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 This research aimed to investigate the impact of high-level teacher questioning 

on 6
th

 grade students’ science achievement, retention of learning and their 

attitudes toward science. A quasi-experimental pretest-posttest control group 

design was employed in this research. Participants consisted of 43 students 

enrolled in two intact 6
th

 grade classes of a science teacher in a public elementary 

school. Two classes were assigned as either an experimental group or a control 

group randomly. Students in both groups were taught electricity concepts 

through student centered activities aligned with the national elementary school 

science curriculum. Difference between the two groups was the type of questions 

used by the teacher during the instruction. Background Questionnaire, Science 

Achievement Test, Attitude Scale and Structured Interview Form were used to 

collect data. ANCOVA results revealed a significant difference in science 

achievement and retention of learning across two groups, in favor of 

experimental group. However, independent t-test results demonstrated that 

students’ attitudes toward science were not significantly different across the 

groups. Moreover, interview results supported the findings obtained from the 

achievement test. 
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Introduction 

 

Innovations and developments in education and changing needs of society in the twenty-first century have 

influenced expected roles of the citizens of countries all over the world. This change demands having 

individuals who generate knowledge and transfer it to daily life, and are capable of using problem solving, 

critical thinking, decision-making, enterprising, empathy and communication skills (Ministry of National 

Education [MoNE], 2018). Instructional approaches used in science education are important in this context. One 

of the effective teaching approaches that helps to develop twenty-first century skills is inquiry-based learning.  

 

Inquiry-based learning is a teaching-learning approach that emerged in the Western world in the 1950s. Being a 

process-oriented teaching pedagogy, it aims to teach how science is done as a process and procedure rather than 

teaching science as a body of knowledge. This approach has been emphasized as a main instructional approach 

to teach science to elementary school students in Turkish national science curriculum since 2013 (MoNE, 2013, 

2018). Inquiry in the classroom varies depending on the relative amounts of student versus teacher control over 

an activity. There are essentially three forms of inquiry-based learning named as structured, guided and open 

inquiry. The more responsibility the learners take, the more open the inquiry. In a structured form of inquiry, 

students engage in investigations that are highly structured by teachers. In such an environment, learners follow 

prescribed procedure to test the questions provided by teachers. In an open form of inquiry, learners pose their 

own questions, design testing procedure, gather data, and make conclusions based on their own investigations 

(National Research Council, 2000).  

 

Guided inquiry lies between structured and open inquiry. In this type of inquiry, investigation questions are 

provided by teachers, but the procedure is determined by learners. Students generally work in productive small 

groups while testing their questions; they make observations, record, analyze and interpret data. Each group 

summarizes their research and presents findings to the whole class. Throughout the process, students try to 

understand and discover new concepts. Teachers act as a guide and resource person in all steps of inquiry task. 

In order to stimulate learners to elaborate on their own views and draw conclusions based on their findings, 

teachers facilitate both small group and large group discussions (Martin, 2009). 

 

Small group and whole class discussions naturally occur in effective inquiry-based classrooms. Some 

researchers in science education label these productive discussions as interactive scientific discussions (Chinn & 
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Anderson, 1998). Communication primarily occurs in the form of speech in the process of scientific discussion; 

students draw conclusions based on their investigations, revise their explanations considering others’ feedback, 

provide evidence to support their claims and attempt to refute opposing viewpoints. Students’ engagement in 

interactive scientific discussion increases their engagement and motivation to learn science and leads to 

conceptual change and scientific understanding (Chinn & Anderson, 1998; Kuhn, 1993). 

 

 

Classroom Interactions 

 

Mortimer and Scott (2003) proposed an analytical framework stemming from Vygotsky’s theory of social 

development to analyze and describe student-to-student and teacher-to-student interactions in science classes. 

Classroom interactions could be in the form of either triadic or chain pattern. In a triadic pattern, classroom 

discourse proceeds in an order of Initiation-Response-Evaluation (IRE); where a dialogue is initiated by teachers 

with a question following students’ responses and ended with teacher evaluation of the answers. Teacher’s 

evaluation of a student’s response limits other students’ participation to express their own ideas. Chain pattern 

of discourse is in the sequence of Initiation-Response-Feedback-Response-Feedback (IRFRF). In this structure, 

teachers initiate the dialogue with a case or an interesting question, students respond to that question, teachers 

give feedback to students’ responses as well as by asking for feedback from other students, without any 

evaluation. This sequence continues as response and feedback, which allows teachers to get different ideas from 

students. 

 

Communicative approach is placed at the center of the analytical framework of Mortimer and Scott (2003). This 

approach concentrates on how diversity of ideas are developed through teacher-to-student interactions during 

lessons. The talk between teacher and students is categorized based on two dimensions. The first one is related 

to the degree of openness to different point of views, which ranges from authoritative to dialogic talk. 

Authoritative discourse does not acknowledge students’ different ideas that are not aligned with the 

predetermined view. In contrast, dialogic discourse allows alternative thinking, students with different ideas are 

valued. The second dimension is related to the extent of participation of students, which ranges between non-

interactive and interactive talk. An interactive classroom interaction involves engagement of more than one 

student, while a non-interactive one does not consider participation of others (Scott et al., 2006). Based on the 

two dimensions, communicative approach can be classified as follows: 1) interactive/dialogic, 2) non-

interactive/dialogic, 3) interactive/authoritative and 4) non-interactive/authoritative (Scott et al., 2006; Scott & 

Mortimer, 2005). Teachers adopting interactive/authoritative communicative approach create an authoritarian 

classroom structure and allow participation of students for the purpose of supporting predetermined scientific 

view. The non-interactive/authoritative approach can be exemplified by expository teaching, where teachers 

deliver a predetermined view in the form of monologue. Role of teachers in an interactive/dialogic discourse is 

to value students’ ideas, to take account of different point of views and to engage students in dialogues. In non-

interactive/dialogic communicative approach, teachers explain different views to learners without allowing their 

involvement in the classroom discourse.  

 

In an authoritative discourse, cognitive contributions of students are often excluded (Molinari et al., 2013; 

Molinari & Mameli, 2013). Teachers just focus on the scientific point of view and ignore alternative 

perspectives. Teachers can give information directly to the students, and evaluate the responses of the students 

such as right, wrong or incomplete. If the students’ responses are not scientifically correct, teachers may not 

accept them or may refuse sharply (Edwards & Mercer, 1987; Lemke, 1990; McMahon, 2012). Although there 

is a student voice in this authoritative discourse, students’ ideas that are not congruent with that of teachers are 

rejected. Teachers may summarize the main points of the lesson or classify the things based on their properties 

(Oh & Campbell, 2013; van Booven, 2015). In a classroom where dominant mode of discourse is dialogic, 

teachers encourage students to talk and debate with each other, to express their own thoughts freely, to listen to 

others, to develop scientific understandings, and to transfer newly acquired knowledge to new situations. 

