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A busy classroom teacher needs a ready skill in generat ng questions

on a vari ty of levels and then same means of knowing for sure that be d es

Indeed offer a variety to the students. The variety of levels contained in

two available taxonomies (Bloam, 1956; Krathwohl 1964) c n provide a frame

of r ference for interested teachers. These t xonomies contain °thinking"

and "feeling" levels that range from grasping and reacting to a message,

n to producing new messages. Such abilities may be called "comprehension"

by teachers of reading or 'critical reading" by a teacher in any of the

content areas, since math, science, social studies and literature each contain

specialized vocabularies, symbols, and organiz tion of thinking and feeling

skills, that must be mastered in rirder to fulfill the specific objectives

of each academic discipline. (Russell, 1961; Fay, 1954; Smith, 1964) A

relatively simple means of knowing that one offers a variety of thinking and

feeling opportunities to the learners may be found in some current

interaction-analysis systems.

Same teachers have long been aware that achievement and aptitude

tests are at best only indi ators of true potential ability. "Interaction

analysis," although often a complex system to employ, can also be used in a

simple way to assist teachers in diagnosing and assessing the thinking aad

feeling competencles in olved in the learning opportunities offered to

children. These skills must a t be left to chance.

logether, the taxonomies and an interaction analysis system can be

utilized by teachers who find a need to develop questioning skills. The

purpose f this PaPer is to helP teachers reach critical reading by focu

on the empirical neans of obtaining kaowledge of educational objective&

which influences the kinds ef éittonøe'loyed, which:An turn are

classified by means of interaction a alysis.



For the past thirty years psychologists have attempted to define

objectives in terms a desired behavior and then to determine the achievement

of the objectives by judging the subject's performance of the behavioral

tasks, tests, or operations. The adoption of this technique by curriculum

mekers and tea hers has helped to lift educational objectives from the realm

of the abstract and the nebulous and to place them within the area clE

measurement. Now a second process has been attempted by the researchers.

Its aim is to place an objective within a large over-all scheme. Since

some behaviors build upon and require knowledge or mastery of other behaviors

it seems logical that some classification of edueational objectives from

simple to complex might be feasible. Two such classifications are now

available in handbook form. The authors of these handbooks refer to the

goals of education or educational objectives as the intended behavior which

teachers seek in their studenta (Bloom, 1956, p. 12). Both authors manifest

full cognizance of the fact that human behaviors cannot actually be separated

into those which deal with thinking and those arising from feeling. However,

since their materials are the stated objectives of teachers and curriculum

workers who do make distinctions between thinking and feeling, both authors

treat these intended behaviors as belonging to either the cognitive or the

aff-ctive domain. Their classification schemes propose to facilitate

commnnieation regarding educational objectives (Bloom, 1956 p.

One Handbook which deals with the goals of a cognitive natnre,

presenting them in a hierarchical arrangement is called the .TaxOnomy of

EduCational Okitetives: The .Classiflcation. of 'Edneational I Qoa ls, Handbook I.

gpspIsIve powie (Bloom 1956). It e

Euuwiedge,

blishes six levels of cognition:

ehension, Application, Analysis Synthesis and Evaluation.

The operational definition for each leVel can be found by noting the

atrndarc'orcd words and phrases Ln:Figure 1, which is a condense version



KNOWLEDGE-recall of specifics and universals, methods and procesees, etc.

1.10 Knowledge of specifics-recall of specific and isolable bits of

information
1.11 Knowledge of terminology
1.12 Knowledge of specific facts
1.20 Knowledge of ways and means of dealing with specifics-ways of

organizing, studying, judging, and criticizing

1.21 Knowledge of
conventions-characteristic ways of treating and

presenting ideas and phenomena
1.22 Knowledge of trends and sequences-with respect to time

