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to twelve times per year by the Reading Program of Ip- .ana University,
Dr. Leo €. Fay, Chairman. Tapers can deal with any aspect of reading
ineluding articles descxibing research projects, review of research,
theoretical speculation on reading, reports and evaluations on inno-
vative program developments, veview of tests and instructional matexr-
{als, snnotated or analytical bibliographies, and other general or
specialized papers of current interest to the reading researcher oY
practitioner.

The length of the paper will vary depending upon’ the audience and the
purpose for which the paper is written. Manuscripts should be sub-
mitted to the Editor, Occasional Papers in Reading, School of Educa-
tion, Indiana University, 220 Pine Hall, Bloomington, Indiana, &7401
All submitted papers are evaluated by the Editorial Advisory Board:
Dr. Carl B. Smith, Chairman, and Dr., James Laffey. Coples of papers
in the series can be obtaimed by writing to the editor.



A busy classroom teacher needs a ready skill in generating questions
on a variety of levels and then some means of knowing for sure that he does
indeed offer a variety to the students. The variety of 132315 contained in
two available taxonocmies (Bloom, 1956; Krathwohl, 1964) caé pro&ide a frame
of reference for interested teaschers. These taxonomies contain "thinking"
_and "feeling" levels that range from grasping and reacting to a message,
on 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 organization of thinking and feeling
gskills, that must be mastered in order to fulfill the specific objectives
of each academic discipline. (Russell, 1561; 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
;uteraction—gnalysis systems.

Some teachers have long béen aware that achievement and aptitude
tests are at best only indicators of true potential ability. "“Interactionm
analysis," although often a complex system to emplay? can also be used in a
simple way to assist teaehérs in diagnosing and SSSeSQiﬁg the thinking and
feeling Sﬁmﬁetené153~inv@lVed in the leafniﬂg appaftgnities 6ffered to
children. These skills must not be left to chance.

© Together, the taxoncmies and an interaction analysis éystem can be
utilized by teachers who find ‘a need to develop questigning akills. The

purpose ?f :his paper ie to help teachers reach critical reading by focusing

" on the empirleal means Bf abtaining knewledge gf educatianal ﬂbiectives";

.which influenees the kindg af ;

'uestions empl yad which in ;urn are

classif;ed by means of Lnteractian analzsis.r~

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC



For the past thirty years psychologists have attempted to define
objectives in terms of degired 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
makers and teachers has helped to Lift educational objectives from the vealm
of the abstract and the nebulous and to place them within the area oX
measurement. Now a second process has been attempted by the reseazxchers.

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 behaﬁiars
it seems logical chat some classification of educational objectives from
simple to complex might be feasible., Two such classgifications are now
available in handbook form. The authors of these handbooks refer to the

goals of aducation or educational objectives as the intended behavior which

teachers seek in their students (Bloom, 1956, p. 12). Both authors manifest
full cognizance of the fact that human behaviors cannot actually bve separated
into those which deal with thinking and those arising from feeling. However,
gince their materials are the stated objectives of teachers and curriculum
workers who do make distinctions between thinking and feeling, both authors
treat, these intended behavicrs as belonging to either the gagnitive or the
affective damain. Their classification schemes propose to facilitate
communication regarding educatinnsl objectives (Bluom, 1956, p. 10).

One Handbcck which deals with the goals of a cognitive matLre,

presenting them :u,n a hlerarchlcal arrangement ‘is called the Tax onomz of

Edugatignal o@i_ctives. The Classification of Educational Gaals. Handbaok I-

cgggisivg Df §$u rBloam, 1955) 1t astabliahes six levels af cngn;tinn.’

‘Kuquedge, Gamprehensiaﬁ, Appligatinn, Analysis, Synthesxs and Evaluatian.