Teachers moderate the discussion among the students. In a dialogic discourse, students’ voices are heard in 

addition to teacher’s voice. The important thing here is not only to hear the voices of the students but also 

emergence and consideration of different ideas (Mercer, 2010; France, 2019). Therefore, teachers may ask 

students to clarify or deepen their responses during the classroom talk (Pimentel & McNeill, 2013; Scott et al., 

2006; van Zee & Minstrell, 1997). Teachers can also use focus moves to ensure students to monitor what is 

happening in the classroom (Christodoulou & Osborne, 2014; van Zee & Minstrell, 1997). In a dialogical 

discourse, teachers can encourage learners to take ownership for their learning (Crawford, 2000; Pimentel & 

McNeill, 2013). In addition, teachers can guide learners to assess, to critique, to judge and finally to legitimate 

their own and others’ ideas and claims (Christodoulou & Osborne, 2014; van Zee & Minstrell, 1997). Moreover, 

teacher speech can lead students to present justified claims (Jadallah et al., 2011; McMahon, 2012; Soysal, 
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2019). For an effective dialogue in the classroom, a subject-matter topic that students are familiar with should 

be chosen and students need to be informed about providing evidence based on their investigations (Erduran et 

al., 2004). Previous experiences promote students’ participation into classroom dialogues. If students connect 

new information into their existing cognitive structure, learning becomes meaningful and consistent. In addition, 

doing investigations in science classes facilitates students’ development of reasoning skills and construction of 

evidence (Chen, 2020). 

 

As highlighted above, teachers have an active role in a classroom interaction and take several actions that lead to 

interventions such as clarifying, elaborating, reviewing and sharing student ideas (Mortimer & Scott, 2003; 

Scott, 1998). A common form of teacher intervention is to support conceptual understanding by asking 

questions. Eliciting students’ prior understandings and experiences via questioning helps to raise, maintain and 

resolve uncertainty which further leads to create and manage dialogic discourse (Chen, 2020). Through 

questioning, a teacher can introduce a new concept, concentrate on student response, mark key concepts, check 

students’ understanding, make ideas available to whole class, and summarize what has been covered.   

 

 

Teacher Questioning 

 

Questioning is an integral part of educational process. Teacher questions are frequently used in science 

classrooms. When teachers ask the right questions for the right purpose and at the right time, they can help 

students to understand science phenomena (Lemke, 1990; Mortimer & Scott, 2003; Scott et al., 2006). Effective 

teacher questioning also leads to scientific inquiry and reasoning. Questions play a crucial role in explaining and 

summarizing ideas, proposing claims, and backing up those claims with evidence (Chin, 2004; Chin & Osborne, 

2008).  

 

High-level teacher questioning has a great impact on shaping discourse that occur in a classroom (Chin, 2007; 

France, 2019). Quality rather than quantity of teacher questions is effective in promoting student learning (Gall, 

1970). Asking higher cognitive level questions facilitates students’ connection of new information with their 

existing knowledge and accordingly increases their achievement (Çimer, 2007). To build a dialogic interaction, 

teachers need to ask questions that allow multiple potential student responses. The important thing is that 

questions asked by teachers should not have a single correct answer. It was reported that students could express 

their thoughts using compound and complex sentences with vocabulary specific to content when teachers ask 

open-ended questions that encourage student thinking (Morris & Chi 2020; Oliveira, 2010). Using multiple 

representations when asking questions facilitates students’ construction of abstract knowledge in their minds 

(Chen, 2020). Moreover, studies have demonstrated that science classes initiated with open-ended teacher 

questions and sustained with student dialogues improve student achievement (Lee & Kinzie, 2012). 

 

Studies demonstrated that students do not ask too many questions spontaneously when teachers do not ask any 

questions (Chin & Osborne, 2008; Aguiar et al., 2010). As teachers ask low-level questions, number of students’ 

questions decreases (van Zee et al., 2001). Conversely, when teachers ask high-level questions, students’ 

questions increase not only in quantity but also in quality (Chen et al., 2017). The quality rather than the 

quantity of students’ questions was found associated with their achievement in their classes (Harper et al., 

2003). These findings imply that it is crucial for teachers to adopt high-level questioning in order to build 

dialogic learning where learners develop high-level questions (Günel et al., 2012).  

 

As stated above, productive teacher questioning practices has the potential of building an effective classroom 

environment where learners are encouraged to develop positive attitudes toward science. Attitude toward 

science is a significant affective construct described as the extent to which an individual likes or dislikes science 

(Oliver & Simpson, 1988). Students’ feelings regarding classroom activities contribute to their learning and 

attitudes toward science (Salta & Tzougraki, 2004; Talton & Simpson, 1987). Studies have demonstrated that 

students’ positive attitudes could be improved by using effective science instruction (Artino, 2012). Existing 

literature generally showed positive associations of attitudes toward science with science achievement (e.g., 

Liou et al., 2020). 

 

Previous literature consistently demonstrate that communicative approaches adopted in science classes are 

predominantly authoritative (Ateş et al., 2016; Kaya et al., 2016; Mercer et al., 2009; Ryder & Leach, 2006). 

One reason of preference of authoritative approach rather than dialogic approach is its features of convenience 

and easy to use (Mercer et al., 2009). Another reason is related to lack of time because dialogic discourse 

requires much time compared to authoritative discourse (Uçak & Bağ, 2018). In order to have science classes 

aligned with the principles of inquiry-based teaching approach stated in national science curriculum (MoNE, 
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2018), teachers need to organize and maintain a classroom environment where dialogic communicative 

approach is adopted (Mortimer & Scott, 2003) and new social norms are constructed (Özmantar et al., 2009). 

However, studies reveal that teachers are not sufficient in creating dialogic interaction in science classes (Ateş et 

al., 2016; Kaya et al., 2016). Teacher questioning is a significant agent that leads to dialogic learning 

environment (Chen et al., 2017). Early studies mainly aimed to analyze and determine types of classroom 

discourse (Ateş et al., 2016; Kaya et al., 2016; Ulu, 2017). Different from those studies, this study adopted 

quantitative research design to investigate the impact of high-level teacher questioning on elementary school 

students’ science achievement and retention of learning in electricity unit. Learning tasks that are fun, 

interactive and enjoyable help to develop positive attitudes toward science (Koballa & Glynn, 2004). For this 

reason, the impact of high-level teacher questioning on students’ attitudes toward science was also investigated 

in this context. In addition, students’ views about the intervention used in experimental group was elicited. 