1.23 Knowledge of classifications and categories-classes, sets

divisions, etc.
1.24 Knowledge of criteria-by which facts, principles, etc., are

tested or judged
1.2$ Knowledge of methodology--in a particular field

1.30 Knowledge of the univercals and abstractions in a field

1.31 Knowledge of principles and generalizations

1.32 Knowledge of theories and structures--the body of these

I, ellectual abilities and skills

COMPREHENSION-understaIding the literal message contained

2.10 Translation-accuracy in changing one form of communication to

another--srasping the meaning and intent of material

2.20 Interprttatis22:2321sining or smmmarizing_a communication

2.30 Extrapokation-implications, consesances, etc.

APPLICATION- use or abstractions in particular and concrete situations

as: application as to the phenomena discussed in one paper of

the scienrific terms or concepts used in other papers

4. ANALYSTS-breakdowo of a communication into its constituent elements or

parts such that the relative hiererchy of ideas is made clear.
and/or the relations between the ideas expressed aremadeexplicit

4.10 Analysis of elements-as: skill in diatinguishing facts from

hypotheses
4.20 Analysis of relationsips-connections and interactions between

elements of n communication
4.30 Analysis of organizational principlea- s: ability to recognize

form and pattern In literary or artistic works as a means of

understanding them

SYNTHESIS-putting together eleme ts and parts so as to form a whole
5.10 Production of a unique communication-as: skill in writing in speech

5.20 Produc tion of a pl an, or proposed sat of operations-design an
periment

5 30 Derivation of a set of abstract relations-as formulate hypotheses

EVALUATION-involves thinkinft about yalues
6.10 Judgments in terms of internal evidence,

indicate the logical fallacies In arguments
6,20 Judgments in terms of external criteria-compe

works of recognized excellence

Pigure_l. Conden
Benjamin Bloom
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of the Handbook. The authors repeatedly assert that the classification--

which is eimittedly arbitrary--reflects "The distinctions which teachers

themselves make among student behaviors" (Bloam, 1956, p. 13). The

hierarchical a:rangement of the Taxonomy begins with the numerical mea re-

ment attributed to a matter of specific recall. (For example, the response

to such a question as: This picture showm a member of what race?, would

require the 1.0 level of thought.) The highest level involves a judgment

based on a comparison. (For example the response required by this question:

What in your opinion constitutes evidence that any one race of men in the

world today is superior to any other race?) belongs to the 6.0 thought level.)

Tee numerical measurement is presumably based on teacher objectives and in

the mind of the authors "the objectives of one class (i.e. analysis) are

likely to make use of and be built on the preceeding classes in the 1 t;

i.e., application, comprehension and knos edge (Bloom, 1956, p. 18).

A close parallel can be drawn between the levels of cognition and the

aspects of reading comprehension. First consider a recently arrived-at

definition of reading behaviors.

"11112glag behaviors ate covert resp uses to verbal

written language. These covert responses are indicated

by overt performance which could not have occurred without

the covert responses to the written language (Gephart, 1969

In attempting to find out how authorities in the field of reading

unpack the words " overt behavior, one encounturs a diversity of opinion

which enriches the concept of reading. One also finda same untty in the

connotations ascribed to the term eading comprehension."

Bo ding as a subject of formal instruction is generally divided

into two main areas 1. d recognition-and omprehension.

recognition is a term used to refer to the actual decoding of s mess
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It includes the physi 1 gical and the neurological aspects of reading up

to the point of grasping the message. Comprehensi-wi, in general, refers to

all of the mental and affective activiti s the reader engages in as he

grasps and reacts to the material to be read. Comprehension is usually

divided into three ma or aspects: literal critical and creative

understanding of written language.

In order to facil tate communication, the writer chose the labels

given to the levels of cognition as arranged in Bloom's Taxonomy as a way

of integrating the various definitions of critical reading found in the

literature. A group of educators, recently convened to defin "i ading,"

converged on the following mental activities as those which do micaprise

critical reading: InterpretatIon, analysis, synthesis and evaluation

(Gephart, 1968). It 'Ls true that Helen Huus (1965) after surveying the

literature, distinguished bet een critical and creative reading in a way

that makes creative reading correspond to synthesis. However, operationally,

creative reading wIll be considered an aspect of critieal reading.

Fay (Bulletin #28) and Peikarz (1964) call attention to the need for

includtng .attitudes when considering critical reading. In an address

delivered to the National Associati n of Secondary School Principals,

Wilhelms (1968) suggests that reading instruction, geared to helping

student develop his own ego strength by ace nting both what he thinks and

feels can provide an important part of the right conditions for effective

learning. Conditions conducive to critical reading range from strong

educational objectives aimed at develoPinE the appropriate skills to giving

the PoPile sufficient time to do reflecti% thinking. Engle (1960, p. 21)

points out the need for educators to si.eec and organize instructional



materials and exper ences so as to offer the child maximum opportunity for

making intelligent and thoughtful decisions once he has e countered all of

the known alternatives to a choice.

