even the higher order learning outcomes in the evaluate and create categories of the Turkish curriculum
were not sufficient. Additionally, although the outcomes in the Turkish curriculum included information
about the learning domains, information about how to teach what skills, under what knowledge, and at
what level were insufficient in explanations and the objective statements were too general. Bekdemir
and Selim (2008) investigated the learning outcomes within in the Algebra learning domain of the
primary education Mathematics curriculum published in 2005 by the Ministry of National Education
according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. When the 31 outcomes within the Algebra learning domain
were classified based on the knowledge dimension, the outcomes were generally in the conceptual
(f=13) and procedural (f=12) knowledge categories. When they were classified based on the cognitive
process dimension, they fell frequently in the understand (f=12) and apply (f=15) categories. A small
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number of outcomes were related to the factual (f=6) knowledge category of the knowledge dimension
and the analyze (f=3) and create (f=1) categories of the cognitive process dimension.

Bozdemir et al. (2019) looked into the Science-related learning outcomes within the primary school
Life Studies curriculum published by the Ministry of National Education in the years of 2009, 2015 and
2018 according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. The outcomes classified in the study mostly
represented the factual and conceptual knowledge categories of the knowledge dimension; and as for
the cognitive process dimension they frequently clustered around the remember, understand, and apply
categories. In the study conducted by Celik et al. (2018), the learning outcomes of the primary education
(1St to 8" grades) Mathematics curriculum published in 2017 by the Ministry of National Education were
studied on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy and only the outcomes of the middle school (4th
to 8™ grades) were included in the analysis. The majority of the 215 learning outcomes included in the
analysis were mostly related to the conceptual (48%) and procedural knowledge (39%) categories of the
knowledge and the understand (32%) and apply (48%) categories of the cognitive process dimension.
Dogan and Burak (2018) studied the primary education Science curriculum using the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy and included only the learning outcomes of the fourth grade. They concluded that 45 of the
46 outcomes were under the cognitive domain while only one outcome was under the psychomotor
domain. There were no outcomes representing the affective domain. When the outcomes were
classified in terms of the knowledge dimension, 24.5% factual, 48.8% conceptual, and 26.7% procedural
knowledge categories were recorded while there were no outcomes representing the metacognitive
knowledge category. Regarding the cognitive process dimension, 6.7% of the outcomes were in the
remember, 44.4% in the understand, 20% in the apply, 4.4% in the analyze, 13.3% in the evaluate, and
11.1% in the create categories. Durmus (2017) looked into the learning outcomes within the primary
education (4th to 8" grades) Culture of Religion and Morals curriculum by focusing only on the fourth-
grade outcomes based on the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. It was recorded that 36 of the 44 outcomes
included in the analysis represented the cognitive and 8 outcomes represented the affective domain.
There were no outcomes representing the psychomotor domain. When the outcomes were classified in
terms of the knowledge dimension, it was seen that 16.2% fell in the factual and 83.8% fell in the
conceptual knowledge categories. When they were classified in terms of the cognitive process
dimension, 10.8% were in the remember, 73% in the understand, 2.7% in the apply, 2.7% in the analyze,
and 10.8% in the evaluate categories.

Eke (2015) investigated of the secondary education (9" to 12" grades) Physics curriculum published
by Ministry of National Education between the years of 2008 and 2013 by analyzing the learning
outcomes of the units related to the theme of Waves on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy.
The results indicated that the outcomes were mostly in the conceptual and procedural knowledge
categories of the knowledge dimension while there were no outcomes related to the factual and
metacognitive knowledge categories. As for the cognitive process dimension, the outcomes usually
clustered around the understand and apply categories. Gezer et al. (2014) analyzed the learning
outcomes within the 8" Grade History of Turkish Revolution and Principles of Kemal Atatirk curriculum
published in 2010 by the Ministry of National Education according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy.
The study, which included 67 outcomes, revealed that 92% of the outcomes were in the conceptual, 8%
of the outcomes were in the factual, and no outcomes was in the procedural and metacognitive
knowledge categories of the knowledge dimension. As for the cognitive process dimension, the
following percentages were recorded: 45.3% in the evaluate, 33.3% in the understand, and 21.3% in the
analyze categories. And there were no outcomes related to the remember, apply, and create categories.
ilhan and Gilersoy (2019) examined 34 learning outcomes within the 10" Grade Geography Curriculum
published in 2018 by the Ministry of National Education on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy.
The outcomes included in the analysis were mostly related the conceptual knowledge category of the
knowledge dimension and the understand category of the cognitive process dimension. Kablan et al.
(2013) classified 231 learning outcomes within the primary education (6th to 8™ grade) Mathematics
Curriculum published in 2009 by the Ministry of National Education in terms of the cognitive process
dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. The findings showed that there are were not many
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outcomes in the higher-level cognitive categories such as analyze, evaluate and create; instead, the
outcomes usually clustered around the understand and apply categories. The study also put forward the
differences in the categories of the cognitive process dimension with respect to the grade level and the
learning domain.

Ozdemir et al. (2015) examined 174 learning outcomes within the Social Studies (4th to 7" grades)
Curriculum published in 2005 by the Ministry of National Education by using the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy. It was reported that 40% of the outcomes were in the understand category of the cognitive
process dimension and 62% of the outcomes were in the conceptual knowledge category of the
knowledge dimension. Vick and Garvey (2011) studied the objectives a Scouting curriculum by focusing
on Science-related objectives with respect to the cognitive process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy. As a major finding of the study, most of the objectives fell in the categories of understand
and apply. Zorluoglu and Kizilaslan (2019) analyzed 25 learning outcomes within the 10™ Grade
Chemistry Curriculum published in 2018 by the Ministry of National Education according to the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy. The study indicated that 11 learning outcomes were related to the understand
category of the cognitive process dimension and 18 outcomes were related to the conceptual
knowledge category of the knowledge dimension. Zorluoglu et al. (2016) conducted an analysis on 154
learning outcomes within the secondary education Chemistry Curriculum published by the Ministry of
National Education in 2013 on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. When the outcomes were
classified in terms of the knowledge dimension, 25% fell in the factual, 59% fell in the conceptual, 11%
fell in the procedural, and 5% fell in the metacognitive knowledge categories. When the outcomes were
classified in terms of the cognitive process dimension, 7% fell in the remember, 67% fell in the
understand, 5% fell in the apply, 20% fell in the analyze, and 1% fell in the evaluate categories. No
outcomes were found to be related to the create category. Zorluoglu et al. (2017) looked into 129
learning outcomes of the draft document of the secondary education Chemistry Curriculum published in
2017 by the Ministry of National Education according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. It was reported
that the majority of the outcomes clustered around the understand category of the cognitive process
dimension and the conceptual knowledge category of the knowledge dimension. Considering the studies
in which learning outcomes were analyzed across various curricula published by the Ministry of National
Education by using the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, it could be concluded the majority of the outcomes
in the programs were in the conceptual and factual knowledge categories of the knowledge dimension
and the understand and apply categories of the cognitive process dimension.

Although the literature included a lot of studies which usually classified the learning outcomes in the
curriculum of various school subjects by using the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, there were no studies in
which the outcomes of the middle school ITS curriculum (5th to 6" grades) (MEB, 2018) were
investigated according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. There are also studies in the literature
indicating that the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy could be used as a feasible and useful tool in examining
and analyzing the learning outcomes in the curriculum of various school subjects (Kocakaya & Kotluk,
2016; Nasstrom, 2009; Nasstrom & Henriksson, 2008). It is also stated that the learning outcomes
should be examined according to the Revised Bloom’s taxonomy in order to design the content, learning
and teaching processes, and measurement and evaluation procedures within the curriculum in
accordance with the learning outcomes, and in that way such studies would contribute to the relevant
literature. This study aimed to analyze the learning outcomes within the ITS curriculum by using the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy.

Method
Research Design

The study was conducted through document analysis being one of the methods of qualitative
research tradition. Document analysis is defined as the analysis of the written documents containing
information about a fact or phenomenon planned to be investigated (Yildirrm & Simsek, 2006).
According to Yildirnrm and Simsek (2006), document analysis is possible to be used as a stand-alone
research method as well as an additional data source besides interviews and observations. Documents
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that are important and could be used as a data source in document analysis are determined based on
the research problem. Documents that could be used as a data source in educational research include
textbooks, curriculum documents and guidelines, in-school or out-of-school correspondences, and so on
(Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). Since the current study aimed to analyze the learning outcomes of the ITS
curriculum by using the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the document to be analyzed was determined to be
the curriculum document.

Data Analysis

In the study, all of the fifth and sixth grade learning outcomes within the ITS curriculum were
examined according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. The rationale behind including all of the learning
outcomes within the ITS curriculum is that ITS course is taught only in the fifth and sixth grades and the
researchers intended to conduct a comprehensive analysis. The distribution of the number of learning
outcomes that were analyzed within the scope of the study are provided with respect to grade level,

units and subjects in Table 5.

Table 5.
Distribution of the number of the learning outcomes in the ITS curriculum by grade level, unit, and
subject (MEB, 2018)

Grade Unit name

Subject name

Number of learning outcomes

Fifth  Information 1. The Importance of Information Technologies in
technologies Daily Life
12
2. Computer Systems
3. File Management
Ethics and Security 1. Ethical Values
2. Digital Citizenship 9
3. Privacy and Security
Communication, 1 Computer Networks
Research and 2 Research 12
Collaboration 3 Communication Technologies and Collaboration
Product Creation 1. Visual Processing Programs
2. Word Processing Programs 15
3. Presentation Programs
Problem Solving and 1. Problem Solving Concepts and Approaches 27
Programming 2. Programming
Total 75
Sixth  Information 1. The Importance of Information Technologies in
technologies Daily Life
12
2. Computer Systems
3. File Management
Ethics and Security 1. Ethical Values
2. Digital Citizenship 15
3. Privacy and Security
Communication, 1. Computer Networks
Research and 2. Research 13
Collaboration 3. Communication Technologies and Collaboration
Product Creation 1. Spreadsheet Programs 12
2. Audio and Video Processing Programs
Problem Solving and 1. Problem Solving Concepts and Approaches 25
Programming 2. Programming
Total 77

As seen in Table 5, ITS curriculum has 75 fifth grade and 77 sixth grade learning outcomes which
makes a total of 152 learning outcomes. The unit names in both grades are the same, but in terms of the
themes of the units there is a difference only in the subject of the unit entitled “making a product.”
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The data were analyzed using descriptive analysis method. According to Yildirim and Simsek (2006),
the descriptive analysis method requires the data to be summarized and interpreted according to
predetermined themes. The descriptive analysis was carried out in four steps (Yildirim & Simsek, 2006):
Since the aim of the study is to examine the learning outcomes in the curriculum document according
to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, taking the conceptual framework of the research into consideration a
framework for descriptive analysis was created at the first step of the descriptive analysis. As the
conceptual framework of the study is the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, it was decided that the learning
outcomes should be analyzed according to two major themes (dimensions): the knowledge dimension
and the cognitive process dimension. During the analysis of the learning outcomes, the subcategories of
the knowledge dimension were codes as conceptual, factual, procedural and metacognitive knowledge
and the subcategories of the cognitive process dimension were codes as remember, understand, apply,
analyze, evaluate, and create. In the second step of the descriptive analysis, the learning outcomes were
examined and organized according to the thematic framework. In the third step, the arranged data were
described and the direct quotations to be used in the findings were determined. In the last step of the
descriptive analysis, the findings were explained, associated and interpreted.

Validity and reliability measures

In order to determine which learning outcome belongs to which theme or which category of the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, two researchers came together, examined a sample of 10 learning
outcomes from the fifth and sixth grades, and exchanged each other’s perspectives. The researchers
coded all the remaining learning outcomes independently from each other and later came together to
compare their codes. Afterwards, intercoder reliability were calculated for the consistency between the
two coders. Finally, the researchers who did the coding came together once more and exchanged their
interpretations on the inconsistent codes and reached a common decision and finalized the coding
process.

For the validity of the finalized codes, the learning outcomes and the corresponding codes were
listed in a document. The document along with the expert opinion form was given to an expert working
in the Department of Educational Sciences and who holds a Ph.D. in Curriculum and Instruction. In the
expert opinion form, the purpose of the study was mentioned and the expert was asked to check the
appropriateness of the codes generated as a result of the analysis of the learning outcomes in the ITS
curriculum according to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy and encouraged to make suggestions for the
ones that seem inappropriate. As a result of the review done by the expert, one fifth grade and one sixth
grade learning outcomes which were coded under the factual knowledge category was suggested to be
recoded under the conceptual knowledge category. The recoding process for those two items were
ensured in line with the suggestion made by the expert and the coding process was finalized.

In order to ensure inter-coder reliability, the agreement between coders were calculated according
to the method suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994), in which reliability=(number of
agreements)/(total number of agreements and disagreements). The calculated values of the inter-coder
reliability are given in Table 6.

Table 6.

Inter-coder reliability values in relation to the learning outcomes in the ITS curriculum

Dimension Fifth grade Sixth grade Total

Knowledge Number of agreements 55 56 111
Total number of agreements and disagreements 65 67 132
The consistency values .85 .84 .84

Cognitive process Number of agreements 62 58 120
Total number of agreements and disagreements 65 67 132
The consistency values .95 .87 91

Miles and Huberman (1994) claimed that values above 0.70 are sufficient for the inter-coder
reliability between the two different coders. As Table 6 displays, the consistency values between the
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two coders were calculated as 0.84 and 0.95 with respect to the main themes and grade levels.
Accordingly, it could be interpreted that the coding done by both of the researchers is reliable.
Additionally, Cohen’s Kappa coefficients were also calculated to support the accuracy of the consistency
between the two coders and the values calculated are given in Table 7.

Table 7.