The operational definitian fnr each 1eve1 can be faund by n@tiﬂg the

nné_rsvared words snd phteses in: Figure 1 whicb is a caadensed versicn
ERIC .. 0o e




1. KNOWLEDGE-reczll of specifics and universals, methods and processes, 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 eriticizing 7

1.21 Knowledge of conventions-characteristic ways of treating and
presenting ideas and phenomena 7

1.22 Rnowledge of trends and sequences-with respect. to time

1.23 Knowledge of classifications and categories-classes, 3ets
divisions, etec.

1.24 Knowledge of criteria-by which facts, principles, etc., axe
tested or judged

1.25 Rnowledge of methodology--in a particular field

1.30 Fnowledge of the umivernals and abstractions in a fileld

1.51 Knowledge of principles and generalizations

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

intellectual abilities and skills

9. COMPREHENSION-understa ding the literal message contained
- ~ 5.10 Translation-accuracy in changing one form of communication to
another--zrasping the meaning and intent of material
2.20 Interpretation-explaining or summarizing a communication
2,30 Extrapolation-implications, consequences, etc.

- ——

3. APPLICATION- use or abstractions in paxticular and concrete situations
as: application as to the phenomena discussed in one papex of
the scientific térms or concepts used in other papers

4. ANALYSIS-breakdown of a communication into its constituent elements or

~ parts such that the relative hierarchy of ideas is made clear
andfor the relations between the ideas expressed are made explicit

4.10 Analysis of elements-as: skill in distinguishing facts from
hypothases oo v _

4.20 Analysis »f relationships-connections and interactions between
elementa of s communication o !

4.30 Analysis of crganizeticnmal principles-as: ability to recognize

in literary or artistic works as a means of

form and pattern 1
understanding them

5. SYNTHESIS-putting together elements and parts so as to form a whole
5.10 Production of a unique communication-as: skill inwriting in speech
5.20 Production of a plan,or proposed sct of operaticns~design an -
- experiment S R
5.30 Derivation of a set of abstract relations~as: formulats hypotheses

6. EVALUATION-involves thinking about vaiues

"~ 6.10 Judgments in;t_rmgﬁpﬁgiitgrnala}vidénce,'as:g,aﬁiiiéygcouf,
- indicate the logical fallacies in arguments =~ .~

. 6,20 Juﬂgments"ig~§e:msfo£ exterpa1igziter;a?;gmpériSGﬁ Qitﬁ;ptﬁerl

-works of recognized exceilence

E Figg;é,l;, G9ﬁdensétionéTé£9ﬁ6ﬁy,6ff?ﬂﬁ:gsidhélﬁbbjettiﬁea%%E&iﬁéd,Ey  -
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of the Handbook. The authors repeatedly assert that the classification--
which is slmittedly arbitrary--reflects "The distinctions which teachers
themselves make among student behaviowrs" (Bloom, 1956, p. 13). The
hierarchical arrangement of the Taxonomy begins with the nunerical measure-
ment attributed to a matter of specific recall. (For example, the response
to such a question as: This picture shows 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.)
The numerical measurement is presumably based on teacher objectives and in
the mind of the authors "the objectives of one class (i.e., analysis) sre
likely to make use of and be built on the preceeding classes in the list;
{.e., application, comprehension and knowledge (Bloom, 1956, p. 18).

A close parallel can be ﬁrawn between the levels of cognition and the
aspects of reading comprehension. First, consider a recently arrived-at
definition of reading behavioxs. |

"Reading behaviors are covert‘respcnaes to verbal

written language. These covert responses are indicated

by overt performance which could not have occurred without

the covert responges to the written lanﬁusge (Gephatt, 1969)_

Ia attempting to find out how authurities in the field- of reading
unpack the words "cqvert behavicr,“ one encounthrs a diversity of opinisn ‘
which enriches the cangept nf reading. One also f;ﬁdg scme unity in the

