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Abstract

Despite the growing body of research on historical thinking: and! curriculum; reform; tathe best of the
author's knowledge, no previous study has systematically examined ithe :2024 Turkish High School
History, Curriculumithrough the combined framework of Revised Bloom's Taxonomy-and inquiry-based
history instruction. A'qualitative documentanalysis design was applied.. All 38 learning:outcomes were
analyzed using the Learning Outcomes Taxonomic Analysis [Form (LOTAF), developed /by the
researcher based on Revised Bloom's Taxonomy and the theoretical foundations: of inquiry.-based
history: instruction. The findings revealed 'that all learning .outcomes-were classified ' within:the higher -
order cognitive processes «of Analyze, Evaluate, and Create; while:none.were -assignetb Remember,
Understand, or Apply: Conceptual Knowledge emerged as ithe <dominant knowledge dimension,
followed by Procedural Knowledge, whereas Metacognitive Knowledge was rrepresentedoonlyto:a
limited!extent: These findings: indicate thatithe curriculum:provides a robust cognitive foundation for
inquiry.-based history instruction, by. prioritizing -historical reasoning,-evidenceuse, and!disciplinary
thinking-over factual'memarization. This study.contributes to the international literature on curriculum
evaluation by providing: a systematic framework for examining: the: cognitive: demands: of history.
curricula: through the integrated ! lens: of the: Revised Bloom's Taxonomy and inquiry -based lhistory
instruction:
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Contemporary history education: extends far beyond the transmission of factual
knowledge about past events. Contemporary scholarship increasingly views history as an
interpretive discipline:iniwhichistudents actively construct historical understanding by posing
meaningful historical' questions; examining: diverse sources, critically evaluating: evidence,
interpreting -events: within their historical.contexts, - and developing evidence-based historical
explanations. Rather than presenting history as a body of fixed and unquestionable
knowledge, this perspective views historical' knowledge as a product of disciplined inquiry
through which: defensible interpretations-of the pastiare constructed! from available evidence
(I L®vie sigu €onsequerithy historical thinking represents-a distinctive disciplinary mode
of reasoning that requires learners to move beyond judging the past through present-day
values and assumptions and iinstead iinterpret historical actors and events within the
intellectual; social, political,. and! cultural conditions :of their own time: (Wineburg, 2001). Core
disciplinary. concepts, includinghistarical significance, evidence, continuity:and change, cause
and consequence, 'historical perspective, :and ithe cethical (dimension (of 'historical
interpretation d-constitute the: conceptual foundation:uponwhich students-investigate the past
according to the epistemological principles of the discipline: (Seixas & Morton, 2013).

Inquiry -based history instructioniis founded on the premise that students: learn history
most effectively when they investigate authentic historical problems, examine multiple forms
of evidence, and construct reasoned conclusions:supported by historical -souces. Historical
inquiry. therefore-encompasses a complex set of disciplinary practices, including generating
historical questions, analyzing primary, and' secondary sources, contextualizing historical
events, employing substantive and secondorder concepts, engaging in historical reasoning,
and constructing, evidence-based arguments (van Drie & van Boxtel, 2008): Consequently,
merely reading historicall documents: or summarizing: theirrcontent cannot:be regarded: as
genuine historical inquiry. Students-are expected to examine who produced a source, under
what circumstances it was created, for what purpose it was intended, how it relates to other
available evidence, . andithe extentito.which it substantiateshistorical claims. Furthermore', the
quality of historical writing depends on the accurate use, contextualization, corroboration, and
integration: of’ evidence, together with: the: coherence and persuasiveness: of: the'historical
interpretation that .iemerges: from it (Monte - -Sano, 2010). When history instruction,remains
confined to summarization:and!literal comprehension, students' opportunities to understand
history as an evidencebased, interpretive discipline: become substantially constrained
(Monte-Sano, 2011a).

