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ABSTRACT

Research has shown that children's responses differ depending on the questions asked. These differences alter the
questions that can be posed to children in an educational environment and the expectations about their possible
responses. Understanding children's questions and the abstract level of their answers is key to support their
development in this direction. The current study analyzed the questions that 211 five-year-old children in
kindergartens and preschools in Turkey asked during the "evaluation of the day" activity and the characteristics
of their responses to these questions. Language interactions occurred between children, and 268 questions and
2,574 responses were transcribed. The analysis utilized the coding scheme developed by Bay (2020) with
reference to the works of Zucker et al. (2010) and Chen and Liang (2017), which delineate various levels of
abstraction. Children's questions were coded according to the four abstraction levels defined and their answers
were coded according to the three abstraction levels defined on the coding scheme. The results revealed that
children's questions were mainly at the recall level (45.9%), seeking direct information. Their responses to the
questions were mainly at the factual level (56%), reflecting the known reality. In addition, it was also found that
(@) children least preferred to ask creation questions (5.2%), which were aimed at expressing their original
thoughts; (b) children mostly preferred to give realistic responses to recall, inference and creation questions, and
personal preference responses to preference questions; and (c) children gave creative responses to creation
questions. The research findings provide a foundation for future studies on the nature of children's questions and
responses in the coming years.

Keywords: Preschool, children, question, response.

INTRODUCTION

Preschool education has an important place in Turkey's educational goals, as in every country.
Preschool education, provided by public schools free of charge, offers every child an equal
opportunity in education. Public schools implement an eclectic program based on preschool
education approaches developed and approved by the Ministry of National Education.
Preschool education, which aims to support and improve children in all developmental areas,
is based on 18 fundamental principles. One of these principles is that "Children's imagination,
creative and critical thinking skills, behaviors of communicating and expressing their feelings
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should be developed” (MoNE, 2013). Question-response interactions should be considered
building blocks in achieving this principle in education. Understanding how children realize
this interaction will support teachers pedagogically.

The studies on guestion-response interactions in the educational environment involve
teacher-child interaction (e.g., Basalev & Soysal, 2021; Bay & Alisinanoglu, 2012; Bay &
Alisinanoglu, 2013; Bay, 2020; Chen & Liang, 2017; de Rivera et al., 2005; Isikoglu Erdogan
& Akay, 2015; Kaya & Ahi, 2022; Kurkul et al., 2022; Mascareno et al., 2017; Massey, et al.,
2008; Zucker et al., 2010; Zucker et al., 2020). However, no studies looked into how these
interactions occur between children. For example, Bay and Alisinanoglu (2012) examined
teachers' questions according to Bloom's taxonomy and concluded that teachers mostly asked
questions at the knowledge level, but did not provide any information about any interaction
with children. In another study by Kurkul, Dwyer and Corriveau (2022), children's questions
and teachers' answers were analyzed, and while it was found that children mostly asked
knowledge questions, the characteristics of children's answers were not analyzed. This study
examined the characteristics of question-response interaction among 211 children in 14
classrooms of 4 preschools in Turkey. To our knowledge, no such research has been conducted
on this cultural structure.

Preschoolers’ questions and responses

Preschoolers are curious and full of questions by nature. They seek responses to help them
understand and make sense of their experiences as they learn about the world around them.
Preschoolers engage in various question-and-response interactions, ranging from simple or
straightforward to complex and thought-provoking ones. Children ask information-seeking
questions until age 3, and they can formulate complex and cogent questions to solve problems
by age 5 (Kurkul et al., 2022). For children, asking their own questions is the first step in filling
knowledge gaps and solving riddles. The process of asking questions allows them to express
their current understanding of a topic, grasp other ideas, and become aware of what they know
and do not know. Thus, child-generated questions are essential for individual and peer
assessment (Chin & Osborne, 2008). Previous studies have contributed to our understanding
of preschool children's questions. For example, Lillard and Else-Quest (2006) found that
preschoolers ask an average of 3.3 questions per hour during their time in classrooms, that most
of the questions originated from their curiosity to explore the world and their immediate
experiences, and that most were directly related to explanation or understanding. As can be
seen from the study results, children display their developing understanding of cause-and-effect
relationships and their interest in learning about the physical world by asking questions. It is
because questions are seen as a mechanism and a powerful knowledge acquisition tool that
allows children to obtain information when needed at the point of imbalance between the
existing knowledge about a phenomenon or subject and their knowledge (Chouinard, 2007).