Cohen’s Kappa coefficient values regarding the consistency of the codes

Dimension Fifth grade Sixth grade Total

Knowledge Number of agreements 55 56 111
Total number of agreements and disagreements 65 67 132
Cohen’s Kappa coefficient value .89 .90 .80

Cognitive process Number of agreements 62 58 120
Total number of agreements and disagreements 65 67 132
Cohen’s Kappa coefficient value .94 .89 .85

As for Cohen’s Kappa coefficient value, any values above 0.80 indicate a high level of reliability
between coders (Cohen, 1960; Graham, Milanowski, & Miller, 2012). As Table 7 displays, the consistency
values between the two coders were calculated as 0.80 and 0.94 with respect to the main themes and
grade levels. Accordingly, it could be interpreted that the coding done by both of the researchers is
reliable. In the following section, the findings obtained from the analysis are presented.

Findings and Interpretations

This section presents the findings obtained from this study, which was conducted to analyze the
learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum based on the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. The learning
outcomes were examined and interpreted in terms of two dimensions: knowledge and cognitive process
dimensions of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. Table 10 in Appendix 1 displays what categories the
learning outcomes within the ITS curriculum belong to in terms of those two dimensions.

When the learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum were classified according the knowledge
dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, they were coded by determining which of the following
categories the learning outcomes belong to: factual, conceptual, procedural, and metacognitive
knowledge categories. For instance, the learning outcomes similar to the statement of “S/he explains
the basic concepts of information technologies” from the fifth grade curriculum were coded as the
factual knowledge, because the factual knowledge is claimed to include the “basic elements that
students need to know in order to learn a discipline or solve problems in that field” (Anderson et al.,
2001; Krathwohl, 2002). Accordingly, 28 learning outcomes from the fifth grade and 14 learning
outcomes from the sixth grade were categorized under the factual knowledge category. Within the
knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the learning outcomes which were thought to
belong to the conceptual knowledge, which refers to “the relationships between the basic elements in a
larger structure that enable them to work together” (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) was similar
to the following statement from the sixth grade curriculum: “S/he explains the usage purposes of the
security software.” As a result, 17 learning outcomes from the fifth grade and 16 learning outcomes
from the sixth grade were categorized under the conceptual knowledge category. Sample learning
outcomes to be included within the procedural knowledge category, which was about “How to do
something; research methods and criteria for using techniques, algorithms, skills, and methods”
(Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) was exemplified with the following statement from the fifth
grade curriculum: “S/he forms the design and the components of the presentation that s/he created for a
specific purpose.” As a result of the classifications, 27 of the fifth grade and 33 of the sixth grade learning
outcomes were related to the procedural knowledge category. Within the knowledge dimension of the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the learning outcomes which were coded as the metacognitive knowledge,
which means “the awareness and knowledge of one’s own cognition as well as the cognitive knowledge
in general” (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) was illustrated through the following statement
from the sixth grade curriculum: “S/he distinguishes digital games and contents that are suitable for
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his/her cognitive and moral development. The learners are encouraged to develop self-control skills in
order to become a conscious user.” Accordingly, 3 of the fifth grade and 14 of the sixth grade learning
outcomes fell in the metacognitive knowledge category. As a result of the classifications regarding the
knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, Table 8 presents the number of the learning
outcomes coded in the factual, conceptual, procedural, and metacognitive knowledge categories.

Table 8.
Number of learning outcomes regarding the knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy

Number of learning outcomes

Categories Fifth grade Sixth grade Total
Factual knowledge 28 14 42 (28%)
Conceptual knowledge 17 16 33 (22%)
Procedural knowledge 27 33 60 (39%)
Metacognitive knowledge 3 14 17 (11%)
Total 75 77 152 (100%)

As seen in Table 8, the highest number of learning outcomes (f=33) was in the procedural knowledge
category at the sixth grade and the lowest number of learning outcomes (f=3) was in the metacognitive
knowledge category at the fifth grade. When the learning outcomes of the fifth and sixth grades were
considered together, it was seen that the highest number of learning outcomes (f=60) clustered around
the procedural knowledge category and the lowest number of learning outcomes clustered around the
metacognitive knowledge (f=17) category. This finding could imply that the ITS curriculum
predominantly reflects procedural knowledge. As for the other findings obtained from the analysis of
the learning outcomes based on the knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the
number of the learning outcomes representing the factual knowledge category at the fifth grade (f=28)
was higher than those of the sixth grade (f=14). This finding could mean that as the grade level
increases, the ITS curriculum puts less emphasis on the factual knowledge. Similarly, in the
metacognitive knowledge category, the learning outcomes at the fifth grade (f=3) were fewer in number
than the learning outcomes at the sixth grade (f= 14). With this finding, it could be interpreted that the
higher the grade level is, the more emphasis are placed on the metacognitive knowledge in the ITS
curriculum. On the other hand, the number of the learning outcomes in the conceptual and procedural
knowledge categories did not differ significantly with respect to the grade level, which could be
interpreted that the ITS curriculum does not place different emphasis on the conceptual and procedural
knowledge categories by the grade level.

When the learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum were classified according the cognitive process
dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, they were coded by determining which of the following
categories the learning outcomes belong to: remember, understand, apply, analyze, evaluate, and create
categories. It is stated that the remember category of the cognitive process dimension of the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy refers to “recalling relevant information from the long-term memory” (Anderson et
al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002). In this direction, the learning outcomes similar to the statement of “S/he
explains the basic concepts of ethics and information ethics” from the fifth-grade curriculum were coded
in the remember category. Thus, 12 learning outcomes from the fifth grade and 6 learning outcomes
from the sixth grade were included in the remember category. Within the cognitive process dimension
of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the learning outcomes which were thought to belong to the
understand category, which is depicted as “identifying the meaning of the instructional messages
including verbal, written and graphic communication” (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002), was
similar to the following statement from the fifth grade curriculum: “S/he explains the formation and
structures of the Internet addresses.” As a result, 26 learning outcomes from the fifth grade and 20
learning outcomes from the sixth grade were coded in the understand category. Sample learning
outcomes to be included in the apply category, which refers to “use or apply a method in a particular
situation” (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) was exemplified with the following statement from
the sixth-grade curriculum: “S/he compresses files and folders.” As a result of the classifications, 24 of
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the fifth grade and 22 of the sixth grade learning outcomes were related to the apply category. Within
the cognitive process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the learning outcomes which were
coded in the analyze category, which refers to “divide the material into the components and determine
how the parts are related to each other and to the general structure or purpose” (Anderson et al., 2001;
Krathwohl, 2002), was illustrated through the following statement from the fifth grade curriculum: “S/he
presents the components of the same type but different brands, models, and technologies by comparing
them.” Accordingly, 2 of the fifth grade and 3 of the sixth grade learning outcomes fell in the analyze
category. It is stated that the evaluate category of the cognitive process dimension of the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy refers to “making judgments based on certain criteria and standards” (Anderson et
al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002). In this context, the learning outcomes similar to the statement of “S/he
debugs a program presented in a block-based programming tool” from the fifth-grade curriculum were
coded in the evaluate category. Hence, 3 learning outcomes from the fifth grade and 15 learning
outcomes from the sixth grade were included in the evaluate category. Within the cognitive process
dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the learning outcomes which were coded under the create
category, which means “bringing the elements together in order to create a new and harmonious whole
or produce an original product” (Anderson et al., 2001; Krathwohl, 2002), was exemplified with the
following statement from the fifth grade curriculum: “S/he provides solutions to the problems
experienced in everyday life.” Accordingly, 8 learning outcomes from the fifth grade and 11 learning
outcomes from the sixth grade were coded in the create category. As a result of the classifications
regarding the cognitive process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the number of the
learning outcomes coded in the categories of remember, understand, apply, analyze, evaluate, and
create are given in Table 9.

Table 9.
Number of learning outcomes regarding the cognitive process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy

Number of learning outcomes

Categories Fifth grade Sixth grade Total
Remember 12 6 18 (12%)
Understand 26 20 46 (30%
Apply 24 22 46 (30%)
Analyse 2 3 5 (3%)
Evaluate 3 15 18 (12%)
Create 8 11 19 (13%)
Total 75 77 152 (100%)

As presented in Table 9, the highest number of learning outcomes (f=26) was in the understand
category at the fifth grade and the lowest number of learning outcomes (f=2) was in the analyze
category at the fifth grade. Considering the learning outcomes of the fifth and sixth grades altogether,
the highest number of learning outcomes fell in the understand (f=46) and apply (f=46) categories, and
the lowest number of learning outcomes fell in the analyze (f=5) category. This finding could mean that
the ITS curriculum puts more emphasis on the understand and apply categories. As for the other findings
obtained from the analyses of the learning outcomes in terms of the cognitive process dimension of the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the learning outcomes representing the evaluate category at the fifth grade
(f=3) were fewer in number than those at the sixth grade (f=15). This finding could imply that as the
grade level increases, the ITS curriculum puts more emphasis on the evaluate category. Additionally, the
learning outcomes in the remember category at the fifth grade (f=12) outnumbered the learning
outcomes at the sixth grade (f=6), which could mean that the higher the grade level is, the less emphasis
is placed on the remember category. On the other hand, the number of learning outcomes in the
categories of understand, apply, analyze, and create does not differ significantly between the fifth and
sixth grades. In this regard, it could be interpreted that the ITS curriculum does not place a different
level of emphasis by the grade level regarding the understand, apply, analyze and create categories.
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Conclusion and Discussion

In this study, the learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum was analyzed based on the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy and classified with respect to the subcategories of the knowledge and cognitive
process dimensions. The study revealed that the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy is a feasible and useful tool
for examining and classifying the learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum. In this respect, the study put
forward similar results to the findings of the previous studies in the literature (Kocakaya & Kotluk, 2016;
Néasstrom, 2009; Nasstrém & Henriksson, 2008). Accordingly, it could be concluded that learning
outcomes should be examined on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy so as to design the
content, learning and teaching processes, and measurement and evaluation elements of the curriculum
in accordance with the intended outcomes. It could also be stated that the findings obtained by
examining the learning outcomes on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy would be a practical
guide for teachers and teacher candidates who is supposed to teach the relevant course and teacher
educators who is supposed to train prospective teachers.

According to the findings obtained from this study, the ITS curriculum was inclined to focus
predominantly on the procedural knowledge within the knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s
Taxonomy. In the studies examining the learning outcomes of various curricula based on the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy, a great majority of the learning outcomes were coded as procedural knowledge
(Celik et al., 2018; Dogan & Burak, 2018; Eke, 2015), which is a similar finding to the main results of the
current study. In addition, there are some other curricula whose learning outcomes were never or
hardly ever coded as procedural knowledge (Aslan Efe & Efe, 2018; Durmus, 2017; Gezer et al., 2014;
ilhan & Giilersoy, 2019; Zorluoglu et al., 2016; Zorluoglu et al., 2017). The curricula whose learning
outcomes were frequently coded as procedural knowledge included the middle school Mathematics
curriculum (Celik et al., 2018), the primary school 4" grade Science curriculum (Dogan & Burak, 2018),
and the Waves unit of the high school Physics curriculum (Eke 2015). The curricula whose learning
outcomes were never or hardly ever coded as procedural knowledge included the primary education 4"
to 8™ grades Culture of Religion and Morals curriculum (Durmus, 2017), the g grade History of Turkish
Revolution and Principles of Kemal Atatlirk curriculum (Gezer et al., 2014), the 10™ grade Geography
curriculum (ilhan & Gulersoy, 2019), and secondary education Chemistry curriculum (Zorluoglu et al.,
2016). The reason behind the learning outcomes being coded under the procedural knowledge category
could be interpreted as the subject content in the curricula. Accordingly, it could be interpreted that the
reason for having a great number of ITS learning outcomes in the procedural knowledge category within
the knowledge dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy is due to the nature of the topics in the
course content. The finding indicating that the ITS curriculum puts more emphasis on the procedural
knowledge could guide teachers or teacher candidates who is planning to design and implement their
courses accordingly.

As an important finding obtained from the analysis, a small number (11%) of the learning outcomes
of the ITS curriculum were related to the metacognitive knowledge category of the knowledge
dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy. Confirming results which correspond to this finding were
indicated in other similar studies. For example, in six different studies, a small number of learning
outcomes were found to be linked to the metacognitive knowledge category (Aslan Efe & Efe, 2018;
Bozdemir et al., 2019; Celik et al., 2018; Ozdemir et al., 2015; Zorluoglu & Kizilaslan, 2019; Zorluoglu et
al., 2016; Zorluoglu et al., 2017). In some other studies, not a single learning outcome was detected to
be in the metacognitive knowledge category (Bekdemir & Selim, 2008; Dogan & Burak, 2018; Durmus,
2017; Eke, 2015; Gezer et al., 2014; ilhan & Giilersoy, 2019). Considering the results of the other studies
carried out previously, it could be concluded that the coding within the knowledge dimension of the
Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy is due to the characteristics of the subjects and contents included in various
curricula.