A substantial body of empirical research has demonstrated the effectiveness «of
document- and evidence-based instruction in promoting students' historical thinking: In'the
Reading Like a Historian:: project involving:236.secondary school students, learners examined
multiple historical'accounts; . reconciled' conflicting:interpretations;-and drew:..upon: prior
knowledge to construct historical explanations. Participation:inithe:program:resulted:in
measurable improvements in historical thinking; factual knowledge; reasoning; and reading
comprehension (Reisman, 2012a). Central to this instructional approach is the document-
based lesson :structure, which positions students not as jpassive rrecipients of Hhistorical
narratives but as active investigators who interrogate, compare, and debate .competing
interpretations-of the past (Reisman, 2012b). Nevertheless, the effectiveness of inquiry-based
history instruction depends: not: only. on:providing -access to historical souirces but also on
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teachers' capacity to wunderstand disciplinary inquiry. processes and translate them into

meaningful classroom experiences. Teachers' ability ito «design instructional tasks that foster
evidence-based interpretation and historical reasoning is:closely associated with the quality. of

thein pedagogical content knowledge (Monte-Sano, 2011b). Moreover, Voet and De Wever
(2017) reported that fewer tham half of the history teachers in their study. consistently

employed the full range of cognitive processesirequired for authentic historical inquiry.

Rewseharncuhiedeno nrdiw entiierd hibhnehiTigaukpioyaece s inomindbarnlly  hi gh
content transmission: toward' approaches emphasizing historical thinking, evidence' use, and
multiperspectivity.. Previous studies have demonstrated that'historical thinking and historical
literacy largely overlap, as both encompass (chronology, ‘evidence use, .causal reasoning,
cootmtitiy mu ihtnye. samide ewchaam gleny acnhdiorteoh ersrecviad (ucact dio@®n o f mu
Classroom interventions employing representationallimages as historical sources have/further
shown that systematic interrogation: of visuall evidence can effectively foster students'
hiitsitaotruikearl tehitnukeirmignoiperboce. ersis) elissca(clGigvohgnt presérice nc € &
history teachers likewise indicates that adopting historical perspective requires consideration
of historical context, understanding-the circumstances: of people in the past, and avoiding the
projection: off present-day assumptions onto histoorliaciasl a cit joztsermuDi;n-20& 8)
Furthermore;. Seyhan's (2023) comprehensive review of seventy-four studies on historical
thinking:concluded!that the  Turkishlliterature has predominantly | focused on:examining the
effects of different instructional methods; teaching-technique's, and educational materials on
the development of students' historical thinking: skills:

Nevertheless, embedding historical thinking: within: curriculum: documents: does -not
automatically: ensure its: successful implementation in: classroom practice. Research on ithe
relationship between intended and enacted curricula similarly. demonstrates-thaticurri-iculum
innovation: is: mediated by teachers' interpretations;. classroom: conditions;. instructional
resources, and .assessmentpractices (Georgiev®etrova, 2025). Demmiioric (i@ beuori(i2 009 )
that more: than half’ of the: participating history teachers-possessed insufficient knowledge of
historical thinking:skills.: Althoughsocial: studies -and:historyteachers-generally expressed
positive attitudes: toward/the use of primary sources, the ways:inwhich thesermaterialswere
incorporated into) classroom: instruction: and! digital:! learning - environments: - varied
coonisiibhd ecroalbd ty tcalere oonedidnn god teo s toenaicihienrn! s experience
Gez 2021). Similarly, Turgut (2021) identified discrepancies between the intended! curricular
goals of developing historical knowledge, historical thinking, and!values education and their
realization in: educational' practice: Collectively, these findings suggest that curriculum
documents should specify not only the historical content students are expected to learn but
also the disciplinary performances and cognitive demands they are expected to.demonstrate.

Learning outcomes constitute one of the core components «of any curriculum because
they establish the essential link between educational aims, teaching and'learning processes,
and assessment practices. Beyond specifying ‘the content that students: are expectéto learn,
learning outcomes define the cognitive operations that learners are expected to perform with
that knowledge. Consequently, the cognitive structure embedded within learning outcomes
provides an important indicator of the:intellectual. expectation:s reflected in a curriculum. The
Revised Bloom's Taxonomy offers a comprehensive 'twedimensional framework: for
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examining these expectations by classifying learning outcomes :accordingto four 'knowledge
dimensionsd-factual, conceptual, procedural, and metacognitived-and six cognitive process
categories: remember, understand, apply, analyze, evaluate, -and ccreate  (Andersn &
Krathwohl] 2001). This: framework enables researchers to investigate the balance 'between
foundational knowledge acquisition:and’higher:-order thinking,; examine cognitive progression

across grade llevels, and-evaluate 'the complexity. of theperformances: epected of learners.
Moreover, relying exclusively on action verbs when classifying learning outcomes may
produce misleading interpretations: because identical verbs often impose substantially

different: cognitive: demands: depending on disciplinary. context!. From this: perspective,
accurate taxonomic classification requires simultaneous consideration of the content

addressed, contextual conditions, process components, and:the’final jperformance expected
from students.