A second handbook by David Krathwohl, Benjamin Bloom and Bertram

Nasia bears the title: Taxonomy of Educationa Objectives, The Classificetton

of Educational Goals, eandbook Affective Domain, (1964). This

Taxonomy deals with the affective, or the "feeling" levels of pupil activity.

It too uses numerical measurement for pupil responses, extending from the

1.0 level, which is attributed to passive sensitivity to a stimulus to the

5.2 level ascribed to that response of a student which is consistent with

his own internaliz-d value system. (Note the underscored key words and

phrases in order to operationalize the definitions offered for the various

levels of the affective domain found in Figure 2.)

Questions can be so stated that the emphasis is placed on the pupil

fee in s and require from him an expression of his interests and attitudes

in varying degrees of commitment, .e., resp nding, valuing, or manifesting

a value as characteristic behavio . If intell etual development hinges on

:appropriate opportenieies for leareing it not be speculated that

affeetive develoement dan be furthered by involvieg:the learner emotively.'

This attempt to make relevant

which he is intellectualizing

chance to exerci

the learner's affective expre&eñcé that.

_Ears the- teacher and the learne peers,

e their acceptance nd approval of a child

climate iay indeed further learning

The two1 Hàndbook a briefly described ahoy have contributed

earch in many areas of human behavior. The author of this paper is

cerned only with their use as a possible guide for teachers in asking

questions which will elicit desired pupil responses.
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1. RECEIVING (Attending)--concerned that the learner be sensitized to the

existence of certain phenomena and stimuli

1.1 Awarenessthe learner will merely be conscious of something

1.2 Willingness to Receive--the behavior of being willing to tolerate

a given stimulus, not to avoid it. It involves a neutrality or

suspended judgment toward the stimulus

1.3 Controlled or Selected Attention--the perception is still without

tension or assessment, and the student may not know the technical

terms or symbols with which to describe it correctly or precisely

to others

2. RESPONDINGthe student is sufficiently motivated that he is not just 1.2

williag to attend, but perhaps it is correct to say that he is actively

attending--interest objectives
2.1 Acquiescence in Responding--"obedience" or "compliance." There is

a passiveness so far as the initiation of the behavior is concerned

2.2 Willingness to Respond--"willingness," with its implication of

capacity for voluntary activity. Consent or proceedin from

one's own choice
2. 3 Satisfaction in Responsethe behavior is accompanied by a

feeling of satisfaction, an emotional response, generally of

pleasure, rest, or enjoyment. The category is arbitrarily placed

at this point in the hierarchy where it seems to appear most

frequently

3. VALUING--it is employed in its usual sense: that a thing, phenomenon, or

behavior has worth. The learner displays this behavior with sufficient_
consistency in appropriate situation that he comes to be perceived as

holding a value
3.1 Acceptance of a value--the ascribing of worth to a phenomenon,

behavior, object, etc.
3.2 Preference for a Value--the individual is sufficiently committed

to the value to pursue it, to seek it out, to want it

3.3 Commitment-e"conviction," "certainty beyond a shadow of a doubt."

Involvement, loyalty to a position, group, or cause would also

be classified here

4. ORGANIZATIONmore than one value is relevant

4.1 Conceptualization of a Value--see how the value relates to those

that one already holds or to new ones that he is coming to hold

4.2 Organization of a Value System--ideally, the ordered relationship

will be one which is harmonious and internally consistent.

5. CHARACTERIZATION BY A VALUE OR VALUE COMPLEX7-the individual acts con-

sistently in accordance with the values he has internalized at this level

5.1 Generalized Set--a basic orientation which enables the individual

to reduce and order the complex world about htm and to act

consistently and effectively in it

5.2 Characterization--here are found tho e objectives which concern

one's view of the universe, one's philosophy of life, one's
Weltanschauung--a value system having as its object the whole

of what is kauwu or Rnowable

Figure 2. Condensation--
Domain, D. Krathwohl.

on my of Educ tiohal ObAectives Affective



This paper works on three assumptins. The first is that today the

key factor in guiding student progress ts still the teacher. The intensive

research based upon reading methods in the past few years has failed to

reveal the superiority of any one method over another mainly because no

method can be completely abstracted from the manner in which a teacher uses

it. Since the teacher is such a vital element in determining the pepils'

behavior1 any improvement that can be made in teacher performance should be

productive of student improvement also.