Children take control of their learning by developing the important habit of asking
questions (Costa & Kallick, 2015). Children's first questions are usually the informative
"what?" and "where?" questions that require simple one-word responses. On the other hand, as
they develop, children typically begin to ask more "How?" or "Why?" questions that require
more complex explanations from the adults around them to get an adequate response
(Chouinard et al., 2007; Kurkul & Corriveau, 2018). Regarding children's responses, they give
more complex responses to cognitively more challenging questions such as why and how (Chen
& Liang, 2017; Massey et al., 2008; Zucker et al., 2020). Therefore, interactions through
questions enable children to develop logical and systematic thinking skills (Bay &
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Alisinanoglu, 2012). Since asking questions is a fundamental element in developing skills such
as reasoning, problem-solving, and critical thinking, it should be the focus of education (Zoller
etal., 1997).

Teachers who ask questions to understand a child's thinking encourage the child's
pursuit of knowledge rather than learning (Pelo, 2014). Teachers' questions also display their
expectations about children's potential as thinkers. Reflecting on the types of questions teachers
ask is a metacognitive activity that helps teachers to become more self-aware. Likening is a
powerful form of learning; therefore, much of what children learn about questioning and
problem-posing results from the teacher's modeling (Costa & Kallick, 2015). Children,
therefore, learn to ask questions from their teachers, whom they model. The cognitive levels of
teachers' questions and children's responses are similar (Bay, 2020; Chen & Liang (2017). It
can be seen that qualified teacher questions are essential for the development and quality of
children's questions and responses.

In preschool, asking questions that lead children to think also develops their language use (Chen
& Liang, 2017; Zucker et al., 2010) because they tend to give longer answers to such questions
(de Rivera et al., 2005). Increasing children's talk in the classroom gives them more substantial
vocabulary knowledge (Hindman et al., 2019). Answering children's questions enables them to
acquire vocabulary and knowledge they cannot encounter through exploration or observation
(Frazier et al., 2009; Hindman et al., 2019). Therefore, this two-way question- response
interaction enables children to use language more effectively. Justice, Weber, Ezell, and
Bakeman (2002) showed that the complexity of children's responses to teachers' questions in
kindergartens is closely related to the nature of the question. Another study by Bodrova and
Leong (2007) found that preschool children's responses to questions can vary depending on the
type of question and the context in which it is asked. Children are more likely to give detailed
responses to open-ended questions. As shown in the studies, children should be given
opportunities to be in language-rich environments with questions (Chen & Liang, 2017; Zucker
etal., 2010).

Children's questions can be triggered by unknown words or inconsistencies between
children's existing and new knowledge, leading to cognitive dissonance (Chin & Osborne,
2008). Teachers can scaffold and transform cognitive dissonance into learning opportunities
by asking further questions based on children's responses (Zucker et al., 2020). For this, open-
ended questions, the primary way for teachers and children to interact, should be considered a
tool to open discussion, often surpassing the limits of knowledge and skills (Ritchhart, 2015;
Zucker et al., 2020). Such questions allow children to discover and express their thoughts and
develop confidence when others value their responses. In other words, the quality of questions
can stimulate or inhibit children’s curiosity and thinking. High-quality questions help children
succeed in the expected cognitive task and also aid them in acquiring the knowledge required
to develop all domains (Costa & Kallick, 2015). Therefore, teachers should tend to ask
questions and know when to ask the right questions (Salmon & Barrera, 2021).