Recent evaluations of Turkish history curricula: indicate: that competency.-oriented
curriculumsstructuresshave: been strengthened considerably; however, the alignment among
curriculum,aims; .competencies, content, learning experiences, and assessment practicedhas
no thvaoa bewasytsulabdevern suadetticlerul valdvedcowi, tohevasiulf, foiccidicent ¢l a
that although the: 2017 Historny Curriculum expanded!the range' of historical 'thinking :skills
addressed, important limitations-remained regarding:the-explicitiallignment of these skills
wiihitlchrnibcenamine mg@ assosuteic ormecss. samnld!v, arsksiels scmemt) wpikcact i ces
evaluation of curricula: developed under the T ¢ /rik i vyrer Clenitoury o/, &gueddhatt i on Mo
the revised curricula provide:a comprehensive framework emphasizing competencies, values,
and learner profiles, while: simultaneously. emphasizing the need to monitor.coherence among
curriculum, components: throughout: implementation.n Kaya: (2019),) likewise identified
consistency between intended learning philosophy and classreom implementation as one of
the central concerns of curriculum, evaluation.. Introduced nationwidein12024,;the« Tigrk i y e
Century, Education:Model' explicitly. seeks to integrate conceptual competencies, disciplinary
competencies, dispositions, values, and:multiple literacies into curriculum learning outcomes
(Ministry. of /National: Education: [MoNE], 2024).; Comparing the 12024 History: Curriculum
with: its: predecessor, Turan and Zeybek (2025).concluded thatthe revised curriculum further
reinforces its learner-centered and competency-based orientation by expanding concept
instruction; differentiated learning, and interdisciplinary competency:integration.

Moreover, B ke ntviainado A towvstirand. i (:2:002021) demonstrated
learning outcomes withinthe Social Studies Curriculumusing the Revised Bloom's Taxonomy,
that taxonomic analysis provides a rigorous framework for evaluating the cognitive demands
embedded within curriculum,documents:. Siinmill @ day e, D¢ nidiam et al . (2«
lceamr: niitcniges 0 uitlccoome's; (o f T euwnkeihyellusd 20240 Geography
higher-order cognitive skills: than: those of the 2018 curriculum;. illustrating the value of
taxonomic analysis in evaluating recent curriculum reforms. More broadly, Kaya et al. (2023)
argued that systematic document analysis based on:internationally recognized evaluation
criteria: offers valuable insights.into both the strengths-and areas requiring further refinement
in curriculum design: Extending this-p erspective, Artvinli.and' Kaya (2026) emphasized that
curricula: developed within: the: Ti¢/rik i yer Cemitou riyd- Bhdulde ke tevalmated Mo d e |
holistically. by considering: not: only curricular: content:: but: also learning - outcomes;
competencies, values, interdisciplinary relationships, and overall internal coherence.
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Despite the growing body of scholarship on historical thinking, the pedagogical use of
primary. sources, historical perspective taking, and the general characteristics of history
curricula;. no comprehensive study has yet examined the llearning outcomes (of ithe 2024
Turkish:High:Schoeol History.Curriculum: simultaneously throughithe knowledge and cognitive
process dimensions of the Revised |Bloom's [Taxonomy sand: the!theoretical [framework «of
inquiry. -based history instruction.. In:particular, important:: questions remain regarding the
cognitive processes most:strongly emphasized within the curriculum, the ways in which these
cognitive expectations evolve across ‘grade!levels, and the: extent to.which 'the curriculum
promotes historical inquiry; evidence-use, historical reasoning, and historical argumentation.
Addressing theseissues is-essential for evaluatingwhether the curriculum'sicompetencybased
orientation: is: reflected! in:the intellectual demands-imposed/on: students: rather: than merely
articulated at th.e level of curricular rhetoric.