‘Jccnnﬂtations aserihed ta the te:m “reading comprehensian.
o Reading as a subject gf farmal 1nstruc;ion is generally divided

fintc twa main ateas, i. e., werd recggnition ‘and Wbrd ,:;‘_

'regagnltian 15 a. ‘term useﬂ ta ' +w&gégéigg>éf,§umessage;' '




o nthe pupllslsuffic entrtime tn du reflectiﬂﬁfthinking.f

1t jncludes the physiological and the neurclogical aspects of reading up
to the point of grasping the message. Comprehensinon, in general, refers to
all of the mental and affective activities the reader engag:s in as he
grasps and reacts to the material to be read. Comprehension is usually
divided into three major aspects: literal, critical and creative
understanding of written language.

ia order to facilitate cormunication, 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
iiteratura. A group of educators, recently convened to define Yraading,"
converged on the following mental activities as these which do comprise
eritical reading: jnterpretation, analysls, synthesis and evaluation
(Gephart, 1968). It ls true that Helen Huus (1965) after surveying the
1iterature, distinguished between critical and creative reading in a way
that makes creative reading correspond to synthesis. However, operatiomnally,
creative reading will be considered an aspect of ceritical reading.

Fay (Bulletin #28) and Peikarz (1964) call attention to the need for
including att;tudes when cansider;ng eritiaal reading. In an address
- delivered to the National Assaclatinn of Secnndary School Principals,

Wilhelms (1968) suggests that reading instruct;en, ﬁeared to helping a

'student develcp his oun ego sgrength by acgentlng bcth what he thlnks and et e 7

feeis, can pravide .an Impartant part of’ the right conditiong,EOf effeccive'
,learning., Gcndlticns BDnﬂh21VP Lo cr;tical reading rsnae ftnm strang

educs*ienal abjectlves aimed at develnp:nﬂ the apprupriate skills to giving

'3:points Qut the T _d for educatars to SELac;,and Qrgw_ijj




materials and experiences so as to offer the child maximum opportunity for
making intelligent and thoughtful decisions once hg‘has encountered all of
the known alterxnatives to a choice.

A second handbook by David Krathwohl, penjamin Bloom and Bertram

Masia bears the title: Taxonomy of Educationa Objectives, The Classificotion

of Educational Goals, Handbook II: Affective Domain, (1964). This

Taxonory 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 te tche
5.2 level ascribed to that respcnse of a student which is consistent with
his own internalized value system. (Wote the underscored key words and
phrases in order to operationalize the definitions offered E&rltﬁe variéus
levels of the affective domain found in Figure 2.)

Questionz can be so stated that the emphasis is placed on the pupil's
feelings and require from him an expression of his interests and attitudes
in varying degrees of commitment, i.e., résPQnding, valuing. or manifesting
a value as characteristic beﬁavia:, 1f intelleatual development hingés on
‘;ap?rop:iate opportunities for learniﬂg, can it nﬂt be SFE:ulated that
affective develcpment can be turthered by 1nva1ving the learner emcﬁively.

' Ihis attemnt to make relevanf EG the 1earner 8 affective expr31ence that;f; _:iji
which he is lntellectualxzing offers the *eacher and the 1earner r peers,f |

a chanﬁe to exercxse their acceptance and dppraval cf ‘a ehild's feelings,; '”'

contributed ta

7 X af th;s paper>is

teschors in asking .



1. BECEIVIEQ,(Aﬁtending)—-canaerned that the learner be sensitized to the
existence of certain phenomena and stimuli

1.1 Awareness-~the 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 oz
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. RESPONDING--the student is sufficiently motivated that he is not just 1.2
willing to attend, but perhaps it is correct to say that he is actively
attending--interest objectives

2.1 Zcquiescence in Responding--"obedience'" or "compliance.'' There is
a passiveness so far as the initiation of the bhehavior is concerned

2.2 Willingness to Respond--"willingness," with its implication of
capacity for voluntary activity. Consent or proceeding from
one's ouwn choice

2.3 Satisfactlion in Response-~-the 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
freguently

3. VALUING--it is employed in its usual sense: that a thing, phencmenon, or
behavior has worth. The learner displays this behaviox 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 pPreference for a Value--the individual is sufficiently committed
to the value to pursue it, to seek it out, to want it

3,3 Commitment-~"conviction," ''certainty beyond a shadow of a doubt."
Involvement, loyalty to a position, group, Or cause would also
be classified here

4. ORGANIZATION-~more than one value is relevant ,
%.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 Organizetion of a Value System--ideally, the ordered relationship
will be one which is harmonious and internally consistent.