The ability to ask questions also leads to the creation of new ideas, new inventions and
better solutions (Pelo, 2014; Ritchhart, 2012). The objective of questions is not for the child to
learn facts or arrive at appropriate responses but to help them develop into individuals who
think quickly and deeply, have big ideas and can analyze them in critical and creative ways
(Pelo, 2014). However, Engel (2011) observed that children's questioning interactions decline
from kindergarten to 5" grade. Such changes in knowledge-seeking are likely due to children
adapting their knowledge-seeking strategies to meet the demands of formal education.
Similarly, Berger (2018) found that when children's questions are not valued or supported in
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educational settings, especially when teachers emphasize responses rather than questions,
children's question-asking behavior shows a particular decrease around the ages of 5 or 6.
Children's questioning behavior can be challenging for teachers. Still, it is a natural part of a
preschool child's learning process and should be encouraged and supported (Graesser & Person,
1994).

In conclusion, the questions preschool children ask and answer in the classroom are
diverse and reflect their rapidly developing thinking skills. The questions that children ask,
ranging from questions about their immediate environment to questions about abstract concepts
and relationships, help us learn about their developing understanding of the world around them.
Understanding the characteristics of their responses allows us to assess their learning and
thinking processes. Teachers can use this information to adjust their teaching strategies and
create a more efficient learning environment for preschool children. In this context, there is a
need to investigate preschool children's questions and responses regarding language production
in different cultural settings. This study was designed to investigate how preschool children
demonstrate their language interactions in question-respond interactions.

Theoretical framework

Various theories in child development explain the importance of preschool children's question-
and-response interactions. These theories include Piaget's theory of cognitive development and
Vygotsky's sociocultural theory. Both theories emphasize the critical role that language and
social interaction play in shaping a child's intellectual and social development during the critical
preschool period, Piaget's theory of cognitive development suggests that children actively
construct their understanding of the world through their experiences and interactions with
others. In preschool, children are in the pre-operational stage of development, where they learn
to use words to express their experiences. Question-response interactions allow children to
understand the world, receive feedback and improve their thinking (Piaget, 1952). Vygotsky's
sociocultural theory emphasizes the role of language and social interaction in shaping a child's
development. According to this theory, children learn best by interacting with more
knowledgeable or skilled individuals than themselves. Question-response interactions provide
children with learning experiences by creating "scaffolding™ through which they receive
support from others as they try to understand new concepts and ideas. Through these
interactions, children can internalize new knowledge and develop their own understanding of
the world (Berger & Luckmann, 1967; Vygotsky, 1978). When children begin to talk socially
about shared problems or tasks, the questions encourage them and their peer group to use
thinking strategies to seek responses. Questions embedded in peer groups conversations help
children co-construct knowledge (Chin & Brown, 2002).

In conclusion, the importance of question-response interactions in preschool children
can be explained by Piaget's cognitive development theory and Vygotsky's sociocultural
theory. These theories emphasize the importance of question-response interactions in shaping
children’s thinking skills and social development. In this study, we tried to understand how
children show this interaction and express their thinking skills.

The current study
There is a gap in the literature in Turkey on the levels of preschool children's questions and

responses. It has been identified that no national study in Turkey has considered the levels of
preschool children's questions and the relationship between the questions they ask and the
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responses they give to these questions. This study aims to fill the gap in the literature by
examining child-child language interaction through questions and responses that occur during
"the evaluation of the day" activity in the daily educational flow of preschool education in
Turkey. In doing so, we can understand the effect of children's questions on their responses.
"The evaluation of the day" activity, a large-group activity, is a period in which the children
actively participate. The questions and responses the children posed each other during this
activity constitute language interaction.

The goal of the research

The goal of this study was to examine preschool children's question-answer interactions during
the day's evaluation time.

Research questions

The following two research questions were addressed in this study:

(1) What are the characteristics of preschool children's questions and responses to these
questions?

(2) What is the distribution of preschool children's questions and responses?

This study can extend the studies on understanding the characteristics of children's questions
and responses in Turkey.