The second assu ption, which flows logically from the first, can be

documented by research in the area. It is that the types of questions asked

by the teacher do influence the type of thinking children do. Thus, if a

majority of a cher's questions rem in upon the memory-recall level far

example: What did J hnny do after he foued the dog?, Mame the continents

of the earth. What three conditions in the South contributed to the causes

of the War Between the States?, the pupils thinking is likely to be

directed to the memorizing pattern.

The third assumption stems from the raptd changes in our society

briefly discussed in the introduction. The great need in our world today

is the ability of the indiVidual citizen:to analyze his Own needs nd assets

and to select from multiform opportunIties those which best suit his

objectives and those of the society in which he lives. This calls for

skill in critical reading and thinking which like any skills are developed

only through practice If our edu ational system is to develop critical

thinkers our te chers must be trained in asking the type of questions which

will give constant practLce -in critical thinking. Moreover, this high level

thinking should not b .postpened to the elementary or junior high"level but



should begin as soon as the child is capable of it. McCullough (1957) found

chiidren of prtmary grade level able to draw conclusions, pass jud&ments

and see relationshLps when she u ed questions requiri g such thought

processes, or thinking tasks.

Since the teacher remains the key factor in education and the types

ot questions he employs in his teaching are a strong influence ln directing

the thinking patterns of his pupils, any aid that could be given to teachers

in improving their questioning dkill would be a significant contribution

to teacher education.

Along with the previously mentioned conditions conducive to critical

reading belongs the ability of the teneher to ask the right kinds of

questions (Robinson, 1964). But asking questions which offer the children

opportunities to think on a variety of levels hinges on the ability of

teachers to ask questions. Question fluency is prerequisite to asking

questions on a variety of thought levels. The more important and complex

question-asking techniques come after the development of quest±on fluency

in teachers. The objective in question fluency is to become fluent in

asking ques ions; and then to become fluent in asking a variety of qu ions

(Allen, Ryan, Bush and Cooper, 1969).

Admittedly, the levels.of thinking as described in the Taxonomy

Handbooks are extremely good testing grounds for teachers' questions.

a busy classroom teacher faced with the problem of generating questions on

variety of lave s for the several subjedts he is teaching-, needs something

more. He-need some means -ofAssur -himself that .he is indeed Offering a

variety f thinking opportuntiie to his pupils. Fortunat 1

is at hand. In addition to the Handbooks of Education Objectiv

resource available is the use of interaction analysis.

such a means

another
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Just as critical reading was defined earlier in terms o f the Taxono-

mies, questioning too, can be consid red aithin the same framework. Sanders

(1966) demonetrats this use of the cognittve t xonomy in his book on

classroom question (The parallel with the affective domain is unique to

the present paper and an unpublished study, Meehan, 1970.) Along with

his explanations of the clasgific tion scheme Sanders offers opportunity

to practice classifying and constructing questions on the various levels

contained in the Taxonomies. This system of Sanders is useful, if one is

not concerned with refiiin g the elements of questioning to the same degree

found in the original Taxonomy, since it does not subdivide the levels to

the same degree. However, even broader categories might be of great r use

to an aspiring teacher. Asobner and Gall gher (1965) have developed

useful categories as a subsystem of a larger interaction-analysis system

which is designed to classify all classroom beh vior. The same phenomena

contained under the labels of the cognitive levels of the Taxonomies appear

within these question categories which are called: Cognitive-memory,

convergent divergent and evaluative. This system was based on the

processes outlined by Guilford in his model of the intellect (Gallagher,

1963, p. 185). Operational definitions for the categories are underscored

in Figure 3.



Gallagher and Aschner* have developed a system containing four categories

that are particularly useful for thinking about questions. The four

categories are:

4a. g_o_faLti,s Mmo Ques ions

These questions call for facts or other items which can be recalled.

A cognitive memory question is one that involves rote memory,

musiguition or selective recall.