5. CHARACTERIZATTON BY A VALUE OR VALUE COMPLEX--the individual acts con-
sistently in accordance with the vaiues he has internalized at this level
5.1 Generalized Set--a basic orientation which enables the individual
" to rveduce and order the complex world about him and to act
consistently and affectively in it R o :
5.2 Characterization--here are found those 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 kuown or Knowabie’ S .

O  pigure 2. Condensation--Taxonomy of Educational Objectives, Affective
Domain, D. Krathwehl. — -

‘L,;f7"f‘  ?§€§{?5 ‘;"
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This paper works on three assumpti-ns. The first is that today the
key factor in guiding student progress is 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 ne
method can be completely abstracted from the manner in which a teacher uses
jt. Since the teacher is such a vital element in determining the papils'
behavior, any improvement that can be made in teacher pe:formanee should be
productive of student improvement also.

The second asswmétiun, 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, 1f a
majority of a teacher's questions remain upon the memory-recall level, for
example: What did Johnny do after he found the dog?, Name the continents
of the earth?, What three conditions in +he Scuth contributed to the causes
of the War Between the States?, the pupils thinking is likely to be
directed to the memorizing pattern.

The third assunption stems from the rapid changes in our society
briefly discussed in the introduction. The great need in our world today
is the ability of the individual eitizen'té analyze his éwn needs and assets
and to select from multiform appartunitles those wbich best suit his
objectives and thase o£ the society in whlch he 11ves._ This ealls for
skill in EthlEal reading and thlnklng which 11ke any sk111s are develaped
only threugh praatlce. If our educatlnna1 system 15 to develop cfitical
thinkers our feachers must be Lra;ned Ln asklng the tyge Df questians which
will g;ve constant practica in critlcal thlﬂking.r MorEQVPf, this h;gh level

"thinklng shauld net bé: pnstpaned te the elementary cr juniar hlgh Level but

[
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should begin as soon as the child is capable of it. McCullough (1957) found
chiidren of primary grade level able to draw conclusions, pass judgments

and see relationshi ps when she used questions requiring such thought
procesgses, or thinking tasks.

Since the teacher remains the key factor in education and the types
of questions he employs in bhis teaching are a strong influence in directing
the thinking patterns of his pupils, any aid that could be given to teachers
in improving their questigning skill would be a significant contributicn
to teacher education,

Along with the previously mentioned conditions conducive to critiecal
reading belongs the ability of the teacher te ask the right kinds of
guestions (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 fluercy is prerequisite to asking
questions on a variety of thought levels. Ths more impoxtant and complex
question-asking techniques come after the development of question fluency
in teachers. The objective in question fluency is to become fluent in
asking questions; and then io become fluent in asking a variety 6% questions
(Allen, Ryan, Bush and Cooper, 1969).

Admittedlﬁ, the levels of thiuking as described in the Taxonomy
Handbooks are extremely gaod testing grﬁuﬁds for teachers' qﬁesﬁionsi Ent 
a busy classr@em teacher faced with the problem af generating questions on
a variety af levels far the several subjects he is teaching, needs something

bjmare; He needs some. means of assuring himself that he is 1ﬁd%3d oifering a
‘varlety nf thiﬂk1ng apportunfties to his pup;ls., Eartunately such a means
 ‘15 at hsné‘ In addltian to the Handbaoks gf Educatiﬁﬁ ijectlves anathér

resauree available ia- the use of interaetian analysis.