When the learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum were examined in terms of the cognitive process
dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the categories including the highest number of learning
outcomes were found to be understand and apply, which indicates that the ITS curriculum
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predominantly consists of the understand and apply aspects. Barut and Kuzu (2017) concluded that the
learning outcomes within the ITS curriculum published in 2012 were mostly in the understand and apply
categories. Although the ITS curriculum was revised in 2018, the finding that the learning outcomes are
still and mostly related to the understand and apply categories is an aspect that could be criticized.
Barut and Kuzu (2017) compared the Turkish ITS curriculum with the British IT Curriculum and concluded
that the British curriculum included more higher-order and more explicit learning outcomes whereas the
learning outcomes in the Turkish curriculum were not stated clearly enough. A similar interpretation
could also be done for the ITS curriculum revised in 2018. In a lot of studies, it was concluded that the
learning outcomes classified through a similar method to the one in the current study clustered usually
around the understand and apply categories (Aktan, 2020; Bekdemir & Selim, 2008; Bozdemir et al.,
2019; Celik et al., 2018; Eke, 2015; Kablan et al., 2013; Vick & Garvey, 2011). Many other studies
reported that the learning outcomes examined in a similar way usually fell in the understand category
(Aslan Efe & Efe, 2018; Dogan & Burak, 2018; Durmus, 2017; ilhan & Giilersoy, 2019; Ozdemir et al.,
2015; Zorluoglu & Kizilaslan, 2019; Zorluoglu et al., 2016; Zorluoglu et al.,, 2017). Likewise, the ITS
curriculum analyzed in this study did not include learning outcomes related to higher-order cognitive
stages as in the categories of analyze, evaluate and create, but mostly in the categories of understand
and apply. Unlike all these findings of the aforementioned studies, Gezer et al. (2014) concluded that
the majority of the learning outcomes that they examined in their study were related to the evaluate
category. When the learning outcomes of the ITS curriculum were examined in terms of the cognitive
process dimension of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, the lowest number of learning outcomes were
found to be related to the analyze category. This finding supports the proposition that in order for
students to achieve higher order learning, the curriculum should include learning outcomes related to
higher-order cognitive stages such as analyze, evaluate and create (Kablan et al, 2013).

The Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy includes the dimensions of knowledge and cognitive process. The use
of this taxonomy in order to classify the learning outcomes and activities in a lesson or a unit could
provide teachers, teacher candidates and teacher educators with the opportunity to plan their courses
and to think over how to teach (Krathwohl, 2002). In order to guide teachers, teacher candidates and
teacher educators in organizing their learning environments and carrying out their measurement and
evaluation activities in accordance with the educational purpose, similar studies that classify learning
outcomes across various curricula on the basis of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy could be conducted
(Celik et al., 2018). As an implication for further research, other studies, which investigate teachers’,
teacher candidates’, and teacher educators’ skills to analyze learning outcomes by using the Revised
Bloom’s Taxonomy when performing such an analysis across different curricula, could be carried out. As
an implication for practice, training programs, which teach teachers and teacher candidates how to
conduct a curriculum analysis on a course that they teach by using the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy, could
be designed and implemented to improve their related knowledge and skills.
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Tiirkge Siirimui

Girig
Ogretim programlarinin igerdigi dért temel 6ge, hedefler (kazanimlar), icerik, 6grenme ve 6gretme
siirecleri ile 6lgme ve degerlendirme olarak ifade edilmistir (Biimen, 2006). Ogretimde kazanimlarin
dogru sekilde ele alinmasi, diger 6gelerin kazanimlarla uyumlu olarak tasarlanmasi igin 6nemlidir (Beyreli
ve Sénmez, 2017; Bimen, 2006 Nasstrom, 2009; Nasstrom ve Henriksson, 2008). Bu amagla hazirlanmis
olan taksonomilerin basinda, Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill ve Krathwohl (1956) tarafindan ortaya
konulmus olan taksonomi dnemli bir yer tutmaktadir.

Taksonomi, siniflandirma ve bu siniflandirmada kullanilan kurallar bltiini olarak tanimlanmistir (Tirk
Dil Kurumu [TDK], 2019). Canlilarin 6zelliklerine gére siniflandiriimasi veya kitlphanedeki kitaplarin
tiurlerine gore diizenlenmesi 6rnek olarak verilebilir. Benzer olarak, 6gretim hedefleri yani kazanimlar da
siniflandirilabilir. Bloom ve digerlerine (1956) gére herhangi bir taksonomiyi olusturmada temel gérev,
uygun sembolleri segmek, sembollere kesin ve kullanilabilir tanimlari vermek ve sembolleri kullanacak
olan grubun fikir birligini saglamaktir. Benzer sekilde, 6gretim amaclarinin siniflandiriimasi, éncelikle
temel 6gretim hedef tirlerinin timiind temsil eden uygun bir semboller listesinin segilmesini gerektirir.
Sonrasinda Ogretmenler, yoneticiler, program gelistiriciler, test uzmanlari, egitim arastirmacilari ve
taksonomiyi kullanma olasiligi bulunan diger kisiler arasinda iletisimin saglanmasi ve kolaylastiriimasi igin
bu sembollerin yeterli hassasiyetle tanimlanmasi gerekir. Son olarak da siniflandirmanin denenmesi ve
taksonomiyi kullanmak isteyen egitim calisanlarinin fikir birliginin saglanmasi gerekir.

Tam bir taksonominin bilissel, duyussal ve psikomotor alanlari kapsadigi belirtilmistir (Bloom ve
digerleri, 1956). Bunlardan biligsel alan, bilginin hatirlanmasi veya taninmasi ve entelektiel yetenek ve
becerilerin gelistirilmesi ile ilgili hedefleri icerir. Biligsel alan, program gelistirme alanindaki ¢alismalarin
¢ogunun yapildig ve hedeflerin 6grenci davranisinin en net tanimi olarak ifade edildigi alandir. Duyussal
alan ise ilgi, tutum ve degerlerdeki degisiklikler ile begenme ve yeterli uyumun gelisimini tanimlayan
hedefleri icerir (Bloom ve digerleri, 1956). Psikomotor alan, fiziksel olarak goézlenebilen davranislara
iliskin hedefleri ifade etmektedir. Duyussal ve psikomotor alan hedeflerin gergeklestirilmesi icin bilissel
alan hedeflerinin tanimlanmasi ve gergeklestirilmesi 6nemlidir (Taspinar, 2005).

Bloom ve digerleri (1956), 6gretim sirecinin bilissel alandaki amagli sonuglarini gosteren 6grenci
davranislarini siniflamak igin olusturduklari taksonomiyi tanitmiglardir. Taksonomi olusturulurken farkli
Ogretim duzeylerindeki (ilkogretim, ortadgretim, yiiksekogretim) ve farkh okullardaki gesitli konu alani
iceriginde ayni davranis sinifinin gozlenebilecegi varsayilmistir. Tim durumlarda kullanilabilecek bir
siniflama hedeflenmistir. Bilissel alan taksonomisi ya da Bloom taksonomisi olarak adlandirilan bu
siniflama, Ogretimsel hedeflerin hiyerarsik bir diizende siniflandiriimasina dayanmaktadir ve tek
boyutludur. Bilissel alan taksonomisinde 6gretimsel hedefler, bilgi, kavrama, uygulama, analiz, sentez ve
degerlendirme olmak lizere alti basamakta ele alinmaktadir. Taksonomideki basamak ve alt basamaklar
Tablo 1’de verilmistir (Bloom ve digerleri, 1956).

Tablo 1.
Bilissel alan taksonomisindeki basamak ve alt basamaklar (Bloom ve digerleri, 1956)

Basamaklar Alt basamaklar

1.00 Bilgi 1.10 Ozel bilgi 1.11 Terimler bilgisi
1.12 Ozel gergekler bilgisi
1.20 Ozelle ilgili ydntem ve araglar bilgisi 1.21 Kurallar bilgisi

1.22 Yonelimler ve sira bilgisi
1.23 Siniflamalar ve kategoriler bilgisi
1.24 Olgitler bilgisi
1.25 Yontem bilgisi
1.30 Bir alandaki genellemeler ve 1.31 ilkeler ve genellemeler bilgisi
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soyutlamalar bilgisi 1.32 Teoriler ve yaplilar bilgisi

2.00 Kavrama 2.10 Cevirme
2.20 Yorumlama
2.30 Oteleme, kestirme

3.00 Uygulama

4.00 Analiz 4.10 Ogelerin analizi
4.20 iliskilerin analizi
4.30 Orgiitsel ilkeler analizi

5.00 Sentez 5.10 Ozgiin bir iletisim Griini
5.20 Bir plan veya islemler takimi Griini
5.30 Soyut iliskiler takimi tiretme

6.00 Degerlendirme 6.10 i¢ kanita gére yargilar
6.20 Dis Olgltlere gore verilen yargilar

Bilgi basamaginda bir nesne ve olguyla ilgili 6zellikleri gériince tanima, sorunca sdyleme ya da ezbere
aynen tekrar etme davranislari s6z konusudur (Taspinar, 2005). Bu basamak ayrica ayrintilarin,
genellemelerin, yontemlerin, islemlerin, érintilerin, yapilarin ve diizenlemelerin hatirlanmasini da igerir
(Bloom ve digerleri, 1956). Kavrama basamagi, en diisiik anlama seviyesini betimlemektedir. Ogrencinin
neyin anlatildigini bilmesi ve baska fikirlerle iliskilendirmeden anlatilan fikri kullanabilmesi
kastedilmektedir (Bloom ve digerleri, 1956). Taspinar (2005)’a gbére bu basamakta 6grenciden énceden
o6grendigini yeni bir bicimde sunmasi ya da kendine farkli bir bicimde sunuldugunda tanimasi
beklenmektedir. Uygulama basamaginda soyutlamalarin belirli ve somut durumlarda kullaniimasi s6z
konusudur. Soyutlamalar genel fikirler, islem kurallari veya genellestirilmis yontemler seklinde olabilir.
Soyutlamalar ayni zamanda hatirlanmasi ve uygulanmasi gereken teknik ilkeler, fikirler ve teoriler olabilir
(Bloom ve digerleri, 1956). Analiz basamagi bir sistemi olusturan ogeleri ve bu 6geler arasindaki iliskileri
aciga cikartmayi icerir (Taspinar, 2005). Bloom ve digerleri (1956)'ne gére, bu asamada fikirlerin iliskili
hiyerarsisinin netlestirilmesi ve/veya ifade edilen fikirler arasindaki iliskilerin agikhiga kavusturulmasi ile
iletisimin analizi s6z konusudur. Bu tiir analizler iletisimin nasil organize edildigini géstererek iletisimi
netlestirmek ve iletisimin temeli ile diizenlemesinin yani sira etkilerini iletme seklini yonetmek igin
tasarlanmistir. Sentez basamaginda bir bitin olusturacak sekilde ogelerin ve pargalarin bir araya
getirilmesi s6z konusudur. Bu, dgeler, elemanlar, pargalar vb. ile ¢calisma sirecini ve bunlari daha 6nce
actkca net olmayan bir desen veya yapi olusturacak sekilde diizenleyip birlestirmeyi icermektedir (Bloom
ve digerleri, 1956). Taspinar (2005)’a gore bu basamakta fikirleri uygun siraya koyma, bir ana fikri yeterli
delillerle savunma, bir hipotezi test etmek icin yontem teklif etme davranislari yer alir. Degerlendirme
basamagi, belirli bir amag icin belli 6l¢ltler ile bilingli bir sekilde hilkim vermeyi icerir (Taspinar, 2005).
Degerlendirme i¢sel kanitlara gére veya dissal 6lgltlere gore yapilabilir (Bloom ve digerleri, 1956).

Bloom ve digerleri (1956), bu taksonominin ilk versiyonlarinin denendigini ve ayrica bu taksonomiyi
inceleyenlerin hedefleri siniflamada faydal bulduklarini belirtmislerdir. Taksonominin ana basamaklari,
pek ¢ok kurumda test materyallerinin siniflandiriimasinin  temeli olarak kullaniimistir. Bloom
taksonomisi, alanda faydal ve etkili bir ara¢ olarak bulunmasina ragmen, Bloom ve digerleri bunu
mikemmel veya tamamlanmis olarak gérmemisler; ileride diger taksonomik alanlarin (duyussal alan ve
psikomotor alan) gelisimi Gizerine de ¢alismaya devam etmeyi ve ayrica tecriibe ile yayinlanan elkitabini
gozden gecirip diizeltmeyi umduklarini belirtmislerdir.

“Orijinal taksonomi” olarak da bilinen “bilissel alan taksonomisi” (Bloom ve digerleri, 1956), 2001
yilinda Anderson ve digerleri tarafindan yenilenerek “yenilenmis taksonomi” olarak isimlendirilmistir
(Krathwohl, 2002). Orijinal taksonomi, daha ¢ok program hedeflerini ve test maddelerini siniflandirmak
icin kullanilmis; basamaklar basitten karmasiga ve somuttan soyuta dogru siralanmistir (Anderson ve
digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002). Ayrica, orijinal taksonomi kumdulatif (birikimli) bir hiyerarsi
gostermektedir; yani daha basit basamaktaki yeterlik, bir sonraki daha karmasik basamaktaki yeterlige
gecisin 6n kosuludur (Krathwohl, 2002).
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Ogretim sonucu amaglanan &grenme ciktilarini tanimlayan hedefler, genellikle konu igerigi ve bu
icerikle ne yapilacaginin bir agiklamasi olarak tasarlanir (Krathwohl, 2002). Dolayisiyla, hedef ifadeleri
genellikle bir isim veya isim tamlamasindan (konu igeriginden) ve bir fiil veya fiil tamlamasindan (bilissel
stireglerden) olusur. Orijinal taksonomide bilgi basamagi hem isim hem de fiil yonlerini icermektedir.
isim veya konu icerigi yoni, “bilgi” basamaginin kapsamli alt kategorilerinde belirtilmistir. Fiil yéni ile
6grencinin bilgiyi hatirlayabilmesi veya taniyabilmesi beklendiginden, “bilgi” basamaginin tanimina dahil
edilmistir. Bu 6zellik orijinal taksonominin tek boyutlu olmasini saglamistir. Bilgi basamaginin gift yonli
dogasi ile ilgili olan bu problemin giderilmesi igin iki boyutlu yenilenmis taksonomi modeli
olusturulmustur. Yenilenmis taksonomi ile “bilgi” basamaginin iki yoni (isim ve fiil) gosterilmistir. Bilgi
basamagindaki “isim” bilgi boyutunun temelini olustururken, bilgi basamagindaki “fiil” de bilissel siireg
boyutuna temel olusturmustur (Krathwohl, 2002). Yenilenmis taksonomide bilgi boyutu, Ug¢ yerine dort
ana kategori icermektedir. Bunlardan gl orijinal taksonomide bulunan “bilgi” basamaginin alt
kategorilerini icermektedir. Yenilenmis taksonomide bunlara “Ustbilissel bilgi” alt kategorisi eklenmistir.
“Ustbilissel bilgi”, genel olarak bilis hakkindaki bilginin yani sira bir kimsenin kendi bilisi hakkindaki
farkindahgini ve bilgisini icerir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinde bilissel siire¢ boyutunda alti orijinal basamak sayisi ayni kalmasina
ragmen, bazi 6nemli degisiklikler yapilmistir: ¢ basamak yeniden isimlendirilmisg, ikisinin sirasi
birbirleriyle degistirilmis ve isimleri ayni kalan basamaklar ise hedeflerde kullanildiklari bigime uygun
olarak fiil biciminde degistirilmistir. “Bilgi” basamagi, “hatirla(mak)”, olarak tekrar isimlendirilmistir.
“Kavrama” basamagl ise, “anla(mak)”, olarak degistirilmistir. Ayrica, “uygulama”, “analiz” ve
“degerlendirme” basamaklarinin isimleri “uygula(mak)”, “c6zimle(mek)” ve “degerlendir(mek)”,
seklinde fiil biciminde ifade edilmistir. “Sentez” ile “degerlendirme” basamaklarinin sirasi yer
degistirmistir (Krathwohl, 2002). “Sentez” basamagi, “yarat(mak)” olarak yeniden isimlendirilmistir
(Bekdemir ve Selim, 2008; Biimen, 2006). Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisi yatay eksende bilissel slreg
boyutu, disey eksende bilgi boyutu olacak sekilde iki boyutlu olarak diizenlenmistir. Yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisi boyutlari Tablo 2’de verilmistir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Tablo 2.
Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin boyutlari (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002)

