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AB TRACT 

This study i nvestigated Engl ish language teachers' perceptions of the levels of the 

cognitiv questions in the UAE high school. A survey was randomly distributed to the 

English language teachers in AL-Ain high schools to find out their perceptions of the 

Ie e ls  of the cognitive questions they ask in the classrooms. From a population of 250 

English language teachers in AL-Ain, 1 28 teachers participated in fill i ng the survey. The 

survey is based on Bloom' s  Cognitive Levels Taxonomy and includes thirty statements 

representing the s ix cognitive levels of questions .  I n  the study, the levels of cognit ive 

questions of the entire sample were investigated using quantitative means. Then, the 

entire sample was classified into groups according to teaching experience and the levels  

of cognit ive questions for each group were i nvestigated accordingly. Group one, two, 

three and four with one to five, six to ten, e leven to fifteen and more than fi fteen teaching 

years of experience respecti vely. 

Results generated from the ent ire sample i ndicate that more focus was on 

questions that address the low cognitive levels including knowledge and comprehension 

and less focus was on the higher levels including application analysis, synthesis and 

evaluation.  I n  comparison, results gleaned from the groups similarly indicate no major 

differences i n  teachers' levels of cognit ive questions in terms of teaching experience. The 

four groups reported more occurrences of the lower cognitive questions than the higher 

cognit ive questions. The knowledge level had the most occurrences contrasted with the 

appl ication cognitive level which was the least in prevalence. This  indicates that teaching 

experience was not a tangible factor in  determining cognitive levels of teachers' 

questions. 
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CHAPTE R I 

I n t roduction 

This chapter gi es a general introduction to the study with sub-tit les 

demonstrating the key issues underpinning the i ssue of quest ioning in general and the 

ognitive levels  of teachers questions in classrooms in  part icular. The chapter includes 

problem statement, purpose of the study, research questions, definition of key terms and 

signifi ance of the study in addition to i ts l imitations. 

I m portance of q u estions 

Teachers ask questions for a wide variety of reasons. A question i s  used as a 

t imulation device to get information check understanding, review learnt materials, 

col lect information and assess learning of a subj ect (Som & Dahalan, 1 998) . Having this 

wide-ranging of reasons for questions in addition to the great deal of t ime spent by 

teacher asking questions, researchers have been tempted to i nvestigate teachers' 

questions from different perspect ives. For example, Stevens (200 1 )  noticed that roughly 

eighty percent of a teacher's school day was al located for asking students questions. 

I ndeed, the purpose of teachers' questions covers a wide range of areas . Morgan and 

Saxton ( 1 998) pointed out that there are many reasons for teachers' questions.  For 

example, questions can help teachers keep students actively involved in  lessons . In 

addition to that, questions increase interaction between the teacher and students. 

Rosenshine ( 1 999) stated that large proportions of student-teacher interaction foster 

student achievement. Therefore, one can assume that good questions promote students' 

understanding, improve their creativity and enhance their critical think ing ski l l s .  Besides, 

through answering questions, students have the opportunity to openly express themselves 
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and interact with others. In addition to that, teachers questions help them pace their 

lessons and manage students' behaviors \ hich are ery crucial for creating a successful 

learning en ironment. Questions are also a valuable help to a teacher so as to evaluate 

students' learning and revise their lessons as necessary. 

Goal of  questions 

Wol finger ( 1 994) suggested three general goals for questioning. The first goal is 

to help tudents gather and organize infonnation based on an activity. Teachers' 

quest ions can stimulate students to continue an i nvestigation. I n  addition to that questions 

can help students to develop a concept or carry out an investigation. By careful and 

purposeful questioning, a teacher can assist students to understand, analyze, apply, 

synthesize, evaluate what they learn and so i nvolve them i n  critical think ing and problem 

solving. The second goal for quest ioning i s  to strengthen a part icular concept and ski l ls .  

To accomplish that teachers can use questions to review the concepts taught or ski l ls that 

have been demonstrated. Besides teachers pose questions to help students recal l  a certain 

procedure that was previously used to solve a problem. Teachers also use questions to 

recal l past information, link previously taught material to new si tuations, l ink an issue to 

students' experience or comprehend a new lesson. F inal ly, the third goal of questioning i s  

t o  help students develop their own concepts and ski l l s. Furthennore, Som and Dahalan 

( 1 998) proposed other general reasons for questioning. For example;  questioning assists 

students i n  developing their critical thinking, col lecting and analyzing information. They 

also added that questioning encourages students to i ncrease their metacognit ive levels 

and motivate them to part ic ipate interactively in the teaching and learning process. 

Moreover, they pointed out that quest ioning encourages creativity and productivity 
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through creating new ideas and manipulating exi sting ideas. In  addition, questioning is 

used to measure students abi l ities assess performance and progress through summative 

and formati e assessment. The authors also elaborated that questioning also helps 

teachers reflect on their teaching and leaming objectives and find out how far those 

objectives have been real ized. More to the point, questioning motivates students by 

attracting their attention and raising their curiosity. 

Levels of cogn i tive q u est ions 

Having in  mind the diverse purposes and the great deal of t ime spent on 

que tioning, it is very crucial for teachers to handle quest ioning adequately and 

effecti ely .  Unfortunately, teachers spend most of their time asking low-level cognitive 

questions (Wi len and Clegg, 2005). These questions focus on factual or recal l  

information that can be memorized. It i s  broadly  supposed that this type of question can 

l imit students by not help ing them to acquire a deep, elaborate understanding of the 

subject matter. 

On the other hand, h igh- level-cognitive questions require students to use higher 

order thinking or reason ing ski l ls .  By using these ski l ls ,  students not only remember 

factual knowledge, but they also use their knowledge to solve problems, to analyze 

material and evaluate things. Unlucki ly teachers do not use high- level-cognitive 

questions with the same amount of frequency as they do with low-level-cognitive 

questions. For example, Palmer (2003) points out that many teachers rely  on low-level 

cognit ive questions in  order to avoid a s low-paced lesson, keep the attention of the 

students and maintain control of the c lassroom. 
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rends (2004) argued that many of the findings regarding the impacts of 

manipulating lower- level -cognitive versus higher-level-cognitive questions have been 

questionable. He suggested that some studies and widespread bel iefs favor asking rugh-

Ie el-cognitive quest ions. Yet, other studies pointed out to positive effects of asking low­

level cognitive questions. For example. Gall (2000) suggests that emphasis on fact 

questions i more effecti e for fostering young disadvantaged chi ldren's achievement, 

which basical ly involves mastery of basic ski l l s , whereas the emphasis on higher 

cognit ive questions are more effective for students of average and high abi l ity. 

Nonetheless, other studies do not rev:eal any difference in achievement between students 

whose teachers use mostly high level questions and those whose teachers ask mainly low 

level questions (Arends; 200 1 ;  Wilen and C legg, 2005). Thus, despite the fact that 

teachers should ask a combination of low-level-cognit ive and high-level-cognitive 

questions, they have to determine the needs of their students so as to decide which sort of 

balance between the two types of questions is needed to foster student understanding and 

achievement. 

Strategies to i m p rove teachers ' q u est ions 

To foster students ' achievement, Wilen and C legg (2005)  proposed that teachers 

are recommended to implement the fol lowing research supported practices to promote 

higher student achievement. First, teachers have to phrase questions c learly, ask questions 

of primari ly academic nature, al low three to five seconds of wait time after asking a 

question before requesti ng a student's response, particularly when high-cognitive level 

questions were asked. Then, teachers should encourage students to respond to each 

question in various fashions and balance responses from volunteering and non-
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olunteering students. ext teachers seek to e l ic i t  as many correct responses as possible 

from students and assist with incorrect responses. Besides teachers investigate students' 

responses to have them c larify ideas support a point of view, or extend their thinking. In 

addit ion to that teachers should acknowledge correct responses from students and use 

praise objectively and discriminately. 

In  addit ion to the recommended strategies to increase students'  achievement, 

teachers must insure that questions are adequately sequenced to init iate an effective 

teaching process. In  this regard, Wolfinger ( 1 994) stated three sequences in  questioning 

ranging from simple to complex questioning sequence, the questioning suitabi l ity level 

and the d iverse questioning level . During the simple to complex quest ioning sequence, 

the teach r i s  recommended to begin with a low level question that prompts students to 

recal l  information and then to check their comprehension through questions based on the 

information attained. Then the teacher proceeds to high level appl ication and synthesis 

questions. The adequacy of a quest ioning approach should take into consideration the 

appropriate levels of students' capabi l i ties and individual d ifferences. As posing high 

cognitive questions might be very chal lenging for less talented students, so i t  i s  better to 

d irect l o\-\' cognitive quest ions at that stage. Meanwhile,  other talented students might be 

ready for more chal leng ing questions at the high levels of cogni t ion. Therefore, a teacher 

has to plan carefully and tai lor questions that take i nto regard d ifferent learning levels and 

capabi l it ies.  

The d iverse quest ioning sequence is  the last approach of questioning through 

which questions are organized to enable gifted students answer high cognitive questions 

first. Later, low cognitive questions are first asked to i nvolve less gifted students and then 
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shift ing back to high cognitive questions. For example, Gega (1994) suggested steps on 

how questions can be de eloped to encourage investigation-based activities in the 

c lassroom. According to Gega (1994) these steps include: a) Teacher starts the lesson by 

asking di  ergent quest ions to enable students to have a general idea on the investigat ion 

they are going to conduct. This requires students to bring facts and data together from 

various sources and then apply logic and knowledge to solve problems, achieve 

objectives or to make informed decisions b) Convergent questions are asked enable 

students develop original and unique ideas and then come up with a problem solution or 

achieve an obj ective 

Low or  h igh cognit ive q u e  t ion 

Based on al l  the tackled arguments and suggestions, it i s  obvious that posing 

quest ions, though a chal lenging endeavor, has a decisive role in the teaching process. A 

good teacher has to develop and customize his quest ions according to the diverse needs, 

i nterests and capabi l ities of his students. Thus focusing attention on the different 

cognitive level s  of questions helps teachers to shift their emphasis from the lower 

cognitive levels of questions to the higher cognitive levels. High cognitive levels of 

questions help promote students' achievements, improve their learning outcomes and 

hone their critical ski l ls .  

Responding to education a l  reforms  in  the U A E  

The study was i nspired by the current changes in  the educat ional system in the 

UAE. The educational system has been subject to criticism. AL-Nahyan (2005) 

complained that the "exam and teaching system education system were appal l i ng." This 

g loomy picture of educat ion in the UAE augmented the cal ls  for reform in education. 
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The e cal ls generated a lot of debate among UAE intel lectuals and decision-makers. The. 

resulted in ini tiatives and pol ices of which the first most noteworthy was Dr. Abdelaziz 

A L-Sharhan vision for 2020. The 2020 vision stressed the necessi ty that schools  should 

foster creativity rather than memorization. (AL-Sharhan, 2000). Later in 2006, the Abu 

Dhabi Education Counci l  (ADEC) launched its publ ic-private partnership programs in 

which private-sector education specialists were brought in to help revive government 

schools, repairing teaching methods and curricula. A year later, the Ministry of Education 

introduced the Madares al Ghad or Schools  of the Future, in which experts from many 

western countries, attempted to introduce reforms. The poor learning outcomes in the 

UAE have been attributed to many factors, particularly to rote-learning and 

memorization.  School graduates join the col leges and universities unprepared to peruse 

their higher education .  Thus, the universities strive to improve and qual ify their students 

for the chal lenges of the j ob market which is rapidly changing and technological ly­

oriented . I n  fact education in  the UAE is  unsat isfactory in terms of both qual i ty and 

quantity. AI-Mahmood (2009) c laimed that "many companies in the UAE recruit 

expatriates or perhaps U AE nationals who studied abroad because there is a lack of loca! 

qual ified staff. ' 

In  view of improving the quality of education and developing it ,  the UAE 

launched an ambitious program to improve the education system in the first two decades 

of the coming century. It comprises a comprehensive p lan of action that prepares the 

qualified national forces to respond to the global development's needs. Thi s  plan of 

continuous improvement and development is based on a series of strategic goals  

representing the national ambitions to upgrade the whole education system.  The latter 
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goal i s  achieved through the implementation of projects for the development of policies, 

curricula, and national capacities; in addition to the mobil ization of the necessary 

resources, and the development of the information and communication systems to make a 

quantum leap in the various components of the educational process (AL-Qutami, 20 1 1 ) . 

Lat r, the efforts for reform continued and eventual ly culminated with the 

establ ishment of Abu Dhabi Education Counc i l  (ADEC).The core phi losophy of ADEC 

is based on shifting the focus from rote-learning and memorization towards ski l l s  and 

enquiry .  Thus, teachers current ly have been chal lenged to change their instructional 

practices. They are assumed to abandon traditional instruction and adopt critical thinking 

and problem-solving to equip the students with essential ski l l s  which they can hold them 

accountable for their own learning (AL-Khai l i ,  2009). 

Bearing this in mind, teachers must be certain that they have a patent purpose for 

their questions rather than they determine what kind of knowledge should be learnt. For 

example, Rosenshine ( 1 999) pointed out that teachers' questions must be tai lored to 

expand students' knowledge and inspire them to think creatively. Creative thinking and 

critical ski l l s  are the cores of quality education which is the conduit for comprehensive 

development. AL-Qutami (20 1 1 )  emphasized that strong education systems would bring 

economic and social benefits that the country needed. I n  addition to that, the changing 

patterns of c lassroom discourse wil l  help to create an educat ion system that supports al l  

learners in reaching their ful l  potential to compete in a global market. I t  wi l l  support the 

efforts to produce world-class learners who embody a strong sense of culture and heri tage 

and are prepared to meet global challenges (AI-Khai l i ,  2009) . The awareness of the 
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paramount i mportance of questioning with the view of initiating such changes in the 

educational system is the dri ing force behind this research. 

The relevance of the study to the UAE context 

Therefore this study (an attempt amidst cal l s  for change and reform in education) 

In estigated the cognitive levels  of questions as an important part of the teaching and 

learning proces . The study examined the perceived use of the levels of cognitive 

questions by teachers of Engl ish in the UAE high schools .  The assumption is  that 

teachers place great emphasis  on questioning techniques to promote students thinking, 

develop their c ritical thinking ski l l s  and promote their learning outputs. This assumption 

needs investigation to check whether teachers' practices in the classrooms help 

accompl ish such goals. In  other words, do teachers really fol low the appropriate 

questioning techniques that foster students' higher cognitive ski l ls? To verify these 

assumptions, the researcher designed a survey that underpinned the different questioning 

techniques that address different cognitive levels .  These levels are low and high cognitive 

levels .  The researcher surveyed a random sample of 1 28 teachers of Engl ish from a 

population of 250 teachers of English in  AL-Ain high schools, to explore their 

perceptions of the cognitive levels of questions they ask in the c lassrooms. 

The Purpose of  the study 

The purpose of this study is  to investigate and analyze the perceptions of the 

Engl ish language teachers in the UAE high schools  of the levels  of the cognitive 

questions they ask in their c lassrooms. Besides, the study aims to find out if the English 

language teachers' perceptions of levels of cognitive questions vary according to their 
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teaching experience. To accompli h this task, the study as conducted in English 

language cla srooms in in AL-Ain government high schools .  

Resea rch Questions 

This tudy investigated the perceptions of the Engl ish language teachers in the 

E high schools of the levels of the cognitive questions they ask in c lassrooms. To 

achie e this goal, the study tried to answer the fol lowing research questions: 

1 .  What are the levels  of cognitive questions asked by the English language 

teachers in the UAE high schools? 

2 Do English language teachers' perceptions of levels of cognitive questions 

vary according to their teaching experience? 