Specifically, teacher questions that aim to initiate and maintain dialogic discourse were used as an intervention. 

This study has the potential of serving as a guide for teachers on using high-level questioning that encourage 

dialogic interaction and learning in science classes. Accordingly, following research questions were proposed: 

 

1. What is the impact of high-level teacher questioning on 6
th

 grade students’ science achievement and 

retention of learning in electricity unit? 

2. What is the impact of high-level teacher questioning on 6
th

 grade students’ attitudes toward science? 

3. What are the views of 6
th

 grade students regarding the implementation of the high-level teacher 

questioning? 

 

 

Method 

 

Design of the Study 

 

This study utilized a quasi-experimental pretest-posttest control group design in order to investigate the impact 

of high-level teacher questioning on students’ science achievement, retention of learning and attitudes toward 

science. Quasi-experimental design is frequently used in educational research when random assignment is not 

possible or practical (Fraenkel et al., 2012). The dependent variables were scores on Science Achievement Test 

and Attitude Scale while the independent variable was teacher questioning.  

 

 

Participants 
  

Participants included 43 students enrolled in two 6
th

 grade classes of a public elementary school in a city located 

in the central region of Turkey. Convenience sampling technique was utilized for selecting participants in this 

study. Convenience sampling can be used in cases when it is difficult to choose a random or systematic non-

random sample. In this type of sampling, a certain group of people are chosen because of their availability and 

easy access (Fraenkel et al., 2012). All taught by the same teacher, one class was assigned as experimental 

group (13 boys and 9 girls) and the other class as control group randomly (12 boys and 9 girls). Students’ ages 

were between 12 and 13 years old.  

 

 

Data Collection  
 

Data were gathered using Background Questionnaire, Science Achievement Test, Attitude Scale and Structured 

Interview Form. Details about these tools were provided below. 

 

 

Background Questionnaire 

 

This questionnaire was administered to the students to provide information about their background 

characteristics, namely, age, gender, previous science grade, and educational level of parents. Level of education 

completed by parents were asked in multiple-choice format with following options: 1- primary school, 2- 

elementary school, 3- high school, 4- university and 5- postgraduate degree. 

 

 

Science Achievement Test 
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This test was constructed by the researchers to assess students’ achievement in electricity unit. In the first stage, 

an item pool consisting of 34 questions was generated considering the objectives of the 6
th

 grade electricity unit 

stated in the national elementary school science curriculum (MoNE, 2013). Researchers benefited from 

textbooks and nationwide student selection exams for high schools when writing test items. For content validity, 

a table of specification, that include objectives of the electricity unit and items for each objective, was prepared 

by the researchers. Questions were also considered to be at different cognitive levels of Bloom's taxonomy. 

Then, an expert in science education was consulted to render judgment on the appropriateness, adequacy and 

suitability of the science achievement test using the table of specification. This test was also examined by a 

Turkish language teacher and an elementary school science teacher for face validity. Based on comments 

provided by the experts, some items were revised, some were discarded. In all, 20 items were included in the 

final form of the test. A pilot study was conducted with 20-item science achievement test to assess its reliability. 

Reliability of the instrument was computed as .84 using Kuder-Richardson (KR-20) formula.  

 

Final version of science achievement test included 20 multiple-choice questions in the electricity unit (See 

Figure 1 for sample item). Items were related to conductive and insulating materials, electrical resistance and 

factors affecting electrical resistance. Each item included one correct answer and three distracters. One point 

was given for each correct response; zero point was given for non-response or a wrong response. Total score of 

the test ranged between 0 and 20. Science Achievement Test was used in the two groups as a pretest before the 

treatment, a posttest after the treatment, and a retention test four weeks after the posttest. All tests were 

administered by the teacher in a class hour. 

 
Which of the following should be done to light up the bulb in the above electric circuit? 

A) Copper wire should be used instead of silver wire. 

B) Plastic cable should be used instead of copper wire. 

C) Silver wire should be used instead of plastic cable. 

D) Silver wire should be removed from the circuit. 

Figure 1. A sample item used in Science Achievement Test 

 

 

Attitude Scale 

 

Students’ attitudes toward science were assessed utilizing Attitude Scale developed by Akıllı (2008). The scale 

consists of 28 items (e.g., “I like science classes”) measured on a 5-point Likert type scale ranged from 1 = fully 

disagree to 5 = fully agree. It includes both positively and negatively worded statements. After reverse coding of 

negatively worded items, total score was calculated. The minimum score of this scale was 28; while the 

maximum was 140. Higher scores indicate positive attitudes of the students while lower scores express negative 

attitudes toward science. A reliability coefficient of .85 was obtained for the original scale while it was 

computed as .86 for the present study. This scale was administered to both groups before and after the 

instruction and took approximately 15 min. 

 

 

Structured Interview Form 

 

In order to support the experimental data, a structured interview was constructed by the researchers and 

conducted to the experimental group students. A researcher in science education was consulted to examine the 

first draft of the interview form which included five open-ended questions. Interview form was revised and re-

organized by combining similar questions, and the number of open-ended questions was reduced to three, based 

on the comments of the expert. The reason behind the use of a structured interview form was to elicit students’ 

opinions regarding the instruction guided by high-level teacher questioning in order to support findings obtained 

from self-report instruments. Through interviews, students were asked to compare their science classes in 

electricity unit with that of in previous units (e.g., How do you compare your science classes in electricity unit 
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with that of in previous units?). Students were also asked to describe any changes that they observed in 

themselves and their teacher throughout the implementation. Face-to-face interviews were conducted by the first 

author with five volunteering students. All interviews were audio recorded after informed consent was obtained. 

The interviews lasted approximately 15 minutes.  

 

 

Procedure 

 

This study lasted four weeks with four 45-min sessions per week. Electricity concepts were instructed as part of 

the regular science curriculum by devoting equal amount of instructional time for both groups. Students in both 

groups were instructed using student centered activities aligned with the national elementary school science 

curriculum. The difference across two groups was teacher questioning strategy during the instruction. For 

internal validity, both groups were instructed by one of the researchers, who is also a science teacher in the 

elementary school selected for this study. The teacher is a PhD in science education and took several PhD 

courses (e.g., discourse analysis). He is also experienced in teaching science for 15 years. In order to minimize 

implementation threat to internal validity, lessons, especially classroom interactions were video-recorded by the 

teacher in both groups, after obtaining necessary permissions and consent forms. Prior to the instruction, the 

Science Achievement Test and Attitude Scale were administered to the students in the two groups. Following 

the instruction, the same instruments were given to both groups. At the end of the implementation period, face-

to-face structured interviews were held with five volunteering students in the experimental group in order to 

elicit students’ opinions regarding the instruction guided by high-level teacher questioning. One month later, 

Science Achievement Test was re-administered to all of the students as a retention test. 