Bilissel Stire¢ Boyutu
Bilgi Boyutu 1. Hatirla(mak) 2.Anla(mak) 3.Uygula(mak) 4.Coziimle(mek) 5.Degerlendir(mek) 6.Yarat(mak)

A. Olgusal bilgi
B. Kavramsal bilgi
C. islemsel bilgi
D. Ustbilissel bilgi

Tablo 2’de goruldigu gibi, yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinde, bilgi boyutu; olgusal bilgi, kavramsal
bilgi, islemsel bilgi ve Ustbilissel bilgi olmak {izere dort kategoriden olugsmaktadir. Bilissel slire¢ boyutu
ise hatirla(mak), anla(mak), uygula(mak), ¢6zimle(mek), degerlendir(mek) ve yarat(mak) olmak lzere
alti kategori icermektedir. Bilgi boyutunun kategorilerini ve aciklamalarini iceren yapisina Tablo 3’te yer
verilmistir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Tablo 3.
Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutunun yapisi (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002)

A. Olgusal bilgi — Bir bilim alanini 6grenmek veya o alandaki problemleri ¢gozmeleri igin 6grencilerin bilmesi gereken
temel unsurlar.
Aa. Terimlerin bilgisi
Ab. Ozel ayrintilarin ve dgelerin bilgisi
B. Kavramsal bilgi — Birlikte galismalarini saglayan daha buyik bir yapi igindeki temel 6geler arasindaki iliskiler.
Ba. Siniflamalarin ve kategorilerin bilgisi
Bb. ilkelerin ve genellemelerin bilgisi
Bc. Kuramlarin, modellerin ve yapilarin bilgisi
C. islemsel bilgi — Bir sey nasil yapilir; becerileri, algoritmalari, teknikleri ve ydntemleri kullanma &lgiitleri ve
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arastirma yontemleri.
Ca. Konuya 6zel becerilerin ve algoritmalarin bilgisi
Cb. Konuya 06zel tekniklerin ve yontemlerin bilgisi
Cc. Uygun yontemlerin ne zaman, nasil kullanilacagi ile ilgili 6lgttlerin bilgisi
D. Ustbilissel bilgi — Genel olarak bilis bilgisinin yani sira bir kimsenin kendi bilisinin farkindaligi ve bilgisi.
Da. Stratejik bilgi
Db. Uygun baglam ve kosullari iceren bilissel gorevler bilgisi
Dc. Oz bilgi (bilis ve 6grenme ile ilgili giiclii ve zayif ydnlerini tanima)

Bilissel slire¢ boyutunun kategorilerini ve agiklamalarini iceren yapisina Tablo 4’te yer verilmistir
(Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).

Tablo 4.
Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutunun yapisi (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl,
2002)

1.0 Hatirla(mak) — ilgili bilgiyi uzun siireli bellekten almak.
1.1 Tanima(k)
1.2 Animsama(k)
2.0 Anla(mak) — S6zli, yazili ve grafik iletisim dahil olmak tGzere 6gretimsel mesajlarin anlamini belirlemek.
2.1 Yorumlama(k)
2.2 Ornek verme(k)
2.3 Siniflama(k)
2.4 Ozetleme(k)
2.5 Sonug gikarma(k)
2.6 Karsilastirma(k)
2.7 Agiklama(k)
3.0 Uygula(mak) — Belirli bir durumda bir ydontemi uygulamak veya kullanmak.
3.1 Yapmal(k) (icra etme(k))
3.2 Uygulama(k)
4.0 Cozimle(mek) — Materyali bilesen pargalarina bélmek ve pargalarin birbirleriyle ve genel yapi ya da amaglarla
nasil iligkili oldugunu tespit etmek.
4.1 Ayristirma(k)
4.2 Duzenleme(k)
4.3 Niteleme(k) (atfetme(k))
5.0 Degerlendir(mek) — Olgiit ve standartlara dayali olarak hiikiim vermek.
5.1 Kontrol etme(k)
5.2 Elestirme(k)
6.0 Yarat(mak) — Yeni, uyumlu bir bitiin olusturmak veya orijinal bir Griin ortaya koymak igin 6geleri bir araya
getirmek.
6.1 Olusturma(k)
6.2 Planlama(k)
6.3 Uretme(k)

Literatlirde, ders kitaplarinda bulunan icerik ve sorularin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore
incelendigi calismalar (Avsar ve Mete, 2018; Eroglu ve Sarar Kuzu, 2014; Mizbani ve Chalak, 2017; Ozer
Keskin ve Aydin, 2011; Rahpeyma ve Khoshnood, 2015; Ugur, 2019) ile Turkiye’de ulusal diizeyde yapilan
sinavlarda sorulan sorularin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelendigi ¢calismalar (Ayvaci, Yamak
ve Duru, 2018; Basol, Balgalmis, Karli ve Oz, 2016; Kala ve Cakir, 2016; Kara, 2016; Keles ve Hacisalihoglu
Karadeniz, 2015; Korkmaz ve Unsal, 2016; Zorluoglu, Bagriyanik ve Sahintiirk, 2019) bulunmaktadir.
Ayrica 6gretmenlerin veya 6gretmen adaylarinin planlama, 6gretim yapma veya soru sorma becerilerinin
ve bilgilerinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelendigi calismalar (Arseven, Simsek ve Giden,
2016; Ayvaci ve Tirkdogan, 2010; Basbay, 2007; Bimen, 2007; Calik ve Aksu, 2018; Cintas Yildiz, 2015;
Erdogan, 2017; Kara, Karakog, Yildirim ve Bay, 2017; Kurtulus ve Ada, 2017; Motlhabane, 2017; Nkhoma,
Lam, Sriratanaviriyakul, Richardson, Kam ve Lau, 2017; Ruggiero ve Mong, 2013; Sanl ve Pinar, 2017;
Tanik ve Saragoglu, 2011) ile 6gretmenlerin veya 6gretmen adaylarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine
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gore kazanimlari analiz etme becerilerinin incelendigi calismalar (Akbulut Tas ve Karabay, 2019; Altintas
ve Yanpar Yelken, 2016; Kocakaya ve Kotluk, 2016; Nasstrém, 2009) da vardir.

Literatlirde yukarida sozl edilen galismalar yaninda gesitli ders programlarinin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore incelendigi ¢alismalar (Aktan, 2020; Aslan Efe ve Efe, 2018; Barut ve Kuzu, 2017;
Bekdemir ve Selim, 2008; Bozdemir, Ezberci Cevik, Kurnaz ve Yaz, 2019; Celik, Kul ve Calik Uzun, 2018;
Dogan ve Burak, 2018; Durmus, 2017; Eke, 2015; Gezer, Sahin, Oner Siinkiir ve Meral, 2014; ilhan ve
Giilersoy, 2019; Kablan, Baran ve Hazer, 2013; Ozdemir, Altiok ve Baki, 2015; Vick ve Garvey, 2011;
Zorluoglu, Guven ve Korkmaz, 2017; Zorluoglu ve Kizilaslan, 2019; Zorluoglu, Kizilaslan ve Sézbilir, 2016)
yer almaktadir. Aktan (2020), Turkiye Milli Egitim Bakanligi [MEB] tarafindan 2018 yilinda yayimlanan
ilkokul Matematik Dersi Programindaki kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gére analiz
etmistir. 229 kazanimin incelendigi calismada kazanimlarin ¢ogunlukla bilissel siire¢ boyutunun
hatirla(mak), anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) kategorilerinde bulundugu; ¢6zimle(mek), degerlendir(mek) ve
yarat(mak) kategorilerinde ise ¢ok az kazanim bulundugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Aslan Efe ve Efe (2018),
MEB tarafindan 2013, 2017 ve 2018 yillarinda yayimlanan dokuzuncu sinif Biyoloji Ders Programindaki
kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelemistir. Calisma sonucunda {i¢ programda da
kazanimlarin ¢ogunlugunun bilgi boyutunda olgusal bilgi ve kavramsal bilgi kategorilerinde oldugu;
bilissel stre¢ boyutunda ise gogunlukla anla(mak) kategorisinde bulundugu goérulmistlr. Barut ve Kuzu
(2017), MEB tarafindan 2012 yilinda yayimlanan Bilisim Teknolojileri ve Yazilim Dersi Ogretim Programi
[BTYDOP] ile ingiltere Bilisim Dersi Ogretim Programini (Computing Curriculum) [BDOP] amag, kazanim,
etkinlik, 6lcme ve degerlendirme siregleri agisindan inceleyerek karsilastirmistir. Calismada ders
programlarinin  kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel slire¢ boyutuna gore
degerlendirilmistir. Tirkiye BTYDOP kazanimlarinin ¢ogunlukla anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) boyutunda
bulundugu, ingiltere BDOP kazanimlarinin uygula(mak) ve ¢ogunlukla yarat(mak) boyutunda bulundugu
sonucuna ulasilimistir. Tirkiye BTYDOP kazanimlarinin ileri diizey olanlarinin bile degerlendir(mek) ve
yarat(mak) diizeyinde ingiltere’ye gére yetersiz oldugu belirtilmistir. Calismada ayrica Tiirkiye BTYDOP
kazanimlarinin 6grenme alani ile ilgili bilgileri icermesine ragmen becerilerin hangi bilgi kapsaminda,
nasil, ne diizeyde kazandirilacagina yonelik agiklamalarin yeterli olmadigi, kazanim ifadelerinin ¢ok genel
oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Bekdemir ve Selim (2008), MEB tarafindan 2005 yilinda yayimlanan
ilkdgretim Matematik Dersi Programi Cebir &grenme alanindaki kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore incelemistir. Calismada Cebir 6grenme alanindaki 31 kazanim bilgi boyutunun
kategorilerine gore incelendiginde kazanimlarin genelde kavramsal bilgi (13 kazanim) ve islemsel bilgi
(12 kazanim) kategorisinde; bilissel sire¢ boyutunun kategorilerine gore incelendiginde ise anla(mak)
(12 kazanim) ve uygula(mak) (15 kazanim) kategorisinde oldugu bulunmustur. Calismada incelenen
kazanimlarin ¢ok azinin bilgi boyutunun olgusal bilgi kategorisinde (6 kazanim); bilissel slire¢ boyutunu
ise ¢6ziimle(mek) (3 kazanim) ve yarat(mak) (1 kazanim) kategorilerinde bulundugu da rapor edilmistir.