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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Just as critical reading was defined earlier in terms of the Taxoneo-
mies, questioning too, can be consideved within the same framework. Sandeis
(1966) demonstrates thls use of the cognitive taxonomy in his book on
classroom questions. (The parallel with the affective domain is unique to
the present paper and an unpublished study, Meehan, 1970.) Along with
his explanations of the classification scheme, Sanders offers opportunity
to practice classifying and constructing questions on the various levels
contained in the Taxononies. This system of 3anders is useful, 1f one is
not concerned with refining 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 greater use
to an aspiring teacher. Aschmer and Gallagher (1963) have developed
useful categories as a subsystem of a larger interaction-amalysis system
which is desigued to classify all classroom behavior. 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 arud gvaluaiiveg This system was based on tbé
procesaes outlined by Guilford in his model of the intellect (Gallagher,
1963, p. 185). Operational definitinnslfar_the categories are underscored

in Pigure 2.
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Gallagher and Aschne"' have developed a system containing four categories
that are particulariy useful for thinking about questions. The four
categories are:

4a. Cognitive Memory Questions

These guestions call for facts or other items which can be recalled.
A cognitive memory question is one that involves rote memory,
recoguition or selective recall.

4b, Convevgent Questions

Tiese are quaestions which call for the anal 513 and integration of
ziven 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 call for reasoning
or recall.

_4c, Divergent Questions

Questions in this category call for answers which are creative and
imaginative; which move into new dire.tions; involve absatract
experimentation. It calls for generating : facts when such are sparse.

4d. Evaluation Questions

These questions deal with matters of judgment, value and choice,
rather than with facts.

‘Figure 3. E:iplaﬁéticm of Category 4--ASKS QUESTIONS
Gaiiagﬁer, Jo Jo., and Aschner, Mary J., "A Pféiiminafy Report:of Class~
room Intersction,’ Merrill-Palmer Quarterly of Behavior and Development,
?01- 9, . Jlllg; 19633 ;D?g 183‘1°4¢ '
"Interaction analysis systems'are»‘sharthand' mathods for collecting
abservable data about the way péople talk anﬁraet“ (Sumpn—and Boyer, 1557,

p.l) @ithaut fecarding what is actually salda-i‘e.,ra teacher 8 actual

quea:;on and §hﬁ words cf the pupil's respanse, a relatively sﬂnp;e reeord‘fg

. of what is hagpeninc can be acquired by uginﬁ the cgda of a part;cular :

system. Althcunh thgse systems were cr;ginaTIy d351gned as tcnls oi

»fesearch maug have been used in teacher traxnina lee Ehe Taxanamies

‘falfeady discussed same systems deal with the thinking pfacess';tself,;-_ -

r IR Ty e e e e
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which we have tnvimed the cognitive domain, while others deal with teacher
reactions to Eeelinggﬁidéaﬁ, worl efforts, etc., of the pupils or the
affective domain., GSome systems deal with oth areas. From among them the
author of this paper has chosen a section from the Aschner-Galliagher System
as a likely tool for the purpose of observing and recording the kinds of
questions used in a given reading lesson or academic discoursé.

This system contains a fﬁurscategory‘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
vesponse that can be jdentified with the corresponding csategory. In other
words, a cognitive~memory question will cause a cﬂgniﬁive-memary response
on the part of the child.

Achievement and mental aptitude tests may be one way of assessing

a student's competence by interaction w;th that persnn eauld uncover

ability prev;ausiy unnotlced. Besides, continued interactian can assist
in the individual's develupment af th;nklﬂg and feei;ﬁg, while a rezcrﬂ nf '
. the intétaatlcn can serve diagnostic aﬂd evalugtiaﬁ purposES."  | |
This paper aLtempts ta show hcw the lntended behaviaf, a: the € sﬁae;