 

 

Implementation in Control Group 

 

Lesson plans were developed considering the instructional approach specified in national elementary school 

science curriculum. Students engaged in experiments and activities related to the conductive and insulating 

materials, electrical resistance and factors affecting electrical resistance. In choosing classroom activities, the 

teacher used textbook, smart board, and Education Information Network which is developed by Turkish 

Ministry of Education. Students conducted experiments in the laboratory after the teacher reminded students of 

the laboratory safety rules. During the laboratory activity, students recorded their observations and then they 

interpreted their data. Students individually filled out a laboratory report which included following sections: 

Purpose, materials, procedure, observations and data, and conclusion. Students were also asked to respond 

questions both included in the textbook and provided on the smart board. The teacher mostly asked knowledge 

and procedural questions which require students to give short answers without leading to any further dialogic 

interaction (e.g., What are conductors? What materials are generally used as conductors?). As in his previous 

classes, the teacher also did not use effective talk moves in the classroom. Therefore, in the control group, 

dialogic interaction did not occur.  

 

 

Implementation in Experimental Group 

 

The instructional process followed in both groups was the same except teacher questioning. In the experimental 

group, the teacher asked questions that allow discussion and debate in the classroom. When students were asked 

to respond questions included in their textbook or shown on the smart board, they were also asked to provide 

reason for their answer in oral or written format. Types of the questions used in the experimental group allowed 

students’ participation in learning tasks and helped to create dialogic interaction in the classroom environment. 

The purposes of the questioning are shown in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Purpose of questioning along with samples 

Purpose of questioning Sample question 

require students to give reasons for their responses Why do you think like that? How do you know? 

make students to provide evidence for their claims 
Do you have data that support what you said? What is 

your evidence? 

make students to convince others How do you convince your classmate? 

to clarify students’ responses 
I could not understand, could you repeat and explain a 

bit more? 

to facilitate student-to-student interaction 
Does it make sense to you? What do you think about 

your friend’s idea? 
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In order to illustrate how teacher questions facilitated dialogic talk, an excerpt of classroom interaction related to 

the conductive and insulating materials is given in Table 2. This table indicate that teacher questions helped to 

create a discussion environment, which can be defined as interactive/dialogic interaction. The teacher attempted 

to get student response in accordance with chain pattern. Students were encouraged to provide reasons for their 

answers, and thereby it was aimed to make students construct knowledge in their minds rather than simple 

memorization and recall of facts and information. Although students had difficulty in adapting to such dialogues 

in the classroom at the beginning, they got used to it in time. 

 

Table 2. An excerpt of classroom interaction drawn from experimental group 

Line Person Speech 

1 Teacher What are the differences between the properties of conductive and insulating materials? 

What property does it take for a substance to be conductive? 

2 Student 1 It might be related to density of materials. 

3 Teacher How? 

4 Student 1 For example, gold is a good conductor. Its density is also high. 

5 Teacher So you mean that plastic has lower density? How do you know that the density of gold is 

more than that of plastic? 

6 Student1 We learned in our lesson (We did its experiment). 

7 Teacher Well, so the amount of it (gold) in the same volume was heavier, right? So, what kind of 

property can the substance of high density have so that it transmits the electric current 

more? 

8 Student1 Since its particles are closer together, it is easier to transmit electricity.  

9 Teacher So is it easier for it (electricity) to jump from one side to another side? 

10 Student 2 Sir, the number of particles per unit volume is equal to density. 

11 Teacher Density is the number of particles per unit volume… Well, as your friend said … So if you 

take equal volumes of gold and plastic and weigh them, the gold weighs more, doesn’t it? 

As your friend said, the mass per unit volume is higher. Does anyone want to add anything 

else? Any other thoughts?... So, because the particles are close to each other, you mean that 

the transmission of electricity is easier? 

12 Students Yes… 

13 Teacher Does anyone want to summarize what your friends are saying? Is there anyone who wants 

to compile and gather (ideas), and compile and say it stems from …? 

 

 

Data Analysis 

 

Quantitative data were analyzed using parametric tests with IBM 21 SPSS software because skewness and 

kurtosis values of the dependent variables ranged between -2 and +2 (Can, 2017). Pretest scores on Science 

Achievement Test and Attitude Scale were analyzed through independent t-test. The groups were compared on 

the posttest mean scores of Science Achievement Test using Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) by controlling 

the pretest scores. Posttest scores of the Attitude Scale and retention test scores of the Science Achievement Test 

were analyzed via independent t-test. The statistical decision was made using a significance value of .05 (p < 

.05).  For independent t-test analysis, Cohen’s d index was computed to find out the size of the difference across 

the groups. Effect size was interpreted based on the criteria suggested by Cohen (1992) as small (.2 < d < .5), 

medium (.5 < d < .8) and large (d > .8). For ANCOVA, partial eta squared value was interpreted for effect size 

measure. Green and Salkind (2014) suggested values for small (.01 < η
2
 < .06), medium (.06 < η

2
 < .14), and 

large (η
2
 > .14) effect sizes. Meanwhile, the data obtained from structured interviews were analyzed 

descriptively. Audio recordings obtained from interviews were transcribed into text and the findings were 

presented based on the questions used in the interviews. Direct quotations were also used to highlight the 

students’ opinions. The interviewees were named from Student 1 to Student 5 due to ethical concerns.  

 

 

Results  
 

Findings obtained from the administration of Background Questionnaire, Science Achievement Test and 

Attitude Scale were presented in this section. The findings of the student interviews were also reported. 

 

 

Findings of the Background Questionnaire 
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Independent t-test results comparing students’ scores on background characteristics across two groups were 

depicted in Table 3.  

 

Table 3. Independent t-test results on students’ background characteristics  

Dependent Variable Group n Mean SD t df p 

Previous science grade 
Experimental  22 66.95 21.91 

1.23 41 .225 
Control  21 59.86 15.44 

Mother education level 
Experimental  22 2.00 .98 

-.97 41 .338 
Control  21 2.29 .96 

Father education level 
Experimental  22 3.09 1.23 

.67 41 .510 
Control  21 2.86 1.06 

 

As shown in Table 3, prior to the treatment, experimental group held higher mean scores than the control group 

with respect to previous science grade. Independent t-test analysis revealed that mean scores of previous science 

grade were not significantly different across two groups, p > .05. Table 3 also shows that students’ parent 

education level was generally lower than high school. Education level of mothers was found lower than that of 

fathers. The difference in parent education level was not significant between the two groups, p > .05. From these 

results, it may be interpreted that both groups were equal prior to the instructional treatment in terms of 

students’ background characteristics. 