METHODOLOGY

The qualitative research method was used in the study. The qualitative research method is
preferred for systematically examining the meanings arising from the experiences of
individuals participating in the research (Ekiz, 2003). In the study, qualitative coding, one of
the qualitative data analysis methods, was used to examine children's questions and the
characteristics of their responses. The qualitative textual data is broken down during the coding
to see what they produce and is put back together. Coding allows indexing or mapping to
provide an overview of different data (Elliott, 2018). Researchers can determine codes by
making different and unique nomenclatures. Different researchers can set different codes over
the same data set (Roberts & Priest, 2006). The coding system used in the study named
children's questions and responses at different levels to express their nature. The questions
children asked each other during the evaluation of the day and the responses they gave to these
questions were transferred to the coding system.

Participants

The study was conducted in 4 different schools consisting of two kindergartens and two
primary schools with kindergartens. The schools were public schools providing half-day
education. The common characteristics of public schools in Turkey are that they are non-profit
and implement the preschool curriculum determined by the Ministry of Education. This
curriculum is an eclectic and holistic education program based on constructivist educational
philosophy. The main principles of the program include encouraging children's dialogue and
question-posing to support children's sense of curiosity and discovery (MoNE, 2013). 14
preschool classrooms were identified in the schools. The class sizes ranged between 12 to16
children, and all 14 teachers were female with a bachelor's degree in preschool teaching.
Teachers' average professional seniority was 10 years, and their ages ranged between 32 and
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43. 211 children, 104 girls and 107 boys, in the 5-year age group, participated in the study. The
children residing in the school neighborhood were from similar socio-economic statuses.

Data collection and analysis

The data were collected during the "evaluation of the day" stipulated by the preschool education
program. The preschool education program includes five sections: starting the day, play,
breakfast, activity, and evaluation of the day, respectively. In the "evaluation of the day",
children gather together and converse through open-ended questions posed to evaluate the day.
Teachers assess the day with children regarding the topics, such as the games they played in
learning centers, the environment and materials they used in their activities, happy or sad events
they want to share about that day, or positive behaviors observed that day (MoNE, 2013).
During the data collection process, the teachers instructed children to ask any questions they
wanted and to answer each other's questions during the evaluation of the day. The children
were allowed to ask and answer each other's questions without interfering with their questions
and responses. One activity was carried out in each classroom over two months, and data were
collected through audio recordings of the "evaluation of the day" activities of 14 classrooms.

The researcher transcribed the audio recordings. Sequences containing the questions
and responses of 211 children were defined, and these question-response sequences formed the
database of the study. The questions and responses were transferred to the coding table. The
questions were observed to be multi-word sentences. At the same time, the responses included
both sentences and single-word expressions. In the study, the coding table developed by Bay
(2020) using Zucker et al. (2010) and Chen and Liang (2017) was used. In the coding table, the
questions are grouped under 4 categories: Level 1 (Recall-RC), Level 2 (Preference-PREF),
Level 3 (Inference-INF), and Level 4 (Creation-CRE); and the responses are grouped under 3
categories: Level 1 (Personal Preference-PerPREF), Level 2 (Realistic- REAL), Level 3
(Creative-CRET). Each level is explained below.

Level 1 (RC) questions are expected to remember and restate previously learned
knowledge. "Where do fish live?" is an example of an RC question. Level 2 (PREF) questions
are asked for the responder to make a choice among known people, events and phenomena
according to the responder's feelings and thoughts. An example is, "If you were a bird, where
would you like to live?". Level 3 (INF) questions are asked to make predictions and inferences
about situations that may occur due to different conditions. For example, "What would happen
if it rained all the time?" is a question belonging to this level. Level 4 (CRE) questions are
asked for the responder to express any real or imaginary situation, event, phenomenon or object
unusually and originally or to create a product. "If you were a flower in space, what kind of
flower would you be?" is an example of a CRE question.