_‘tional abjegtiV9s as fgund *n the two Handbnaks, that became actuaiized -

’via the teachar B verballzed quastions can be abserved and fecorded by

'means af lnterastion analyais. 1t is reasoned:by this wr;ter‘;hat the




13
question catagories employed by the selected interaction-analysis system

closely parallel the descriptions of the various thought levels of the

A tramslation of the thinking levels of the cognitive

cognitive domain.
domain, and the coreespondiug feeling levels of the affective domain, into

the corresponding questicn 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 pigures 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 ugderstandiﬁg the literal
message contained in the ideas, material or phenomena. Similar terminology
appears in the authors' description of the category system. The cognitive-
memory category calls for facts or other items of selected recall. 1t too
involves rote memory and recognition. Thus, the same behaviors are the
substance of lewel 1.00-2.10 and the cognitive-memory category.
Representative phrases used by the authors were abstracteﬂ fram the
Bandbook and the category system, to bear out this correspondence in each
of the four eategories. A careful study of each category ﬁith its
corresponding levels of cggn;tien in Figure &, cankclafiEY’Ehe thinking
task required to answer questions classified in the different cacegc;ies.

In the Handboak cﬁ the affective damain, the authars draw a rougﬁ

paraliel betWEEn the cngnitive ta;aasmv and the affective taxanamy. They




Taxonomy of Educational Objectives
Cognitive . Domain, Bloom, B. 5.,

14

Verbal Interaction Analysis
System, Gallagher and Aschner

et al (1956) 7€19§3)
1.00. Knowledﬁe Cognitive-Memory

. .emphasizes the remembering
either by xecognition or re- .
call, of ideas, material or
phencmena... p. 62
Comprehension

. .understand the literal
message contained... p. 89
...grasp the meaning or

intent of the material... p. l44

2,00

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

Both call for the reproduction of facts.

2.10 Literal camprehensi@n

2 20 Interp:etatiﬂn
+».understand relation-
ships... p. 93

Application

...bringing to bear upon given

material the appropriate

generalizations or principles.

p. 144

Analvsis

...detection of relationships...

p. l44.

3.00

4.00

Convergent

«.scalls for analysis of
or remembered data... p.

given
187.

Bath clsssifications call for the integratiaﬁ of facts.

5.00 Sjncheais

» » »COmbining parts in such a
way as to constitute a-

. pattern .or structure not
claarly there before...

- provides for uniquenesse aad
individuality... ‘ereative -
;expressign w;thin certain ‘,

‘fllmits., 16z -

3

‘>:quth call fDr genefating new data

Divef'eat

‘...mﬂve 1ﬂ new direetians.., _
E creative and imaginative... o

abstract expefimentatiun.,. e 187

, when facts are sparse.

Evaluation

‘Evaluation
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- Iriteraction
Cognitive Domain Affective Domain - Analysis
Categories
1.00 Rnowledge 1.00 Receiving Cognitive
. 7 Memory
2.00 Comprehension 2.00 Responding Questions
2.10 Literal
Comprehension
2.20 interpretatiomn
3.00 Application 3.00 Vvaluing Convergent
Guestions
4.00 Analysis 4.00 Organization
4.10 Conceptualization
5.00 Synthesi 4,10 Conceptualization Divergent
Questions
6.00 Evaluation %4.20 Organization of
a Value System Evaluation
5.00 characterization Questions
MEMORY Q's CONVERGENT Q's  DIVERGENT Q's EVALUATION Q's
| Total:v Tatall‘ Total: Tatal
‘Figure 5. TE G - I A S, Translat;on by

‘5. T Mgehaﬁ, 1969

Questinus aﬁd Classificat;aﬁs.z

It :an be inferred thaP thp categcry system which permits zhe
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logical to this writer to assume that the cogmitive-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 sgimilar correspond-
ence can logically be drawn between the higher levels of the taxonomies
and the:remaining jnteraction-analysis categories. 1In other words, the
skill of a2 teacher in classifying quesiions that occur in his verbal
interaction with pupils, or 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, teachers 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 classification in
the two taxonomies, teachers' questicns and pupil respnnses can also be the
substance. The scope of this paper does not inelude an analysis ci pupil
respnnses aitheugh they too can ba similarly classified‘ but it is certainly
reeoaﬁized that teacher 8 questiéna would be of Iittle value unless they
ellclted pupll fespanses refléct1ng a variety af tﬁought levelsalr

Thg questlcns askéd by taachers can be analyzed in terms of the

thnught 1evel required hy the student ta respond tn the questien. Thé a
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sumbers 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 pupils. From this information flows
satisfaction that one is indeed meeting all of the educational objectives
desired, or is able to adjust one's questioning patterns accordingly.