 

 

Findings of the Science Achievement Test 

 

Science Achievement Test was administered as a pretest before the treatment, a posttest after the treatment and a 

retention test one month after the posttest. Independent t-test results comparing the two groups with respect to 

pretest scores on Science Achievement Test were depicted in Table 4.  

 

Table 4. Independent t-test results on pre-test scores of science achievement  

Group n Mean SD t df p 

Experimental  22 9.55 3.42 
2.06 41 .046 

Control  21 7.62 2.64 

 

As shown in Table 4, experimental group held higher mean scores than the control group with respect to science 

achievement, prior to the treatment. Independent t-test analysis revealed that difference in the mean scores of 

science achievement was significantly different across two groups, p < .05. This result demonstrated that the 

two groups were not equal prior to the instructional treatment in terms of science achievement. Therefore, 

Analysis of Covariance (ANCOVA) was run for analyzing students’ posttest scores on Science Achievement 

Test in order to control the effect of the pretest scores (Table 5).  

 

Table 5. ANCOVA results on the posttest mean scores of science achievement across two groups using pretest 

mean scores as a covariate 

Source Sum of Squares df Mean Square F p Partial eta squared 

Pretest 226.46 1 226.46 18.26 .000 .31 

Group 67.87 1 67.87 5.47 .024 .12 

Error 495.99 40 12.40    

Total 7611.00 43     

 

Table 5 shows that experimental group students (n = 22, Mean = 14.50, SD = 4.62) significantly outperformed 

those in the control group (n = 21, Mean = 10.38, SD = 3.71) on posttest scores of science achievement, p < .05. 

Partial eta squared value was computed as .12, indicating a medium effect size. This finding suggests that 

observed difference was not only statistically significant but also practically meaningful, which also means that 

high-level teacher questioning really does have an effect on science achievement. One month after the posttest, 

Science Achievement Test was administered as a retention test. Table 6 displays independent t-test findings 

across the groups with respect to retention of learning. 

 

Table 6. Independent t-test results on retention test scores of science achievement  

Group n Mean SD t df p 

Experimental  21 14.71 4.27 
2.66 40 .011 

Control  21 11.43 3.71 
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Table 6 demonstrates both a statistically significant and practically important difference in students’ retention 

test scores of science achievement in the favor of experimental group (p < .05; Cohen’s d = .82). This finding 

also reveals the long-term effects of high-level teacher questioning on students’ science achievement.  

 

 

Findings of the Attitude Scale 

 

Independent t-test results comparing the two groups in attitude toward science were depicted in Table 7.  

 

Table 7. Independent t-test results on attitude toward science 

Dependent Variable Group n Mean SD t df p 

Pretest 
Experimental  22 97.73 12.95 

.60 40 .55 
Control  20 95.15 14.73 

Posttest 
Experimental  22 101.45 13.18 

.93 40 .358 
Control  20 98.45 7.07 

 

As shown in Table 7, students in the experimental group held higher mean scores in attitude toward science than 

those in the control group both before and after the implementation. Independent t-test results demonstrated that 

difference in both pretest and posttest mean scores of attitude toward science were not significantly different 

across two groups, p > .05.  

 

 

Findings of the Student Interviews 

 

Interview results revealed that students mainly viewed the difference between the instructional approach 

followed in electricity unit and the instruction used in previous units as teacher questioning. Students thought 

that the teacher asked thought-provoking questions while teaching electricity unit. They also stated that the 

teacher gave feedback to their responses without evaluating them as correct or false, and directly giving the 

correct response. For example, a student stated his ideas as follows; “The teacher was asking us questions. He 

did not say the answer even if we did not give the correct answer”. 

 

Based on the students’ views, the teacher also extended and elaborated students’ responses. The teacher gave 

value to students’ ideas; that is, he tried to take opinions of everyone in the classroom and asked for different 

points of view. For example, a student responded as follows: “(Our teacher) was taking opinions and views of 

whole class, asking for any other answer”. Students expressed that the teacher questioned why they thought like 

that, following their responses. Students further claimed that they understood electricity unit very well because 

of the teacher’s ‘why’ questions followed by ‘what’ questions. For instance, a student stated her views as, 

“...Our teacher asked us to answer the questions by providing reasons. Therefore, I understood the subject 

better.”.   

 

Interview results further indicated a positive shift in students’ attitudes toward science. Interviewees viewed 

science classes as entertaining, not boring. They expressed that instructional approach used in the electricity unit 

caused them some positive changes, such as learning better, talking much and getting higher grades. For 

instance, an interviewee expressed her opinions as, “I think, it (science class) was different from other 

(previous) units, simple and fun. I’d like to have science classes in a way that is used in the electricity unit. 

Because, for me, it's fun in this way”. Moreover, almost all of the interviewees preferred to have further science 

classes as in the electricity unit. 

 

 

Discussion  
 

This research examined the impact of high-level teacher questioning on science achievement, retention of 

learning, and attitudes toward science in electricity unit at elementary school level. The findings revealed 

significant differences both in posttest and retention test scores of science achievement across the groups in the 

favor of the experimental group, revealing a large effect size. This finding implies that as teachers ask questions 

that aim to initiate and maintain dialogic discourse, their students’ science achievement increases and this 

impact is persistent over time. This result is aligned to the previous research revealing positive impacts of 

effective questioning on learning and achievement (Chin, 2004; Chin & Osborne, 2008; Güveli, 2019). 

Questions asked in the classroom serve as a key factor in learners’ elaboration of their own ideas, construction 

of new claims, and providing evidence to support those claims. High-level teacher questioning facilitates 
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students’ construction of their own knowledge in their minds and long-term retention of knowledge. Teachers 

have the main responsibility in creating a learning environment that allows students to ask questions and 

transforming the classroom interaction from authoritative to dialogic. However, studies consistently reveal that 

most teachers do not use effective questioning strategies in their classrooms (Zhu & Edwards, 2019; Cumhur & 

Güven, 2018). Asking high-level and follow-up questions activate students’ thinking processes, which in turn 

lead students to participate in classes and learn the concepts better (Günel et al., 2012; Lim et al., 2020). Asking 

high-level questions stimulates recall of prior knowledge and facilitates students’ connection between the 

concepts (Harper et al., 2003, Çimer, 2007). As the level of the teacher questioning increases, the students tend 

to think critically considering multiple perspectives and give a longer and more in-depth response rather than 

just “yes” or “no” (Aziza, 2018; Schindler et al., 2018).  