Consequently, the purpose of the present study is ito .analyze thellearningoutcomes
prescribed for Grades 9, 10, .and 11iirthe revised curriculum: according to the knowledge and
cognitive process dimensions of the Revised |Bloom's Taxonomy:and-subsequently evaluate
the resulting cognitive: structure from the perspective of inquiry-based history instruction. By
examining the curriculum'ss competency-based claims through the concrete cognitive
demands embedded within its learning outcomes, the study seeks ito iidentify both the
strengths of the curriculumiandiareas requiring:further refinement.:In doing so; iticontributes
to the growing international 'literat:iure on curriculum, evaluation;. historical 'thinking,-and
inquiry -based history education by providing an evidence-based :analysis «of ithe (cognitive
arrhcchtint tec tpwirre onum doervpsimnsnriccnngeoromilem @frmT ¢r ki ye' s most

ResearchiQuestion

To what extent do the learning outcomes prescribed in the Turkish Secondary School
History: Curriculum: support i the - cognitive -processes: required! forr inquiry-based history
instruction?

Sub-Questions

1. How are the learning outcomes distributed! across the cognitive process dimension of
the Revised Bloom's Taxonomy?

2. How are the learning outcomes distributed! across the knowledge dimension of the
Revised Bloom's Taxonomy?

3. How do the cognitive process levels represented inithe!learning outcomes:vary across
grade levels?

4. How are lower-order and higher-order cognitive processes «distributed within: the
learning outcomes?

Method:!s
Researchi Design

This study employed qualitative: document analysis design Document analysis is a
well-established qualitative research method that involves the systematic examination,
interpretation, and! analysis: of written: materials - relevant ' to., the: phenomenon:: under

EINNINE R
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innviesstivglatnitomscl( Y,e] Bdad rt éanc)e®yiddgi &phked ik educatidraltesearch
to evaluate curricula, textbooks, policy documents, and other official publications; document
analysis provides a rigorous framework for describing and interpreting existing-educational
phenomena in their original lcontexti(Karasar,. 2023; Creswell & Creswell, 2022).

The analysis focused onithe!learning .outcomes:contained:inithe2024 Turkish: High
School History Curriculum,, developed wunder the Ti¢g/rik i vyiery Clenitou riylc. Eatlu c at i on
learning outcome was examined using the knowledge:and cognitive;process ldimensions of the
Revised Bloom's Taxonomy proposed by Anderson :and 'Krathwohl (2001). The resulting
taxonomic profile was subsequently interpreted in light of the theoretical prrinciples of inquiry. -
based history instruction: to evaluate the extent to which the curriculum: supports: this
instructional lapproach:

Data:Source

The primary data source comprised the revised curriculum; (Grades 9, 10, :and 111),
published by the Turkish Ministry-of National. Education.: The analysis:includedall|38learning
outcomes prescribed for Grades 9, 10,.and: 11:inlthe official curriculumdecument. IIn addition,
the Tig/nik ivyrery Clecnitou vioylcl (Exdouce artoieon IMoudie:l waCoomauti@dras:aF r a me w (
supporting; reference for interpreting:the curriculum:philosophy: underlying these: learning
outcomes. However, the Common Framework Document was not subjected to formal coding
and was therefore excluded ffrom the frequency analyses.

No sampling procedure was used becausethe:-study.analyzed the complete:population
of learning outcomes included in the curriculum. Consequently, all thirty -eight learning
outcomes constituted the units of analysis.

Data:Collection Instrument
Learning:Qutcomesifaxonomic.Analysis Form (LOTAF)

Data was collected using the ILearning Qutcomes Taxonomic Analysis Form (LOTAF),
which was specifically developed by ithe rresearcher for ithis :study. 'During the instrument
development process, the researchers conducted.a comprehensive review of the literatureon
the Revised Bloom's Taxonomy, curriculum evaluation, and document analysis of educational
curricular (I'Bgly e ki®cz tl ¢ rok ) Based anl this, revidw) 2xplicit coding criteria were
established to enable the systematic: classification of curriculum learning outcomes.

The preliminary. version: of the instrument was-submitted to a panel of three experts
representing the fields of curriculum: and! instruction;: educational' measurement: and
evaluation, and history education. Expert selection was based on'two criteria: (a) possesion
of a doctoral degree in the relevant field and (b) demonstrated scholarly expertise in
curriculum evaluation, taxonomic.analysis; or history.education. The reviewers were asked to
evaluate the clarity of category definitions, the distinctiveness of thee coding criteria, and the
overall suitability. of the instrument, for addressing the research: objectives. Their: written
feedback informed successive revisions, resulting in the final version of the instrument.