Regarding the definitions of the responses' levels, there are three levels: Level 1
(PerPREF) response involves choosing among the objects, people, facts and events
encountered in daily life and expressing what is valuable for the responder. An example is the
"I wish it were a daisy". Level 2 (REAL) response is seen as statements reflecting the known
truth in line with prior factual knowledge. For example, "We get sick when we overeat sugar."
Level 3 (CRET) response expresses an individual's unconventional, original idea or product.
For example, "What would happen if it rained all the time?" "The children would swim in the
puddles by tying the umbrella to the rope.” All transcriptions were made in Turkish; the
examples from the questions and responses have been translated into English for illustrative
purposes only, to provide a general understanding of the excerpts given in the paper.
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The coding consistency of transcribed 268 questions and 2,574 responses was tested for
intra-coder reliability, and approximately 10% of the questions and responses (27 questions and
258 responses) were randomly selected. When there is only one coder, it is recommended to
recode some of the qualitative data at the beginning and recode it after a while (approximately
ten days) (Miles, Huberman, & Saldana 2014). Intra-coder reliability assessments showed that
the researcher's coding is highly stable (Cohen's kMs.G = 92.48%, Cohen's kMs.T = 94.37%).

RESULTS

The children's questions and responses analyzed in this study revealed significant results in line
with the research questions. The presentation of the results includes (a) the characteristics of
children's questions and responses and (b) the distribution of children's questions and responses
among levels.

The Characteristics of Children’s Questions and Responses

Children asked 268 questions in 14 preschool education classes during the evaluation of the
day and gave 2,574 responses to these questions. Children's questions were analyzed according
to 4 defined levels: recall, preference, inference and creation. The distribution of children's
questions according to level is given in the figure below.

mlevell
(RC)

m Level 2
(PREF)
Level 3
(INF)

mLevel4
(CRE)

Figure 1. Levels of Children's Questions

According to Figure 1, children asked questions at all levels, with the highest number of
questions at Level 1 (RC) (45.9%), followed by level 2 (PREF) (32.5%) and level 3 (INF)
(16.4%) questions. The least observed question level was level 4 (CRE) (5.2%). Another
important finding is the low number of Level 4 (CRE) questions, where children are expected
to express an event or phenomenon subjectively with their original feelings and thoughts. The
following questions are examples for each level, "Why do we come to school?" (RC), "Where
would you want to go if you were the blowing wind?" (PREF), "What would happen if the
snow does not melt?" (INF), and "How can we drink soup without a spoon?" (CRE).
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Children's responses to the questions were defined and analyzed at three levels: Personal
Preference, Realistic and Creative. The distribution of children's response levels is shown in

Figure 2.

Elevel 1
(PerPREF)

m Level 2
(REAL)

mLevel 3
(CREA)

Figure 2. Levels of Children's Responses

According to Figure 2, children gave the most responses at level 2 (REAL) (56%). Realistic
responses are the level at which children give responses that reflect reality in line with their
knowledge. They were observed to give level 1 (PerPREF) responses (35.6%) second and level
3 (CREA) responses the least (8.4%). The low number of creative responses, where children
are expected to express their original thoughts, is noteworthy. The responses to the question
"What would you like to eat if you were a dinosaur?" show all three response levels: "Ice
cream" - Level 1 (PerPREF), "Meat or grass" - Level 2 (REAL), and "I would taste clouds" -

Level 3 (CRET).

Distribution of children’s response levels according to question levels

The distribution of the 2,574 responses given by children to the 268 questions asked is given

below.
Table 1
Distribution of children's responses according to questions
Question Level 1 Level 2 Level 4
Level 3
Level (RC) (PREF) (INF) (n=44) (CRE) Total (268)
(n=123) (n=87) (n=14)
Es\s/gtl)nse n % n % n % n % n %
Level 1
(PerPREF) 162 13.1 606 790 123 251 25 320 916 356
Level 2
(REAL) 1018 82.1 90 117 301 614 32 41.0 1441 56.0
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Level 3
(CRET) 59 4.8 71 9.3 66 135 21 270 217 8.4
Overall 1239 767 490 78 2,574

According to Table 1, children mostly gave Level 2 (REAL) responses to Level 1 (RC),
Level 3 (INF) and Level 4 (CRE) questions (82.1%, 61.4%, 41.0%) in line with previously
learned known facts. Notably, they gave significantly more Level 2 (REAL) responses to Level
1 (RC) questions. Regarding Level 2 (PREF) questions, children mostly gave Level 1
(PerPREF) responses (79.0%) by choosing the object or situation they prefer among the objects
or situations they encounter around them. The distribution of children's responses across levels
showed that Level 3 (CRET) responses, defined as the expression of the child's unique thought,
were the lowest (8.4%), while Level 2 (REAL) responses were the highest (56%). Another
significant result is that the levels of the responses given to Level 4 (CRE) questions are
distributed more evenly, and Level 3 (CRET) responses are given the most (27%) to Level 4
(CRE) questions.