Problem Statement 

The purpose of this study was to i nvest igate the levels  of cognitive quest ions 

perceived by the English language teachers in  the UAE high schools .  Questions asked by 

teachers either address the learners low or high cognitive levels .  The first levels 

encourage rote learning and memorization whereas the latter levels encourage critical 

thinking and self-learning. So the study aims to investigate the levels of cognitive 

questions asked by teachers to check whether they address learners' low or high cognitive 

Ie e ls .  Besides, the study i s  inspired by the current changes in  the educational system in 

the UAE. The change from rote learning and memorization to self-learning and critical 

thinking poses big chal lenges on the teachers of English in the UAE schools. Teachers 

are requested to implement new teaching methods and strategies in their i nstruction. 

Focusing on low levels  of cognitive questions does not help improve teaching Engl ish. 

Thus, teachers must spare no effort on considering high levels  of cognitive quest ions to 
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meet the chal lenges of modernizing their instructional practices. In  fact teachers' 

questioning has been examined by researchers for 0 er a century. It has consistently been 

found that teachers ask lower-level, factual questions (Dantonio & Beisenherz 200 1 '  , , 

Di l lon, 1 978; Hamm & Perr , 2002' Stevens, 1 9 1 2). Whi le  factual questions are 

beneficial for checking base level knowledge, they do not promote thinking in students 

(Ross, 1 998). D i l lon ( 1 978) found that asking lower level questions resulted in choppy 

con ersation with students ' ideas chopped off, leaving them with l ittle desire to pay 

attention. When factual questions are asked by teachers, students immediately felt that 

there was one right answer of which the teacher already knew (Hamm & Perry, 2002). 

Researchers d iscussed the shortcomings of teacher questioning but also highl ighted good 

questioning techniques. 

Effect ive teacher quest ioning has been ident ified by researchers that promote 

higher-level thinking in students. Teachers can make use of refocusing, c larifying, 

verifying, redirecting, and supporting questions to enhance student thinking during 

i nstructional conversations (Dantonio, 1 990). Questions that are open-ended and higher-

level are found to be harder for teachers to create but are more beneflcial to the learning 

of students. Ross ( 1 998) stated, "Higher-level questions make us analyze, compare, 

interpret, hypothesize, reflect, create, evaluate, find new meanings, and stretch our 

imagination ' (p.  98). Research found that the effectiveness of teacher questioning was 

dependent on the teacher' s  abi l ity to produce questions that promoted thinking (Dantonio 

& Beisenherz, 200 1 ) . More effective questions were those that requi red higher- level 

thinking. 
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Sign ificance of the tudy 

The changes in the educational system in the UAE have so far prompted 

speculation on the various components of the learning process. There have been cal ls for 

reform in education by planners and decision-makers. Educational reforms must be an 

i ntegrated strategy which aims at improving the quality of education as wel l  as raising the 

c i tizens' sense of identity and national belonging, and encouraging them to jo in the 

teaching workforce (AISuwaidi ,  20 1 1 ) . Therefore, this study partly stems its significance 

from the bel ief that it is an effort in l ine with the general discourse among educational 

practitioners. Curricula designers can benefit from the results of the study by laying 

greater emphasis on the higher cognitive levels  when they design textbooks and other 

sources of leaming. Besides, lack of research in this scope adds to the significance of the 

study. I n  fact, i t  is the first study about cognitive levels of questions in UAE Engl ish 

c lassrooms. 

L i m i tat ions of the Study 

The study was exclusively conducted in govemment schools in  AL-Ain. Thus, i t  

would be challenging to general ize the findings to other private schools .  I n  addition 

selecti ng a sample of teachers would add to the risk of generalizing to the whole learning 

community.  

Defi n ition of Terms 

A bu D habi Education Counci l  (ADEC): The educational authority in  the emirate of 

Abu Dhabi which is  responsible for al l  the issues pertaining to education in the 

Emirate. 

Bloom's Taxonomy: Bloom's Taxonomy is a c lass ification of learning objectives 
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within education which was proposed in 1 956 by a committee of educators 

chaired by Benjamin Bloom. 

H igher cognit ive level: Higher cognitive levels are the upper four levels 

in Bloom's Taxonomy of educational objecti es in the cognitive domain 

(B loom, Engelhart, Furst, Hi l l ,  & Krathwohl 1 956) .  The levels are labeled 

as application analysis, synthesis and evaluation. 

Appl icat ion: The capabi l i ty to use learned material, or to execute material 

in new and real si tuations. 

Analy is: The aptitude to break or differentiate the parts of material into 

its components so that i ts organizational structure may be better 

understood . 

Synthes is: The capabi l i ty to place parts together to form a coherent or 

exc lusive new whole .  

Evalua tion: The capabil it ies to j udge, verify, and even critic ize the value 

of material for a given reason. 

Lower cogn i t ive levels: Lower cognitive levels are the lower two levels in 

B loom ' s  Taxonomy of educat ional objectives in the cogrutive domain 

(Bloom et a I . ,  1 956) .  The levels are labeled as knowledge and 

comprehension. 

Knowledge: Remembering or retrieving previously learned materia l .  

Comprehension: The abi l i ty to  grasp or construct meaning from material . 

Convergent q u es tion: Closed-ended question which would have only one answer (e.g. 

What is  the capital of the UAE?) 
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Di ergent que t ion: Open-ended question would ha e indirect or infini te ans\ ers (e.g.  

How were the last  two texts you read d ifferent?) 

Organization of tbe tudy 

Fol lowing the current chapter the rest of the thesis i s  organized as fol lows: 

Chapter I I  e plore the l i terature re iew related to the topic inc luding the theoretical 

background and related studies. Chapter I I I  d iscusses the methods used in this study and 

describes the research design, procedures, part ic ipants, instruments, data col lection and 

analysi . Chapter I V  consists of two sections. Section one includes the research questions 

and the analysis of the data and section two i nvolves a summary that sums up the main 

results and d iscussion of them in view of other related studies .  The last chapter in this 

study i s  chapter V. which concludes the whole study with a summary of the research 

questions, purpose of the study methodology and findings. The chapter also comprises a 

conc lusion to the study, recommendations and impl icat ions. 
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I n  t rod uct ion 

CHAPTER I I  

LITERATURE REVIEW 

The purpose of this chapter i s  to review studies that investigated the issue of 

teacher ' cognitive questions levels .  The chapter comprises two sections. The first section 

reviews the theoretical background in relation to teachers' cognitive questions levels .  The 

second ect ion deals with related studies, master theses and doctoral dissertations that 

have recent ly  investigated teachers' cognitive questions levels and their impact on 

students ' learning. 

Theoretical Fra mework 

The importance of teachers' questions in the c lassroom has received much 

attention from teachers and educators in aU discipl ines for several years . For example, 

tevens ( 1 9 1 2) considered questions as an essential tool of instruction in the teaching 

proce s ,  which can be used to improve student research and getting students involved in 

the learning process and experience. Consequently, Dewey ( 1 938) argued that , in 

essence, questions are the core of education. The effectiveness of teaching is  c losely 

related to the efficient use of teachers' questions. Thus, the issue of teachers' questions 

has continued to be a challenge facing educators ( Houghton, 2004) . Discussions about 

learning and thinking led B loom and a group of educators to c lassify educational goals 

and objectives. Bloom and his group ( 1 956) aimed at developing a method of 

c lassification for thinking behaviors that affect the l eaning process. Ult imately, B loom's 

team produced the taxonomy which is l inked to his name. Although B loom ' s  initial 

product was designed for university examiners, it surprisingly captured the interests of 
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educator al l  over the world and became a basic reference for al l  educators worldwide. 

Furthermore, B loom's taxonomy attracted the attent ion of curriculum planners 

administrators, researchers, and c lassroom teachers at al l  Ie els of education (Anderson, 

200 1 ) . B loom c lassified thinking according to six cognitive Ie els of complexity i .e .  the 

lowest Ie e ls ;  knowledge, comprehension and the highest ones; appl ication, analysis, 

synthesis, and evaluation (B loom et aI ,  1 9560.)  Because the taxonomy is hierarchical, it 

assumes that teachers can encourage the students jump higher from a lower level to a 

higher one. 0, i f  a student i s  working at the comprehension level ,  this impl ies that he has 

already mastered the knowledge leve l .  

Importa nce of  Questions 

Having gained such reputation, B loom ' s  taxonomy ignited researchers to 

investigate i ts appl icabi l i ty in teaching and learning. For example, Cotton ( 1 995)  

i nvestigated 22 studies and 1 1  research summaries and concluded that teaching by using 

thinking ski l l s  enhances academic achievement as wel l  as fostering intel lectual grov,1:h. 

H igher-cognitive i nstruction and using higher cognitive questions foster thinking ski l ls 

and improve students' performance. I n  another context, Pugalee (200 1 )  conc luded that 

whi le students are involved i n  reflecting and synthesizing to communicate mathematical 

concepts, they develop thinking ski l l s  and metacognitive behaviors. I ndeed, to develop 

students' critical thinking in  al l discipl i nes at al l levels  of education, questions are 

bel ieved to play an important role (Godfrey 200 1 ) . I n  the same vein (Tarlinton, 2003) 

states that the production of language learners and creative criticism is not an easy task, 

but can be achieved through the part ic ipation of the pedagogy of the teachers questions. 
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As Duron, Limbach and Waugh (2006) have pointed out that the way to increase 

the empha is on critical think ing is asking quest ions that can stimulate the interaction 

bet een teacher and students. This chal lenges students to define their position and 

encourages them to think criticall . In the language class, questions are also considered 

an effective way of teaching in d ifferent ways. For example, teachers can ask questions to 

arouse tudents' curiosity, focus on the lesson and keep their interest, motivate students 

to investigate and leam new ski l l s  and test students' knowledge and understanding. 

Bradley (2008) agrees that teachers can engage students in  the learning process and 

increase their part icipation in c la s. When students participate in lessons or activities in 

the c lassroom, teachers can encourage students to think critical ly by asking questions that 

require students to formulate and express their own ideas and opinions based on their 

prior knowledge and experience. 

According to Johnson and Lamb (20 1 1 ), many of the questions teachers use in the 

language c lassroom are designed to encourage students to engage in active learning 

through the practice of u ing the target language through interaction. This practi offers 

language learners opportunities to real ize their cognitive ski l l s  when processing 

i nformation and monitoring new inputs, such as the new vocabulary and gramm, lcal 

structures that have been exposed during lessons and formulate their  own ideas llch can 

be applied in d ifferent contexts. However, Beyer ( 1 997) argued that we must adl 11t hat 

not al l questions can stimulate students' higher order thinking. In another cont 

Gibbons (2003)  states that the level of student thinking is indirect ly  l i nked to th f 

questions asked by teachers and to the degree of the students ' part ic ipation in  th 1 

thinking order. Therefore, teachers need to make higher-order questions. Li (2( 
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tatc ' that promoting student ' ski l l  of crit i  al thinking and c gnitive development. al l  

for a hallenging and effective higher ogniti  e level questioning strategy. imilarl}, 

Pa care l la  and Terenzini (2005) argue that "the disposition to think critical ly invol es 

among ther characteri tics, factor such a the inc l ination to ask tough questions and 

fol l  \\ reason and e" idence to fo ter students' k i l l  critical thinking and problem sol ing 

"(p. 1 57) .  Thi is  consistent "" ith B loom ( 1 956) " ho proposed that the abi l i ty to solve 

problem through critical thinking ski l l s  requires higher-order thinking. Based on Beyer 

( 1 997) and mau (2000), student ' cognitive functioning and development of critical 

thinking are l inked to teachers' reflective questions which could encourage students to 

part ic ipate in the anal} si , problem sol i ng and research instead of using low-order 

que tion requiring a imple recall of prior knowledge. 

Based on the previou review, it appears that low cognitive level questions could 

not help enrich critical thinking; whi le the high-level cognitive questions have a very 

po it ive effect on impro" ing student tudents' higher order thinking. ccording to B loom 

( 1 956), B irman; Desimone; Porter; Garet (2000) and Renaud (2002), high cognitive Ie el 

que tion and reflection questions are those that require student to employ interpretat ion, 

app l i  ation anal}' is, synthesis and evaluation of the subject. These questions go beyond 

memory and objective information for they require the effort of students and more time to 

think critical ly about cause and effect relationships to find effective solutions for 

problems in  complex s ituations. ill a s imi lar context, Rop (2002) asserts that teachers can 

encourage language students' critical thinking ski l l s  by asking: "wh"  questions that 

require students to think critically and use more complex language to answer teachers' 

questions i nstead of asking questions that push students on to reca l l  and recognize 
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pre ious ly acquired knowledge, specific data and infonnation or questions whose 

answers are " Yes" or " 0". 

Thus, in a language class, teachers can use higher level cognitive questions for 

meaningful interaction among students and reactions to signal that students are al lowed to 

think cri tical l  in  the expression of their ideas and opinions and make questions as wel l .  

Reem (2009) notes that using higher cognitive questions enhances students' critical ski l l s  

and fosters their motivation. These questions capture students '  focus on solving 

problems, motivate them and improve their cri tical thinking ski l ls .  

I t  is  notable that many research studies have emphasized the use of questions to 

promote interaction in  the classroom and encourage students to master critical thi nking 

ski l ls .  These research studies can be grouped in  three main areas: the frequency of 

di fferent types of questions asked by teachers in the c lassroom, the cognit ive level of 

questions, and the correlation between the cognitive level of teachers questions and 

students' cogniti e Ie el of responses. Hsu (200 1 )  invest igated the quest ions of students 

and teachers in English c lasses at the university level in the Thai context .  This research 

focuses on the types of questions and quest ioning strategies that teachers employed in  

English c lassrooms. The researcher observed, during an eight- video foundation program 

that most of the questions that were asked addressed the low cognitive levels  of 

questions. In s imi lar context, Bond (2008) studied the forms and functions of teacher 

questions in Engl ish c lasses at the univers i ty leve l .  The results of his i nvestigation 

revealed that the teachers focus more on low cognitive questions than high cognitive 

questions. 
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I n  a tud}, hertzer wing and Whittington 2005) argue that mo t teacher a k 

questions that require short an v,:ers, thu missing opportunitie to give pupi ls practice in 

the kil l  f u  ing fact to general ize and make inferences . Th further elaborate that no 

change in the que tioning technique of teachers had been een over a three decade 

period l lowewr, Di l lon ( 1 998 took a d ifferent stance on questioning and suggested that 

que t ioning, no matter ho it is  conducted, is not beneficial to the thinking of students. 

He tated that ' if the student already know the answer, they join the teacher in a 

ituation \\ here no problem exi ts to stimulate anyone ' s  thought; al though everyone is 

a king or an wering questions" (p.  52) .  

1ercer' ( 1 995) talk about c las room conversations and how teachers should 

not tuck in the conventional pattern of discourse. It was found that teachers continued to 

u e the tradit ional pattern of di  course commonly referred to as IRF (Initiation-Response­

Feedback). Mercer ( 1 995) noted that 'But one danger of relying heavi ly and 

continuou ly on the e traditional, fonnal que t ion-and-answer reviews for guiding the 

con truction of knowledge is that students then get l ittle opportunity to make coherent, 

independent sense of what they are being taught" (p. 3 8 ). He ga e one reason why 

teachers might ask questions with known answers when stating, " But teachers often ask 

questions to which they already know the answers because they need to know if the 

students know the answers too" (p. 26). However, he did not feel  that this could lead to 

the construction of knowledge in the c lassroom. 

