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 Background: Teachers play a crucial role in utilizing and institutionalizing changes 

that promote students’ cognitive and intellectual growth.   Objective: This study seeks 

to address teachers’ perception on Higher Order Thinking Skills as an innovation and to 

identify at what level teachers utilize Higher Order Thinking Skills in history teaching.  
A survey questionnaire and an open ended questionnaire were use to gather the data.  

Data for survey was analyzed using SPSS version 20.  Results: The findings found that 

all of the teachers admit that the need, clarity, complexity and quality of HOTS as an 
innovation, had been addressed either moderately (67.2%) or well addressed (32.8%). 

However, in implementing HOTS, the overall findings indicate that two-thirds of the 

teachers (66.6%) were still low-level users of HOTS in history teaching. This is based 
on the teachers’ response in the open-ended question that gave little evidence that they 

implement HOTS in history teaching, despite initially expressing positive and non-
resistant attitude to the innovation in history teaching. Conclusion: This research has 

indicated that educational change depends on what teacher ‘do’ and ‘think’.  It is what 

the teachers believe and what teachers do in the classroom that ultimately shapes the 
kind of learning that students get. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

The second decade of the twenty first century 

saw several innovation being brought into the 

national school curriculum as this was a time when 

Malaysia was undergoing rapid development towards 

industrialization, urbanization and modernization. 

The role of curriculum was to develop students 

overall development and at the same time to foster 

the knowledge, skills, and attitudes appropriate for 

success in the Information Age (Mulnix, 2012).  In 

order to make this plan a reality, the education 

system underwent a radical transformation. The 

schooling culture emphasized transformation from 

one that is memory-based to one that is informed, 

thinking, creative and caring, through leading-edge 

technology (Malaysia, 1997; 2013). One of the 

educational emphases is to integrate Higher Order 

Thinking Skills in curriculum instruction (Arthur & 

Phillips 2012; Malaysia, 2013).  However, how do 

teachers perceive Higher Order Thinking Skills 

(HOTS) as an innovation? 

 

Curriculum Innovation: 

An innovation has been defined as a suggested 

change in existing practices within one or more of a 

number of dimensions of these practices (Fullan, 

2007; Seaman, M., 2011). Though the introduction of 

Thinking Skills (TS) in the educational emphases is 

to bring ‘planned change’, the actual changes 

resulting from the implementation of the curriculum 

may not necessarily match the intention of the 

innovators and the change agents (Figlio & Lucas, 

2004; Gibson, 2012).  This is illustrated in the 

findings by the Ministry of Education’s official and 

feedback from various institutions of learning and the 

community where some essential elements of the 

curriculum shown not to have been assimilated by 

teachers in their teaching (Malaysia, 2013).  It is 

shown that the TS in-service and pre-service courses 

have brought about little change in the way teachers 

handle the curriculum contents in the classroom 

(Rajendran, 1998; Abdullah, Marimuthu, & Liau, 

2003; Gibson, 2012). 

Changes that may take place in the 

implementation of educational innovation may be 

‘nominal’ or ‘actual’ (Carl 1996; Pithers & Soden, 
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2000; Fullan, 2007).  According to Romberg and 

Price (1983), changes are nominal when it involves 

nothing but labeling. In classifying ‘actual change’ in 

terms of: technical change, illusory change; and 

constructive change, Romberg & Price (1983) have 

helped to identify different degree of actual change. 

Their definitions of the terms seem to be based on 

the degree a change is understood; adopted and 

practiced by the people for whom the change is 

intended.  According to them: 

a. Technical change is considered to have taken 

place when change is effected only at procedural 

level e.g. when teachers adopt labels and rituals of an 

innovation without understanding their intentions. 

b. Illusory change is a situation when all aspects of 

innovation are seen to be understood, adopted and 

practiced by the clients, (for example, teachers) but 

they are not necessarily concerned with the effect of 

change. 

c. Constructive change takes place when an 

innovation is adopted with clear understanding of its 

values, appreciation of its purpose, and the clients 

(for example, teachers) making attempt to make the 

innovation successful. 

 It is the ‘constructive change’ that is being 

sought by the MOE in schools (Malaysia, 2013; Tan 

& Othman, 2013). But the type and the degree of 

change that has taken place in history teaching vary a 

lot between various features of the curriculum and 

also between schools and individual teachers 

(Moseley & Jones, 2008; Arthur & Phillips 2012; 

Barnett & Francis, 2012).    