Using the levels and categories as a framework, it is possible to
practice classifying, generating and recording questions. Thus an interested
teacher can determine by categorizing his owm questions, whether or not he

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

whether change is in order in his ouwn question-asking behavior.
If a teacher Finds that gulded veading is followed by factual-type

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

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

sheet by taling an idea through the various levels of thought and feeling. s

Figure 6 provides a simple model for such practice. The abjectivg is to
ask questions which require integration of given information; or the use
of the information in some new way; or judgments rgéﬁrdingrthe'given
inio:métiﬁn or new ideas.

Further help may be affarded a teacher interested in. the practlce of
elassi:ying sf geaerating questiaus in the fgrm of a. worksheet into wniah

has been keyed frequently—used farms oﬁ linguistlc eﬁpressiana which were :. 

taaen £rcm the Taxanamies;_ Figu:e ? can EeAused as _ﬁf?i?l

- of response required b

 found ta Figw
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Critical ' Verbal Interaction Category
Reading Coznitive Taoxonomy A:fecﬁive Taxonomy (Revised VI C S) System
QOQLEDGE 1.00 NG MEMORY CQUESTICHC
Attend State... Obey. ..
G (Can you do...?7) Name.. . Will...
R Recall... Like...
CA gggzgzﬂﬂﬁglgu z.00 RESPONDING 2.00 Notiem... Want. ..
S Literal 2.1 (ﬂhat_..i) (Do you ususally...?) Observe...
P (I6.02.7) (Is it uvsual for . ««8aw happen...
Read (How many. ..} you...?) Recognize...
the (pid...?) (Are you willing...?) :
Line (Dnes.,.intarest ygu?) i
Between GFMPREHENSIDN 2.2 Intarpretatian - CONVERGENT QUESTIONS
the {Based on information given) Interpret...
Lines Implicate... !
APPLICATION 3.00 VALUING 3.00 Explain... Accept... j
R (Use of a principle) (should one...?) Describe... Prefer... :
E Compare. .. Conceive ;
A ANALYSIS 4.00 CONCEPTUALIZE 4.10 Concelve of... of... 3
c (Why...?7) (Do you do...out of Relate... Fercelve :
T (Would you...?) regard £or...?7) Anticipate... ere
Beyond (What way...?) (...should consider
the ceed :
Lines (Do you usually :
accept...?) :
S?NTHESIS 5. 00 LQNGEHUAHIZATIQN 4.10 DIVERGENT QUESTIONS
P (What ways... Infer... Conceptu- :
R might...?) Originate... alize... :
o} (...conld...?) o ‘Hypothesize... Conceive :
D (...may...?) Predict... of..s :
u (ee.can...?) Present NoW... :
C (What 1f...7) ' {
E (What sort BE...?) !
EVALUAIION 6. OG DBGANIZATIQN OF EVALUATION QUESTIONS
“(De you agree?) VALUE %.20 ' )
(How many kinds (What hat do you Judge. .. Feel...
are...?) - think about,..?) Think... Value... :
(In your , : ) Order... Regard... ;
opinion...?) o : R : ‘Esteem...

Outlook...

' CHARACTERTZATION 5.00

Memory: 'Egn#gfgéﬁti 7 . pivergent: | .Evaluation:

Figure 7. "KEY" Words' and Tasks Erquentli;USéd iﬁiQueégiﬁning;
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At best, this method of observing classroom guestions ia truly gross,
but it is the writer's gantention.that it exceeds the often vague
impregsions that presently guide teacheré' diagnoslis 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 saught to properly assacia;;“;%éix—fgld
differentiation of the cognitive domain and a five~fold differentiation of

the affective domain with four juestion categories that can be tabulated

through an interaction~-analysis system.
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