 

Meanwhile, the findings of the current study demonstrated a non-significant difference in attitudes toward 

science across two groups. This study is similar to that of Uyanık (2016) who found a significant difference in 

academic achievement and retention but not a significant difference in attitude of 4
th

 grade students in a research 

testing the effect of learning cycle method in primary science. The reason of having a non-significant group 

difference in students’ attitudes toward science might be associated with relatively short period of the study. 

Although the teacher had an experience of 15 years, his experience in using high-level questioning in science 

classes was limited to six months at the time of the study. Studies consistently have revealed that at least 18 

months is required for significant changes in teachers’ questioning pedagogy (Chen et al., 2017; Martin & Hand, 

2009). Moreover, four-week experimental procedure might be limited for development in students’ attitudes 

toward science. This finding is congruent with the existing research indicating that change in attitude requires 

time to occur (Ferkany et al., 2014; Kapici et al., 2020; Uyanık, 2016). Moreover, using self-report instrument 

for measuring attitudes toward science might be limited in assessing the impact of the treatment because 

interview findings of the current research demonstrated positive attitudes toward science in the experimental 

group. Similar long-term studies using in-depth qualitative data might be useful in enhancing our understanding 

regarding the impact of high-level questioning on students’ attitudes toward science.    

 

Interviews also elicited students’ opinions about the intervention used in experimental group. Students thought 

that teacher questioning process which include thought provoking questions, non-evaluation of responses, 

extending and elaborating responses, and valuing students’ ideas created an entertaining learning environment 

and contributed to their understanding of science concepts. Such findings suggest that effective teacher 

questioning has positive impacts on students’ learning outcomes. Results of the interviews are also congruent 

with the results of the current research indicating the impact of high-level teacher questioning on students’ 

science achievement and retention of learning.  

 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

 

This study highlighted the role of effective teacher questioning in creating dialogic classroom interaction and 

thereby increasing students’ science achievement and retention of learning. Dialogic talk is an important aspect 

of inquiry-based teaching approach which has been emphasized in school science curricula of many countries 

including Turkey (MoNE, 2013, 2018). However, studies consistently revealed that teachers generally adopted 

authoritative approach in science classes (Ateş et al., 2016; Kaya et al., 2016; Mercer et al., 2009; Ryder & 

Leach, 2006). This study can guide teachers on how they can create dialogic interaction through effective 

questioning, and in turn how they can improve their instructional practices. If teachers ask high-level questions 

to students, they become more effective and efficient in the classroom, sustain dialogues with their students and 

feel more confident in teaching (Forster et al., 2019; Karademir et al., 2019; Rodriguez & Bonner, 2018).  

 

In interpreting the results of this research, it is worth to consider following limitations. First, duration of the 

research was limited to four weeks. There were significant improvements in students’ science achievement and 

retention of learning. However, students’ attitudes toward science was not significantly improved. Similar long-

term studies might be undertaken to examine the impact of teacher questioning on students’ attitudes toward 

science. Another limitation of the research is related to the sample size and sample selection procedure. This 

study comprised a relatively small sample size and utilized convenience sampling which limits the 

generalizability of the findings. Therefore, similar studies can be conducted on larger samples representing the 

population. Future studies with different levels of students in a variety of context and investigating the effect of 

student questioning on different learning outcomes are also recommended. 

 

 

 



11 
 

J Educ Sci Environ Health 

Scientific Ethics Declaration 
 

The authors declare that the scientific ethical and legal responsibility of this article published in JESEH journal 

belongs to the authors. 

 

 

References 

 

Aguiar, O. G., Mortimer, E. F., & Scott, P. (2010). Learning from and responding to students’ questions: The 

authoritative and dialogic tension. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 47(2), 174-193.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20315  

Akıllı, H. I. (2008). The effect of using computer at science and technology courses on the students reaching 

level, their remembrance and their attitudes towards course. Unpublished master’s thesis. Hacettepe 

University, Institute of Social Sciences, Ankara. 

Artino, A. R. (2012). Academic self-efficacy: From educational theory to instructional practice. Perspectives on 

Medical Education, 1, 76-85. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40037-012-0012-5  

Ateş, S., Döğmeci, Y., Güray, E. & Gürsoy, F. (2016). An analysis of speeches of classroom inside: Is it 

dialogic or monologic? Ahi Evran University Kırşehir Journal of Education Faculty, 17(2), 603-625. 

Aziza, M. (2018). An analysis of a teacher’s questioning related to students’ responses and mathematical 

creativity in an elementary school in the UK. International Electronic Journal of Elementary 

Education, 10(4), 475-487. 

Can, A. (2017). SPSS ile bilimsel araştırma sürecinde nicel veri analizi [Quantitative data analysis in the 

process of scientific research with SPSS]. Pegem Akademi. 

Chen, Y. C., Hand, B., & Norton-Meier, L. (2017). Teacher roles of questioning in early elementary science 

classrooms: A framework promoting student cognitive complexities in argumentation. Research in 

Science Education, 47(2), 373-405.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-015-9506-6  

Chen, Y. C. (2020). Dialogic pathways to manage uncertainty for productive engagement in scientific 

argumentation: A longitudinal case study grounded in an ethnographic perspective. Science & 

Education, 29(2), 331-375.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-020-00111-z  

Chin, C. (2004). Students’ questions: Fostering a culture of inquisitiveness in science classrooms. School 

Science Review, 86(314), 107-112. 

Chin, C. (2007). Teacher questioning in science classrooms: Approaches that stimulate productive thinking. 

Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 44(6), 815-843.  https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20171  

Chin, C., & Osborne, J. (2008). Students’ questions: a potential resource for teaching and learning science. 

Studies in Science Education, 44(1), 1-39.  https://doi.org/10.1080/03057260701828101  

Chinn, C. A., & Anderson, R. C. (1998). The structure of discussions that promote reasoning. Teachers College 

Record, 100(2), 315-368. 

Christodoulou, A., & Osborne, J. (2014). The science classroom as a site of epistemic talk: A case study of a 

teacher's attempts to teach science based on argument. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 

51(10), 1275-1300.  https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21166  

Çimer, A. (2007). Effective teaching in science: A Review of literature. Journal of Turkish Science Education, 

4(1), 20-44. 

Cohen, J. (1992). A power primer. Psychological Bulletin, 112(1), 155-159. 

  https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155  

Crawford, B. A. (2000). Embracing the essence of inquiry: New roles for science teachers. Journal of Research 

in Science Teaching, 37, 916-937. https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2736(200011)37:9<916::AID-

TEA4>3.0.CO;2-2  

Cumhur, F. & Güven, B. (2018). Investigating of pre-service mathematics teachers’ questioning: The reflections 

from teaching practice course. Journal of Computer and Education Research, 6(12),  

https://doi.org/10.18009/jcer.432559  

Edwards, D., & Mercer, N. (1987). Common knowledge: The development of understanding in the classroom. 