 

Implementation: The missing link?: 

The link of implementation to innovation is 

rather straightforward.  An innovation - a new or 

revised curriculum, a policy, a structure, an idea - is 

something that is new to the people encountering it 

for the first time (Barnett & Francis, 2012; Hashim, 

et al, 2015). Change in other words is a process of 

learning new ideas and things.   In this study the use 

of Higher Order Thinking Skills (HOTS) in history 

teaching will be viewed as a change which represents 

something new or perceived to be new for the people 

being changed (Havelock, 1970; Rogers and 

Shoemaker, 1971; Hooks 2010; Seaman, 2011, 

Arthur & Phillips 2012). Dealing with an innovation 

effectively means alterations in behaviours and 

beliefs (Fulllan, 1997, 2007; Gibson, 2012).  Changes 

in behaviours – new skills, activities, practices – and 

changes in beliefs – new understandings, 

commitments – are at the core of implementation. 

Thus the key issue from an implementation 

perspective is how the process of change unfolds vis-

a vis what people do (behaviours) and think (beliefs) 

in relation to a particular innovation. According to 

Fullan (2007), in order for real change to occur in 

schools, educators must:  

a. Believe the proposed change can occur 

(motivation)  

b. Believe the proposed change makes sense 

(meaning)  

c. Feel they themselves have a meaningful role in 

the change 

d. Experience some success with the change 

 When implementation is viewed as occurring in 

stages, the question as to what stimulates or inhibits 

change from one stage to the next arises.  Indeed, 

successful implementation depends significantly on 

how well a person answers that question (Abdullah, 

Marimuthu & Liau, 2003; Dewey & Bento, 2009; 

Seaman, 2011).  From what has been said about 

behavioural change, it is clear that impediments or 

obstacles to growth include lack of the knowledge 

and skill required for the next more mature level of 

implementation activity, and negative feelings about 

implementation activities (Hassan and Madhum, 

2007; Barnett & Francis 2012; Hashim, et al, 2015). 

During implementation of many innovations the 

unavailability of particular resources and the nature 

of the existing organization will also be a serious 

obstacle to change. 

In sum, implementation is a process of 

behavioural change, in directions suggested by an 

innovation, occurring in stages, over time, as 

obstacles to such change are overcome.  In this study 

the term implementation will be used to mean putting 

the HOTS into practice in the history teaching. It 

focuses on what happens in practice.  It is concerned 

with the nature and extent of actual change, the 

factors as well as processes that influence change. 

 

Objectives: 

The study aims to examine teachers’ perception 

on characteristics of Higher Order Thinking Skills 

(HOTS) as an innovation and its implementation in 

history teaching. 

 

Methodology: 

This study was based on Ghazali Mustapha’s 

COGAFF Taxonomy (after Bloom and Krathwohl, 

1998) and Fullan’s (2007) interactive factors and 

themes influencing implementation of innovation.  

Samples are secondary school teachers teaching 

history. A total of 76 history teachers were involved 

in the study. This descriptive study employs a 

questionnaire formulated based on Fullan’s theory of 

educational change (2007). This section comprised 

12 items on teachers’ perception on HOTS as an 

innovation in which the Likert-like scale inventory 

was used. In order to obtain the actual data 

respondents were asked to response to open-ended 

questions which was based on COGAFF Taxonomy.  

This questionnaire led to the identification of 

teachers’ level for use of Higher Order Thinking 

Skills in history teaching.  The instrument was tested 

for reliability with an Alpha Cronbach  result of .85.  

Data was analyzed using SPSS 20. 

 

 



217                                                                    Abdul Talib Hashim et al, 2015 

Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 9(32) Special 2015, Pages: 215-221 

Findings and discussions:  

The characteristics of innovations were based on 

Fullan’s (2007) theory of change.  It is characterized 

by the four variables namely: need, clarity, 

complexity and quality.  This characteristic of 

innovation inventory was coded and tabulated.  The 

response of each of the 12 items was recorded. The 

Mean, Standard Deviation, and percentages were 

statistics used for data analysis.  These factors were 

examined to find out whether they were addressed in 

the implementation of HOTS.  Teachers were asked 

to rate their response using the four –point scales of 

measurement that is, 1- Strongly Agree (SA); 2- 

Agree (A); 3- Disagree (D); 4- Strongly Disagree 

(SD).  For all the items, the four point scales of 

measurement were collapsed to a dichotomy of agree 

(1 and 2) and Disagree (3 and 4).  The scores of 

teachers’ opinion on characteristics of HOTS as an 

innovation were categorized into three levels: not 

addressed, moderately addressed, highly addressed. 