A study focused on changing the traditional pattern of classroom discourse was 

conducted in  the end of the 1 990s. For example Galton, Hargreaves, Comber, Wal l and 

Pel l  ( 1 999) found in their study , "open or speculative or chal lenging questions, where 
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hildren are requi red to offer more than one answer, are t i l l  comparativel rare ' (p. 3 3 ) . 

que tioning patterns remained the same, researchers continued to research the topic of 

teacher ' questioning into the nev" mil lennium. In the new mi l lennium, questioning 

continued to be a hot potato in educational research. everal studies found that students 

continued to an \ver que ti n that a ked them mer I to recal l  a fact or give an answer 

that wa alread) known by the teacher (Dantonio & Beisenherz, 200 1 '  Hamm & Perry, 

2002; hield & Edwards 2005). Wragg and Brown (200 1 )  reported that, "The most 

c inti Hating explanat ion can be wasted if the audience does not understand, or knows the 

fact al rcad) and so i deeply bored" (p. 1 0) .  Cazden (200 1 )  further explained, "We have 

to consider how the words spoken in c lassrooms affect the outcomes of education, how 

obs f\ able c la room discourse affects the unobservable thought processes of each of the 

part icipants, and thereby the nature of what all students learn" (p. 99). Researchers in the 

past even year have offered solutions to questioning problems in the c lassroom. 

everal olutions for questioning flaw in the c lassroom have come out of the 

re arch conducted ince the year 2000. Bromley (200 I )  found out " upplementary 

que tion beginning \ i th " how did you know that" were found to be extremely useful in 

e l ic i t ing further information from the children" (p. 64). Along that same l ine of thinking, 

Dantonio and Beisenherz (200 1 )  found out, "Actively l i stening to student responses and 

using their responses in ask ing timely, thoughtful fol low-up questions foster occasions 

for teachers to delve i nto student thinking and promote instructional conversation" (p. 

42). Another solution found i n  the research was to promote genuine questions that asked 

for infonnation a person tru ly wanted to gain. Shields and Edwards (2005) concluded 

their research by stating, "We open ourselves to the other when we pose a genuine 
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question, a question that erupts from the edge of our known world into the space of \.\'hat 

it i s  we real ize we do not kno but wish to ' (p. 79). 

Level of  Que  t ion 

Teachers' questioning has been examined by researchers for over a century. I t  has 

consistentl been found that teachers ask lower-level ,  factual questions (Dantonio & 

Beisenherz, 200 1 ). Whi le factual questions are beneficial for check ing base level 

knowledge they do not promote thinking in students ( Ross, 1 998). When students are 

a ked factual questions they immediately feel  that there is only one right answer which 

the teacher already knows. (Hamm & Perry, 2002) .  Researchers d iscussed the 

shortcomings of teachers questioning and highlighted the best questioning techniques by 

stressing that effective teacher questioning promote higher- level thi nking in students. For 

example, Leven and Long (2002) stated, "The teacher's effectiveness in questioning 

depends on an awareness of various purposes that quest ions may serve and an awareness 

of d ifferent types of questions for achieving these purposes ' (p .  422).  Teachers can make 

use of refocusing, c larify ing, veri fying redirect ing and supporting questions to enhance 

students thinking during instructional conversations (Dantonio, 1 990). Questions that are 

open-ended and higher-leve l  are found to be harder for teachers to create but are more 

beneficial to the learning of students. Ross ( 1 998) stated, "Higher-level questions make 

us analyze, compare, i nterpret, hypothesize, reflect, create, evaluate, fll1 d  new meanings, 

and stretch our imaginat ion" (p. 98). Research found that the effectiveness of teacher 

questioning is  dependent on the teacher 's  abi l ity to produce questions that promote 

thinking (Dantonio & Beisenherz, 200 1 ) . More effective quest ions are those require 

higher-level thinking. 
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d i n g  Tea her Que t ion 

One way for teachers and re earchers to understand the questions that are a ked 

during cia sr om conver ations is by coding them . Dantonio and Beisenherz (200 1 )  

contend, " oding th quest ions and re pon es in a les on i a way to understand the 

pattern f teacher questions, learner re ponses and the relationships that exi t between 

teacher ' questions and learners' responses" (p. 77) .  Researchers recommended that 

tea her are to be fami l iar \; ith analyzing their c lassroom conversations. It is important to 

find wa to encourage teachers to take a critical look at their questioning habits (Black, 

2004). B) coding c lassroom talk, teachers can begin to understand the patterns of 

di  cour that occur and change them to increase student thinking and engag ment 

(Dantonio & Bei enherz, 200 1 ) . Coding conversations and analyzing questioning and 

re pon e patterns would pro ide i nsight i nto change taking place over time. 

Need for Profe ional  Development  

Re archer have made a cal l  for professional development on questioning. From 

teven ( 1 9 1 2) to B lack (2004) researchers have concluded that professional 

development in quest ioning wil l i ncrease the amount of higher-level, effective 

que tioning. Their studies focused on teacher and student questioning and highlighted the 

need for train ing teachers to enhance their questioning ski l ls .  

Lea rner Re pon es 

After reviewing the l iterature, it was found that there were various categories of 

learner responses and ways in which teachers reacted to learner responses. Responses 

were categorized as on-focus, off-focus, c larifying and verifying responses, and student 

questions ( Dantonio & Beisenherz, 200 1 ) . Learners' responses can provide teachers with 
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a guide for hO\ to teach chi ldren through in tmctional con ersations (Dantonio & 

Beisenherz, 200 I ) . Teachers react to learners responses in various ways from ignoring 

their responses to asking fol low-up questions to gain further information. Myhi l l  and 

Dunkin (2005) found i n  their research that a recurring theme in c lassroom discourse was 

the i gnoring of responses from students due to a teacher' s desire to stay tme to hislher 

lesson plans .  Often teachers ignore students' responses in order to continue making their 

own comments, so students have to wait their turn to respond as the teacher want. 

( kidmore, Perez-Parent & Arnfield, 2003). Regardless of how teachers react to learners' 

responses, research concluded that there is a need for teachers to i ncrease their interactive 

l i stening to students. 

L iste n i n g  to students 

Teachers can learn about the level of learners ' understanding by simply l i stening 

to them. Charlton and McLaughl in  (2005) found, "When time and fac i l i ties are avai lable 

for pupi ls to talk, teachers can learn much from tuning in to their pupi ls" (p. 5 1 ) . Students 

are often seen as consumers of knowledge i nstead of producers of knowledge. In 

Linco ln ' s  ( 1 995) study i t  was stated ,' Adults often underestimate the abi l i ty of chi ldren 

to be shrewd observers , to possess i nsight and wisdom about what they see and hear and 

to possess internal resources we routinely underestimate" (p. 89) .  Taking t ime to l isten to 

students is difficult when there are curriculums and state standards to teach (Charlton & 

McLaughlin, 2005). However, much can be learned about the breadth and depth of 

understanding if teachers l isten to their students. 
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rit ical  T h inking 

ritical think ing has been defined b numerous re earchers. Barel l  (2003) 

defined cri t ical thinking a the re ponse to problem that happen most often 

unexpected ly. Lipman (2003) argued, "Critical thinking is ski l l ful responsible thinking 

that fac i l i tates good j udgment because it rel ies upon criteria, it is self-correcting and it is  

sensitive to conte t" (p.  39) .  osich (2005) contended that cri t ical thinking consists of 

ask ing question answering questions through reasoning, and bel ieving in the responses 

given. Critical thinking d iffers from thinking because it involves thinking about your 

thinking. osich further explained, " To learn to think critical ly is  to learn to think things 

through, and to think them through wel l :  accurately c learly, sufficiently, reasonably' (p .  

1 3 ) .  ritical thinking require learners to engage in  Meta cognition. 

ritical thinking is needed in a democrat ic  society which requires leaders to think 

through society ' s  need and concerns. tudents must be able to separate truth from 

falsehood and make sound judgments about issues (Beyer, 1 997) .  Beyer ( 1 997) explains 

in his research, "If we and our tudents engage ski l lful ly in critical thinking, we wi l l  

benefit personally and a a nation" (p .  28). Critical thinking al lows for flexible thinking 

which i s  required in  a democrat ic society. It e l iminates brainwashing and unreflective 

acts Lipman, 2003) .  Within a community of learners, critical thinking al lows teachers 

and students to learn together and create new meanings and understandings together 

In fact, many studies tackled c lassroom interactions and focused on teachers' 

questions, learners ' responses, or the effect of questions on students ' achievement. 

However, there is a scarcity of studies that researched the cognit ive levels of questions. 

evertheless, some researchers studied teachers' questions and i nvestigated their 
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i n fluence on students' learning. For example, Myhi l l  and Dunkin (2005) found that most 

questions asked by the teachers were factual questions and did not require more than 

recitation by the students . They conc luded, The analysis indicates by far the most 

common form of question is the factual question and the most common function of 

questions is factual el ic itation" (Myhi l l  & Dunkin, 2005 p. 420). It was also found that 

teachers asked questions bui l t  on understanding more often i n  l iteracy than any other 

subject. Although some of the factual questions e l ic i ted student thinking, they did not 

produce lengthy student response. In the English language context, Wong (20 1 0) 

i nvestigated the taxonomy of question-types in Hong Kong EFL classrooms, their 

appropriate application by teachers, and the resulting effectiveness in helping students 

understand the correct lesson objectives. Wong col lected data through c lassroom 

observations, teacher in-depth interviews, and student interviews. The results i ndicated 

low-cognitive quest ions were common. Of those, knowledge-based questions were most 

frequently  used for teaching vocabulary or confirming student understanding. Other 

findings indicated that teachers used questions inefficiently to manage the c lassroom or 

stage lessons. High-cognitive questions, which engender practical English use, were 

rarely  used. 

In a study of the effect of teacher's questioning behavior on EFL c lassroom 

i nteraction, Shomoossi (2004) proposes that after the fai l ure of several important methods 

comparison studies in the 1 960s, the influence of i nteraction analysis stimulated interest 

in foreign language classroom processes. More careful observational studies gradual ly 

revealed which process variables were of interest. Also, there has been much research on 

teacher talk, with a focus on i ssues such as the amount and type of teacher talk, speech 
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modi fication made by teachers instructions and explanations, error correction and 

questions ha e been more or less the center of attention. The purpose of this qualitat ive­

quantitati e study is conducted as a c lassroom research and has focused on two question 

t pes : displa and referent ial . I t  explored recurring patterns of questioning behavior and 

their interactive effects through non-participant observation. Research design : Forty 

reading comprehension classes were observed in Tehran, I ran by the investigator. The 

observations were done by the researcher and the study data were gathered through 

partial ethnography. Events were coded and analyzed. General patterns were considered 

in regard with the teacher's questioning behavior and the students' interaction to them. 

The study indicated that disp lay questions were used by teachers more frequently  than 

referential questions. Also, it was concluded that not a l l  referential questions could create 

enough interaction. 

Kubota ( 1 989) examined student responses to teacher-ini tiated questions in 

c lassrooms of English as a Second Language (ESL) and Engl ish as a Foreign Language 

(EFL). The study focused specifical l y  on the similarities and differences in the questions 

asked by native-speaking (NS)  teachers of ESL and by non-native-speaking (NNS) 

teachers of EFL, and to assess the relationship between teachers' question types and 

students' responses. Results suggest that the power of Wh-questions is strong, triggering 

longer and more syntactical ly complex utterances than yes/no questions. Besides 

teachers should note that higher- level cognitive questions might increase the length nd 

syntactic complexity of students' speech.  I n  addition, teachers may paraphrase qUl .. �tions 

in more cases, but not simply repeat them with one turn when students have difficulty 

answering. Furthermore, in some contexts, teachers should give students frequent 
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peaking tum and as much peaking time as possible.  Moreover, the stud, concluded 

that a '  i n  natural discourse out ide the classroom, two-wa or multi -way exchange of 

infom1ation i ideal for genuine communication. 

In  a study of scaffolding through que tions in  upp r elementary ELL learning, 

Kim (20 1 0) argue that among teachers' arious c lassroom di course strategies, teacher 

questions are a powerful tool for guiding the l inguistic and cognit ive development of 

ngli h as a second language ( L) students. (Gibbons, 2003 ) contemplates effective 

questioning trategie that support th growth of E L students' thinking and language 

k i l l  . He explains two successful L teachers' i nstructional practice, with a focus on 

their question , specifical ly the types of questions teachers asked and their functions, and 

changes in students' part ic ipation and use of Engl ish oral language in c lassroom 

activitie . The researcher found out that the two teachers used different types of questions 

to scaffold their students' leaming across a school year, and teacher questions posit ively 

affected tudent part icipat ion in  c la sroom acti ities and language leaming. Relevant to 

the context, in  a study explored re- pecifying di splay que tion ; Lee (2006) suggests that 

Language previous research into teachers' question has focused on what types of 

questions are more conduci e for developing students' communicat ive language use. In 

this regard, "display questions " whose answers the teacher already knows, are considered 

less effective because they l imit opportunities for students to use genuine language use . 

(Leven & Long, 2002) argue that although the research into teacher questions has been 

refined in recent years, it i s  not certain how much we know about how display quest ions 

\vork, e pecial ly how they are produced and acted on in  the course of c lassroom 

interaction by language teachers and students . The study used sequential analysis to 
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examine tea hers' displa} que tion . equential analysi con iders how cla sroom talk i 

the outcome of the contingent coordination of interactional work of common 

under tanding. 

In another tudy, Ho ( 2005) tries to find out why teachers ask the questions they 

a k and concludes that alth ugh teacher questioning has r ceived much attention in the 

pa t fev ) cars, studies on teacher questions in  the E L c lassroom have so far revolved 

around the " 10 ed"I"open" or "display"I" referential " distinction. Findings from 

lassroom ob ervat ions show e ce si e use of c losed questions by teacher in the 

cla room. The argument that has been more or less accepted is that such questions seek 

to el ic i t  hort, re tricted student responses and are therefore purposeless in the classroom 

setting. The paper attempts to conduct an analytical d iscussion of the argument. The 

question of three non-nati e E L teachers during reading comprehension in the upper 

econdar) school in Brunei are analyzed using a three-level question construct. Through 

thi thre -lev I question analysis, it is possible to chal lenge the argument concerning 

que tion type and purpo es. Part icularly, it i l lustrates the problem of assigning teacher 

que tion into narrowly defmed categories and that questions asked by teachers in  the 

language c la  room are purposeful when reflected against the goals and agenda of the 

educational i nstitution. 

Another study focused on the effect of the level of questions on ESL Reading 

Comprehension, Perkins ( 1 990) had a sample of 1 50 Japanese English-as-a-Second­

Language students at Southern I l l inois University. The students were given a reading 

comprehension test containing three level s  of questions : factual, general ization, and 

i nference, to measure comprehension effects at d ifferent proficiency strata. The results 
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indicated that there were ignificanl d ifferences among the proficiency levels for the 

factual qu ti n , but no significant differences among the generalization and inference 

levels of quest ions. An explanat ion [or the compacted scoring distributions and resultant 

lack of ignificant d ifferences among th proficiency Ie els is that the generalizat ion and 

inference levels of que tions required more short term m mory ability, the attention and 

recall of more textual material and more elaboration and rehearsal than the samples' 

target language competence could accommodate . 

o tin ( 1 986) conducted a survey at the Hong Kong Baptist College and gathered 

information about fir t-year r med ial reading i nstruction in English as a second language 

( L). The study focu ed on the kinds and purposes of reading assignments the levels of 

cogniti \ e  proce e related to reading assignments, the cognitive ability levels of weak 

students, the cognitive process levels to be reinforced in ESL remedial reading, and 

impli ation for change in the reading program. Results showed that a substantial 

percentage of tudents( 2 1  %) v. ere regarded by their teachers as weak, with deficiencies 

in  the four lower levels of Bloom's Taxonomy of Educat ional Objectives in the cognit ive 

domain (knowledge, comprehension, application and analysis), \ hich were also the most 

required skill . It is suggested that English language teachers could reinforce the needed 

cognitive ski lls in reading programs by means of a cognitively oriented approach, using 

schema theory with an i nteractive, top-down, bottom-up processing model, 

complemented by cognitive skills training through questioning. A sample text, schema, 

and questions are provided. 