4b. Convevgent 21,112Ra

T4ese are questions which call for the analysis and integration of

given or remembered data. Problem solving and reasoning are often

involved in this category. The answers to these questions may be

predictable, but convergent questions are always broader than cogni-

tive memory questions. You will need to know the background of the

pupils in order to determine whether questions cell for reasoning

or recall.

. 2imatat 9,221.1pas

Questions in this category call for answers which are creative and

imaginative; which move into new dire-tions; involve abstract

experimentation. It calls for generating facts when such are sparse.

4d. Evaluation Questions

Theae questions deal with matters of judgment value and choice,

rather than with facts.

Figure-3.- Explanation of Categ -y 4--ASKS QUESTIONS

*Gallagher, 3, J., and Aschn r Mary J. "A Preliminary Report:of Class-

room Interaction,' Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of Behavior and Development,

Vol. 9, July, 1963, pp. 183-194.

elEn- a_tion analyeis sy ehorthand' methods for c lle ting

observable data about the way people talk and act" (S mon-and Boyer, 1967,

p.1). Without recording what is actually said--i.e. , a teache ctual

nse a relatively pl recordquestion and tha words of

of what

the pupil'

is happening can be acquired by using the code of a particular

system. Although these systems were originally de igned as tool

research many have been used in teacher training. Like the Taxonom

already discussed, some systems deal with the think ng process itsel
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which we have nrmed the cognitive domath, uhile ot.ers deal with teacher

reactions to ln,ideas, work efforts, etc. , of the pupils or the

affective domain. Some systems deal Tgith both areas. From among them the

author of this paper has chosen a section from the Aschner-Gallagher System

as a likely tool for the purpose of observing and recording the kinds of

questions used in a given reading lesson or academic discourse.

This syst m contains a four-category scheme designed to suggest the

various kinds of questions that elicit responses from the various levels of

cognition. The categories are: (1) cognitive-memory, (2) convergent,

(3) divergent, and (4) evaluative. Unlike the numerical measurement used

in the Taxonomies the categories are based on theoretical concepts which

permit the objective and accurate description of the levels of thought that

are required of a child to respond to the question. Basic to this scheme

is the assumption that a question asked at a given level will elicit a

response that can be identified with the corresponding category. In other

words, a cognitive-memory question will c use a cognitive-memory response

on the part of the child.

Achievement and mental aptitude tests may be one way of assessing

a student's competence by interaction with that person could uncover

ability previ usly unn ticed.

in the individual s developmen

the interaction

sides continued inte ction can assist

f thinking and feeling, while a record of

an serve diagnostic and evaluation purposes.

This paper attempts to show how the Intended behavior, r the

tional objectives as found in the two Handbooks, that b came actualized

vie the teacher erbalized questions can ba observed and recorded by

means of Lnteretion analya:Ls. It is reasoned'by.this writer that the
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question categories employed by the selected interaction-analysis system

closely parallel the descriptions of the various thought levels of the

cognitive domain. A translation of the thinking levels of the cognitive

domain, and the coreesponding fssuar levels of the affective domain, into

the corresponding question categories can be studies in Figures 4 and 5.

This correspondence becomes clearer as one studies the schematic

translation of the levels (used in the Handbooks) into the category

system which is presented in Vigures 4 and 5. For example, level 1.00 in

the condensed version of the cognitive domain emphasizes remembering, either

by recognition or recall; level 2.10 emphasizes understanding the literal

message contained in the ideas, material or phenomena. Similar terminology

appears in the ho '
description of the category system. The cognitive-

memory category calls for facts or other items of selected recall. It too

involves rote memory and recognition. Thus, the same behavio s are the

substance of level 1.00 -2.10 and the cognitive-memory category.

Representative phrases used by the authors were ab tracted from the

Handbook and the category system, to bear out this correspondence in each

of the four categories. A careful study of each category with its

corresponding levels of cognition in Figure 4 can clarify the thinking

task required to answer questions classified in the different categories.

In the Handbook of the affecti e domain, the authors draw a rough

pa allel between the cognitive taxonomy and the affective taxonomy. They

ociate the Cognitive-recall level of, Knowledge (1-.00) With the

f their own work.affe tive Receiving leVel (1.00) They further asseeia e -

the=e0gnitiVeCoMprehensionjeve2.00)eeeith the affective Reapondinglevel

. --

(2.00).. The parallel continues through the remaining leVels of ehe

taxonomies. The correspondence can:be-studied inligure 5.