Bozdemir ve digerleri (2019), MEB tarafindan 2009, 2015 ve 2018 yillarinda yayimlanan Hayat Bilgisi
Dersi Ogretim Programlarinda yer alan fen bilimleri konularina ait kazanimlari, yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore incelemistir. Calismada incelenen kazanimlarin ¢ogunlukla bilgi boyutunda olgusal
ve kavramsal bilgi kategorilerinde oldugu; bilissel siire¢ boyutunda ise g¢ogunlukla hatirla(mak),
anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) kategorilerinde bulundugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Celik ve digerleri (2018)
tarafindan yapilan calismada, MEB tarafindan 2017 yilinda yayimlanan Matematik Dersi Ogretim
Programi (ilkokul ve Ortaokul 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7 ve 8. Siniflar)’nin ortaokul kisminda yer alan kazanimlar
yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelenmistir. Calismada incelenen 215 kazanimin ¢ogunlugunun
bilgi boyutunun kategorileri agisindan kavramsal bilgi (%48) ve islemsel bilgi (%39) kategorilerinde;
bilissel stire¢ boyutunun kategorileri agisindan anla(mak) (%32) ve uygula(mak) (%48) kategorilerinde
oldugu belirlenmistir. Dogan ve Burak (2018), ilkdgretim 3-8. Siniflar Fen Bilimleri Dersi Ogretim
Programi’nda yer alan dordlinci sinif kazanimlarini yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelemis ve
46 kazanimdan 45’inin bilissel alanda; bir kazanimin devinissel alanda oldugu sonucuna ulagmistir.
Calismada duyussal alana ait kazanima rastlanmamistir. Kazanimlar bilgi boyutunun kategorilerine gore
incelendiginde %24,5’inin olgusal bilgi, %48,8’inin kavramsal bilgi, %26,7’sinin islemsel bilgi
kategorisinde oldugu, hicbir kazanimin Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisinde olmadigi bulgusuna ulasiimistir.
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Bilissel slire¢ boyutunun kategorilerine gore kazanimlarin %6,7’sinin hatirla(mak), %44,4’'tnin
anla(mak), %20’sinin uygula(mak), %4,4’Gniin ¢ézimle(mek), %13,3’l0 degerlendir(mek) ve %11,1’inin
yarat(mak) kategorisinde oldugu bulunmustur. Durmus (2017), ilkégretim 4-8. Siniflar Din Kiiltirii ve
Ahlak Bilgisi Dersi Ogretim Programi’nda yer alan dérdiincii sinif kazanimlarini yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore incelemistir. Calismada incelenen 44 kazanimin 36’sinin bilissel alanda, 8’inin
duyussal alanda oldugu ve higbir kazanimin ise devinissel alanda olmadigl sonucuna ulasiimistir.
Kazanimlar bilgi boyutunun kategorilerine gére incelendiginde %16,2’sinin olgusal bilgi, %83,8’inin
kavramsal bilgi, kategorisinde oldugu bulgusuna ulasiimistir. Biligsel stire¢ boyutunun kategorilerine gére
incelendiginde ise kazanimlarin %10,8’inin hatirla(mak), %73’Unin anla(mak), %2,7’sinin uygula(mak),
%2,7’sinin ¢6zimle(mek) ve %10,8'inin degerlendir(mek) kategorisinde oldugu bulunmustur.

Eke (2015), 2008-2013 yillarinda MEB tarafindan yayimlanmis olan 9. siniftan 12. sinifa kadar tim
Ortadgretim Fizik Dersi Ogretim Programlarinda yer alan Dalgalar Gnitesinin kazanimlarini yenilenmis
Bloom taksonomisine gére incelemistir. Calisma sonucunda kazanimlarin g¢ogunlukla bilgi boyutu
acisindan kavramsal bilgi ve islemsel bilgi kategorilerinde oldugu; olgusal bilgi ve Ustbilissel bilgi
kategorilerinde kazanim bulunmadigi; bilissel slire¢ boyutu agisindan ise g¢ogunlukla anla(mak) ve
uygula(mak) kategorilerinde bulundugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Gezer ve digerleri (2014), MEB tarafindan
2010 yilinda yayimlanan sekizinci sinif Tiirkiye Cumhuriyeti inkilp Tarihi ve Atatiirkgiiliik Dersi Ogretim
Programi’'nda yer alan kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine goére analiz etmislerdir. 67
kazanimin incelendigi calismada, bilgi boyutu agisindan kazanimlarin %92’sinin kavramsal bilgi ve %8’inin
olgusal bilgi kategorilerinde oldugu; islemsel bilgi ve Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisinde kazanim olmadigi
bulunmustur. Bilissel slire¢ boyutu agisindan ise kazanimlarin %45,3’tGniin degerlendir(mek), %33,3’linlin
anla(mak) ve %21,3’Unin ¢6zimle(mek) kategorisinde oldugu; hatirla(mak), uygula(mak) ve yarat(mak)
kategorilerinde kazanimin olmadigi bulunmustur. ilhan ve Giilersoy (2019), 2018 yilinda MEB tarafindan
yayimlanan 10. Sinif Cografya Dersi Ogretim Programindaki 34 kazanimin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore analizini yapmistir. Calismada incelenen kazanimlarin bilgi boyutuna gére ¢ogunlukla
kavramsal bilgi kategorisinde bulundugu; bilissel sire¢ boyutuna goére cogunlukla anla(mak)
kategorisinde oldugu bulunmustur. Kablan ve digerleri (2013) ise MEB tarafindan 2009 vyilinda
yayimlanan ilkégretim Matematik 6-8. Siniflar Ogretim Programinda bulunan 231 kazanimi yenilenmis
Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel slire¢ boyutuna gore incelemislerdir. Calisma sonucunda; Ust diizey bilissel
basamaklarda yani ¢6ziimle(mek), degerlendir(mek) ve yarat(mak) kategorilerinde ¢ok fazla kazanimin
olmadigi, kazanimlarin daha ¢ok anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) kategorilerinde bulundugu belirlenmistir.
Calismada ayrica, bilissel siire¢ boyutunun kategorileri agisindan sinif diizeyleri ve 6grenme alanlarina
gore farkhliklar bulunmustur.

Ozdemir ve digerleri (2015), MEB tarafindan 2005 yilinda yayimlanan 4—7. Sinif Sosyal Bilgiler Dersi
Ogretim Programindaki 174 kazanimi yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gére incelemistir. Calismada,
kazanimlarin %40'inin bilissel stre¢ boyutunun anla(mak) kategorisinde bulundugu; %62’sinin bilgi
boyutunun kavramsal bilgi kategorisinde oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Vick ve Garvey (2011) izcilik ile
ilgili bir programda bulunan fen bilimleri konusundaki hedefleri yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin biligsel
siire¢ boyutuna gore analiz etmistir. Calisma sonucunda hedeflerin ¢ogunlugunun anla(mak) ve
uygula(mak) kategorilerinde oldugu bulunmustur. Zorluoglu ve Kizilaslan (2019), MEB tarafindan 2018
yilinda yayimlanan 10. sinif Kimya Dersi Programindaki 25 kazanimi yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine
gore incelemistir. Calismada, 11 kazanimin bilissel siire¢ boyutunun anla(mak) kategorisinde oldugu; 18
kazanimin bilgi boyutunun kavramsal bilgi kategorisinde bulundugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Zorluoglu ve
digerleri (2016), MEB tarafindan 2013 yilinda yayimlanan Ortadgretim Kimya Dersi Ogretim Programinda
yer alan 154 kazanimi yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelemislerdir. Calismada, programda yer
alan kazanimlar bilgi boyutu agisindan incelendiginde %25’inin olgusal bilgi, %59’unun kavramsal bilgi,
%11’inin islemsel bilgi ve %5’inin Ustbilissel bilgi kategorilerinde oldugu; bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan
incelendiginde %7’sinin hatirla(mak), %67’sinin anla(mak), %5’i uygula(mak), %20’sinin ¢6ziimle(mek),
%1’inin degerlendir(mek) kategorilerinde oldugu belirlenmistir. Yarat(mak) basamaginda herhangi bir
kazanim bulunmamistir. Zorluoglu ve digerleri (2017), MEB tarafindan 2017 yilinda yayimlanan Taslak
Ortadgretim Kimya Dersi Ogretim Programinda yer alan 129 kazanimi yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine
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gore incelemislerdir. Calismada kazanimlarin g¢ogunlugunun bilissel slire¢ boyutunun anla(mak)
kategorisinde oldugu; bilgi boyutunun kavramsal bilgi kategorisinde bulundugu ortaya konulmustur.
MEB tarafindan yayimlanan gesitli ders programlarinin kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine
gore incelendigi calismalara gére programlarda yer alan kazanimlarin ¢ogunlugunun bilgi boyutunun
kavramsal bilgi ve olgusal bilgi kategorilerinde oldugu; bilissel siire¢ boyutunun anla(mak), uygula(mak)
kategorilerinde bulundugu ifade edilebilir.

ilgili literatiirde cesitli derslerin ders programlarindaki kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine
gore incelenmesi ile ilgili calismalar bulunmasina ragmen, Bilisim Teknolojileri ve Yazilim Dersi Ogretim
Programi (Ortaokul 5 ve 6. Siniflar) [BTYDOP])'nda (MEB, 2018) yer alan kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine goére incelendigi herhangi bir c¢alismaya rastlanmamistir. Yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisinin cesitli ders programlarindaki kazanimlarin incelenerek analiz edilmesi igin uygulanabilir
ve faydali bir arag olarak kullanilabilecegi belirten ¢alismalar da literatiirde yer almaktadir (Kocakaya ve
Kotluk, 2016; Né&sstrém, 2009; Nisstrom ve Henriksson, 2008). Ogretim programlarindaki icerik,
6grenme ve 6gretme siregleri ile 6lgme ve degerlendirme 6gelerinin kazanimlarla uyumlu olarak
tasarlanmasi igin kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelenmesi gerektigi ve ¢alismanin
ilgili literatlire katki saglayacag disilmistir. Bu calismada, BTYDOP kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore analiz edilmesi amaglanmistir.

Yontem
Arastirma modeli

Calisma, nitel arastirma yontemlerinden dokiman incelemesi yéntemine goére yurutilmastar.
Arastiriilmasi planlanan olgu veya olgularla ilgili bilgileri iceren yazili belgelerin analiz edilmesi, dokiiman
incelemesi olarak tanimlanmistir (Yildirim ve Simsek, 2006). Yildirim ve Simsek (2006)’e gore dokiiman
incelemesi tek basina bir arastirma yontemi olarak kullanilabildigi gibi gbriismenin ve gdzlemin yaninda
ek veri kaynagi olarak da kullanilabilir. Dokiiman incelemesinde veri kaynagi olarak kullanilabilecek ve
onemli olan belgeler, arastirma problemi ile iliskili olarak belirlenir. Egitim alaninda yapilan bir
arastirmada veri kaynagi olarak kullanilacak belgelerin, ders kitaplari, ders programi rehberleri, okul ici
veya disi yazismalar vb. olabilecegi belirtilmistir (Bogdan ve Biklen, 2007). Calismada BTYDOP
kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore analiz edilmesi s6z konusu oldugu icin dokiiman
analizi icin incelenecek belge ders programi rehberi olarak belirlenmistir.

Veri Analizi

Calismada BTYDOP besinci ve altinci sinif kazanimlarinin tiimii yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gére
incelenmistir. BTYDOP kazanimlarinin tiimiiniin incelenmesinin nedeni dersin sadece besinci ve altinci
siniflarda olmasi ve tiim kazanimlar icin analiz yapilmak istenmesidir. Calisma kapsaminda incelenen
kazanimlarin sayilarinin dagilimlari, sinif diizeyi, Ginite adi ve konu adina gére Tablo 5’te verilmistir.

Tablo 5.

BTYOP kazanimlarinin sayilarinin dagilimlari (MEB, 2018)

Simif  Unite adi Konu adi Kazanim sayisi

5. Bilisim Teknolojileri 1. Bilisim Teknolojilerinin Giinliik Yasamdaki Onemi
2. Bilgisayar Sistemleri 12
3. Dosya Yénetimi
Etik ve Giivenlik 1. Etik Degerler

2. Dijital Vatandashk 9

3. Gizlilik ve Giivenlik
iletisim, Arastirma ve 1 Bilgisayar Adlari

Is Birligi 2 Arastirma 12
3 iletisim Teknolojileri ve is Birligi

Uriin Olusturma 1. Gérsel [sleme Programlari
2. Kelime islemci Programlari 15
3. Sunu Programlari

Problem C6zme ve 1. Problem Cézme Kavramlari ve Yaklasimlari 27
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Programlama 2. Programlama
Toplam 75
6. Bilisim Teknolojileri 1. Bilisim Teknolojilerinin Giinliik Yasamdaki Gnemi

2. Bilgisayar Sistemleri 12
3. Dosya Yénetimi

Etik ve Giivenlik 1. Etik Degerler
2. Dijital Vatandaslhk 15
3. Gizlilik ve Giivenlik

iletisim, Arastirma ve 1. Bilgisayar Adlari

is Birligi 2. Arastirma 13
3. lletisim Teknolojileri ve Is Birligi

Uriin Olusturma 1. Tablolama Prpgramlan 12
2. Ses ve Video Isleme Programlari

Problem Cézme ve 1. Problem Cézme Kavramlari ve Yaklasimlari 25

Programlama 2. Programlama

Toplam 77

Tablo 5’e gére BTYDOP’nda besinci sinif diizeyinde 75 kazanim ve altinci sinif diizeyinde 77 kazanim
olmak Uzere toplam 152 kazanim bulundugu ifade edilebilir. Her iki sinifta bulunan tnite adlari ayni olup
Unitelerdeki konu adlari agisindan ise sadece “Urin olusturma” (nitesinin konularinda farklilk
bulunmaktadir.

Calismada veri analizinde betimsel analiz yontemi kullanilmistir. Yildirim ve Simsek (2006)’ya gore
betimsel analiz yénteminde veriler 6nceden belirlenmis temalara gore 6zetlenip yorumlanir. Betimsel
analiz dort asamada (Yildirnm ve Simsek, 2006) gerceklestirilmistir: Calismada programda yer alan
kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelenmesi amaclandigindan betimsel analizin ilk
asamasinda arastirmanin kavramsal cergevesinden yola cikilarak betimsel analiz igin cergeve
olusturulmasi s6z konusudur. Calismanin kavramsal ¢ergevesi yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisi oldugu igin
taksonomiye gore kazanimlarin bilgi boyutu ve bilissel siire¢ boyutu olmak Uzere iki ana temaya gore
analiz edilmesi gerektigine karar verilmistir. Kazanimlarin analizinde bilgi temasinin alt kategorileri
kavramsal bilgi, olgusal bilgi, islemsel bilgi ve Uistbilissel bilgi olarak alinmistir. islemsel bilgi temasinin alt
kategorileri ise yarat(mak), anla(mak), uygula(mak), ¢6ziimle(mek), degerlendir(mek) ve hatirla(mak)
olarak alinmistir. Betimsel analizin ikinci asamasinda kazanimlarin tematik ¢erceveye goére incelenip
diizenlenmesi yapilmistir. Uglincli asamada ise diizenlenen verilerin tanimlanmasi yapilarak bulgularda
kullanilacak dogrudan alintilara karar verilmistir. Betimsel analizin son asamasinda ise tanimlanan
bulgularin agiklanmasi, iliskilendirilmesi ve anlamlandiriimasi yapiimistir.