The analysis of children's questions showed that 123 out of 268 questions (45.9%) were
Level 1 (RC). Children mostly tended to give realistic responses to the recall questions in line
with the knowledge they remember. Examples of RC questions and children's responses are
given below.

Table 2

Example questions and answers

Question: How does it rain? (RC)

"A drop comes from the sky." (REAL)

"It rains when the lightning flashes."(REAL)

Question: How are day and night formed? (RC)
"One side of the world is getting dark. One side is sunny. For example, right now it is night
in other countries.” (REAL)

Question: What is done on new year's eve? (RC)
We eat chocolate. (PerPREF)
We celebrate the new year (REAL)

Question: How can we keep our environment clean? (RC)
"The garbage truck comes and takes the garbage.” (REAL)
"By making a magic broom." (CRET)

Question: How can we keep our environment clean? (RC)
"The garbage truck comes and takes the garbage.” (REAL)
"By making a magic broom." (CRET)

The preference question, defined as questions asked for the responder to choose among known
people, events and phenomena according to feelings and thoughts, is children's second most
frequently asked question level, where 87 (32.5%) of the 268 questions were Level 2 (PREF).
Below are examples of PREF questions and the responses given to them.
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Table 3
Example questions and answers

Question: If we brought a toy from home to school, which would you want to bring? (PREF)
"Car" (PerPREF)

"Doll" (PerPREF)

"Pearl necklace” (PerPREF)

Question: If you were atree, what color would you want your branches to be? (PREF)
"I would not want to be a tree (PerPREF)
"Pink" (CRET)

Question: Which fruit would you like to be? (PREF)
"I would like to be a watermelon." (PerPREF)
"I would like to be a human-like fruit." (CRET)

As seen in the examples, children mostly showed Level 1 (PerPREF) responses to the
preference questions in which they chose what was valuable to them.

Level 3 (INF) questions, which aim to derive inferences about situations that may arise
as a result of unusual events or phenomena, were asked less frequently (16.4%) than Level 1
(RC) and Level 2 (PREF) questions. Children mostly gave Level 2 (REAL) responses to these
questions based on their knowledge. Some examples of Inference (INF) questions and
responses are given below.

Table 4

Example questions and answers
Question: How would the car go if it had no wheels? (INF)
"It will not go." (REAL)
"It will wear wings." (CRET)

Question: What would happen if we could not talk (INF)?
"We could not say what we want." (REAL)
"My eyes would speak and say what | wanted." (CRET)

Question: What would we do without our boots when it snows? (INF)
"We would wear a bag on our feet first, then our shoes.” (CRET)
"Our feet would be cold." (REAL)

Question: What would we do without our boots when it snows? (INF)
"We would wear a bag on our feet first, then our shoes." (CRET)
"Our feet would be cold.” (REAL)

Question: Why are parrots colorful? (INF)
"Because his feathers are colorful.” (REAL)
"Because the rainbow came out.” (CRET)

45


http://ejournal.upsi.edu.my/index.php/SAECJ

Southeast Asia Early Childhood Journal, Vol. 13 (2), 2024 (36-51)
ISSN 2289-3156 /elSSN 2550-1763
http://ejournal.upsi.edu.my/index.php/SAECJ

Finally, the analysis of Level 4 (CRE) questions showed that children least asked this
type of question (5.2%). The responses given to this question level, defined as expressing any
real or imaginary situation, event, phenomenon or object originally and uniquely, are more
evenly distributed across levels than other question levels. In other words, children can answer
Level 4 (CRE) questions with Level 1 (PerPREF), Level 2 (REAL) or Level 3 (CRET)
responses. In addition, the percentage of Level 3 (CRET) responses in which children
responded with original expressions was higher (27%) for Level 4 (CRE) questions than for
other question levels. Examples of Level 4 (CRE) questions and responses are given below.