The lowest and highest possible scores were 

determined by totaling the responses to the number 

of items under each variable on the Likert-like scale 

the highest were used to determine the minimum and 

maximum values used. The minimum possible score 

was subtracted from the maximum possible score and 

divided by three.  The result formed the range value 

between the three categories: not addressed, 

moderately addressed and highly addressed. 

 

Need: 

Statements on opinion about characteristics of 

HOTS as an innovation to be used in history teaching 

were asked as shown in Table 1. It was found that 

67.9% teachers disagreed surviving the school 

system without teaching HOTS.  However, most 

teachers (87.5%) did not perceive teaching HOTS as 

the priority need in history teaching. Nevertheless, 

majority (89.6%) could relate the importance of 

implementing HOTS in history teaching now for 

future needs. 

 
Table 1:  Teachers’ Perception on the Need of HOTS as an innovation. 

No. 
Statement 

Percent 

 SA A D SD 

 
1. 

 

2. 
 

3. 

I can survive in school system without having to teach 
HOTS 

I do not see teaching HOTS as the priority need in history 

teaching 
I can relate the importance of implementing HOTS in 

history teaching now for future 

3.2 
1.7 

27.9 

28.9 
10.8 

61.7 

47.0 
63.1 

6.6 

20.9 
24.4 

3.8 

    Note: n=76 Mean:  3.0 Min:  1.7 
  SD:  .50  Max:  4.0 

 

However, in this study, there is a possibility the 

HOTS program was implemented without a careful 

examination of whether or not they address what 

were perceived to be priority needs.  This is evident 

when most of the teachers did not perceive teaching 

HOTS as the priority need in history teaching. This 

will indirectly affect implementation since Fullan 

(2007) said that the question of perceived needs and 

compatibility makes a difference in term of whether 

something happen. 

While the importance of perceived or felt need is 

obvious, its role is not all that straightforward.  The 

‘fit’ between integrating HOTS in history teaching 

and the schools needs is essential, but it may not 

become entirely clear until implementation is 

underway (Bodilly & Berends, 1999; Gibson, 2012). 

In the implementation of HOTS in history teaching, 

even though most teachers did not perceive teaching 

HOTS as the priority need in the school system, 

majority of the teachers indicated that they 

recognized and accepted that the needs being 

addressed was significant, and that they were making 

at least some progress toward meeting them (Hassan 

& Madhum, 2007; Arthur & Phillips (eds), 2012; 

Barnett & Francis, 2012; Hashim, et al, 2015).  The 

teachers see that teaching HOTS has future value and 

this will logically increase their level of commitment 

and skills in implementing HOTS. 

 

Clarity: 

Three items were asked about teachers’ clarity 

of the innovation (See Table 2). Items 1-3 were 

asked to 76 teachers and the response indicated that 

77.7% were clear about HOTS goals. Almost two 

third of them (64.5%) knows what they should do 

differently in implementing HOTS. On further 

examination, 68.7% of them found that the 

curriculum guidelines related to HOTS was clear. 

 
Table 2:  Teachers’ Perception on Clarity of HOTS as an Innovation. 

No. Statement 
Percent 

SA A D SD 

 

1. 
2. 

 

3 

 

I am not clear about HOTS goals 
I am not at all clear about what I should do differently in 

implementing the HOTS 

The guidelines related to HOTS is clear 

 

2.1 
6.6 

 

12.3 

 

20.2 
28.9 

 

56.4 

 

54.7 
53.3 

 

28.2 

 

23.0 
11.2 

 

3.1 

  Note: n=76 Mean:  2.8 Min:  1.67 

  SD:  .51  Max: 4.0 
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Lack of clarity-diffuse goals and unspecified 

means of implementation represents a major problem 

at the implementation stage.  This is because teachers 

and others may find that the change is simply not 

very clear as to what it means in practice.  The 

finding indicates that more than half of the teachers 

were clear about the change needed in implementing 

HOTS. However it was not a majority. Lack of 

clarity among one third of the teachers represents a 

major problem at the implementation stage as 

indicated by Fullan (2007) and Gibson (2012).  