In as study of the effects of referential questions on E L classroom discourse, 

Brock ( 1 986) describes a study done to determine if higher frequencies of referential 
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qucsti n ha\ c an effect on di cour e in an adult Engl ish-as-a-second-language 

c la  r om. The result of the study showed that those referential questions generated 

d ifference in the language produced b the learners. 
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I n t rod u ction 

HAPTER I I I  

METH ODOLOGY 

Thi chapter e, plained the method u ed in this study. The researcher used 

quantitat i \  e method to i nve tigate th perception of the high school Engl ish teacher 10 

the AE of the levels of the cognitive questions they ask in E L c lassrooms. The 

in est igation inc ludes perceptions of teachers of the whole sample. In addition, the 

ample i divided into four group according to the lengths of teaching experience. The 

chapter de cribes the re earch design, procedures, partic ipants instruments data 

col lect ion and analysis .  

Re earch De ign 

Thi stud employed quanti tative method to investigate the research questions. 

The data \\ a col lected via a survey which " as randomly distributed to the teachers of 

Engl i  h in  .\L- in  high schools .  The survey aimed at finding the teachers' percept ions of 

the level of cognitive quest ions the ask in the classrooms. From a population of 250 

teachers of English in  AL-Ain high schools  1 28 teachers participated in fi l l ing the 

survey. The urvey is based on B loom s Cognit ive Levels Taxonomy and includes thirty 

statements representing the six cognitive levels of questions. The researcher designed the 

survey to investigate teachers' perceptions of the cognitive levels  of questions. The 

investigation of perceptions of cognitive levels of questions was based on analysis of the 

responses of participants. The researcher chose the survey instrument which is useful to 

explore a variety of educat ional problems and i ssues. Gay and Airasian (2003)  stated that 
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quantitative method depends mainly on numerical data col lection and analysis obtained 

from a large number of participants by a questionnai re .  

Proced u re 

Depending on the extensi e l iterature review related to the topic research and 

ADE 's professional standards for teachers, the researcher de eloped the methodological 

in trumcnts for conducting this research study. A survey included statements representing 

the Bloom' s  Taxonomy of cognitive levels  of questions were developed to generate data 

for the stud ( ee append ix B). A j ury of referees (UAEU instructors Engl ish language 

advisors, teachers) revised and measured the validity of the research instruments 

i nc luding the survey ( ee appendix C). A pilot study was conducted among a group of 

participants (Ten teachers of Engl ish in a government High School)  to i nsure clarity of 

the contents of the survey. The partic ipants on the pi lot study comprised ten teachers 

from AL-Maqam H igh School .  The researcher amended, changed and deleted some of 

the statements in l ight of the jury' s recommendations and the peers ' comments dur ing the 

pi lot study. The research tool which is the survey (See appendix B) was refined and the 

researcher got permission from AL-Ain Educational Office to conduct the survey in the 

targeted high schools .  The regulations of ADEC stipulate that getting permission is a 

perquisite to conduct studies in schools to ensure that those activities go in l ine with 

ADEC philosophy of education. AL-Ain Educational Office addressed the schools 

official l y  and requested them to faci l itate the researcher' s mission in conducting the 

survey. Having finished all those procedures, the researcher started distributing the 

survey in coordination with schools '  principals and through personal contacts. The 

researchers' col leagues assisted the researcher in distributing the surveys to the 
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part ic ipants and col lect ing them ba k. Then the resear her col i  cted the survey through 

personal contacts with col league in the targeted high schools .  s mentioned above, the 

survey was admini tered to examine the Engl ish teachers' perceptions of the cognitive 

l evel of the que tions they ask in the c lassroom.  Then, the researcher used descriptive 

tat i t ic to interpret th results of the urvey. 

Part ic ipant  

The tudy was conducted in AL-Ain go ernment high schools to investigate 

teacher ' percept ions of the English teachers of the levels of cognitive questions they ask 

in th ir c ia  rooms. The number of the participants who participated in the survey is 1 28 

high chool Engli h teachers. The participants were randomly selected from a popUlation 

of 250 Eng J i  h teachers in high chools  in AL-Ain. The teachers who part icipated in the 

surve are rab nationals who teach English as a foreign language in the UAE high 

school . Al l  of those teach rs work for ADEC in public schooL in the Emirate of Abu 

Dhabi .  The teacher who participated in the survey comprised males and females with 

d ifferent y ar of e perience. Most of them hold bachelor degrees and a few of them hold 

rna ter degree . Male teachers were 88 teachers, 1 1  of them hold master degrees, \",hile 77 

hold bachelor degrees. The teachers' teaching experience varies from 5 to 26 years. As 

for the female teachers, 5 teachers hold master degrees and 3 5  hold bachelor degrees. The 

females' teaching experience varies from 3 to 20 (See appendix  A). The sample included 

teachers from schools in the four geographical areas of AL-Ain city. Thus; it represented 

the entire educat ional zone. The researcher analyzed the data generated from the survey 

to find out perceptions of teachers of the levels of the cognitive questions they ask in the 

c lassrooms.  Then the researcher divided the whole sample into four groups based on their 
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year o f  e .  perience. roup one inc ludes teachers with one to five years o f  teaching 

e perience. Group two includes teacher with teaching experience of ix to ten ) ear . 

roup three includes teachers with eleven to fifteen years of teaching experience. Group 

four in ludes teach r with more than fifte n years of teaching experience. By 

i ncorporating the re ults generated from the \- hoi sample then dividing it into four 

group , the re earcher was able to report the perceptions of teachers in the whole sample 

then compare i t  results 'A-ith the perceptions of teachers within each group of teaching 

exp n nee. 

I n  tru ment  u ed in  the tudy 

The study inve t igated the perceptions of the Engl ish teachers of the levels of the 

cognit i\- e que tion in the UAE high schools  and the relationship between tho e 

perceptions and the teachers' teaching experience.  This was done in  accordance with 

criteria stab l i  hed by Bloom's Taxonomy of the cogniti e domain ( 1956). The taxonomy 

can help  teacher identify the level of the cognit ive questions they ask in the c lassroom , 

0, they can state the adequate learning objectives in their planning. Thus, to achieve the 

goal of the stud), the re earcher reviewed a vast bulk of l iterature related to questions 

pertaining to the cognitive levels of questions. The l i terature review in add it ion to the 

recommendations of the j ury of referees and the researcher s experience in  teaching 

English as a foreign l anguage helped the researcher design a survey as an adequate 

research too l .  

u rvey o f  Cogn i t ive Levels of Quest ions 

In  accordance with Abu Dhabi Education Counci l  (ADEC) professional standards 

for teachers, the researcher designed a survey of levels of cognitive questions to report 
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th e levels of que tion as percei ed by the Engl i sh teachers in the AE high schools. 

Background information about the participants inc luding gender academic qual ificat ions, 

teaching Ie e l  age and years of teaching experience were col lected via a survey ( ee 

appendix A).Teachers' perceptions of the levels  of the cognitive questions the ask in 

c las ro m were report d via a urvey ( ee appendix B). The surve comprises thirty 

tatement representing the six categories of B loom's  Taxonomy. A Likert scale was 

u ed to report and c la  ify teach rs ' quest ions into six categories according to B loom's  

Taxon my. ccording to the fiv -point scale " ) "  means "I  never do this". ' 2' means 'I 

occasi nal l y  do this.", "3' means "I sometimes do this." "4" means "I  usual ly do this and 

"5" m ans " I  al\\ ays do this .  The researcher analyzed the data obtained from the survey 

and cla sifted teacher ' questions into the six categories of Bloom' s  Taxonomy (See 

appendix B). The s ix  cogniti e levels of the taxonomy were knowledge, comprehension, 

appl ication, analy is, synthesis and evaluation. In the fol lowing paragraphs, 1 wi l l  give 

deta i led description of  each leve l .  

The Knowledge ogniti1'e Level: At the knov ledge level students are expected to 

remember or retrieve previously learned material . The knowledge level inc ludes three 

statement : "Recal l and use vocabulary'" "Describe objects, people and things' and 

" I dentif supporting detai ls in  texts or lectures". 

The Comprehen ion Cognitive level: At this level students are expected to grasp or 

construct meaning from materials. The Comprehension level included six statements : 

" I nterpret i nformation from maps, charts, graphics, audio or video '; "Draw conclusions 

from information mentioned in a passage"; "Recognize key words used by an author to 
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strengthen an argument" : "  ummarize te t or torie "; , 1ake inferences [rom text and 

" Detem1ine sequence of e ents". 

The Application ognitive level: t the application level students are assumed to use 

learned material ,  or to u e material in ne\ and real s i tuat ions. This level comprised eight 

statement . , Apply comprehension strat gie to construct meaning'" "Practice 

grammatical rule in ne\ situations '; 'Relate events to their prior knowledge'" "Use 

bottom-up trategi s to construct meaning"; "Demonstrate knowledge of spe l l ing rules' . 

e tran ition words to how a sequ nee of events"; , Represent textual information by 

d rawing, painting . . . .  etc ."  and "Produce a persuasive essay which takes a stance for or 

again t an i ue". 

The Analy i Cognitive level: t the anal is Ie el ,  students are required to break or 

d ifferentiate the parts of material into i ts components so that its organizational structure 

may be better und rstood .  It comprised four statements as fol lows : 'Recognize 

tatement that adequately summarize a pa sage"; " Ident ify main ideas in texts" ; "Retel l  

important event in tories" and " Compare and contrast ideas". 

The ynt/zesi Cognitl\'e level: At this level student are required to place parts together to 

form a coherent or exclusive ne\ whole. This Ie e l  comprises three statements : "Use 

prior knowledge and c lues to make predictions about texts ; " Combine syl lables within 

poken words" and " Recommend an alternative to solve a problem' ,  

The Evaluation Cognitive level: The evaluat ion level requires students to j udge, eri fy, 

and even criticize the value of material for a given reason. It inc ludes five statements: 

"Explain relationships between ideas" ; " Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of an 

3 7  



argument"; " upport an argument with evidence from a text"· "Assess a clas mate' 

presentat ion" and " al idate a con lusion drawn from a di cussion" . 

In a pi lot tud) , the researcher a a coordinator of the Engl ish taff, conducted a 

profes ional development ession to discuss the urve statements and B loom's  

Taxon m �ith teachers. T achers ' comments were taken into consideration and some 

amendments w re introduced accordingly. Then 1 0  teachers responded to the survey 

which proved that the survey \ as adequately c lear. Based on the partic ipants '  comments 

during the pilot tudy the three Engl i sh advisors re iew and the jury ' s  recommendations, 

the researcher deleted, changed and amended some of the i tems in the survey before 

distributing it to the larger sample. The survey was structured according to Bloom's 

Taxonom} . Thirty tatement describing levels of cogniti e questions were l i sted in  such 

a wa to categorize them into low levels cognitive questions and high levels of cognitive 

question . The first category inc luded knowledge and comprehension, whereas the latter 

compri d appl ication, analysis, s 'nthesis and e aluat ion. Indeed the survey made i t  

possible to sort teachers' questions i nto categories to analyze them easi ly ( ee Appendix 

B) .  

Having finished the perception survey the researcher col lected and analyzed the 

data of the whole participants in the survey to answer research question one. Then, the 

researcher classified the participants and their data into four groups according to their 

teaching experience. Thus, group one comprised teachers with one to five years of 

teaching experience group t\,;o inc luded teachers with s ix to ten years of teaching 

experience, group three with eleven years of teaching experience and group four with 

more than fifteen years of teaching experience. Analyzing the results of the four groups 
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made it pas ' ible to rep rt teacher ' perception \ ithin each group to answer re earch 

que tion two. 

Val id it) and Rel iabi l ity 

The survey lend its structure to B loom 's Taxonom of the levels of cognitive 

que tion . There are i cogniti e levels c lassified into two main categorie . The 

knov" ledge and comprehension levels comprise the category of low levels, while the 

application, analysis, s nthesis and evaluat ion comprise the category of the high levels. 

The ta.xonomy i general !  supported a a way to ident ify behavior of teachers and 

tudents at various levels of cognition (Pickford, 1 98 8).  Besides, a jury of referees 

mea ured the val idi ty of the survey i tems .They proposed some amendm nts on few 

tatement to make them c learer. The referees who i ncluded (UAEU professors 

sup f\, i  or of nglish Language, t achers) approved the research i nstmment ( ee 

appendL\ ) .  To ensure the c larity of the survey statements, the researcher conducted a 

pi lot tud) among ten teacher f ngli h in  a high school to respond to the Ul'\ e . .  

for the reI iabi l ity of the resul IS, the researcher used descripti ve statistics to 

ident ify Cronbach's Alpha rel iabi l i ty degree of the questionnaire. It was important to 

en ure the degree of the rel iabi l i ty of participants' responses to j udge the consistency of 

their  answers . Cronbach's Alpha was found to be .86  for the survey of levels of cognitive 

questions. 

Data A n a ly i 

The data obtained, in  the study by the survey of the cognitive levels of questions, 

was analyzed by using descriptive statistics. The scores for the statements of the survey 

were as fol lows: 5 ( I  always do this); 4( I usually do this); 3 ( I sometimes do this) ; 2( I 
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occasional ly do this) and I ( I  never do this). The data i s  arranged into six levels of 

cognit i\e questions and each level has a number of statements. The frequency and 

percentage for each statement were calculated. The mean score for each statement was 

calculated. The mean score for each cognitive Ie el was calculated. To report the 

teachers '  percept ions of the low and high levels of cognitive questions, the cumulative 

mean for each Ie el was also calculated. 
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C H APTER I V  

R e  u I t  of  the Study 

I n troduct ion 

The purpose of this study was to i nvestigate the Engl ish teachers' perceptions of 

the levels of cogniti e questions in the UAE high schools .  The research uti l ized 

quantitativ method to col lect data and analyze it .  The chapter inc ludes the research 

questions, the analysis of the data using descriptive stat ist ics and a summary of the major 

results as related to other studies. 

Research Quest ions 

This study attempted to answer the fol lowing three research quest ions. 

1 .  What are the levels  of cognitive questions asked by the Engl ish language 

teachers in the DAB high schools? 

2 .  Do Engl ish language teachers ' perceptions of levels of cognitive questions 

vary accord ing to their teaching experience? 

To answer the research questions, the data was col lected via a survey consists of 

30 statements describing teachers' levels  of cognitive questions. The statements of the 

survey were c lassified into six cognitive levels based on B loom' s  Taxonomy. Each 

cognitive Ie el comprised a number of statements. The first two cognitive l evels, 

knowledge and comprehension, represented the low cognit ive levels of questions. The 

second four cognitive levels, appl ication; analysis;  synthesis and evaluation, comprised 

the high cognitive levels .  

The data from the survey was col lected by quantitative methods and displayed in 

tables. The tables include the statements and are c lassified into six cognitive levels .  The 
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frequency percentage and mean core for each statement were calculated. The 

cumulati e mean score for the statements comprising each cognitive level was also 

calculated. Furthermore the cumulati e mean scores for the two main cognitive levels, 

low and high, were calculated. The frequencies, percentages mean scores and cumulative 

mean cores were shown in tables and described in  detai ls .  

Que t ion 1 :  What  a re the  level of cogn i t ive q uestions asked by the E ngl ish language 
teacher in  the  U A E  h igh  school ? 

To answer this research question, the data was col lected through a survey and 

categorized in tables i l lu  trat ing their different cogniti e levels .  Thus the analysis of 

teachers '  perceptions of the cognitive levels  of their questions comprises seven tables. 

The first six tables describe the six cognitive levels  of questions. The seventh table sums 

up the mean and cumulative scores for the two main cognitive levels which are the low 

cognitive levels and the high cognitive levels .  