Taxonomy of Educati objectives Verbal Interaction Analysis

Cognitive Domain, Bloom, System, Gallagher and Aschner

et al (1956) (1963)

1.00 Knowledqe
...emphasizes the remembering
either by recognition or re-
call, of ideas, material or
phenomena... p. 62

2.00 Comprehension
...understand the literal
message contained... p. 89
...grasp the meaning or
intent of the material... p 144

14

Cognitive-Memo

...calls for iacts or other
items of recall... p. 187.

Both call for the reproduction of facts.

2.10 Literal comprehension

2.20 InterPtetation
...understand relati n-
ships... p. 93

3.00 Application
...bringing to bear upon given
material the appropriate
generalizations or principles.
p. 144

4.00 Analysis
...detection of relationships...

p. 144.

Both cla

Convergent

...calls for aaalysis of given
or remembered data... p. 187.

fications call for the integration of facts.

5" Invgitpla
...combining parts in su h a
way as to constitute a
pattern or structure not
clearly there before...
provides for uniqueness and
individuality.., creative
expression within certain

p. 162

Both call eneratin

Diver eat

in new directions...
creative and imaginatiVe...
abstract experimentatiOn... p. 1E7;

w d ta, ken fac s are sparse.'

6.f Evaluation
.criteria inc uding values

added to above,..thinking
about values... p. 185

Evaluation
i.1.[PdWINSOMINM3.Mf.

d ental character... p. 188.

,;Ehe thinking deals _with values, rather- thati:facts.

-Figure 4. _Trinslation:of-the-CegaitiVe Handbookrinto a-Verbal:A

dategork syStem.
_

an ion



Cognitive Domain Affective Do ain.

1.00 Knowledge

2.00 Comprehension

2.10 Literal
Comprehension

1.00 Receiving

2.00 Responding

15

Interact ion
Analysis

Categories

Cognitive
Memory
Questions

2.20 in erpretation

3.00 Application

4.00 Analysis

3.00 Valuing Convergent
Questions

4.00 Organization

4.10 Conceptual zation

5.00 Synthesis 4.10 Conceptualization Divergent
Questions

6.00 Evaluation

MEMORY

Total:

4.20 Organization of
a Value System

5. 0 Characterization

CONVERGENT Q DIVERGENT

Figure 5. Quest
S. T. Meehan

Total: j Total:

ns and Classifications. T E 0
69.

Evaluation
Questions

EVALUATION Q's

Total:

Translation byA

It can be inferred that the category:.system which Permits the

reporting of the cognitive substance can also report the feeling 1

involved in the thinking task required by any given question . The inference

flows from the rough parallLel drawn by the authors of the affective

Handbook (Krathwohl, 1964, p. 50). Gallagher and Aschner, in their

category system, do not àttenipt to report affective behavi r. lt seems
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logical to this writer to assume that the cognitive-memory category presents

a useful schema for reporting actual teacher behavior in formulating

questions that require from the student a response of cognitive recall, and

affective responding. The writer further assumes that a similar correspond-

ence can logically be drawn b tween the hic,her levels of the taxonomies

and the remaining interaction-analysis categories. In other words, the

skill of a teacher in classifying questions that occur in his verbal

interaction with pupil in the learning tasks of materials assigned to

pupils will give the teacher the necessary feedback to determine whether

or not he offers the range of intellectual and affective activities

contained in the Handbooks of Educational Objectives.

As stated earlier, t achers questions are the expression used to get

at the intended behaviors of the educational objectives and actual behaviors

of the classroom. Just as teachers' statements of their specific objectives

in actual lesson plans can be used as the substance of clas ification in

the two taxonomie, teachers' questicns and pupil responses can also be the

substance. The scope of this paper does not include an analysis of pupil

responses although they too can be similarly cl ified' but it is certainly

recognized that teacher's questions would be of value unless they

elicited pupil responses reflecting a variety of thought levels .