Routledge. 

Erduran, S., Simon, S. & Osborne, J. (2004). TAPping into argumentation: Developments in the application of 

Toulmin’s argument pattern for studying science discourse. International Journal of Science 

Education, 88, 915-933.  https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20012  

Fraenkel, J. R., & Wallen, N. E. & Hyun, H. H. (2012). How to design and evaluate research in education (8
th
 

Ed). McGraw-Hill. 

France, A. (2019). Teachers using dialogue to support science learning in the primary classroom. Research in 

Science Education.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-019-09863-3  

https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20315
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20315
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40037-012-0012-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-015-9506-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-020-00111-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20171
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057260701828101
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.21166
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.112.1.155
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2736(200011)37:9%3c916::AID-TEA4%3e3.0.CO;2-2
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2736(200011)37:9%3c916::AID-TEA4%3e3.0.CO;2-2
https://doi.org/10.18009/jcer.432559
https://doi.org/10.18009/jcer.432559
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20012
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-019-09863-3


12        Akilli & Kingir 

Ferkany, M., Freed, A. L., & Stapleton, S. R. (2014). A review of “navigating environmental attitudes”. The 

Journal of Environmental Education, 45(2), 134-137.  https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2014.874252  

Forster, C., Penny, J., & Shalofsky, R. (2019). Questioning the role of questions: new primary teachers’ 

realisations of over-reliance on questions in scientific dialogue. Practice: Contemporary Issues in 

Practitioner Education, 1(2), 173-185.  https://doi.org/10.1080/25783858.2019.1659637  

Gall, M. D. (1970). The use of questions in teaching. Review of Educational Research, 40, 707-721.  

https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543040005707  

Green, S. B., & Salkind, N. J. (2014). Using SPSS for Windows and Macintosh: Analyzing and understanding 

 data (7
th

 ed.). Upper Saddle River.  

Günel, M., Kıngır, S. & Geban, Ö. (2012). Analysis of argumentation and questioning patterns in argument 

based inquiry classrooms. Education and Science, 37(164), 316-330. 

Güveli, H. (2019). Teaching of limit with analogy supported dialogic method: An action research, Unpublished 

doctoral dissertation. Trabzon University, Graduate Education Institute. 

Harper, K. A., Etkina, E., & Lin, Y. (2003). Encouraging and analyzing student questions in a large physics 

course: Meaningful patterns for instructors. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 40(8), 776-791.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.10111  

Jadallah, M., Anderson, R. C., Nguyen-Janiel, K., Miller, B. W., Kim, I. H., & Kuo, L. J. (2011). Influence of a 

teacher's scaffolding moves during child-led small-group discussion. American Educational Research 

Journal, 48(1), 194-230.  https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831210371498  

Kapici, H. O., Akcay, H. & de Jong, T. (2020). How do different laboratory environments influence students’ 

attitudes toward science courses and laboratories? Journal of Research on Technology in Education, 

52(4), 534-549.  https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2020.1750075  

Karademir, Ç. A., Çaylı, B., & Deveci, Ö. (2019). An investigation of pre-service teachers’ inquiry skills and 

curiosity levels. Elementary Education Online, 18(3), 1157-1171.   

https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.610860       

Kaya, G., Şardağ, M., Çakmakcı, G., Doğan, N., İrez, S. & Yalaki, Y. (2016). Discourse patterns and 

communicative approaches for teaching nature of science. Education and Science, 41(185), 83-99.  

https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2016.4852  

Koballa, T. R., & Glynn, S. M. (2004). Attitudinal and motivational constructs in science learning. In S. K. 

Abell & N. Lederman (Eds.), Handbook for Research in Science Education. Earlbaum. 

Kuhn, D. (1993). The skills of argument. Cambridge University Press. 

Lee, Y., & Kinzie, M. (2012). Teacher question and student response with regard to cognition and language use. 

Instructional Science, 40(6), 857-874.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-011-9193-2  

Lemke, J. L. (1990). Talking science: Language, learning and values. Ablex. 

Lim, W., Lee, J. E., Tyson, K., Kim, H. J., & Kim, J. (2020). An integral part of facilitating mathematical 

discussions: Follow-up questioning. International Journal of Science and Mathematics 

Education, 18(2), 377-398.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-019-09966-3  

Liou, P. -Y., Wang, C. -L., Lin, J. J. H., & Areepattamannil, S. (2020). Assessing students’ motivational beliefs 

about learning science across grade level and gender. The Journal of Experimental Education.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2020.1721413  

Martin, D. (2009). Elementary science methods: A constructivist approach. Wadsworth Cengage Learning. 

Martin, A. M., & Hand, B. (2009). Factors affecting the implementation of argument in the elementary science 

classroom: A longitudinal case study. Research in Science Education, 39(1), 17-38.  

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-007-9072-7  

McMahon, K. (2012). Case studies of interactive whole-class teaching in primary science: Communicative 

approach and pedagogic purposes. International Journal of Science Education, 34(11), 1687-1708.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2012.702360  

Mercer N., Dawes, L., & Staarman, J. K. (2009). Dialogic teaching in the primary science classrooms. 

Language and Education, 23(4), 353-369.  https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780902954273  

Mercer, N. (2010). The analysis of classroom talk: Methods and methodologies. British Journal of Educational 

Psychology, 80, 1-14.  https://doi.org/10.1348/000709909X479853  

Ministry of National Education (MoNE) (2013). Primary education institutions (primary and elementary 

schools) science course (3
rd

, 4
th

, 5
th

, 6
th

, 7
th

 and 8
th

 grades). Ministry of Education. 

Ministry of National Education (MoNE) (2018). Science curriculum (primary and elementary school grades 3, 

4, 5, 6, 7 and 8). Ministry of Education. 

Molinari, L., & Mameli, C. (2013). Process quality of classroom discourse: Pupil participation and learning 

opportunities. International Journal of Educational Research, 62, 249-258.   

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.05.003  

https://doi.org/10.1080/00958964.2014.874252
https://doi.org/10.1080/25783858.2019.1659637
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543040005707
https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543040005707
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.10111
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.10111
https://doi.org/10.3102/0002831210371498
https://doi.org/10.1080/15391523.2020.1750075
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.610860
https://doi.org/10.17051/ilkonline.2019.610860
https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2016.4852
https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2016.4852
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11251-011-9193-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10763-019-09966-3
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2020.1721413
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2020.1721413
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-007-9072-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11165-007-9072-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2012.702360
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2012.702360
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500780902954273
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709909X479853
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijer.2013.05.003


13 
 

J Educ Sci Environ Health 

Molinari, L., Mameli, C. & Gnisci, A. (2013). A sequential analysis of classroom discourse in Italian primary 

schools: The many faces of the IRF pattern. British Journal of Educational Psychology, 83, 414-430.  