Table I 
Descriptive stat istics for questions at the Knowledge Level (n= 1 28)  

>, 
til ro Q) 
. 5  c: til >, 0 

>, .... til ..... 
(Ij C;; Q) ro Q) c: 
� :l E u :> (Ij til 0 U Q) Q) 

« � C/J 0 Z E 
F % F % F % F % F % 

S l  57  44 .5  52  40 .6 1 3  1 0 .2 4 3 . 1 2 1 .6 4.3 

S2 46 3 5 .9 46 3 5 .9 30  2 3 .4 5 3 .9 0 . 8  4 

S22 24 1 8 .8  58  45 .3  35  27 .3  8 6 .3 3 2 .3  3 . 7  

4 

Table 1 shows teachers' perceptions of questions asked at the knowledge 

cognitive leve l .  In responding to the d ifferent statements at this level, it is  noticed that the 

cumulative mean score for the questions was 4. Fifty-seven teachers (44 . 5%) percei e 

that they always ask questions to help students develop abi l it ies to recal l vocabulary (S I )  
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\\'hi le  46 teachers (35 .9%) percei e that they alwa s ask questions to help students 

de cribe objects ( 2) .  Forty teachers (35 .9%) perceive that they usual ly ask questions to 

help  students describe objects ( 2). Fifty-eight teachers (45 .3%) perceive that their 

questions usual ly help stud nts develop abi l i ties to identi fy supporting detai l s  in texts or 

lecture ( 22) .  

Table  2 
DescriEt ive for the guest ions at the ComErehension Level (n= 1 28)  
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4 26 20.3 54 42.2 40 3 1 . 3 5 3 .9 3 2.3 3 . 8 

8 49 3 8 .3 49 38 . 3  1 9  1 4 .8  8 6 .3  3 2 . 3  4 . l 

S9 44 34 .4 46 3 5 .9 33  2 5 . 8  4 3 . 1  . 8  4 

1 6  4 1  32 .0  55  43 .0 25  1 9 . 5  6 4 . 7  . 8  4 

1 8  46 3 5 .9 46 3 5 .9 3 0  2 3 .4 5 3 .9 . 8  3 .9 

S27 33 2 5 . 8  5 1  39 .8  30  23 .4 1 2  9 .4 2 l .6 3 .7 

3 .92 

Table 2 displays the frequency and percentages of the questions teachers perceive 

to ask at the comprehension cognitive level .  The cumulative mean score of teachers' 

questions at this l evel was 3 .92.  The results show that fifty-four teachers (42.2 %) 

perceive that they usual ly ask questions which require students to interpret information 

from maps, charts, graphics, audio or video (S4).  Forty-nine teachers (3 8 .3%) reported 

that they always ask questions to prompt students to draw conclusions based on 

information mentioned in a passage (S8). Forty-nine teachers (38 . 3%) reported that they 
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usual ly ask questions to prompt students to dra conclusions based on information 

mentioned in a passage ( 8). Forty-six teachers ( 35 .9 %) reported that their questions 

usua l l  encourage students to  recognize key words used by an author to  strengthen an 

argument 9). F ifty-fi e teachers (43 %) were reported to ask questions that usual ly help 

tudents to summarize texts or stories ( 1 6) .  Forty-six teachers' questions (35 .9 %) were 

found as always helping students to make inferences from texts (S 1 8) .  Forty-six teachers' 

que tions (35 .9  %) were found as usual ly  helping students to make inferences from texts 

( 1 8) .  F ifty-one teachers ' questions (39 .8  %) were reported as they usual ly help students 

to determine sequence of events (S27). 

Table 3 
De criet ive stat ist ics for the guest ions at the Aeel ication Level (n= 1 28) 
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1 0  3 5  27 .3  57  44.5 28  2 1 .9 4 3 . 1 4 3 . 1 3 .9 

S 1 1  29 22 .7 52  40 .6  37  28 .9 5 3 . 9  5 3 .9 3 . 8  

1 2  4 1 32 .0 55  4 3 .0 24 1 8 . 8  5 3 .9 3 2 .3  3 .9 

S 1 3  3 3  25 . 8  46 3 5 .9 3 7  28 .9 9 7 .0 3 2 .3  3 . 7  

S 1 4  22 1 7.2 48  3 7 .5  42 32 . 8  1 1  8 .6  5 3 .9 3 . 5  

S I 7  3 4  26.6 6 1  47 .7 25  1 9 . 5  7 5 . 5  . 8  3 .9 

S 1 9  23 1 8 .0 56 43 .8  30 23 .4 1 4  1 0 .9 5 3 .9 3 .6 

S20 28  2 1 .9 56 43 .8  33 25 . 8  1 6  1 2 .5  5 3 .9 3 .6 
3 . 74 

Table 3 shows frequencies and percentages of questions as perceived to be asked 

by teachers at the cognitive appl ication leve l .  The cumulative mean score for teachers' 
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questions at this level " as 3 .74. F ifty- e en teachers (44.5%) reported that they usual ly 

ask questions that help students to appl comprehension strategies to construct meaning 

( 1 0). F i fty-tv 0 teachers (40.6 %) reported asking questions that help students to practise 

grammatical rules in ne\ situations ( 1 1 ) .  F ifty-five teachers (43 %) reported that their 

quest ions usual ly help students to relate events to their prior knowledge (S 1 2). Forty-six 

teachers (35 .9 %) reported that they usual ly  encourage students to use bottom-up 

strategies to construct meaning (S 1 3 ) .  Forty-eight teachers (37 .5  %) reported that their 

qu stions usual ly encourage students to demonstrate knowledge of spe l l ing rules (S 1 4). 

ixty-one (47.7 %) teachers reported that their questions help students to use transition 

words to show a sequence of events (S 1 7) .  Fifty-six  teachers (43 . 8  %) reported that their 

questions usual ly encourage students to represent textual information by drawing, 

painting . . . . etc. (S I 9) and fi fty-six (43 . 8  %) reported that they usually ask questions that 

help students to produce a persuasive essay which takes a stance for or against an issue 

(S20). 

Table 4 
Descriptive stat ist ics for the quest ions at the Analysis Level (11= 1 28 )  
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3 .98 
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Table 4 shows the frequencies and percentages of questions teachers perceive that 

they ask i n  c lassrooms at the analysis cognitive leve l .  Teachers' responses to the different 

statements at this le el ha e a cumulative score of 3 .98 .  Forty-eight teachers (37 .5%) 

reported questions were for distinguishing facts from opinions (S30) .  S ixty-one teachers' 

questions (47 .7  %) were reported for recognizing statements that adequately summarize a 

passage ( 6).  ixty-four (50 %) of teachers questions were reported for identifying main 

ideas in te ts (S7) .  F ifty-nine (46. 1 %) of teachers' quest ions were reported for rete l l ing 

important events in stories (S i S ) and fifty-seven (44.S  %) for comparing and contrasting 

ideas ( 2 1 ). 

Table S 
Descript ive statistics for the questions at the Synthesis Level (n= 1 28)  
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5 46 3 5 .9 50  39 . 1 26 20 .3 2 1 .6 4 3 . 1  4 . 1 

24 25  1 9. 5  44 34 .4 39  30 . 5  1 7  1 3 .3 3 2 . 3  3 .6 

S28 3 7  28 .9  44 34 .4 3 7  28 .9 8 6 .3  2 1 .6 3 . 8  

3 . 83 

Table S points out the frequencies and percentages of teachers' perceptions of 

questions they ask i n  c lassrooms at the synthesis cognitive leve l .  By analysing teachers' 

responses to the d ifferent statements at this leve l ,  the results reveal that the teachers' 

questions have a cumulative mean score of 3 . 8 3 .  F ifty teachers' questions (39. 1 %) were 

reported for using prior knowledge and c lues to make predictions about texts (SS)  and 

forty-four (34.4 %) for combin ing syl lables within spoken words (S24) and 

recommending an alternative to solve a problem (S28) .  
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Table 6 sho\ s the frequencies and percentages of teachers perceptions of their 

question at the evaluation ognitive Ie el . The questions at these levels  ha e a 

cumulative mean score of 3 .74. Forty-four of teachers' quest ions (34 .4 %) were found for 

explaining relationships between ideas (S23 ) .  F ifty-one (39 .8 %) of teachers questions 

were reported for evaluat ing the strengths and weaknesses of an argument (S25) .  Forty-

nine ( 38 . 3%) of teachers questions were reported for supporting an argument with 

evidence from a text (S26).  Forty-three (33 .6%) of the questions reported were for 

assessing a c lassmate ' s  presentat ion (S29) and forty-nine (38 .3%) for val idating a 

conc lusion drawn from a discussion (S30) .  

Table 6 
Descriptive stat istics for the quest ions at the Evaluation Level (n= 1 28 )  
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Table 7 
Descripti e statistics for the questions at the Cumulative Level (n= 1 28 )  

Category Level Mean 

Low Knowledge 4 
Comprehens ion 3 .92 

H igh Appl ication 3 . 74 
Analysis 3 .98 
Synthesis 3 .83 
Evaluation 3 .74 
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Table 7 shows the reported use of cognitive Ie els of questions by the AE 

Engl ish teachers in the c lassrooms. The cumulati e mean for the low cognitive levels i .e. 

Knowledge and Comprehension was found to be 3 .96. For the higher cognitive levels i .e .  

Appl ication; Analysis' Synthesis and Evaluation, it was 3 .82 .  At the lower category of the 

cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4 and the Comprehension level was 3 .92. At 

the higher category of the cognitive Ie e ls  the Appl ication level was 3 .74' the Analysis 

level was 3 .98; the synthesis level was 3 . 83 and the Evaluation level was 3 . 74. 

Que f ion 2: Do English language teachers' perceptions of  levels of cognitive 
q uest ion v a ry accord ing to their teach ing  experience? 

To answer this research question, the data was col lected through the survey then it 

was categorized into groups according to the teachers' teaching experience. Thus, group 

one includes the data of teachers with one to five years of teaching experience. Group 

two includes teachers ' data with s ix to ten years of teaching experience. Group three 

comprises teachers data with e leven to fifteen years of teaching experience and group 

four comprise teachers data with more than fifteen years of teaching experience. Then 

the data was analyzed and displayed in tables showing the cognit ive levels, frequencies, 

percentages, mean scores and cumulative mean scores. The description of each group 

inc ludes seven tables. The first s ix tables describe the six cognitive levels of questions in 

terms of reported questions' frequencies, percentages, mean scores and cumulat ive mean 

scores. The seventh table sums up the mean and cumulat ive scores at the two main 

cognitive levels which are the low cognitive levels  and the h igh cognitive levels .  

Table 8 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of less than five 

years, of questions asked at the knowledge cognitive leve l .  The cumulative mean score 

for a l l  the questions at this level was 4. Twelve teachers (46.2%) perceive that they 
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always ask questions to help students de elop abi l it ies to recall ocabulary (S t )  whi le 

e leven teachers (42.3%) perceive that they usual ly ask questions to help students describe 

objects ( 2) .  E leven teachers (42.3%) perceive that their questions usual ly help students 

develop abi l ities to identify support ing detai ls in texts or lectures (S22). 

Table  8 
De cript ive stati t ics for the quest ion at the Knowledge Level (Group I ;  n= 26) 
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Table 9 
Descript i \  e tatistics for the quest ions at the Comprehension Leve l (Group 1 ;  n= 26) 
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Table 9 hows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of less than five 

years of questions asked at the comprehension cognitive level .  The cumulative mean 

score for a l l  the items at this level was 3 .98 .  The results show that sixteen teachers 

(6 1 . 5%) perceive that they usual ly ask questions which require students to interpret 

information from maps, charts, graphics, audio or video ( 4). Ten teachers (3 8 . 5%) 

reported that they always ask quest ions to prompt students to draw conclusions based on 

information mentioned in  a passage (S8) .  Ten teachers (38 .5%) reported that they usual ly 

ask question to prompt students to draw conclusions based on information mentioned in  

a passage ( 8) .  Ten teachers (3 8 . 5  %) reported that their questions always encourage 

students to recognize key words used by an author to strengthen an argument (S9). 

Twel e teachers (46.2%) were reported to ask quest ions that usual ly help students to 

summarize texts or stories (S I 6) .  Eleven teachers questions (42 .3%) were found as 

usual ly help ing students to make inferences from texts (S 1 8 ). Ten teachers (3 8 .5%) 

reported that they usual ly ask questions that help students to determine sequence of 

events ( 27) .  

Table 1 0  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of less than five 

years, of questions asked at the appl ication cognitive leve l .  The cumulat ive mean score of 

questions at this level was 3 . 8 .  The teachers' questions reveal that twelve teachers 

(46.2%) reported that they usual ly ask questions that help students to apply 

comprehension strategies to construct meaning (S 1 0). Eleven teachers (42 . 3%) reported 

asking questions that usual ly  help students to practise grammatical rules in new situations 

(S l l ). F ifteen teachers (57 .7%) reported that their questions usual ly help  students to 

rel ate events to their prior knowledge (S 1 2) .  Eight teachers (30.8%) reported that they 
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always encourage students to use bottom-up strategies to construct meaning ( 1 3 ) .  Eight 

teachers (30 .8%) reported that they usual ly encourage students to use bottom-up 

strategic to construct meaning (S 1 3 ) .  F ifteen teachers (57 .7  %) reported that their 

quest ions usual ly encourage students to demonstrate knowledge of spe l l ing rules (S 1 4) .  

ine teachers (34 .6%) reported that they usual ly ask questions to prompt students to use 

transition words to show a sequence of events (S 1 7) .  E ighteen teachers (69 .2  %) reported 

that they u ual ly ask questions to help to represent textual information by drawing, 

painting . . . . etc. ( 1 9) .  Eight teachers (30 .8  %) reported that their questions always help 

students to produce a persuasive essay which takes a stance for or against an i ssue (S20). 

Table l O  
Descriptive stat ist ics for the quest ions at the Appl ication Level (Group I ;  n= 26) 

>-
til � � 
.5  c:: 

til � .2  >- .... til '- c::: <':j <':j � <':j � 3 ::l E <.) > <':j 
til 0 <.) � � 

«: ;:J C/) 0 z :2 
F % F % F % F % F % 

S 1 0  7 26.9 1 2  46.2 6 23 . 1  3 . 8  0 0 4 
S 1 1  5 1 9 .2 1 1  42.3 9 34 .6 3 . 8  0 0 3 . 8  
S I 2  6 23 . 1  1 5  57 .7  5 1 9 .2  0 0 0 0 4 
S l 3  8 30 .8  8 30 .8 8 30 . 8  1 3 . 8  1 3 . 8  3 . 8  
S 1 4  3 1 1 . 5  1 5  57 .7  5 1 9.2  3 1 1 . 5 0 0 3 .7 
S 1 7  8 30 .8  9 34.6 5 1 9 .2  4 1 5 .4 0 0 3 . 8  
S l 9  5 1 9 .2 1 8  69.2 2 7 .7  1 3 . 8  0 0 3 . 7  

20 8 30.8 6 23 . 1  6 23 . 1 5 1 9 .2  3 . 8 3 .6 

3 . 8  

Table 1 1  shows perceptions o f  teachers, with teaching experience o f  less than 

five years, of questions asked at the analysis cognitive leve l .  The cumulative mean score 

for a l l  the questions at this level was 3 .98 .  F ifteen teachers (57 .7  %) reported questions 

were for dist inguishing facts from opinions (S3) .  Thirteen teachers' questions (50 %) 

were reported for recognizing statements that adequately summarize a passage (S6) .  
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Fi fteen (57 .7%) o[ teachers' questions were reported for identi fying main ideas in texts 

( 7) .  ine (34.6 %) of teachers' quest ions were reported for rete l l ing important events in  

stories ( 1 5 ) and thirteen (50 %) for comparing and contrast ideas (S2 1 ) . 