These teachers find that the change is simply not 

clear as to what it means in practice. Unclear and 

unspecified changes can cause great anxiety and 

frustrations to those teachers sincerely trying to 

implement HOTS (Moseley & Jones, 2008).  Taking 

into account Fullan’s  (2007) statement that the 

degree of clarity on the part of people attempting 

something new is related to the degree of change that 

occurs in practice, enhancement of the development 

of clarity in HOTS in history teaching is therefore 

necessary in the implementation effort.  

 

Complexity: 

Complexity refers to the difficulty and the extent 

of change required of the individuals responsible for 

implementation (Fullan 2007).  For items 1-3, 

teachers responded positively to the innovation as 

shown in Table 3. An analysis of the responses from 

76 teachers showed that 77.4% agreed that it is not 

difficult to teach TS, 72.5% found that it is not 

difficult to understand the concepts of HOTS.  

However, more than half (57.5%) agreed that 

teaching HOTS requires a sophisticated array of 

activities. 

 
Table 3:  Teachers’ Perception on the Complexity of HOTS as an    Innovation. 

No. Statement 
Percent 

SA A D SD 

1. 

2. 

3. 

It is difficult to teach HOTS 

It is difficult to understand the concepts of HOTS 
Teaching HOTS requires a sophisticated array of activities 

 

2.4 

5.6 

7.0 

20.2 

22.0 

50.5 

63.8 

59.6 

33.1 

13.6 

12.9 

9.4 

  Note: n=76 Mean:  2.7 Min:  1.0 

  SD:  .41  Max:  4.0 

 

The findings indicate that three quarter of the 

teachers found the change to be simple and easy to 

carry out.  The implementation of HOTS did not 

seem to create much problem to the teachers. In 

contrast, slightly more than half of the teachers found 

teaching HOTS more complex.  The change can be 

examined with regard to difficulty, skill required, 

extend of alteration in beliefs, teaching strategies, 

and use of materials.   More than half of the teachers 

agreed that it requires more sophisticated array of 

activities in order for effective implementation to be 

achieved.  

Quality and Practicality: 

 The last factor associated directly with the 

nature of change concerns the quality and practicality 

of the HOTS utilization in history teaching as shown 

in Table 4. Items 1-3 probe teachers’ response 

regarding this factor. Most teachers (87.1%) claimed 

that the preparation time is necessary to generate 

quality teaching.  Slightly more than half of the total 

respondents (54%) reported that high quality training 

materials in TS were provided along.  Slightly more 

than two thirds (69.0%) agree that the 

MoE/SEO/DEO established a highly interactive 

infrastructure of ‘pressure and support’ in the 

implementation of HOTS in history teaching. 

 
Table 4: Teachers’ Perception on the Quality and Practicality of HOTS as an Innovation. 

No. Statement 
Percent 

SA A D SD 

1. 
 

2. 

 
3. 

The preparation time is necessary to generate quality 

teaching. 
High quality training materials in HOTS (print, video, 

electronic) are provided along. 

The MoE/SED/DED established a highly interactive 
infrastructure of ‘pressure and support’ in the 

implementation of TS in history teaching 

 

28.6 

 
4.2 

 

1.0 

 

58.5 

 
41.8 

 

0.0 

10.5 
 

42.2 

 
55.1 

2.4 
 

11.8 

 
13.9 

Note: n= 76 Mean:  2.9 Min:  1.3 
SD:  .46  Max: 4.0 

 

 The result of the finding indicates that most 

teachers claimed that preparation time is necessary to 

generate adequate materials.  This is in line with 

Fullan’s findings on change (2007) that says 

inadequate quality can result in superficial 

implementation.  Even though at least more than half 

the teachers agreed that the characteristics of HOTS 

as an innovation were addressed, more than three-

quarter of them indicate greater attention to quality, 

usability, and time must be attended to (Moseley & 

Jones, 2008).  By producing quality materials and 

establishing a highly interactive infrastructure of 

pressure and support the implementation of TS can 

get farther (Mulnix, 2012). 
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Teachers’ Overall Perception of HOTS as an 

Innovation 

The finding shows that none of the teachers 

(0%) perceived that the characteristics of HOTS as 

an innovation were not addressed (See Table 5). It 

indicates that all of the teachers admit that the need, 

clarity, complexity and quality of HOTS as an 

innovation, had been addressed either moderately 

(67.2%) or well addressed (32.8%).  Under these 

conditions, based on theories by Hall and Hord 

(1987), Rogers (1995) and Fullan (2007) the 

innovation should be fully implemented. 