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02071.x  

Morris, J., & Chi, M. T. H. (2020). Improving teacher questioning in science using ICAP theory. The Journal of 

Educational Research, 113(1), 1-12.  https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2019.1709401  

Mortimer, E. F. & Scott, P. H. (2003). Meaning making in secondary science classrooms. Open University 

Press. 

National Research Council. (2000). Inquiry and the national science education standards: A guide for teaching 

and learning. The National Academies Press.  https://doi.org/10.17226/9596   

Oh, P.S., & Campbell, T. (2013). Understanding of science classrooms in different countries through the 

analysis of discourse modes for building ‘classroom science knowledge’ (CSK). Journal of Korean 

Association for Science Education, 33(3), 597-625. 

Oliveira, A. W. (2010). Improving teacher questioning in science inquiry discussions through professional 

development. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 47(4), 422-453.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20345  

Oliver, J. S., & Simpson, R. D. (1988). Influences of attitude toward science, achievement motivation, and 

science self concept on achievement in science: A longitudinal study. Science Education, 72(2), 143-

155. 

Özmantar, M. F., Bingölbali, E., Demir, S., Sağlam, Y., & Keser, Z. (2009). Curriculum reform and the 

classroom norms. International Journal of Human Sciences, 6(2), 1-23. 

Pimentel, D. S., & McNeill, K. L. (2013). Conducting talk in science classrooms: Investigating instructional 

moves and teachers’ beliefs. Science Education, 97(3), 367-394.  https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.21061  

Rodriguez, C., & Bonner, E. P. (2018). The impact of teacher questioning and open ended problems on 

mathematical communication. Journal of Teacher Action Research, 4(3), 68-89.  

Ryder, J., & Leach, J. (2006). Teaching about the epistemology of science in upper secondary schools: An 

analysis of teachers’ classroom talk. Science Education, 17, 289-315.  https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-

006-9007-0  

Salta, K., & Tzougraki, C. (2004). Attitudes toward chemistry among 11th grade students in high schools in 

Greece. Science Education, 88, 535-547.  https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.10134  

Schindler, A. K., Gröschner, A., & Seidel, T. (2015). Teaching science effectively: a case study on student 

verbal engagement in classroom dialogue. Orbis Scholae, 9(2), 9-34. 

Scott, P. (1998). Teacher talk and meaning making in science classrooms: A Vygotskian analysis and review. 

Studies in Science Education, 32, 45-80.  https://doi.org/10.1080/03057269808560127  

Scott, P., & Mortimer, E. (2005). Meaning making in high school science classrooms: A framework for 

analysing meaning making interactions. In K. Boersma, M. Goedhart, O. De Jong, & H. Eijkelhof 

(Eds.), Research and the quality of science education (pp. 395-406). Springer. 

Scott, P. H., Mortimer, E. F. & Aguiar, O. G. (2006). The tension between authoritative and dialogic discourse: 

A fundamental characteristic of meaning making interactions in high school science lessons. Science 

Education, 90(7), 605-631.  https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20131  

Soysal, Y. (2019). Effects of the teacher discursive moves on the students’ reasoning qualities in the context of 

science teaching: Discourse analysis approach. Journal of Qualitative Research in Education, 7(3), 

994-1032.  https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-624.1.7c.3s.5m  

Talton, E L., & Simpson, R. D. (1987). Relationships of attitude toward classroom environment with attitude 

toward and achievement in science among tenth grade biology students. Journal of Research in Science 

Teaching, 24(6), 507-525.  https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.3660240602  

Uçak, E. & Bağ, H. (2018). Experience of pre-service science teachers on dialogic interaction. International 

Journal of Eurasia Social Sciences, 9(31), 194-237.  

Ulu, H. (2017). A research on the analysis viewpoint dialogical teaching of fourth class science and technology 

courses. Journal of Mother Tongue Education, 5(4), 608-626.  https://doi.org/10.16916/aded.323084  

Uyanık, G. (2016). Effect of learning cycle approach-based science teaching on academic achievement, attitude, 

motivation and retention. Universal Journal of Educational Research, 4(5), 1223-1230.  

https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2016.040536  

van Booven, D. (2015). Revisiting the authoritative-dialogic tension in inquiry-based elementary science teacher 

questioning. International Journal of Science Education, 37(8), 1182-1201.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2015.1023868  

van Zee, E, H., Iwasyk, M., Kurose, A., Simpson, D., & Wild, J. (2001). Student and teacher questioning during 

conversations about science. Journal of Research in Science Teaching, 38(2), 159-190.  

https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2736(200102)38:2<159::AID-TEA1002>3.0.CO;2-J  

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02071.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.2044-8279.2012.02071.x
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220671.2019.1709401
https://doi.org/10.17226/9596
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20345
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.20345
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.21061
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-006-9007-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11191-006-9007-0
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.10134
https://doi.org/10.1080/03057269808560127
https://doi.org/10.1002/sce.20131
https://doi.org/10.14689/issn.2148-624.1.7c.3s.5m
https://doi.org/10.1002/tea.3660240602
https://doi.org/10.16916/aded.323084
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2016.040536
https://doi.org/10.13189/ujer.2016.040536
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2015.1023868
https://doi.org/10.1080/09500693.2015.1023868
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2736(200102)38:2%3c159::AID-TEA1002%3e3.0.CO;2-J
https://doi.org/10.1002/1098-2736(200102)38:2%3c159::AID-TEA1002%3e3.0.CO;2-J


14        Akilli & Kingir 

van Zee, E. H., & Minstrell, J. (1997). Reflective discourse: Developing shared understandings in a physics 

classroom. International Journal of Science Education, 19, 209-228.  

https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069970190206  

Zhu, Y., & Edwards, F. (2019). Teacher questioning in a Chinese context: Implications for New Zealand 

classrooms. Teachers and Curriculum, 19(1), 27-33. 

 

 

Author Information 
Halil Ibrahim Akilli 
Ministry of National Education 

Kizilcahamam, Ankara/Turkey 

Contact e-mail: halil.akilli@hacettepe.edu.tr 

ORCID iD: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0232-0273   

Sevgi Kingir 
Hacettepe University  

Department of Primary Education 

Beytepe, Ankara, Turkey 

ORCID iD: https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1848-4392  
  

 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069970190206
https://doi.org/10.1080/0950069970190206
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0232-0273
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1848-4392