Table l l  
De criEt i e statistics for the guest ions at the Anal�sis Level (GrouE I ;  n= 26) 
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Table 1 2  

Oescripti\e statistic for the quest ions at the Synthesis Level (Group I '  n= 26) 
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Table  1 2  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of less 

years of questions asked at the synthesis cognitive leve l .  The cumulative mean Sl., 
t' 
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a l l  the quest ions at this level was 4. Twelve teachers' questions (46.2 %) were rq 
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for using prior knowledge and c lues to make predictions about texts (S5) .  Ten teachers 

( 38 . 5  %) reported that they always ask questions for combining syl lables within spoken 

words (S24) ten teachers reported that they usual ly ask quest ions for recommending an 

altemati e to solve a problem ( 28) .  

Table 1 3  
DescriEt i for the 9.uest ion at the Evaluation Level (GrouE 1 ;  n= 26) 
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Table 1 3  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of less than five 

years, of questions asked at the evaluation cognitive leve l .  The cumulative mean score of 

teachers' questions at  this level was 3 .9. Ten of teachers' questions (38 .5  %) were found 

for explaining relationships between ideas (S23) .  Fourteen (53 . 8  %) of teachers' 

questions were reported for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of an argument 

(S25) .  Ten (38 .5  %) of teachers questions were reported for supporting an argument with 

evidence from a text (26) . Twelve (46.2  %) of the questions reported were for assessing a 

c lassmate' s  presentation (S29) and nine (34 .6 %) for val idating a conclusion drawn from 

a discussion (S30) .  
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TabJe 1 4  

Low 

H igh 

tati t ics for the reported que tions at the Cumulati e Level (Group 1 ;  n= 26) 
Le e l  Mean CM 
K nowledge 4 3 .99 
Comprehension 3 .98 

Appl ication 3 .8 3 .92 
nal s is 3 .98 
ynthesis 4 

Evaluation 3 .9 

Table 1 4  shows the statistics for group one of the perceptions of the English 

language teachers of the levels of cognitive questions they ask in their c lassrooms. The 

table describes the mean scores for the levels  of cognitive questions as wel l  as the 

cumulati ve mean scores for the two main categories of the levels of cognitive questions. 

The table points out the cumulative mean for the low cognitive level s  ( i . e .  Knowledge 

and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .99. Likewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i . e .  

Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation) the cumulative mean was 3 .92. At  the 

lower category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4 and the Comprehension 

level \\'as 3 ,98 ,  At the higher category of the cognitive levels, the Appl ication level was 

3 . 8 ;  the Analysis level was 3 ,98 ;  the synthesis level was 4 and the Evaluation level was 

3 ,9 ,  

Table 1 5  shows teachers' perceptions with teaching experience ranging from six 

to ten years, of questions asked at the knowledge cognitive level , Responding to 

questions at this level had a cumulat ive mean score of 3 .97.  Twenty teachers (47,6 %) 

perceive that they usual ly ask questions to help students develop abi l it ies to recal l 

vocabulary (S 1 )  whi le  seventeen teachers (40 .5  %) perceive that they al ways ask 

questions to help students describe objects (S2) ,  Seventeen teachers (40, 5  %) perceive 
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that their question usual ly help students de elop abi l ities to identify supporting detai ls in 

texts or lectures (S22). 

Table 1 5  
Descript i e stat ist ics for the que tions at the Knowledge Level (Group 2; n=42) 

..0 
Vl «i <l) 
E c: 

Vl ..0 0 � . .;= . ;;; ell <l) .... 
ell ell (1) c: � ;::l E u > ell 
til 0 U (1) (1) 

=< j:) (/) 0 Z 1= 
,.., 

F % F % F % F % F % 
S I  1 6  3 8 . 1 20 47.6 4 9.5  1 2.4 1 2.4 4. 1 

2 1 7  40.5 1 3  3 1 . 5 1 0  23 . 8  2 4.8  0 0 4 

22 9 2 1 .4 1 7  40.5 1 5  3 5 .7 0 0 2.4 3 . 8  

3 .97 

Table 1 6  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

six to ten years, of questions asked at the comprehension cognitive leve l .  The cumulative 

mean score for the questions at this level was 3 .92. The resul ts show that eighteen 

teachers (42 .9%) perceive that they sometimes ask questions which require student to 

interpret information from maps, charts graphics, audio or video (S4). E ighteen teachers 

(42 .9 %) reported that they always ask to prompt students to draw conclusions based on 

information mentioned in a passage (S4).  S ixteen teachers (3 8 . 1  %) reported that their 

questions usual ly  encourage students to recognize key words used by an author to 

strengthen an argument (S9). S ixteen teachers (3 8 . 1 %) were reported to ask questions 

that usual ly  help students to summarize texts or stories (S I 6) .  E ighteen teachers' 

questions (42.9 %) were found as always helping students to make inferences from texts 

(S 1 8) .  Thirteen teachers' questions (3 1 . 0 %) were reported as they always help students 
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to determine sequence of events ( 27) .  Thirteen teachers' questions (3 1 .0 %) were 

reported as they usual ly help  students to determine sequence of events (S27) .  

Table 1 6  

.b 
CIl 
v ro 

. 5  c: 
CIl >. 0 
>. Q) Vl '-
ro ro 3 E ro cu c: 

;:l u > ro CIl 0 U cu v 

-< � C/) 0 Z E 
F % F % F % F % F % 

4 8 1 9 .0 1 4  3 3 .3 1 8  42.9 0 0 2 4.8  3 .6  

8 1 8  42.9 1 5  3 5 . 7  7 1 6 .7  1 2.4 2 .4 4. 1 

9 1 4  3 3 . 3  1 6  3 8 . 1 1 0  23 . 8  2 .4 2 .4 4 .2 

1 6  1 3  3 1 .0 1 6  3 8 . 1 1 1  26.2 2 .4 2.4 3 .9 

1 8  1 3  3 1 .0 1 8  42.9 6 1 4 .3 3 7 . 1 2 4 .8  3 .9  

27 1 3  3 1 .0 1 3  3 1 .0 1 2  28 .6  3 7 . 1 2 .4 3 . 8  
3 .92 

Table 1 7  shows teachers' perceptions with teaching experience ranging from six 

to ten years, of questions asked at the appl ication cognitive level .  According to the table 

questions asked at this level had a cumulative mean score of 3 .78 .  Nineteen teachers 

(45 .2  %) reported that they usual ly ask questions that help students to apply 

comprehension strategies to construct meaning (S  1 0) .  Twenty-five teachers (59.5 %) 

reported aski ng questions that help students to practise grammatical rules in  new 

situations (S I 1 ) . Seventeen teachers (40.5 %) reported that their quest ions usual ly help 

students to relate events to their prior knowledge (S 1 2) .  F ifteen teachers ( 35 . 7 %) 

reported that they usually  encourage students to use bottom-up strategies to construct 

meaning (S 1 3) .  E ighteen teachers (42.9 %) reported that their questions sometimes 
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encourag students to demonstrate knowledge of spel l ing ru les ( 1 4) .  ineteen (45 .2  %) 

teachers reported that their questions usual ly help students to use transition words to 

show a sequence of events ( 1 7). ixteen teachers (38 . 1 %) usual ly ask questions that 

help tudents to represent textual information by drawing, painting . . . . etc . ) .  Twenty-one 

teachers (50 %) reported that their questions usual ly help students to produce a 

persua lve e ay which takes a stance for or against an issue (S20). 

Table 1 7  
Descript ive statistics for the quest ions at the Appl ication Level (Group 2; 0=42) 

1 0  

1 1  

S I 2  

1 3  

1 4 

S I 7  

S 1 9  

S20 

F % F % 

CI) 
� 

E 
� 
E o r/) 

F % 
I I  26.2 1 9  45 .2  1 0  23 .8  

.b 
<I:l 
C o 
CI) 
'" 
t) 
t) 

o 
F % 

2 .4 

.... 
� 
> 
� 

Z 
F % 

2.4 3 .9 

6 1 4 .3 25 59 .5  7 1 6.7  2 4 .8  2 4 .8  3 .7 

1 2  28 .6  1 7  40.5 1 2  28 .6  0 o 2 .4  3 .9 

I I  26.2 1 5  3 5 . 7  1 3  3 1 .0 2 4 . 8  2 . 4  3 . 8  

8 1 9 .0 1 3  3 1 .0 1 8  42 .9 2 4 .8  2 .4 3 .7  

1 0 23 .8  1 9 45 .2  9 2 1 .4 3 7 . 1 2 .4  3 . 8  

9 2 1 .4 1 6  3 8 . 1 1 1  26.2 4 9.5  2 4 .8  3 . 7  

8 1 9 .0 2 1  50 9 2 1 .4 2 4 .8  2 4.8  3 . 7  

3 . 78 

Table 1 8  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

six to ten years, of questions asked at the analysis cognit ive leve l .  The cumulative mean 

score for al l the questions at this level was 3 .94. Fourteen teachers (33 . 3  %) reported 

asking questions for distinguishing facts from opinions (S3) .  S ixteen teachers' questions 

( 38 . 1 %) were reported for recognizing statements that adequately summarize a passage 
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( 6) .  Twent -h 0 (52 .4 %) of teachers' questions were reported for identi fying main 

ideas in te ts ( 7). T\ enty (47.6 %) of teachers questions were reported for retel l ing 

important event in stories ( 1 7) and nineteen (45 . 2  %) for comparing and contrasting 

ideas ( 2 1 ). 

Table 1 8  
e stati t ics for the quest ions at the Analysis Level (Group 2 ;  n=42) 

� til C;; v 
E r:: 

en >. 0 >. '';::; en .... C<l C<l V C<l v r:: 
3 ::l E 0 ;:- C<l 

-< 
en 0 0 V V 

� Cfl 0 Z ;2 
F % F % F % F % F % 

3 1 3  3 1 .0 1 4  3 3 . 3  1 0  23 .8 4 9 .5  2 .4 3 . 8  

6 1 0  23 . 8  1 6  3 8 . 1 1 0  23 . 8  4 9 .5  2 4 . 8  3 . 7  

7 22 52 .4  1 3  3 1 .0 6 1 4. 3  2 .4 0 0 4 .3  

S I S  1 1  26.2 20 47 .6 7 1 6 .7  3 7 . 1 2 .4 3 .9 

_ 1  1 2  28 .6 1 9  4S .2 9 2 1 .4 2 .4 2 .4 4 
3 .94 

Table 1 9  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from six to 

ten years, of questions asked at the synthesis cognitive leve l .  The cumulat ive mean score 

for the questions at this level was 3 .7 .  N ineteen teachers' questions (45 .2  %) were 

reported for using prior knowledge and c lues to make predictions about texts (S5) .  

Fourteen teachers' questions (33 . 3  %) were reported for combining syl lables within 

spoken words (S24) and fifteen (35 .7 %) for recommending an alternative to solve a 

problem (S28) .  
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Table 1 9  
for the quest ions at the Synthesis Level (Group 2; n-42) 

.b 
C/l 
<l.l <'3 

C/l .b E c: 

>-> tl .9  
<'3 <'3 

C/l '-
?: =' E <'3 <l.l c: () > <'3 

<:; 
C/l 

0 () <l.l 4) ::> CI) 0 ;Z; ';2 
F % F % F % F % F % 

5 1 4  33 . 3  1 9  45 .2  6 1 4 . 3  2 4 . 8  2 .4 4 

24 7 1 6 . 7  1 4  3 3 . 3  1 4  3 3 .3 6 1 4 .3 2 .4  3 . 5  

28 8 1 9. 0  1 5  3 5 . 7  1 5  53 . 7  2 4 . 8  2 4 .8  3 .6  
3 . 7  

Table 20 
Descript i \  e statistic for the quest ions at the Evaluation Level (Group 2 ;  n=42) 

.b 
C/l 
Q) <'3 

E c: 
C/l .b . 9  
>-> 

.;:: 
<'3 � Q) C/l '-
� 8 <'3 <l.l c: 

=' () > ro 
<:; 

C/l 0 () <l.l <l.l 

� CI) 0 Z; § 
F % F % F % F % F % 

23 1 3  3 1 .0 1 1  26 1 4  3 3 . 3  4 9 . 5  0 0 3 . 8  

25 9 2 1 .4 1 7  40. 5 1 2  28 .6  " 7 . 1 2 .4 3 .7 .J 

26 1 1  26 .2 1 8  42.9 7 1 6 .7  5 1 1 .9  2 .4  3 . 8  

S29 1 2  28 .6 1 3  3 l .0 1 3  3 1 .0 3 7 . 1 2 .4  3 . 8  

S 3 0  1 0  23 . 8  1 5  3 5 . 7  1 4  3 3 .3 2 4 .8  1 2 .4 3 . 7  

3 . 76 

Table 20 shows perceptions of  teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

six to ten years, of questions asked at the evaluation cognitive leve l .  The cumulative 

mean score for a l l  the questions at this level was 3 .76.  Fourteen of teachers ' quest ions 

( 33 . 3  %) were found for explaining relationships between ideas (S23) .  Seventeen (40.5 

%) of teachers' questions were reported for evaluating the strengths and weaknesses of an 
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argument ( 25) .  Eighteen (42.9 %) o[ teachers' questions \ ere reported for supporting an 

argument with evidence from a text ( 26). Thirteen (3 1 .0 %) of the questions reported 

were [or assessing a c lassmate' s  presentat ion (S29) and fifteen (35 .7%) for val idating a 

conc lusion drawn from a d iscussion (S30) .  

Table 2 1  
Descript i e tat ist ics for the quest ions at the Cumu lative Level (Group 2; n=42) 

Category Level Mean CM 

Low Knowledge 3 .97 3 .95 
Comprehension 3 .92 

H igh Appl ication 3 .78 3 .79 
A nalysis 3 .94 

nthesis 3 . 7  
E aluation 3 .76 

Table 2 1  shows the stat ist ics of group two for the reported perceptions of the 

English l anguage teachers of the levels  of cognitive questions they ask in their 

c lassrooms. The table describes the cumulative mean score for the levels of cognitive 

questions as wel l  as the cumulat ive mean score for the two main categories ( low and 

high) of the levels of cognitive questions. The table points out that the cumulative mean 

for the low cognitive l evels ( i .e .  Knowledge and Comprehension) was 3 .95 .  Likewise for 

the higher cognitive levels ( i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis '  Synthesis and Evaluation), the 

cumulat ive mean was 3 .79. At the l ower category of the cognitive levels the knowledge 

level was 3 .97 and the Comprehension level was 3 .92. At the higher category of the 

cognitive levels, the Appl ication level was 3 .78 ;  the Analysis level was 3 .94; the 

synthesi s  level was 3 .7 and the Evaluation level was 3 . 76. 
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Table 22 
e stat ist ics [or the que t ions at the Knowledge Level (Group 3 ;  n- 30)  

>. til (ij Q) 

E c 
Vl ..c- o >. .;:; 
'" (ij Q) til .... 

� E '" Q) C 
:J (J > '" 
Vl 0 (J Q) Q) 

=< ;:? {/) 0 Z E 
F % F % F % F % F % 
1 2  40.0 1 5  50 2 6 .7  3 . 3  0 0 4 .3  

2 1 2  40.0 1 0  3 3 . 3  7 23 . 3  1 3 . 3  0 0 4 . 1 

22  5 1 6 .7  1 6  53 . 3  6 20.0 2 6 .7 3 . 3  3 . 7  
4 .03 

Table 22 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

e leven to fi fteen years, of questions asked at the knowledge cognit ive leve l .  It i s  noticed 

that the cumulative mean score for the questions at this level was 4 .03 . The perceptions 

for the reported questions are inferred by the frequency percentage of those questions. 