Table 5

Example questions and answers

Question: How can we drink soup without a spoon? (CRE)
"We buy new spoons.” (REAL)

"We drink with bread.” (CRET)

Question: If you were a cardigan with a button missing, what would you say to the person
who would wear you? (CRE)

"I would say, Let's go to the tailor?" (REAL)

Question: How can we use our comb other than combing our hair? (CRE)

"I will turn it into a puppet.” (CRET)

Question: If you could build a spacecraft, how would you build it? (CRE)
"I will only ride by myself." (PerPREF)
"I will make it big, with a red light on the back, and with lots of buttons." (CRET)

Question: If you could build a spacecraft, how would you build it? (CRE)
"I will only ride by myself." (PerPREF)
"I will make it big, with a red light on the back, and with lots of buttons." (CRET)

As aresult, as can be seen in the examples, question level may affect the level of the responses.
This fact is most evident in the responses to Level 1 (RC) and Level 2 (PREF) questions.
Regarding Level 3 (INF) questions, although Level 2(REAL) responses are high, other-level
responses also increase. Responses to Level 4 (CRE) questions show a more even distribution;
in other words, children can give responses at all levels.

DISCUSSION

This study addressed two gaps in question-response interaction that emerged from children’s
responses to questions in the literature. These are (a) examining the language interaction
occurring when children ask questions to each other and answer them during the "evaluation
of the day" instead of question-response interaction between teacher and student in preschool
(e.g., Basalev & Soysal, 2021; Bay, 2020; Chen & Liang, 2017; Isikoglu Erdogan & Akay,
2015; Mascareno et al., 2017; Massey et al., 2008; Salmon & Barrera, 2021; Zucker et al.,
2010); (b) examining question-response interaction among children in Turkey which has a
different cultural and educational context. Therefore, the study results laid the groundwork for
future research and contributed to the existing literature.
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Children’s questions

Recently, there has been a growing interest in children's questions in educational settings (Chin
& Osborne, 2008). In the current study, children asked 268 questions during the evaluation of
the day. The analysis of the characteristics of their questions showed that they asked Level 1
(RC) questions (45.9%) the most and asked Level 4 (CRE) questions the least (5.2%). This
result is consistent with the studies showing that children's questions are mostly information-
seeking (Callanan, Solis, Castafieda & Jipson, 2020; Chin & Brow, 2010; Chouinard et al.,
2007; Kurkul & Corriveau, 2018; Kurkul et al., 2022).

In addition, children's questions can also be shaped by adults' responses (Kurkul et al.,
2022) because question and response is a pair following each other, and each question requires
its pair. Questions are usually answered as required if there is no expansion in the
conversational flow (Schegloff, 2007). In their study examining children's questions and
teachers' responses, Kurkul et al. (2022) found that children mostly asked questions within the
school context, where children were most likely to need permission from their teachers to
participate in activities (55.6% low SES; 50.54% middle SES), followed by questions seeking
information (44.4% low SES; 49.5% middle SES). Children receiving insufficient responses
did not feel the need to ask questions again; on the other hand, they were more inclined to ask
more questions when the teacher returned the question to the child. Kaya and Ahi (2022)
examined the question-response sequence between teachers and children. They found that
children mostly asked questions requiring explanation, followed by information-seeking ones
and that children's ongoing conversation was shaped according to the teacher's response.
Another result of the study is that children's questions are shaped according to their level of
knowledge. Children tended to ask why questions in subjects they do not know, while they
tended to ask yes/no questions in subjects they know. In other words, the child's existing
knowledge affects the type and characteristic of the question he or she asks. The child's
knowledge or familiarity with the topic can be understood from the question (Kaya & Ahi,
2022). The practices that focus on developing children self-questioning lead to learning and
knowledge retention (Kurkul et al., 2022). Therefore, teachers can understand children's
knowledge level from their questions and expand their learning by encouraging them to ask
questions.