Gegerlik ve giivenirlik galismasi

Kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinde hangi temanin hangi kategorisine ait oldugunu
belirlemek icin iki arastirmaci bir araya gelmis besinci ve altinci sinif kazanimlarinin 10’ar tanesini
beraber incelemis ve gorlis alisverisinde bulunmustur. Arastirmacilar geri kalan tim kazanimlari
birbirlerinden bagimsiz olarak kodlamis ve tekrar bir araya gelerek kodlamalarini karsilastirmislardir.
Daha sonra, kodlayicilar arasi uyusum oranlari hesaplanmistir. En son ise, kodlamalari yapan
arastirmacilar tekrar bir araya gelmis ve uyusum olmayan kodlamalar (zerinde goéris alisverisinde
bulunarak ortak bir karara vararak kazanimlarin kodlamalarini son haline getirmislerdir.

Son haline gelen kodlamalarin gegerligi icin kazanimlar ve kodlamalarin yer aldigi bir belge
hazirlanmistir. Hazirlanan belge, uzman goérisi alma formu ile birlikte Egitim Bilimleri Bélimiinde
calismakta olup doktorasini Egitim Programlari ve Ogretim Anabilim Dalinda tamamlamis olan bir
uzmana verilmistir. Uzman gériisii alma formunda calismanin amacindan bahsedilerek, BTYDOP’nda
bulunan kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore analizi sonucunda yapilan kodlamalarin
uygunlugunun kontrol edilmesi ve uygun olmadigi duslnulenler icin 6neride bulunulmasi istenmistir.
Uzman tarafindan yapilan inceleme sonucunda bilgi boyutunda olgusal bilgi olarak kodlanmis besinci
sinif diizeyinde bir kazanim ve altinci sinif diizeyinde bir kazanim igin kavramsal bilgi olarak kodlama
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Onerisi yapilmistir. Uzman tarafindan yapilan 6neri dogrultusunda yapilan kodlamalar tekrar gézden
gecirilmis ve kodlamalara son hali verilmistir.

Kodlayicilar arasi glvenirlik igin kodlamalarin uyusum oranlari, Miles ve Huberman (1994) tarafindan
Onerilen “Uyusum orani=(uyusum olan kodlamalarin sayisi)/(uyusum olan ve olmayan kodlamalarin
toplam sayisi)” yéntemine gore hesaplanmistir. Hesaplanan uyusum oranlari Tablo 6’da verilmistir.

Tablo 6.

BTYOP kazanimlarinin kodlamalarinin uyusum oranlari

Boyut Besinci sinif  Altinci sinif Toplam

Bilgi Uyusum olan kodlamalarin sayisi 55 56 111
Uyusum olan ve olmayan kodlamalarin toplam sayisi 65 67 132
Uyusum orani ,85 ,84 ,84

Biligsel siire¢ Uyusum olan kodlamalarin sayisi 62 58 120
Uyusum olan ve olmayan kodlamalarin toplam sayisi 65 67 132
Uyusum orani ,95 ,87 ,91

Miles ve Huberman (1994) iki farkli kodlayicinin kodlamalarinin givenirligi icin 0,70 ve uzeri
degerlerin yeterli oldugunu belirtmistir. Tablo 6 incelendiginde iki arastirmacinin kodlamalari arasindaki
uyusum oranlarinin ana temalara ve sinif diizeylerine gore 0,84 ile 0,95 arasinda degerler aldig
gorilebilir. Buna gore iki arastirmacinin kodlamalarinin guvenilir oldugu yorumu yapilabilir. Ayrica
kodlayicilar arasi uyusum degerlerinin dogrulugunu desteklemek i¢cin Cohen’in Kappa katsayilari da
hesaplanmis ve bulunan degerler Tablo 7’de verilmistir.

Tablo 7.

Kodlamalarin uyusumuna iliskin Cohen’in Kappa katsayi degerleri

Boyut Besinci sinif  Altinci sinif Toplam

Bilgi Uyusum olan kodlamalarin sayisi 55 56 111
Uyusum olan ve olmayan kodlamalarin toplam sayisi 65 67 132
Cohen’in Kappa katsayi degeri ,89 ,90 ,80

Biligsel siire¢ Uyusum olan kodlamalarin sayisi 62 58 120
Uyusum olan ve olmayan kodlamalarin toplam sayisi 65 67 132
Cohen’in Kappa katsay degeri ,94 ,89 ,85

Cohen’in Kappa katsayi degeri icin 0,80 ve zerindeki degerlerin kodlayicilar arasi uyusumun yiiksek
diizeyde givenirligi isaret ettigi belirtilmistir (Cohen, 1960; Graham, Milanowski ve Miller, 2012). Tablo
7’de yer alan Cohen’in Kappa katsayi degerleri incelendiginde bulunan degerlerin ana temalara ve sinif
diizeylerine gore 0,80 ile 0,94 arasinda oldugu goriilebilir. Buna gore de iki arastirmacinin kodlamalarinin
giivenilir oldugu yorumu yapilabilir. izleyen béliimde yapilan analiz sonucunda elde edilen bulgulara yer
verilmistir.

Bulgular ve Yorumlar

BTYDOP kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gére analiz edilmesi amaciyla yapilan bu
calismada elde edilen bulgulara bu boélimde vyer verilmistir. Kazanimlar yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisinin iki boyutu olan bilgi boyutu ve bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan analiz edilerek
yorumlanmistir. BTYOP kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin boyutlari agisindan hangi
kategorilerde oldugu EK 1’de yer alan Tablo 10’da verilmistir.

BTYDOP kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutu agisindan incelenirken, olgusal
bilgi, kavramsal bilgi, islemsel bilgi ve Ustbilissel bilgi kategorilerinden hangisinde olduguna karar
verilerek kodlanmistir. Besinci sinif programindaki “Bilisim teknolojilerine iliskin temel kavramlari
aciklar.” kazanimina benzer olan kazanimlar, olgusal bilgi kategorisinde kodlanmistir. Clinki{ olgusal bilgi
kategorisinde “bir bilim alanini 6grenmek veya o alandaki problemleri ¢zmeleri icin 6grencilerin bilmesi
gereken temel unsurlar” oldugu belirtilmistir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002). Besinci
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sinif kazanimlarindan 28’i ve altinci sinif kazanimlarindan 14’U olgusal bilgi kategorisinde yer almistir.
Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutunun yapisinda “birlikte ¢calismalarini saglayan daha biylk
bir yapi icindeki temel 6geler arasindaki iliskiler” seklinde agiklanan (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001;
Krathwohl, 2002) kavramsal bilgi kategorisinde bulundugu disinilerek kodlanan kazanimlar, “Giivenlik
yazilimlarinin kullanim amagclarini agiklar.” (altinci sinif) 6rnegindeki gibidir. Besinci sinif kazanimlarindan
17'si ve altincl sinif kazanimlarindan 16’si kavramsal bilgi olarak kodlanmistir. “Bir sey nasil yapilir;
becerileri, algoritmalari, teknikleri ve yontemleri kullanma oOlgltleri ve arastirma ydntemleri” olarak
aciklanan (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) islemsel bilgi kategorisinde oldugu disunilen
kazanim ornegi “Belirli bir amag igin olusturdugu sununun tasarimini ve bilesenlerini bicimlendirir.”
(besinci sinif) seklindedir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda besinci sinif kazanimlarindan 27’sinin ve altinci
sinif kazanimlarindan 33’linlin islemsel bilgi kategorisinde yer aldigi goérilmistir. Yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisinin bilgi boyutunun yapisinda “Genel olarak bilis bilgisinin yani sira bir kimsenin kendi
bilisinin farkindalig ve bilgisi” olarak aciklanan (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) tstbilissel
bilgi kategorisinde olarak kodlanan kazanim 6rnegi altinci sinif diizeyinde “Bilissel ve ahlaki gelisimine
uygun olan dijital oyun ve icerikleri ayirt eder. Odrencinin bilincli bir kullanici olmasi icin 6z kontrol
becerisini gelistirmesi saglanir.” seklindedir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda besinci sinif kazanimlarindan
3’Gnin ve altincr sinif kazanimlarindan 14’Gnin Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisinde oldugu gorilmistir.
BTYDOP kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutu agisindan incelenmesi sonucunda
olgusal bilgi, kavramsal bilgi, islemsel bilgi, Gstbilissel bilgi kategorilerinde bulunan kazanim sayilari Tablo
8’de verilmistir.

Tablo 8.
Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutu agisindan kazanim sayilari

Kazanim sayilari

Kategoriler Besinci sinif Altinci sinif Toplam
Olgusal bilgi 28 14 42 (%28)
Kavramsal bilgi 17 16 33 (%22)
islemsel bilgi 27 33 60 (%39)
Ustbilissel bilgi 3 14 17 (%11)
Toplam 75 77 152 (%100)

Tablo 8 incelendiginde en ¢ok kazanimin (N=33) altinci sinif diizeyinde islemsel bilgi kategorisinde; en
az kazanimin (N=3) ise besinci sinif dlizeyinde Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisinde oldugu goriilebilir. Besinci ve
altinci sinif kazanimlari birlikte ele alindiginda en gok kazanimin (N=60) islemsel bilgi kategorisinde, en az
kazanimin ise Ustbilissel bilgi (N=17) kategorisinde oldugu da bulgular arasindadir. Bu bulguya gére
BTYDOP’nin islemsel bilgi agirlkli bir program oldugu yorumu vyapilabilir. Programda yer alan
kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutu agisindan incelenmesi ile elde edilen
bulgulara gore olgusal bilgi kategorisinde besinci sinif diizeyindeki kazanim sayisinin (N=28) altinci sinif
diizeyindeki kazanim sayisindan (N=14) daha fazla oldugu ifade edilebilir. Bu durum, BTYDOP’nda sinif
diizeyi arttikga olgusal bilgi kategorisine daha az vurgu yapildigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Benzer sekilde
tstbilissel bilgi kategorisinde besinci sinif diizeyindeki kazanim sayisinin (N=3) altinci sinif diizeyindeki
kazanim sayisindan (N=14) daha az oldugu ifade edilebilir. Bu durum, programda sinif dizeyi arttikca
Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisine daha fazla vurgu yapildigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Kavramsal bilgi ve
islemsel bilgi kategorilerinde bulunan kazanim sayilari ise besinci ve altinci sinif diizeylerine gore c¢ok
blylk fark gostermemektedir. Bu durum, programda kavramsal bilgi ve islemsel bilgi kategorileri
acisindan sinif diizeyine gore farkli vurgu yapilmadigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.

BTYDOP kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan incelenirken,
hatirla(mak), anla(mak), uygula(mak), ¢c6zimle(mek), degerlendir(mek) ve yarat(mak) kategorilerinden
hangisinde olduguna karar verilerek kodlanmistir. Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siireg
boyutunun hatirla(mak) kategorisinin “ilgili bilgiyi uzun sireli bellekten almak” anlamina geldigi
belirtilmistir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002). Buna gore besinci sinif programindaki “Etik
ve bilisim etigi ile ilgili temel kavramlari agiklar.” kazanimina benzer olan kazanimlar, hatirla(mak)
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kategorisinde kodlanmistir. Besinci sinif kazanimlarindan 12’si ve altinci sinif kazanimlarindan 6’si
hatirla(mak) kategorisinde yer almistir. Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutunun
yapisinda “sozll, yazih ve grafik iletisim dahil olmak lzere 6gretimsel mesajlarin anlamini belirlemek”
seklinde aciklanan (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) anla(mak) kategorisinde kodlanan
kazanimlar, “internet adreslerinin olusumunu ve yapisini aciklar.” (besinci sinif) drnegindeki gibidir.
Besinci. sinif kazanimlarindan 26’si ve altinci sinif kazanimlarindan 20’si anla(mak) kategorisinde
kodlanmistir. “Belirli bir durumda bir yéntemi uygulamak veya kullanmak.” olarak agiklanan (Anderson
ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) uygula(mak) kategorisinde kodlanan kazanim 6rnegi “Dosya ve
klasér sikistirma islemlerini yapar.” (altinci sinif) seklindedir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda besinci sinif
kazanimlarindan 24’iniin ve altinc sinif kazanimlarindan 22’sinin uygula(mak) kategorisinde yer aldig
gorilmistir. Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel stire¢ boyutunun yapisinda “Materyali bilesen
parcalarina bélmek ve parcalarin birbirleriyle ve genel yapi ya da amaglarla nasil iliskili oldugunu tespit
etmek.” olarak agiklanan (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) ¢6ziimle(mek) kategorisinde
kodlanan kazanim ornegi “Ayni tiirde farkli marka, model ve teknolojilerin bilesenlerini karsilastirarak
sunar.” (besinci sinif) seklindedir. Yapilan analizler sonucunda besinci sinif kazanimlarindan 2’sinin ve
altinci sinif kazanimlarindan 3’Gniin ¢éztiimle(mek) kategorisinde oldugu gorilmistiir. Yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutunun degerlendir(mek) kategorisinin “Olgiit ve standartlara dayali
olarak hikiim vermek.” anlamina geldigi belirtilmistir (Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002).
Buna gore altinci sinif programindaki “Blok tabanli programlama aracinda sunulan bir programin
hatalarini ayiklar.” kazanimina benzer olan kazanimlar, degerlendir(mek) kategorisinde kodlanmistir.
Besinci. sinif kazanimlarindan 3’i ve altinci sinif kazanimlarindan 15’i degerlendir(mek) kategorisinde yer
almistir. Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin biligsel siireg boyutunun yapisinda “Yeni, uyumlu bir bitin
olusturmak veya orijinal bir Griin ortaya koymak igin 6geleri bir araya getirmek.” seklinde agiklanan
(Anderson ve digerleri, 2001; Krathwohl, 2002) yarat(mak) kategorisinde oldugu dustinilerek kodlanan
kazanimlar, “Giinliik hayatta karsilastigi problemlere ¢6ziim énerileri getirir.” (besinci sinif) 6rnegindeki
gibidir. Besinci sinif kazanimlarindan 8’i ve altinci sinif kazanimlarindan 11’i yarat(mak) kategorisinde
kodlanmistir. BTYDOP kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutu acisindan
incelenmesi sonucunda hatirla(mak), anla(mak), uygula(mak), ¢o6zimle(mek), degerlendir(mek),
yarat(mak) kategorilerinde bulunan kazanim sayilari Tablo 9'da verilmistir.