The knowledge and cognitive process (categories incorporated into ILOTAF were
derived directly from: the: Revised Bloom's Taxonomy (Anderson & Krathwohl] 2001).
Additional evaluation criteria.addressing historical inquiry; evidence use, historical reasoning;
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multiperspectivity, and!historical: . argumentation were developed based on: the theoretical
frormaime woonckes hypirnobpraisierd, by quWionte bau nig and 2afl Boktgl (2008),®v e s q u e
and Seixas :and Morton (2013). Consequently, ithe coding framework was grounded
simultaneously in a widely accepted educational taxonomy and in the disciplinary principles
of inquiry.-based history instruction.

The final LOTAF consisted of five components:

learning outcome code,

learning outcome statement,

knowledge dimension,

cognitive process dimension,

rationale for coding.

2 A A A A

Importantly; coding-decisions-were: not:based solely on the action verbs appearing in
each learning outcome. Instead, the researcher.considered the intended.content, instructional
processes, .expected learning-experiences, and!the: final cognitive  performanceexpected of
students. When a learning outcome involved multiple: cognitive processes, classification was
determined according to the dominant: and' most comprehensive cognitiver performance
required to demonstrate: successful attainment of that outcome. Similarly, the knowledge
dimension was assigned accordingtoithe.dominant type of knowledge studentswere expected
to construct or employ while: completing: the: required! performance.. To, ensure: mutual
exclusivity, each learning outcome was :assigned (to conly cone ccatgory within: both, the
knowledge and cognitive process dimensions, :and everycoding:decision.was!documented
together with: its-underlying rationale:

Data:Collectionrand Data Analysis

The analysis proceeded (through several -sequential-stages! First, all dearning outcomes
contained in the curriculum document were transferred into.an electronic.database; and! each
learning outcome was treated as :aniindependent unit of analysis. Each outcomewas then
examined within its- ariginal |curricular: context: rather-than: being interpreted-in 'isolation:
Using the LOTAF, every learning outcome was ffirst classified according ito the knowledge
dimension (factual, conceptual, procedural, or metacognitive: knowlledge) and subsequently
according to the cognitive process dimension (remember, understand, apply, analyze,
evaluate, or create) of the Revised Bloom's / Taxonomy.

Following completion: of the  coding: process, learning outcomes assigned 'to 'the -same
categories were :aggregated, -and/frequency f} and percentage (%) distributions were
calculated. Comparative analyses were then conducted to-examine variations inthe knowledge
and cognitive process dimensions across grade levels! in:addition, the distribution of lower-
order and higher-order cognitive processes was investigated. Finally, the resulting taxonomic
profile: was interpreted: through the theoretical lens-ofinquiry-based history instruction: by
considering its implications: for: historical:' inquiry; . evidence - use; . historical: reasoning;
multiperspectivity, and ' historical. argumentation. These interpretive «analyses-provided: the
basis for addressing the central research.question.

To enhance the transparency .and.auditability of the coding process, representative coding
examples illustrating: how: learning: outcomes: were assigned to the knowledge :and cognitive
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process dimensions of the Revised IBloom's 'Taxonomy -arepresentedin Table 1. These
examples were deliberately selected torepresent different grade levels, knowledge categories,
and cognitive process levels. (Coding decisions were! based:not:.only on 'the action verbs
contained within: each learning: outcome: but also on the intended content, process
components, expected «cognitive performance, .and «dominant knowledge type required to
achieve the intended learning outcome. Whenever multiple cognitive processes were
embedded within a single learning outcome, classification was determined acoording to the
dominant and! most comprehensive performance demonstrating successful attainment of that
outcome. Accordingly, the examples presentediin Table 1 illustrate lboth the coding procedure
and the theoretical rationale underlying-the classification f ramework adopted in this: study.

Figured s
Research Procedure for Coding and Data Analysis

Figure 1. Research Procedure for Coding and Data Analysis

Examination of the History Curriculum

The Tirkiye Century Education Model History Curriculum
and the accompanying Common Framework Document
are comprehensively examined.

¥

Identification of Learning Outcomes

All learning outcomes for Grades 9, 10 and 11 are
identified and transferred into an electronic database.

¥

Contextual Preliminary Examination

Each learning outcome is examined within its original context,
considering its overall meaning rather than relying solely
on action verbs.