F ifteen teachers (50 %) perceive that they usual ly ask questions to help students develop 

abi l ities to recal l vocabular (S I )  whi le ten (33 . 3  %) perceive that they usually ask 

questions to help students describe objects (S2) .  S ixteen (53 .3 %) teachers perceive that 

their questions usually help students develop abi l ities to identify supporting details i n  

texts o r  l ectures (S22). 

Table 23 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

e leven to fi fteen years of questions asked at the comprehension cognitive leve l .  The 

cumulative mean score for a l l  the questions at this level was 3 . 88 .  The results show that 

s ixteen teachers (53 . 3  %) perceive that they usual ly ask questions which require students 

to i nterpret information from maps, charts, graphics, audio or video (S4) .  Thirteen 

teachers (43 . 3  %) reported that they usual ly ask to prompt students to draw conclusions 

6 1  



based on information mentioned in a passage ( 8) .  Ten teachers ( 33 .3 %) reported that 

their quest ions always encourage students to recognize key words used by an author to 

strengthen an argument (S9). Ten teachers (33 . 3  %) were reported to ask questions that 

alv ays help students to summarize texts or stories (S 1 6). Twelve teachers' quest ions 

(40 .0 %) were found as usual ly helping students to make inferences from texts (S 1 8 ). Ten 

teachers' questions (33 . 3  %) were reported as they usual ly help students to determine 

sequence of events (S27) .  

Table 23 
Descript ive stat ist ics for the quest ions at the Comprehension Leve l (Group 3 ;  n= 30)  
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Vl 
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S4 7 23 . 3  1 6  5 3 . 3  6 20.0 1 3 . 3  0 0 4 

S8 1 0  3 3 . 3  1 3  43 .3  3 1 0 .0  2 6 .7  2 6 . 7  4 

S9 1 0  33 . 3  9 30 .0 9 30 .0 3 .3 3 . 3  4 

S I 6  1 0  3 3 . 3 9 30 .0 6 20.0 3 1 0 .0  2 6 .7  4 

S 1 8  6 20.0 1 2  40.0 8 26 .7  3 1 0 .0  3 . 3  3 . 7  

S27 7 23 . 3  1 0  3 3 .3 6 20.0 5 1 6 .7  2 6 . 7  3 .6 

3 . 8 8  

Table 24  shows perceptions of  teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

eleven to fifteen years, of questions asked at the appl ication cognitive level .  According to 

the table, the mean score for a l l  the questions at this level was 3 .  8 .  Fourteen teachers 

(46.7  %) reported that they usual ly ask questions that help students to apply 

comprehension strategies to construct meaning (S l O) .  Fourteen teachers (46 .7  %) 
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reported a king quest ions that alwa s help students to practise grammatical rules in new 

si tuations ( 1 1 ) .  E leven teachers (36.7 %) reported that their quest ions always help 

students to relate events to their prior knowledge (S 1 2) .  E leven teachers (36 .7 %) 

reported that their questions usual ly  help students to relate events to their prior 

knowledge ( 1 2) .  ine teachers (30.0 %) reported that they usual ly encourage students to 

use bottom-up strategies to construct meaning (S I 3) .  Ten teachers (33 .3  %) reported that 

their questions usual ly encourage students to demonstrate knowledge of spel l ing rules 

( 1 4) .  F i fteen (50 %) teachers reported that their quest ions usual ly help students to use 

transition words to sho\ a sequence of events (S 1 7) .  Seventeen teachers (56 .7 %) 

reported that their questions usual ly encourage students to represent textual information 

by drawing, painting . . . .  etc . (S 1 9) and ten (3 3 .3 %) reported that they usual ly ask 

quest ions that help students to produce a persuasive essay which takes a stance for or 

against an issue (S20). 

Table 24 
Descriptive statistics for the quest ions at the App l ication Level (Group 3 ;  n= 30)  
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3 . 8  

Table  25 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

e leven to fifteen years, of questions asked at the analysis cognit ive leve l .  The figures 
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point out those teachers' questions had a cumulative mean score of 3 .86.  Twelve 

teachers' reported questions (40.0 %) were for S3 (to distinguish facts from opinions). 

Thi rteen teachers' questions (43 . 3  %) were reported for S6 (to recognize statements that 

adequately summarize a passage). Ele en of teachers' questions (36.7 %) were reported 

for 7 (to identi fy main ideas i n  texts). Twelve of teachers' questions (40.0 %) were 

reported for 1 5  (to retel l  important events in  stories) and fourteen (46 .7  %) for S2 1 (to 

compare and contrast ideas) .  

Table 25 
De c ri pt ive stat ist ics for the quest ions at  the Analysis Leve l (Group 3;  n= 30) 
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S3 7 23 . 3  1 2  40.0 6 20.0 3 1 0 .0 2 6 .7  3 . 8  

6 7 23 . 3  1 3  43 . 3  6 20.0 3 1 0 .0 3 . 3  3 .9  

7 9 30 .0  1 1  36 . 7  6 20.0 3 . 3  3 1 0 .0 3 .9 
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S2 1 4 1 3 . 3  1 4  46.7 9 30.0 2 6.7 1 3 . 3 3 . 8  

3 . 86  

Table 26 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

eleven to fifteen years, of questions asked at the synthesi s  cognitive level . The results 

show that the cumulat ive mean score for the questions at this level was 3 .93 . E leven of 

the questions (36 .7  %) were reported as they always help students use prior knowledge 

and c lues to make predictions about texts (S5).Twelve of the quest ions (40.0 %) were 

reported as they usual ly  help students combine syl lables within spoken words (S24) and 
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eleven (36 .7 %) were reported as they always help students recommend an alternative to 

solve a problem ( 28)  . 

Table 26 
Descript ive stat istics for the quest ions at the Synthesis Level (Group 3; n- 30)  
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Table 27 
Descript ive stat istics for the quest ions at the Eval uation Level (Group 3 ;  n= 30) 
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Table 27 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience ranging from 

e leven to fifteen years, of questions asked at the evaluation cognitive level .  The 

cumulative mean score for the questions at this level was 3 . 86. Twelve of teachers' 
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questions 40.0 % were found for 23 (to explain relationships bet\.\'een ideas) .  Eleven 

of teachers que tions (36 .7  %) were reported for 25 (to evaluate the strengths and 

weaknesses of an argument). Ten of teachers' questions (3 3 . 3  %) were reported for S26 

(to support an argument with evidence from a text). Thirteen of teachers' questions (43 .3 

%) were reported for 29 (to assess a c lassmate' s  presentation) and fourteen of the 

questions (46.7 %) were reported for S30 (to validate a conc lusion drawn from a 

d iscussion). 

Table 28 
Descript i e stat istics for the reported quest ions at the Cumulative Level (Group 3 ;  n= 30) 
Category Level Mean CM 

Low Knowledge 4.03 3 .96 
Comprehens ion 3 .8 8  

H igh Appl ication 3 . 8  3 . 86 
Analysis 3 . 86 
S nthesis 3 .93 
Evaluation 3 .86 

Table 28 shows the results of group three for the reported perceptions of the 

English language teachers of the level s  of cognitive quest ions they ask in their 

c lassrooms. The table describes the cumulative mean score for the levels of cognitive 

questions as wel l  as the cumulative mean score for the two main categories of the levels 

of cognitive questions. The table points out that the cumulative mean for the low 

cognitive level s  (i.e. Knowledge and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .96. L ikewise for 

the higher cognit ive levels  ( i . e. Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation), the 

cumulat ive mean was 3 . 86. At the lower category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge 

level was 4 .03 and the Comprehension level was 3 . 88 .  At the higher category of the 
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cognitive le\ els, the Appl i cation level as 3 . 8 '  the Analysis level was 3 . 86;  the synthesis 

level wa 3 .93 and the E aluation level was 3 . 86.  

Table 29 
De cript ive statistics for t Jle quest ions at the Knowledge Level (Group 4; n= 30) 
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Table 29 shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of more than 

fifteen years of questions asked at the knowledge cognitive level .  The cumulative mean 

score for the quest ions at this level was 4 .03 .  S ixteen teachers (53 .3  %) perceive that they 

always ask questions to help students develop abi l ities to recal l  vocabulary (S 1 )  whi le 

twelve teachers (40.0 %) perceive that they usual ly ask questions to help students 

describe objects (S2) .  Thi rteen teachers (43 .3 %) perceive that their questions usually 

help students develop abi l ities to identify support ing detai l s  in texts or lectures (S22).  

Table 30 
Descript i\  e stat istics for the quest ions at the Comprehens ion Leve l (Group 4;  n=30) 

.Q 
Vl � <l) 

.§ c: Vl .Q .9 >-. ....... Vl ..... 
cQ <;; <l) cQ <l) c:; 

3 � E () > <"<l 
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S4 6 20.0 7 23 .3  1 3  43 .3  4 1 3 .3  0 0 3 . 5  
S8  1 1  36 .7  1 2  40.0 3 1 0 .0 3 1 0 .0 1 3 .3 4 
S9 8 26 .7  1 3  43 .3  0 0 9 30 .0 0 0 4 
S I 6  1 0  3 3 .3 1 3  43 .3  5 1 6 .7  2 6 .7  0 0 4. 1 
S I 8  1 0  3 3 .3 1 2  40 .0 5 1 6 .7  3 1 0 .0 0 0 3 . 8  
S27 4 1 3 .3  1 6  5 3 .3 5 1 6 .7  5 1 6 .7  0 0 3 .6 

3 . 83 
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Table 30 shows percept ions of teachers with teaching experience of more than 

fifteen ears, of questions asked at the comprehension cognitive Ie el .  The cumulative 

mean score for questions at this level was 3 . 83 .  The results show that thirteen teachers 

(43 .3%) perceive that they sometimes ask questions which require students to interpret 

information from maps, charts graphics, audio or video (S4). Twelve teachers (40.0 %) 

reported that they usual ly ask to prompt students to draw conclusions based on 

information mentioned in  a passage (S8) . Thirteen teachers (43 . 3  %) reported that their 

quest ions usual ly encourage students to recognize key words used by an author to 

strengthen an argument (S9).  Thirteen teachers (43 .3  %) were reported to ask questions 

that usual ly help students to summarize texts or stories (S 1 6).  Twelve teachers' questions 

(40.0 %) were found as usual ly helping students to make inferences from texts (S I 8) .  

S ixteen teachers' questions (53 .3 %) were reported as they usual ly help students to 

determine sequence of events (S27) .  

Table 3 1  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of more than 

fifteen years, of questions asked at appl ication cognit ive level . According to the table, the 

cumulative mean score for the questions at this level was 3 . 56. Eleven teachers (36.7 %) 

reported that they always ask questions that help students apply comprehension strategies 

to construct meaning (S 1 0) .  Eleven teachers (36 .7 %) reported that they usual ly ask 

questions that help students apply comprehension strategies to construct meaning (S 1 0). 

Eleven teachers (36 .7  %) reported asking questions that sometimes help students to 

practise grammatical rules in new situations (S I 1 ). E leven teachers (36 .7 %) reported that 

their  questions always help students to relate events to their prior knowledge (S 1 2). Ten 

teachers ( 3 3 . 3  %) reported that they usual ly or sometimes encourage students to use 
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bottom-up trategies to construct meaning ( S  1 3 ). Twelve teachers (40.0 %) reported that 

their questions sometimes encourage students to demonstrate knowledge of spe l l ing rules 

( 1 4) .  Thi rteen (43 .3 %) teachers reported that their quest ions usually help students to 

use transition words to show a sequence of events (S 1 7) .  Ten teachers (33 . 3  %) reported 

that their questions sometimes encourage students to represent textual i nformation by 

drawing, painting . . . . etc . (S 1 9) and eleven (36 .7  %) reported that they sometimes ask 

questions that heJp students to produce a persuasive essay which takes a stance for or 

against an issue (S20). 

Table 3 1  
DescriEtive statist ics for the guestions at the AEEl ication Level ((GrouE 4 ;  n=30) 
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1 0  1 1  36 .7 1 1  36 .7  7 23 . 3  1 3 . 3 0 0 4. 1 

S 1 1  5 1 6 .7  9 30 .0 1 1 36 .7  4 1 3 . 3  3 . 3  3 . 5  

1 2  1 1  36 .7  9 30.0 5 1 6 . 7  4 1 3 . 3  3 . 3  3 . 8  

S 1 3 5 1 6 .7  1 0  3 3 . 3  1 0  33 . 3  3 1 0 .0 2 6 .7  3 .4 

S 1 4  4 1 3 . 3  5 1 6. 7  1 2  40.0 6 20.0 3 1 0 .0 3 

S 1 7  8 26 .7  1 3  43 . 3  7 23 . 3  2 6 .7  0 0 3 .9 

S 1 9  5 1 6 .7  9 30 .0 1 0  3 3 .3 5 1 6 .7 3 . 3  3 .4 

S20 4 1 3 .3  9 30 .0 1 1  36 .7  5 1 6 .7 3 .3 3 .4 

3 . 56 

Table 32  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of more than 

fifteen years of questions asked at the analysis cognitive level .  The figures point out that 

the mean score for questions at this level was 3 .  8 .  Twelve teachers (40.0 %) reported that 
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their questions sometimes help students dist inguish facts from opinions ( 3) .  Eighteen 

teachers (60%) reported that their questions usual ly help students recognize statements 

that adequately summarize a passage (S6). Seventeen of teachers' questions (56 .7 %) 

were reported as usual ly  helping students ident ify main ideas in texts (S7). Fifteen of 

teachers questions (30 %) were reported as  usual ly helping students retel l  important 

events in stories (S I S ) .  Ten of the teachers' questions (33 .3  %) were reported as usually 

helping students compare and contrast ideas (S2 1 ) . Ten of the teachers' questions (33 . 3  

%)  were reported as  sometimes helping students compare and contrast ideas (S2 1 ) . 

Table 3 2  
Descript i e stat istics for the quest ions at the Analysis Level (Group 4; n=30) 
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2 1  6 70.0 1 0  3 3 .3 1 0  3 3 . 3  4 1 3 .3 0 0 3 .6 

3 .  8 

Table 3 3  

Descriptive statistics for the questions at the Synthesis Level (Group 4 ;  n=30) 
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Table 3 3  shows perceptions of teachers, with teaching experience of more than 

fi fteen years of questions asked at the synthesis cognitive level .  The results reveal that 

the cumulative mean score for the questions at this level was 3 . 7. Thi rteen teachers (43 .3 

%) always ask questions for using prior knowledge and c lues to make pred ictions about 

texts ( 5) and eleven ( 3 6 . 7  %) were reported as usual ly helping students combine 

syl lable within poken words (S24) whereas ten of the questions (3 3 .3 %) were reported 

as usual ly and sometimes helping students to recommend an alternative to solve a 

problem (S28) .  

Table 34 
De criptive stat ist ics for the questions at  the Evaluation Level ((Group 4;  n=30) 

.b 
Ul � Q) 
8 c: 

Ul b 0 
� 

.;::; Ul .... � Q) e<:S Q) c: 
.z :J 8 (j ::> e<:S Ul 0 (j Q) Q) 
<: ;:J VJ 0 z a 
F % F % F % F % F % 

23 5 1 6 . 7  1 2  40.0 1 1  36 .7  2 6 .7  0 0 3 . 7  

2 5  8 26.7 7 2 3 . 3  1 3  43 .3  3 . 3 1 3 .3 3 . 7  

S26 8 26 .7  9 30 .0  6 20.0 7 2 3 . 3  0 0 3 .6 

S 29 7 2 3 . 3  9 30 .0 9 30 .0 4 1 3 .3  3 . 3  3 . 6 

S 3 0  5 1 6 . 7  7 23 .3  1 2  40.0 5 1 6 . 7  3 . 3  3 3  
3 . 58  

Table 3 4  shows percept ions of teachers, with teaching experience of more than 

fi fteen years, of questions asked at the evaluation cognitive level .  The cumulati\ medn 

score for the questions at this level was 3 . 5 8 .  Twelve of teachers' questions (40 ) 

were found as usual l y  helping students to explain relationships between ideas (S2 ) ) . 