Tablo 9.
Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan kazanim sayilari

Kazanim sayilari

Kategoriler Besinci sinif Altinci sinif Toplam
Hatirla(mak) 12 6 18 (%12)
Anla(mak) 26 20 46 (%30
Uygula(mak) 24 22 46 (%30)
Cozuimle(mek) 2 3 5 (%3)
Degerlendir(mek) 3 15 18 (%12)
Yarat(mak) 8 11 19 (%13)
Toplam 75 77 152 (%100)

Tablo 9 incelendiginde en ¢ok kazanimin (N=26) besinci sinif diizeyinde anla(mak) kategorisinde; en
az kazanimin (N=2) ise besinci sinif diizeyinde ¢6ziimle(mek) kategorisinde oldugu gorulebilir. Besinci ve
altinci sinif kazanimlari birlikte ele alindiginda en ¢ok kazanimin anla(mak) (N=46) ve uygula(mak) (N=46)
kategorilerinde, en az kazanimin ise ¢oziimle(mek) (N=5) kategorisinde oldugu da bulgular arasindadir.
Bu bulgu, BTYDOP’nin anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) agirlikli bir program oldugu seklinde yorumlanabilir.
Programda yer alan kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan
incelenmesi ile elde edilen bulgulara gére degerlendir(mek) kategorisinde besinci. sinif dizeyindeki
kazanim sayisinin (N=3) altinci sinif dizeyindeki kazanim sayisindan (N=15) daha az oldugu ifade
edilebilir. Bu durum, BTYDOP’nda sinif diizeyi arttikca degerlendir(mek) kategorisine daha fazla vurgu
yapildigi seklinde yorumlanabilir. Benzer sekilde hatirla(mak) kategorisinde besinci sinif diizeyindeki
kazanim sayisinin (N=12) altinci sinif diizeyindeki kazanim sayisindan (N=6) daha fazla oldugu ifade
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edilebilir. Bu durum, programda sinif diizeyi arttik¢a hatirla(mak) kategorisine daha az vurgu yapildig
seklinde yorumlanabilir. Anla(mak), uygula(mak), ¢o6ziimle(mek) ve yarat(mak) kategorilerinde bulunan
kazanim sayilari ise besinci ve altinci sinif diizeylerine gore ¢ok biiyiik fark géstermemektedir. Bu durum
programda anla(mak), uygula(mak), ¢6ziimle(mek) ve yarat(mak) kategorileri agisindan sinif diizeyine
gore farkl vurgu yapilmadigi seklinde yorumlanabilir.

Sonug ve Tartisma

Bu calismada BTYDOP kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gére incelenmis ve kazanimlarin
bilgi boyutu ve bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan hangi kategoride bulunduklari belirlenmistir. Calisma,
BTYDOP’deki kazanimlar incelenerek analiz edilmesi icin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin uygulanabilir
ve faydali bir ara¢ oldugunu goéstermistir. Bu yoniyle literatiirdeki ¢alismalarda (Kocakaya ve Kotluk,
2016; N&sstrom, 2009; Nasstrom ve Henriksson, 2008) ortaya konan sonuglarla benzerlik oldugu ifade
edilebilir. Buna gore 6gretim programlarindaki icerik, 6grenme ve 6gretme siregleri ile dlgme ve
degerlendirme 6gelerinin kazanimlarla uyumlu olarak tasarlanmasi icin kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine goére incelenmesi gerektigi sonucu c¢ikarilabilir. Kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore incelenmesi ile elde edilen bulgularin, s6z konusu dersin 6gretimini yapan
o6gretmenler, 6gretmen adaylari ve 6gretmen adaylarini yetistiren 6gretmen egitimcileri icin yol gosterici
olacagi séylenebilir.

Calismada elde edilen bulgulara gére BTYDOP’nin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutunda
islemsel bilgi agirhkli bir program oldugu sonucuna ulasilmistir. Cesitli ders programlarinin
kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore incelendigi ¢alismalarda, bu ¢alismadaki sonuca
benzer olarak kazanimlarinin ¢ogu islemsel bilgi olarak kodlanan programlar oldugu ortaya ¢ikmistir
(Celik ve digerleri, 2018; Dogan ve Burak, 2018; Eke, 2015). Bunun yani sira kazanimlari islemsel bilgi
olarak ya hi¢ kodlanmayan ya da ¢ok az kodlanan programlar (Aslan Efe ve Efe, 2018; Durmus, 2017;
Gezer ve digerleri, 2014; ilhan ve Giilersoy, 2019; Zorluoglu ve digerleri, 2016; Zorluoglu ve digerleri,
2017) da vardir. Kazanimlarinin ¢ogu islemsel bilgi olarak kodlanan ders programlari, ortaokul Matematik
dersi (Celik ve digerleri, 2018), ilkokul dordlnci sinif Fen Bilimleri dersi (Dogan ve Burak, 2018), lise Fizik
Dersi Dalgalar unitesidir (Eke 2015). Kazanimlari ya islemsel bilgi olarak hi¢ kodlanmayan ya da ¢ok az
sayida kazanimi islemsel bilgi olarak kodlanan ders programlari ise ilkdgretim 4-8. Siniflar Din Kiltiirii ve
Ahlak Bilgisi Dersi (Durmus, 2017), 8. Sinif Tiirkiye Cumbhuriyeti inkildp Tarihi ve Atatiirkgiliik Dersi
(Gezer ve digerleri, 2014), 10. Sinif Cografya Dersi (ilhan ve Giilersoy 2019), Ortadgretim Kimya Dersi
(Zorluoglu ve digerleri, 2016) seklindedir. Ogretim programlarindaki kazanimlarin islemsel bilgi olarak
kodlanmasinin nedeninin programlardaki konu icerikleri oldugu yorumu yapilabilir. Buna gére BTYDOP
kazanimlarinin ¢ogunun yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi boyutunda islemsel bilgi kategorisinde
olmasinin dersin iceriginde bulunan konularin 6zelligi geregi oldugu yorumu yapilabilir. Programin
islemsel bilgi agirhkli olmasi sonucunun 06gretimlerini programa gore planlayip vyiritecek olan
ogretmenlere veya 6gretmen adaylarina planlamalarinda yol gosterici olacagi ifade edilebilir.

BTYDOP kazanimlarinin ¢ok az bir miktarinin (%11) yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilgi
boyutunun Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisinde bulundugu da ¢alismada ulasilan bulgular arasinda yer almistir.
Benzer calismalarda da bu bulguyla &rtiisen sonuclara ulasiimistir. Ornegin alti ¢alismada incelenen
programlarin kazanimlarinin ¢ok az bir miktar Ustbilissel bilgi kategorisinde bulunmustur (Aslan Efe ve
Efe, 2018; Bozdemir ve digerleri, 2019; Celik ve digerleri, 2018; Ozdemir ve digerleri, 2015; Zorluoglu ve
Kizilaslan, 2019; Zorluoglu ve digerleri, 2016; Zorluoglu ve digerleri, 2017). Diger calismalarda ise
incelenen programlarin kazanimlarinin higbirinin Gstbilissel bilgi kategorisinde yer almadigl sonucuna
ulasilmistir (Bekdemir ve Selim, 2008; Dogan ve Burak, 2018; Durmus, 2017; Eke, 2015; Gezer ve
digerleri, 2014; ilhan ve Giilersoy, 2019). Yapilan calismalardaki sonuglar gdz éniine alindiginda
kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine goére analizi sonucunda bilgi boyutundaki kodlamalarin
ders programlarinin igeriginde yer alan konularin 6zellikleri geregi oldugu sonucu gikarilabilir.

BTYDOP kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan incelendiginde
en ¢ok sayida kazanim, anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) kategorilerinde yer aldigi igin programin anla(mak) ve
uygula(mak) agirlikh oldugu sonucuna ulasiimistir. Barut ve Kuzu (2017), 2012 yihinda yayimlanan
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BTYDOP kazanimlarinin da c¢ogunlukla anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) boyutunda bulundugu sonucuna
ulagsmistir. BTYDOP 2018 yilinda yenilenmis olmasina ragmen kazanimlarin diizeylerinin ¢ogunlukla
anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) olmasinin programin elestirilmesi gereken bir yoni oldugu ifade edilebilir.
Barut ve Kuzu (2017) ingiltere BDOP ile karsilastirma yapmis, ingiltere programinda bulunan
kazanimlarin daha yuksek diizey boyutlarda bulundugu ve daha acik olarak ifade edilmis oldugunu,
Tiirkiye BTYDOP kazanimlarinin ¢ok acik bir sekilde ifade edilmemis oldugunu belirtmistir. Benzer bir
degerlendirme 2018 BTYDOP kazanimlari icin de yapilabilir. Cogu calismada, bu calismadakine benzer
sekilde incelenen kazanimlarin g¢ogunlukla anla(mak) ve uygula(mak) kategorilerinde bulundugu
sonucuna ulasilmistir (Aktan, 2020; Bekdemir ve Selim, 2008; Bozdemir ve digerleri, 2019; Celik ve
digerleri, 2018; Eke, 2015; Kablan ve digerleri, 2013; Vick ve Garvey, 2011). Cogu ¢alismada ise incelenen
kazanimlarin ¢ogunlukla anla(mak) kategorisinde oldugu bulunmustur (Aslan Efe ve Efe, 2018; Dogan ve
Burak, 2018; Durmus, 2017; ilhan ve Giilersoy, 2019; Ozdemir ve digerleri, 2015; Zorluoglu ve Kizilaslan,
2019; Zorluoglu ve digerleri, 2016; Zorluoglu ve digerleri, 2017). Buna gore benzer calismalardaki
sonuclar gibi BTYDOP kazanimlarinin ¢ogunlukla iist diizey bilissel basamaklarda yani ¢dziimle(mek),
degerlendir(mek) ve vyarat(mak) kategorilerinde olmadig, daha ¢ok anla(mak) ve uygula(mak)
kategorilerinde bulundugu sonucuna ulasilabilir. Gezer ve digerleri (2014) ise tim bu ¢alismalardan farkli
olarak inceledikleri kazanimlarin ¢ogunun degerlendir(mek) basamaginda oldugu sonucuna ulasmistir.
BTYDOP kazanimlari yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin bilissel siire¢ boyutu agisindan incelendiginde en
az sayida kazanimin ¢oziimle(mek) basamaginda oldugu da elde edilen bulgular arasinda yer almistir.
Ogrencilerin (st diizey 8grenmeler gerceklestirebilmeleri icin ders programlarinda st diizey bilissel
basamaklarda yani ¢éziimle(mek), degerlendir(mek) ve yarat(mak) kategorilerinde kazanimlara yer
verilmesi gerektigi ifade edilebilir (Kablan ve digerleri, 2013).

Yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisi, bilgi ve bilissel stire¢ boyutlarini igermektedir. Bir ders ya da Unitede
kazanim ve etkinlikleri siniflandirmak amaciyla bu taksonominin kullanilmasi, 6gretmenlere, 6gretmen
adaylarina ve oOgretmen adaylarini yetistiren O0gretmen egitimcilerine, 6gretimi yapilacak dersin
planlanmasi ve 6gretimin nasil yapilacaginin irdelenmesi firsatini sunabilir (Krathwohl, 2002).
Ogretmenlere, 6gretmen adaylarina ve 8gretmen adaylarini yetistiren 6gretmen egitimcilerine, 6grenme
ortamlarini duzenlerken rehberlik etmesi ve 06l¢me-degerlendirme etkinliklerinin amaca uygun
gerceklestirilmeleri igin farkli 6gretim programlarinda yer alan kazanimlarin yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore siniflandiriimasina yonelik galismalar yapilmasi gerektigi ifade edilebilir (Celik ve
digerleri, 2018). Farkh ders programlarinda yer alan kazanimlarin, s6z konusu derslerin Ogretimini
yapacak Ogretmenler, 6gretmen adaylari ve 6gretmen adaylarini yetistiren O0gretmen egitimcileri
tarafindan yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisine gore analiz etme becerilerinin belirlenmesine yonelik
calismalarin yapilmasi, bu konuda yapilabilecek bir baska 6neridir. Ayrica 6gretmenlere ve 6gretmen
adaylarina  6gretimini  yapacaklari derslerin  programlarinin  kazanimlarini  yenilenmis Bloom
taksonomisine gore analiz etme becerilerinin artirilmasina yonelik 6gretim uygulamasi yapilmasi da
onerilebilir.
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Appendix 1

Table 10.

The categories of the learning outcomes within the ITS curriculum belong to in terms of two dimensions
of the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy

The code of learning Knowledge Cognitive process

Grade Unit name Subject name . . X . . .
outcome in the curriculum dimension dimension

Fifth 1. Information technologies 1. The Importance of BT.5.1.1.1 H

! L BT.5.1.1.2
Information Technologies in BT.5.1.1.3

Daily Life BT.5.1.1.4
2. Computer Systems BT.5.1.2.1.
BT.5.1.2.2.
BT.5.1.2.3.
BT.5.1.2.4.
BT.5.1.2.5.
BT.5.1.2.6.