In addition, given that teachers serve as models for children (Costa & Kallick, 2015),
the questions they ask can impact children's questioning skills. In studies examining teachers'
questions, it was observed that teachers asked questions at different levels. Chen et al. (2017)
found that in whole-group activities, teachers asked the recall (level 1) questions the most
(47.61%) and prediction questions the least (8.6%). Bay (2020) found that teachers asked
preference (level 2) questions the most (31.3%) and creation (level 4) questions the least
(20.2%) in the question of the day activity. Zucker et al. (2010) found that teachers asked
inference (level 3) questions the most (33.95%) and word-matching questions the least (14.6%)
in story reading activities. Children tend to give longer, more detailed responses to teachers'
higher-level questions that stimulate thinking skills (e.g., Bay, 2020; de Rivera et al., 2005;
Zucker et al., 2010), which may indicate that teachers' questions influence children's questions
as well. Therefore, these differences seen in the results of the studies may be one of the reasons
for the differentiation in children's questioning levels.
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Children’s responses

In the study, children gave 2,574 responses to the questions asked at different levels, and the
highest number of responses were Level 2 (REAL) responses (56%), and the lowest were Level
3 (CRET) responses (8.4%). It was observed that children mostly tried to give Level 2 (REAL)
responses to the questions asked at Level 1 (RC) in line with their knowledge. Similarly, studies
have shown that children often prefer to give realistic responses (e.g., Chen et al., 2017;
Mascareno et al., 2017; Sembiante et al., 2017; Tompkins et al., 2017; Zucker et al., 2010).
However, Bay (2020) found that children responded to preference questions asked by preschool
teachers at the Personal Preference level, which shows the effect of the question type on the
response given. In the current study, most of the children gave Realistic (REAL) responses to
Recall (RC) questions and Personal Preference (PerPREF) responses to Preference (PREF)
questions. These two question types can guide children on the responses that can be given. The
sharpness of children's response distribution is observed to decrease with inference questions.
The response levels reach an even distribution for creation questions. Another remarkable
result is that creative responses, in which children can express their original thoughts, are
mostly given to creation questions. All these results show an undeniable concrete relationship
between questions and cognitive demands embedded in questions (Kayima & Jakobsen, 2020;
Baselav & Soysal, 2021). The questions children use in interaction are designed according to
the responses they want, and each question implies its own response (Gardner, 2004). Indeed,
Salmon and Berrera (2021) found that asking the right questions expands children's knowledge-
based responses and leads to more productive responses. Therefore, teachers should try to
capture the right moments and find ways to combine their interpretations with those of children
through a productive dialogue (Malaguzzi, 1994). Especially in line with the preschool
curriculum (MoNE, 2013), which aims to develop creativity in children, creative responses can
be increased with creation questions. In this way, children will be encouraged to think
creatively. This study provides evidence about the responses resulting from thinking that
emerges with children's questions.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Despite many strengths, this study focusing on children's question-response interactions in
Turkey had some limitations. The study analyzed the questions and responses of 211 children
in 14 preschool classrooms, a relatively small group. Therefore, the results of the study should
be interpreted with caution. The high percentage of children's questions and responses at some
levels may be due to the small sample size. Therefore, evaluating the findings regarding
children's questions and responses in larger samples is essential. In addition, the results arising
from children's questions and responses may be affected by different variables, such as family
and teachers, that were not evaluated in this study. Therefore, future research should also
consider variables that may affect children's questioning and answering behaviors. In addition,
children's cultural characteristics and individual differences may also have affected their
question and response levels. It is the first study on children's asking and answering questions,
especially in the Turkish context; therefore, further research is needed to confirm and support
the study's results.

Despite its limitations, this study has expanded the scope of related research in
understanding how children ask and answer questions. It has identified question-response
levels that will allow us to recognize and guide children. In particular, the responses given to
certain question levels and the questions answered with more creative responses are critical
findings for teachers. In the future, it is recommended to conduct sequential analysis studies,
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examining dialogues in which teachers consider the level of children's questions and direct
them to ask more questions and expand their knowledge by asking questions about their
responses. These studies will increase teachers' awareness of the importance of questions and
responses.
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