Coding According to the Revised Bloom’s Taxonomy
e Knowledge Dimension: Factual, Conceptual,

Procedural, and Metacognitive Knowledge

Cognitive Process Dimension: Remember, Understand,

Apply, Analyze, Evaluate, and Create

¥

Calculation of Frequencies and Percentages

The coded data are categorized, and frequency (f) and
percentage (%) distributions are calculated.

¥

Comparative Analysis Across Grade Levels

The distributions of the knowledge and cognitive process
dimensions are compared across grade levels.

Interpretation from the Perspective of
Inquiry-Based History Teaching

The findings are interpreted in light of the fundamental
principles of inquiry-based history teaching.

N
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Following completion: of the coding: procedure;. representative coding examples were
included to enhance the transparency and auditability of the analytical process by illustrating
how individuall learning: outcomes: were: assigned to the knowledge and cognitive process
dimensions of the Revised Bloom's Taxonomy. As presented in Table 1| these examples were
intentionally.selected to represent differentigrade levels, knowledge dimensions, and cognitive
process categories.

Importantly, coding-decisions-were: not based solely on the action verbs contained in
the learning outcomes. Instead, each llearning outcome was iinterpreted haolistically by
considering the intended learning: outcome: statement, the associated instructional process
components, the final cognitive perfoermance expected of students, and the dominant type of
knowledge required to accomplish that performance. This comprehensive approach ensured
that the classification reflected the overall cognitive: demand embedded withineach learning
outcome rather than relying exclusively on its: grammaticall structure orwording:

Whenever a learning outcome encompassed multiple cognitive processes, only:the
dominant: andl most comprehensive cognitive performance demonstrating: successful
attainment of that'outcome was used as the basis/for classification. Representative examples
from: different grade levels were therefore selected notimerelyitoiillustrate the coding outcomes
themselves but also to make explicit the analytical procedures, theoretical assumptions, and
decision criteria: underpinning the:coding framework'adopted:in:this stu.dy. Consequently, the
examples presented iin Table 1 :serveboth:as evidence of ranalytical: transparency and-as
practical illustrations:of the:-taxonomicclassificationnprocedure-employedthroughout the
research.

Table-1
Representative Coding Examples Based on the 'Revised Bloom's/ Taxonomy

Knowledge Cognitive

Learning:Qutcome RationalelforCoding

Dimension Process
This learning outcome requires students to identify,
the stages involved in the production of historical
TAR.9.1.3. Analyzeithe knowledge and examine the relationships among
process through which Procedural Analvze these stagesFrom this: perspective, it was classified
historical knowledge is Knowledge y as Procedural Knowledge atithe Analyze level
produced. because successful performance!depends upon
understanding and examining: the processes
underlying: historical inquiry:
Students are expectedito.compare traditional and
TAR 9.1.4. Evaluate the digital approaches to historif:al research and make
. S reasoned judgments regarding the consequences,of
impact of digitalization on Procedural o . .
L Evaluate  digitalization: The investigative procedures
historical research and Knowledge
S correspond to Procedural Knowledge, whereasithe
historiography:

requirement to, formulate evaluative judgments
places the outcome atithe [Evaluatellevel.

TAR.10.1.3. Examine the Procedural Completion of this outcome requires students to
relationship between the Knowledge Evaluate  formulate historical questions; collect evidence from
socio-economic activities of multiple sources, evaluate the credibility of

EINNINE R
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. Knowledge Cognitive . .
Learning:Outcome . . 9 9 Rationalelfor«Coding
Dimension Process
the Turks and their patterns information; and 'draw:historical.conclusions: The
of settlement and investigative procedures correspond to Procedural
urbanization. Knowledge, while judging the validity ofievidence
justifies. classification within the Evaluate category.
TAR.11.1:1! Evaluate/the
. . Students are expectedito.compare the consequences
political'and! military . . .
of political'and! military conflicts and formulate
struggles of the Ottoman Conceptual h o
. Evaluate  evidence-based evaluative judgments. Therefore, the
Empire between 1683 and Knowledge o
, . outcome was classified .as Conceptual Knowledge at
1789 in terms of their
the Evaluate level.
consequences.
TAR.11.2.4..Generate . .
L Students are required to develop alternative
alternative ideas for . o .
. - solutions to a historical problem; regulate theirrown
oversomiog e factors that - Metacoguiibia Create thinking strategies, and generate original propoesals
hindered the Knowledge 9 gtes, 9 ginal prop )

industrialization: of the
Ottoman Empire:

Accordingly, this learning:outcome was classified as
Metacognitive Knowledge at the Create llevel.