The questicns asked by teachers can be analyzed in terms of the

thought level required by the student to respond to the question. -The

"intended behavio of having teachers ask questions on a variety of

levels can then be measured a tactual behavior" in the classifying o

the questions teachers do ask. Once the teacher records a-sample of his

typical question, he can classify them. Along the bottom of Figure 5

can be found a convenient tallying device, for entering the question
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ambers as they occur, in each category and then totals can be compared.

From an analysis of the results, a teacher can determine the kinds of

opportunities he usually offers his pup ls. From this information flows

satisfaction that one is indeed meeting all of the educational objectives

desired, r is able to adjust one s questioning patte

Using the levels

practice classifying,

teacher can determine

and categori 8 as a framework it i

accordingly.

possible to

generating and recording questions. Thus an interested

by categorizing his own questions, whether o t he

is actually challenging his pupils to think on a variety of levels or

whether change is in order in his own question-asking behavior.

If a teacher finds that guided reading is followed by factual-type

questions only, he can re tate the question so as to vary the kinds of

responses required. Figure 5 provides a form that can be used as a practice

sheet by taking an idea through the various levels ofthought and feeling.

Figure 6 provides a simple model for such practice. The objective is to

ask questions which require integration of given information; or the use

the infor ation in som

information or new ideas.

Further help may be afforded a teacher inte ested in the practice of

classifying or generating questions in the form

has been keyed frequently-used forms of linguist

taken from the Taxonomies Figure 7 can be use

st in the process of restating questions

way; or judgments rtarding the given

f a worksheet .into which

c expresbaons which were

order to vary the kinds

response required by the listener. This can be compared with

found in Figure 6.

ample8.
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Critical
Reading Cognitive teamsem_

Verbal Interaction Category

Affective Ta:mnamy (RevisTAJLI_L_I)_System

RETOWLEDGE 1.00 RECEIVING 1.00 MEMORY QUESTICO:-;

Attend Stnte. Obey...

(Can you do...?) Name... NI11...

Recall. Like...

munauxusal 2.00 RE-SPONPING 2.00 Notice... Want...

Literal 2.1 (What...?) (Do you ususally...?) Observe...

(Is...?) (Is it usual for ...saw happen.

Read (How many...) you...?) Recognize...

the (Did...?) (Are you willing...?)

Line (Does...interest you?

Between
the

Lines

commagm 2.2 Interpretation
given)

VALUING 3.00

CONVERGENT QUESTIONS

Accept...
Prefer...

(Based on information

APPLICATION 3.00

Interpret...
Implicate...
Explain...
Describe...(Use of a principle) (Should one...?)
Compare... Conceive

A ANALYSTS 4.00 CONCFPTUALTU 4.10 Conceive of... of...

(Why...?) (Do you do...out of Relate... Perceive

(Would you...?) regard for...?) Anticipate... OP*

Beyond
the

(What way...?) (...should consider
...)

Lines (Do you usually
accept...?)

SYNTHESIS 5.00
(What ways...
might...?)

(...conld...?)
(...may...?)

(...can...?)
(What if...?)
(Whet sort of...?

CO CEPTUALIZATI N 4. IO DIVERGENT QUESTIONS
Infer... Conceptu-
Originate... alize".

WOothesize" Conceive
Predict., of...

Present now...

EVALUATION 6.00 ORGANIZATION OF
(Do you agree?) VALUE 4.20
(How many kinds (What do you

are...?) think about..

(In Your
opinion..

CHARACTERIZATION 5.00

NeMory:

Figure 7.

D ve gent:

EVALUATION QUESTIONS

Judge...
Think...
Order...

Feel.
Value...
Regard...
Esteem."
OutlOok...

Evaluation:

Y" Werds and Tasks Freque ly Used in Quo ôtioning.
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At best, this method of observing classroom questions is truly gross

but it is the writer's contention that it exceeds the often vague

impressions that presently guide teachers' diagnosis and evaluation of

their question-asking behavior.

In summary, this paper translates the levels of two taxonomies of

educational objectives into four types of teacher questions found in a

verbal interaction-analysis system. Where the two taxonomies have differ-

entiated types of pupil behavior according to long-accepted goals of

education, the present author has sought to p pperly associate a -ix-fold

differentiation of the cognitive domain and a five-fOld differentiation of

the affective domain with four qUestion categories that can be tabulated

through an interactionanalysis system.
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