 
Table 5:  Teachers’ Perception of HOTS as an Innovation. 

Levels Percentage (%) 

Not addressed 

Moderately Addressed 

Well Addressed 

0.0 

67.2 

32.8 

Note:  n=76       Mean:  2.8            Min:   2.2 
SD:   .25               Max:  3.5 

 

Overall Teachers’ Utilization Level of HOTS in 

History Teaching: 

The overall findings indicate that two-third of 

the teachers (66.6%) were still low-level users of 

Higher Oder Thinking Skills (HOTS) in history 

teaching as shown in Table 6.  Almost one-third was 

intermediate users (31.7%) and a very minimal 

percentage (1.7%) were high-level users of HOTS in 

history teaching. It can be concluded that teachers’ 

response in the open-ended question gave little 

evidence that they implement HOTS in history 

teaching, despite initially expressing positive and 

non-resistant attitude to the innovation in history 

teaching.  

 

 

Table 6: Overall Teachers’ Utilization Level of HOTS in History Teaching. 

Levels Percentage (%) 

Low-level user 
Intermediate 

High-Level user 

66.6 
31.7 

1.7 

Note:  n=76       Mean:  2.9            Min:   2.1 
SD:   .30             Max:  3.92 

SD:     .30           Max:  3.92 

 

Implications: 

Teachers gave little evidence of utilizing HOTS 

in history teaching, despite expressing positive 

claims on its utilization. This implies that discussing 

individual roles and lists of factors in any 

implementation of innovation no longer seem 

adequate (Hooks, 2010; Gibson, 2012). The 

implementation of any innovation should become 

more holistic in scope. Louise and Miles (1990) and 

Fullan (1991) descriptions of six main themes in 

successful change at the school level need to be 

reviewed. Fullan (1998, 2007) mentioned that the 

moral purpose of individual teacher matters.  

Hargreaves (1994), Ali (2002), Hassan & Madhum 

(2007) and Hashim, et al, (2015) support the 

contention that for change to be effective, the 

teachers must be committed to it, and they must see 

that it has professional value to them. Therefore these 

two themes, that is, moral purpose and commitment 

should be added to the six main themes namely: 

vision building, initiative taking and empowerment, 

staff development resource, restructuring, 

monitoring, evolutionary planning, commitment and 

moral purpose (Carl, 1996; Hooks, 2010). In sum, 

these themes in concert are required for substantial 

change to occur. 

 

Recommendations  

Based on the findings and conclusions of this 

study, policymakers should find means to improve 

teachers’ level of occupational commitment and 

emphasize moral purpose explicitly into the 

institutional objectives of teacher education and 

teaching (Moseley & Jones, 2008: Barnett & Francis, 

2012).  Moral purpose in the classroom can be 

further elevated as teachers realize that making a 

difference in the lives of one or more students makes 

a contribution to the improvement of society in both 

social and economy terms.  Moral purpose needs to 

be highlighted and reconceptualized as a change 

theme.  Unless teachers were bound together by a 

moral commitment to growth, empathy, and shared 

responsibilities, teachers were as likely to replicate 

the prevailing school culture as to change it (Oakes 

and Associates, 1999; Hooks, 2010; Mulnix, 2012; 

Malaysia, 2013).  

 

Conclusion: 

The findings of the study indicate that change 

within in the educational setting should be 

considered as a process not an event. In our case, 

change agents, policymakers and researchers tended 

to view HOTS in history teaching as an event. 

Policymakers tend to announce that a change was to 

occur on a particular date, and it was assumed 

teachers used it. It was also assumed that teachers 

would implement the HOTS in their classroom 

teaching appropriately.  However, it has become 

clear that there is a process involved in implementing 
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HOTS in teaching history as an educational change, 

and that this process requires time and support. 
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