Validityrand Reliahility:

To enhance the trustworthiness of the study, the procedures for data collection and
analysis were carefully planned and implemented according to predetermined coding criteria.
Prior to: the: main: analysis, a pilot coding exercise was «conducted iusing 'thirteen learning

outcomes selected 'to represent Grades 9, 10, and 11-as.well as!/different: cognitiver process

categories. The jpilot coding was performed independently by the author and an independent

coder.

During the pilot: phase, disagreements primarily. concerned distinctions:-between: the
Analyze and Evaluate categories when !learning .outcomes involved .comparing 'historical
evidence, interpreting competing historical' accounts, on explaining: causal relationships..
Additional 'discrepancies emerged between the Evaluate and Create categories when learning

outcomes

required developing historical

interpretations- or

generating: alternative

explanations. Differences also arose 'between: the! Procedural Knowledge and: Metacogitive
Knowledge dimensions for outcomes involving planning: historical linvestigations; selecting
appropriate: sources, and determining research strategies. These issues were resolved by
refining: category definitions-and! clarifying coding:decision rules: Foll lowing revision of the
coding framework, alll learning:outcomes included!in:the pilot 'study:were recoded! as part of

the main dataset.

Intercoder: reliability was- subsequently established by iindependently classifying all
thirty. -eight learning outcomes. Agreement betweenthe author and an independent coder was
calculated separately for the knowledge :and «cognitive process dimensions using the formula

proposed by Miles et al., (2020):: A:,g«rre-etmeAngtrecetm®in:sra gae e pem t

The

initial | independent: coding: produced! an: intercoderragreement: off 93%. for- the: knowledge
dimension and 90% for the cognitive: process dimension. Learning outcomes for which
disagreements remained were jointly re-examined based on the established category
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definitions-and!coding: criteria until full consensus = was achieved, resulting in the final coding
matrix:used in the study.

Limitations

This study has several llimitations that should be acknowledged. First, the analysis is
confined to the learning outcomes prescribed in the 2024 Turkish: High: School History
Curriculum, (Grades 9i-11) published by ithe Turkish Ministry. of National! Education.
Consegquently, the findings do not extend to other curriculum:components, such as teachingi
learning processes, :assessment; practices, rinstructional rmaterials, «or Ihistory itextbooks.
Second, because the study employedjualitative: document analysis design, no inferenceswere
made regarding the extent to which the curriculum's:intended cognitive demands:are reflected
im actual classroom practices or students' learning outcomes. Thefindings therefore represent
the cognitive architecture embedded within: the: curriculum;document itself rather thanits
implementation in educational settings:

Finally; although the:classification: of learning-outcomes:was guided by explicit coding
criteria,. expert review, and intercoder reliability procedures; . taxonomic: classification
inevitably involves: a degree of researcher interpretation. Future studies could strengthen the
evidence base by incorporating comparative coding conducted by independent research teams
and by examining the alignment among curriculum: leéarning: outcomes;. textbooks;
instructional Ipractices; and! assessment processes.-Such . comprehensive iwestigations would
provide a more holistic understanding:of the extent to,which inquiry-based history instruction
is reflected throughout the entire curriculum; system.

Findings

Distribution ofi Learning Qutcomes-Across theCognitive Process Dimension! of
the:Revised BloomisiTaxonomy.

To address the first research subquestion, the learning outcomes were analyzed
according to the cognitive process dimension of the Revised Bloom's Taxonomy. The results
are presented in Table 2.

m of Learning Outcomes Across the Cognitive Process Dimension of the Revised
Bloom's Taxonomy by Grade Level
Cognitive Process Grade 9 f (%) Grade 10 f (%) Grade 11 f (%)

Remember 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0(0.0)
Understand 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0(0.0)
Apply 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0)
Analyze 7 (53.8) 6 (42.9) 5 (45.5)
Evaluate 5 (38.5) 6 (42.9) 3(27.3)
Create 1(7.7) 2 (14.2) 3(27.3)
Total 13 (100) 14 (100) 11 (100)

As shown in Table 2, all learning outcomes across Grades 9, 10, and 11 are concentrated
exclusively within the higher -order cognitive process categories of Analyze, Evaluate, and
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