3. File Management BT.5.1.3.1.
BT.5.1.3.2.

2. Ethics and Security 1. Ethical Values BT.5.2.1.1.
BT.5.2.1.2.

BT.5.2.1.3.

BT.5.2.1.4.

2. Digital Citizenship BT.5.2.2.1.

BT.5.2.2.2.

BT.5.2.2.3.

3. Privacy and Security BT.5.2.3.1.
BT.5.2.3.2.

3. Communication, Research 1 Computer Networks BT.53.1.1.

) BT.5.3.1.2.
and Collaboration BT.5.3.1.3.

2 Research BT.5.3.2.1.
BT.5.3.2.2.
BT.5.3.2.3.
BT.5.3.2.4.
BT.5.3.2.5.
BT.5.3.2.6.

3 Communication Technologies BT.5.3.3.1.

. BT.5.3.3.2.
and Collaboration BT.5.3.3.3.

4. Product Creation 1. Visual Processing Programs BT.5.4.1.1.
BT.5.4.1.2.

2. Word Processing Programs BT.5.4.2.1.
BT.5.4.2.2.
BT.5.4.2.3.
BT.5.4.2.4.
BT.5.4.2.5.
BT.5.4.2.6.
BT.5.4.2.7.
3. Presentation Programs BT.5.4.3.1.
BT.5.4.3.2.
BT.5.4.3.3.
BT.5.4.3.4.
BT.5.4.3.5.
BT.5.4.3.6.

5. Problem Solving and 1. Problem Solving Concepts BT.5.5.1.1.

) BT.5.5.1.2.
Programming and Approaches BT 5513

BT.5.5.1.4.
BT.5.5.15.
BT.5.5.1.6.
BT.5.5.1.7.
BT.5.5.1.8.
BT.5.5.1.9.

BT.5.5.1.10.
BT.5.5.1.11.
BT.5.5.1.12.
BT.5.5.1.13.
BT.5.5.1.14.
BT.5.5.1.15.
BT.5.5.1.16.
BT.5.5.1.17.

2. Programming ggg;;
BT.5.5.2.3.
BT.5.5.2.4.
BT.5.5.2.5.
BT.5.5.2.6.
BT.5.5.2.7.
BT.5.5.2.8.
BT.5.5.2.9.

BT.5.5.2.10.

ONO®OL®OW®OEDIOOO®IOZDOEDEEIIIIOIHTNTOANDIOO0A0DODIO0O00O0DIONDDIBTIIONLOONNDIDIDIIDOIDIBTTT®>IONODDIDDIONDOSDEDEDEDD
UO<P <P <PCIIOUCP<P<CPIPIPOPPC<<CCCCI<<CCCCCICICPIPCCCCP>P>P»PICPIPI>»P>PCDPICIOCICI» IDDD
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Table 10. (continuing)

The code of learning Knowledge Cognitive process

Grade Unit name Subject name . . X - . .
outcome in the curriculum dimension dimension

>

Sixth 1. Information technologies 1. The Importance of BT.6.1.1.1

! L BT.6.1.1.2
Information Technologies in BT6.1.1.3

Daily Life BT.6.1.1.4
2. Computer Systems BT.6.1.2.1
BT.6.1.2.2

BT.6.1.2.3

3. File Management BT.6.1.3.1
BT.6.1.3.2

BT.6.1.3.3

BT.6.1.3.4

BT.6.1.3.5

2. Ethics and Security 1. Ethical Values BT.6.2.1.1
BT.6.2.1.2

BT.6.2.1.3

BT.6.2.1.4

BT.6.2.1.5

BT.6.2.1.6

BT.6.2.1.7

2. Digital Citizenship BT.6.2.2.1
BT.6.2.2.2

3. Privacy and Security BT.6.2.3.1
BT.6.2.3.2
BT.6.2.3.3
BT.6.2.3.4
BT.6.2.3.5
BT.6.2.3.6

3. Communication, Research 1 Computer Networks BT.6.3.1.1

. BT.6.3.1.2
and Collaboration BT.6.3.1.3

2 Research BT.6.3.2.1
BT.6.3.2.2
BT.6.3.2.3
BT.6.3.2.4

3 Communication Technologies BT.6.3.3.1

! BT.6.3.3.2
and Collaboration BT.6.3.3.3

BT.6.3.3.4
BT.6.3.3.5
BT.6.3.3.6
4. Product Creation 1. Spreadsheet Programs BT.6.4.1.1
BT.6.4.1.2
BT.6.4.1.3
BT.6.4.1.4
BT.6.4.1.5
BT.6.4.1.6
BT.6.4.1.7

2. Audio and Video Processing BT.6.4.2.1

Programs BT.6.4.2.2
g BT.6.4.2.3

BT.6.4.2.4
BT.6.4.2.5

5. Problem Solving and 1. Problem Solving Concepts BT.6.5.1.1

) BT.6.5.1.2
Programming and Approaches BT.6.513

BT.6.5.1.4
BT.6.5.1.5
BT.6.5.1.6
BT.6.5.1.7
BT.6.5.1.8
BT.6.5.1.9

BT.6.5.1.10

2. Programming S;:.:;.;
BT.6.5.2.3
BT.6.5.2.4
BT.6.5.2.5
BT.6.5.2.6
BT.6.5.2.7
BT.6.5.2.8
BT.6.5.2.9

BT.6.5.2.10
BT.6.5.2.11
BT.6.5.2.12
BT.6.5.2.13
BT.6.5.2.14
BT.6.5.2.15

DOUOOUDOOO0OO0O0O00000>DT0 0000000000000 0TITITHT®IDDONTIOTID>0ONT®ODODITIPDUODDUONTNT®B®DED L™
< 0DU<U<X<U<X<U<X<CUO»IU<<DUOC<CNHCP»P<CCCI<CCCCCCCUOIIP»>»CIUOCOC>»>»>»0>»P00N>»<2>rPCrPr»rPCCCCI»O>»I>>>

=<

Note. Knowledge dimension codes: A: Factual knowledge, B: Conceptual knowledge, C: Procedural knowledge, D: Metacognitive
knowledge; Cognitive process dimension codes: H: Remember, A: Understand, U: Apply, C: Analyse, D: Evaluate, Y: Create.
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Tablo 10.
BTYOP kazanimlarinin yenilenmis Bloom taksonomisinin boyutlari acisindan bulundudu kategoriler

Sinif

Unite adi

Konu adi

Programdaki
kazanim kodu

Bilgi boyutu

Biligsel stire¢ boyutu

5.

1. Bilisim
Teknolojileri

2. Etik ve Glvenlik

3. iletisim, Arastirma
ve Is Birligi

4. Uriin Olusturma

5. Problem Cézme ve
Programlama

1. Bilisim Teknolojilerinin GUnluk
Yasamdaki Onemi

2. Bilgisayar Sistemleri

3. Dosya Yonetimi
1. Etik Degerler
2. Dijital Vatandashk

3. Gizlilik ve Guvenlik
1 Bilgisayar Aglari

2 Arastirma

3 iletisim Teknolojileri ve Is Birligi

1. Gérsel isleme Programlari

2. Kelime islemci Programlari

3. Sunu Programlari

1. Problem Cézme Kavramlari ve
Yaklagimlari

2. Programlama

BT.5.1.1.1
BT.5.1.1.2
BT.5.1.1.3
BT.5.1.1.4
BT.5.1.2.1.
BT.5.1.2.2.
BT.5.1.2.3.
BT.5.1.2.4.
BT.5.1.2.5.
BT.5.1.2.6.
BT.5.1.3.1.
BT.5.1.3.2.
BT.5.2.1.1.
BT.5.2.1.2.
BT.5.2.1.3.
BT.5.2.1.4.
BT.5.2.2.1.
BT.5.2.2.2.
BT.5.2.2.3.
BT.5.2.3.1.
BT.5.2.3.2.
BT.5.3.1.1.
BT.5.3.1.2.
BT.5.3.1.3.
BT.5.3.2.1.
BT.5.3.2.2.
BT.5.3.2.3.
BT.5.3.2.4.
BT.5.3.2.5.
BT.5.3.2.6.
BT.5.3.3.1.
BT.5.3.3.2.
BT.5.3.3.3.
BT.5.4.1.1.
BT.5.4.1.2.
BT.5.4.2.1.
BT.5.4.2.2.
BT.5.4.2.3.
BT.5.4.2.4.
BT.5.4.2.5.
BT.5.4.2.6.
BT.5.4.2.7.
BT.5.4.3.1.
BT.5.4.3.2.
BT.5.4.3.3.
BT.5.4.3.4.
BT.5.4.3.5.
BT.5.4.3.6.
BT.5.5.1.1.
BT.5.5.1.2.
BT.5.5.1.3.
BT.5.5.1.4.
BT.5.5.1.5.
BT.5.5.1.6.
BT.5.5.1.7.
BT.5.5.1.8.
BT.5.5.1.9.
BT.5.5.1.10.
BT.5.5.1.11.
BT.5.5.1.12.
BT.5.5.1.13.
BT.5.5.1.14.
BT.5.5.1.15.
BT.5.5.1.16.
BT.5.5.1.17.
BT.5.5.2.1.
BT.5.5.2.2.
BT.5.5.2.3.
BT.5.5.2.4.
BT.5.5.2.5.
BT.5.5.2.6.
BT.5.5.2.7.
BT.5.5.2.8.
BT.5.5.2.9.
BT.5.5.2.10.

OO®OL®OW®OEDIOOO®IODIDOAODEEEITHTH®TIONTOANDIOONAODODIOO0O0O0DIONDIBIIEIANTOODIDIDIDOIDTBTTT®>IONDDD>IONODO>DD DD D

UO<>»P<r>r<>PCIIU0U0CP<r<CrrrrHrric<<cccciI<cccccrIcrrcrIr»Cccccr>r»>»ICrr»r>»rPrCr>»PICIONOCIC>»I>»>>I
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Tablo 10. (devami)

Sinif  Unite adi Konu adi

Programdaki
kazanim kodu

Bilgi boyutu

Biligsel stire¢ boyutu

6. 1. Bilisim Teknolojileri 1.

Bilisim Teknolojilerinin Guinliik

Yasamdaki Onemi

2. Etik ve Glvenlik 1.

3. iletisim, Arastirma ve 1.

is Birligi

4. Uriin Olusturma 1.

5. Problem Cézmeve 1.

. Bilgisayar Sistemleri

. Dosya Yonetimi

Etik Degerler

. Dijital Vatandaslik

. Gizlilik ve Guvenlik

Bilgisayar Aglari

. Aragtirma

. iletisim Teknolojileri ve is Birligi

Tablolama Programlari

. Ses ve Video isleme Programlari

Problem Cézme Kavramlari ve

Programlama Yaklagimlari

2.

Programlama

BT.6.1.1.1
BT.6.1.1.2
BT.6.1.1.3
BT.6.1.1.4
BT.6.1.2.1
BT.6.1.2.2
BT.6.1.2.3
BT.6.1.3.1
BT.6.1.3.2
BT.6.1.3.3
BT.6.1.3.4
BT.6.1.3.5
BT.6.2.1.1
BT.6.2.1.2
BT.6.2.1.3
BT.6.2.1.4
BT.6.2.1.5
BT.6.2.1.6
BT.6.2.1.7
BT.6.2.2.1
BT.6.2.2.2
BT.6.2.3.1
BT.6.2.3.2
BT.6.2.3.3
BT.6.2.3.4
BT.6.2.3.5
BT.6.2.3.6
BT.6.3.1.1
BT.6.3.1.2
BT.6.3.1.3
BT.6.3.2.1
BT.6.3.2.2
BT.6.3.2.3
BT.6.3.2.4
BT.6.3.3.1
BT.6.3.3.2
BT.6.3.3.3
BT.6.3.3.4
BT.6.3.3.5
BT.6.3.3.6
BT.6.4.1.1
BT.6.4.1.2
BT.6.4.1.3
BT.6.4.1.4
BT.6.4.1.5
BT.6.4.1.6
BT.6.4.1.7
BT.6.4.2.1
BT.6.4.2.2
BT.6.4.2.3
BT.6.4.2.4
BT.6.4.2.5
BT.6.5.1.1
BT.6.5.1.2
BT.6.5.1.3
BT.6.5.1.4
BT.6.5.1.5
BT.6.5.1.6
BT.6.5.1.7
BT.6.5.1.8
BT.6.5.1.9
BT.6.5.1.10
BT.6.5.2.1
BT.6.5.2.2
BT.6.5.2.3
BT.6.5.2.4
BT.6.5.2.5
BT.6.5.2.6
BT.6.5.2.7
BT.6.5.2.8
BT.6.5.2.9
BT.6.5.2.10
BT.6.5.2.11
BT.6.5.2.12
BT.6.5.2.13
BT.6.5.2.14
BT.6.5.2.15

DOUOOUOOO0OO0O0O00000>DT0 0000000000000 0TITIT®TH®EDIDDONTIOTIII>0ONT®IODODITIPDUODDUONTNT®B®DED L™

<0DU<XU<XKUO<XU<<CUO»IU<<DUOC<CNHNCPr<CCCI<<CCCCCCCUOIIP»P>r»rCIUOCUOCPr>»r>»O>P00N>P<2>PrCrPr»r»CcCCC>»PO>»I>>r>r>

=<

Not. Bilgi boyutu kodlari: A: olgusal bilgi, B: kavramsal bilgi, C: islemsel bilgi, D: Ustbilissel bilgi; Bilissel stire¢ boyutu kodlari: H:
hatirla(mak), A: anla(mak), U: uygula(mak), G: ¢6ziimle(mek), D: degerlendir(mek), Y: yarat(mak)
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