Thirteen of teachers' questions (43 .3 %) were found as sometimes helping studt! ,j 0 
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e aluate the strengths and weaknesses of an argument ( 25) .  ine of teachers' questions 

(30.0 %) ere reported as usual ly helping students to support an argument with evidence 

from a te t ( 26). Nine of the questions (30 %) were reported as usual ly and sometimes 

helping students to assess a c lassmate s presentation (S29) and twelve of the questions 

(40.0 %) were reported as sometimes helping students to val idate a conclusion drawn 

from a discussion (S30) .  

Table 3 5  
Descript i e stat istics for the quest ions at the Cumulative Level ((Group 4;  n=3 0) 
Category Level Mean CM 

Low 

H igh 

KnO\ ledge 
Comprehension 

Appl ication 
Analysis 
Synthesis 
Evaluation 

4 .03 
3 .83  

3 .56  
3 .  8 
3 .7 
3 . 58  

3 .93 

3 .66 

Table 35 shows the results of group four for the reported perceptions of the Engl ish 

language teachers of the levels of cognitive questions they ask in  their c lassrooms. The 

table describes the mean score for the levels of cognitive questions as wel l  as the 

cumulative mean score for the two main categories of the levels of cognitive questions. 

The table points out the cumulat ive mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge 

and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .93 .  Likewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e .  

Application; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation), the cumulative mean was 3 .66. At the 

lower category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4 .03 and the 

Comprehension level was 3 . 83 .  At the higher category of the cognit ive levels, the 

Appl ication level was 3 . 56 ;  the Analysis level was 3. 8); tbe synthesis level was 3 .0 and 

the Evaluation level was 3 . 58 .  
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Table 36 
De cript ive stat ist ics for the reported quest ions at the Cumulat ive Leve l (The four groups) 
Group Category Le el Mean CM 

Low Knowledge 4 .00 3 .99 
Group 1 Comprehension 3 .98  

Group 2 

Group 3 

Group 4 

H igh Appl ication 3 .8 3 .92 

Low 

H i gh 

Low 

H igh 

Low 

H igh 

Analysis 3 .98 
Synthesis 4 
Evaluation 3 .9 

Knowledge 3 .97 
Comprehens ion 3 .92 
Appl ication 3 . 78 
Analysis 3 .94 
Synthesis 3 . 7  
Evaluation 3 . 76 

Knowledge 4 .03 
Comprehension 3 . 88  

Appl icat ion 3 .8 
Analysis 3 .86 
Synthesis 3 .93 
Evaluation 3 .86 

Knowledge 4 .03 
Comprehens ion 3 .83 
Appl ication 3 . 56  
Analysis 3. 8 
Synthesis 3 . 7  
Evaluation 3 .5 8  

3 .95 

3 .79 

3 .96 

3 . 86 

3 .93 

3 .66 

Table 36 shows the resul ts of the four groups (Group one with teaching 

experience from one to five years; group two with teaching experience from six to ten 

years; group three with eleven to fifteen years of teaching experience and group four with 

more than fi fteen years of teaching experience.) for the reported levels  of cognitive 

questions. The table describes the mean score for the levels of cognitive questions as wel l  

as the cumulative mean score for the two main categories o f  the levels  o f  cognitive 

questions. As for group one (teachers with less than five years of experience), the table 

shows that the cumulative mean for the low cognit ive levels ( i .e. Knowledge and 
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omprehension) \ as found to be 4 .  Like\ ise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e. 

ppl ication; Analysis; ynthesis and Evaluation) the cumulati e mean was 3 .92. At the 

lower category of the cognitive level , the knowledge level was 4 and the Comprehension 

level \! as 3 .98 .  At the higher category of the cognitive levels, the Appl ication level was 

3 . 8 '  the Analysis level was 3 .98 ;  the synthesis level was 4 and the Evaluat ion Ie el was 

3 .9 .  

As for group two (teachers wi  th  six to  10  years of teaching experience), the table 

shows that the cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels (i .e. Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found 3 .95 .  L ikewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e .  

Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation) the cumulative mean was 3 . 79. At the 

lower category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 3 .97 and the 

Comprehension level was 3 .92. At the higher category of the cognitive levels, the 

Appl ication level was 3 .78 ;  the Analysis level was 3 .94; the synthesis level was 3 . 7  and 

the Evaluation level was 3 .76. 

For group three (teachers with eleven to fifteen years of teaching experience), the 

table shows that the cumulative mean for the low cognit ive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found to be 3 .96. L ikewise for the higher cognitive levels  ( i .e .  

Appl ication; Analysis ;  Synthesis and Evaluation), the cumulat ive mean was 3 . 86.  At the 

lower category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4.03 and the 

Comprehension level was 3 . 88 .  At the higher category of the cognit ive levels, the 

Appl ication level was 3 . ) ;  the Analysis level was 3 . 86 ;  the synthesis level was 3 .93 and 

the Evaluation level was 3 . 86.  
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Regarding group four (teachers with more than fifteen years of teaching 

experience), the table shov s that the cumulative mean for the low cognit ive levels  ( i .e. 

Knowledge and Comprehension) was found 3 .93 . Likewise for the higher cognitive 

levels  ( i .e .  Appl ication' Analysis; ynthesis and Evaluat ion) the cumulative mean was 

3 .66. At the lower category of the cognitive levels, the cumulative means for the 

knowledge and the comprehension I vels were 4.03 and 3 .8 3  respectively. At the higher 

category of the cognit ive levels ,  the cumulative mean scores for the Appl ication level , the 

Analysis level, the Synthesis Ie el and the Evaluation level were 3 . 56; 3 . 8 ;  3 .7  and 3 . 58 

respect i vely.  

S u m m a ry of  the M ajor  F ind ings 

This  summary concludes the main ideas revealed by the two research questions. 

The data col lected through the survey included descriptions of the reported questions for 

the entire sample as wel l  as the four groups of teachers with different teaching 

experience. The descriptions were demonstrated by tables. The tables included the 

statements c lassified i nto six cognitive levels .  The percentages, frequencies and mean 

score for each statement were calculated. The cumulative mean score for the statements 

compris ing each cognitive level was also calculated. Furthermore, the cumulative mean 

scores for the two main cognitive levels, low and high, were calculated. The frequencies, 

percentages, mean scores and cumulat ive mean scores were shown in tables and 

described i n  detai ls .  

The results generated through the analysis of the data provided answers to the 

research questions. The reported teachers' questions (obtained via the survey of the levels 

of the cognit ive questions) revealed these findings. 
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1 .  For the entire sample, the cumulati e mean for the low cognitive levels i .e .  

Knowledge and Comprehension was found to be 3 .96. For the higher cognitive 

levels i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation i t  was 3 . 82 .  At the 

lower category of the cognitive Ie els the knowledge level was 4 and the 

Comprehension level was 3 .92.At the higher category of the cognitive levels the 

Appl ication level ;  the Analysis Ie e l ;  the synthesis level and the Evaluation level 

were 3 .74' 3 .98 ;  3 . 83  and 3 .74 respectively. 

2 .  As  for group one (teachers with less than six years of teaching experience), the 

cumulative mean for the low cognit ive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found to be 3 .99. L ikewise for the higher cognitive levels  

( i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis ;  Synthesis and Evaluation) the cumulative mean was 

3 .92 . 

3 .  Regarding group two (teachers with six to ten years o f  teaching experience), the 

cumulat ive mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge and 

Comprehens ion) was found 3 .95. L ikewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e. 

Appl ication' Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation) the cumulative mean was 3 . 79. 

4 .  The results o f  group three (teachers with eleven t o  fifteen years o f  teaching 

experience) reveal that the cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels  ( i .e .  

Knowledge and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .96. Likewise for the higher 

cognitive levels  (i .e .  Application; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation) the 

cumulat ive mean was 3 . 86. 

5 .  Results o f  group four (teachers with more than fifteen years o f  teaching 

experience), shows that the cumulat ive mean for the low cognitive levels  ( i .e .  
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Knowledge and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .93 . Likewise for the higher 

cogniti e levels ( i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis '  Synthesis  and E aluation) the 

cumulati e mean was 3 .66. 

6. The results show that the appl ication level was given the least priority in the 

reported questions for the ent ire sample (CM=3 .74);  group one (CM=3 .8) ;  group 

three (CM= 3 . 8 )  and group four (CM=3 .S6) .Group two was the only exception 

where the synthesis level was the least of occurrences (CM=3 .7) .  

7 .  Group one (teachers with less than s ix  years of teaching experience) recorded the 

highest occurrences of the high cognitive levels of questions (CM=3 .92) in  

contrast to  the least occurrences reported by group four; teachers with more than 

fifteen teaching years of experience (M=3 .66). 
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CHAPTER V 

D I  CU SION and Conclu ion 

In t rod u ction 

This chapter incorporates the last parcel of the study. I t  inc ludes a summary of the 

research questions purpose of the study, methodology and findings. The chapter also 

comprises a conclusion of the study, recommendations and impl ications .The l imitations 

of the study are acknowledged and recommendations for further research are proposed. 

Major F indings 

Thi study i nvestigated the perceptions of the Engl ish language teachers of the 

levels of cogniti e questions in the UAE high schools .  To have more in-depth insights 

about the issue, a quantitative data was obtained via a survey of 1 28 English language 

teachers in AL-Ain high schools. A survey of the levels of cognitive questions compri sed 

30 statements representing the s ix cognitive levels of B loom ' s  Taxonomy investigated 

the teachers ' perceptions of the level s  of cognit ive questions. The partic ipants fi l led in the 

survey and their responses were analyzed. The responses of the entire sample were 

analyzed then they were classified in four groups according to teaching experience. The 

investigation of the responses of the entire sample and the four groups aimed at 

ans\',:ering the two research questions. 

To answer research questions, the data was col lected, analyzed, displayed in 

tables and statistically interpreted . The stat istical interpretation came up with the 

fol lowing major findings. 

1 .  For the entire sample, the results indicate that there is more focus on the low 

cognitive level s  than on the high cognitive levels .  The cumulative mean for the 
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low cognitive levels  i .e .  Knowledge and Comprehension was found to be 3 .96. 

ror the higher cognitive levels i .e .  Application; Analysis; ynthesis and 

Evaluation, it was 3 . 82 .  At the lower category of the cognit ive levels. the 

kno\' ledge level and the comprehension levels were 4 and 3 .92 respectively. At 

the higher category of the cognitive levels;  the Application leve l ;  Analysis level ;  

the synthesis level and Evaluation level were 3 .74; 3 .98;  3 . 83  and 3 . 74 

respectively. 

2. For group one (teachers with less than six years of teaching experience), the 

cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e. Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found 3 .9. Likewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e .  

Application' Analysis ;  Synthesis and Evaluation) the cumulative mean was 3 .92. 

The results indicate that there was more focus on the low cognitive levels than on 

the high cognitive levels .  

3 .  Regarding group two (teachers with s ix to ten years o f  teaching experience) the 

cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found to be 3 .95 .  Likewise for the higher cognit ive levels 

( i .e .  Appl icat ion;  Analysis;  Synthesis and Evaluation) the cumulat ive mean was 

3 .79. S imilar to group one, there was more focus on the low cognitive levels  than 

on the high levels .  

4 .  The results of group three (teachers with eleven to fi fteen years of teaching 

experience) reveal that the cumulat ive mean for the low cognitive levels  ( i .e .  

Knowledge and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .96. Likewise for the higher 

cognit ive levels  ( i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation), the 
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cumulati e mean was 3 .86 .  The figures for this group show more low cognitive 

questions than higher ones. 

5 .  Results o f  group four (teachers with more than fifteen years o f  teaching 

experience), shows that the cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  

Knowledge and Comprehension) was found 3 .93 .  Likewise for the higher 

cognitive level s  ( i . e. Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluat ion), the 

cumulati e mean was 3 .66. The figures indicate that there is a greater emphasis 

on the low cognitive levels than on the higher levels.  

6 .  The results indicate that the appl ication level was given the least priority in  the 

questions for the entire sample (CM=3 . 74);  group one (CM=3 . 8) ;  group three 

(CM= 3 .8)  and group four (CM=3 .56) .Group two was the only exception where 

the s nthesis level was the least of occurrences (CM=3 .7) .  

7 .  Group one (teachers with less than six years of teaching experience) recorded the 

highest occurrences of the high cognitive levels of quest ions (CM=3 .92) in 

contrast to the l east occunences reported by group four (M=3.66) .  

Discussion 

To further analyze the findings, detai led descriptions for answering research 

questions were inc luded. The data was col lected by a survey and categorized in tables 

i l l ustrat ing their different cognitive levels .  Thus, the analysis of teachers' perceptions of 

the levels of cognit ive questions (for both of the entire sample and the four groups) 

includes tables describing the statements compris ing each cognitive level .  A table at the 

end of each cognitive level provided a summary of the mean scores and the cumulative 

mean scores which all owed adequate descriptions and comparisons. 
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The analysis of  the resu lts of the entire sample re ealed more occurrences for the 

lower cognitive levels i .e .  Knowledge and Comprehension (CM=3 .96) with less 

occurrences of the higher cognitive Ie els i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and 

Evaluation, i t '.: as (CM=3 .82) .  This indicates that teachers should emphasize more on 

questions that address the higher cognitive levels.  As Gibbons (2003) states that the level 

of tudents ' thinking is indirectly l inked to the Ie e l  of questions asked by teachers and to 

the degree of the tudents ' part icipation in the higher-thinking order. Therefore, teachers 

need to make higher-order questions. 

For group one (teachers with less than six years of teaching experience), the 

cumulative mean for the low cognit ive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge and Comprehension) was 

found to be 4 .  L ike\vise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis;  

Synthesis and Evaluation), the cumulative mean was 3 .92. This indicates more 

occurrences for the questions that address the low cognitive levels .  At the lower category 

of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4 .00 and the Comprehension level was 

3 .98 .  At the higher category of the cognitive levels, the Appl ication level ;  the Analysis 

l evel; the synthesis level and the E aluation level were 3 . 8 ;  3 .98;  4 and 3.9 respectively. 

These fi ndings point out that the priority was for the knowledge cognitive level in 

contrast to the appl ication level which has the least occurrence. The implications of these 

results are that there is a need for more questions that tackle the higher cognitive levels to 

p romote students' ski l l s  of critical thinking and cognitive development (Li, 2004) . 

As for group two (teachers with s ix to ten years of teaching experience), the 

results point out that the cumulat ive mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge 

and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .95 .  Likewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e .  
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Application'  Analysis; ynthesis and E aluation) the cumulative mean was 3 .79. imilar 

to the entire sample and group one, more emphasis was laid on the lower cognitive levels. 

However, this group is  di fferent from the other three groups in the fact that the synthesis 

cogniti e Ie e l  is the least reported. At the lower category of the cognitive levels the 

knowledge Ie el was 3 .97 and the Comprehension level was 3 .92. At the higher category 

of the cogniti e levels, the Appl ication level ;  the Analysis level ;  the synthesis level and 

the Evaluation Ie el were 3 .78 ;  3 .94; 3 . 7  and 3 .76 respectively. Like the other groups, 

more attention should be paid for questions that encourage students to engage in active 

learning through the practice of using the target language through i nteraction. This  

practice o ffers language learners opportunities to  real ize their cognitive ski l l s  when 

processing information and monitoring new inputs, such as the new vocabulary and 

grammatical structures that have been exposed during lessons and formulate their own 

ideas which can be appl ied in different contexts (Jolmson & Lamb 20 1 1 ) . 

For group three (teachers with eleven to fi fteen teaching years of experience), the 

results show that the cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels ( i . e .  Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found to be 3 .96. Likewise for the higher cognitive levels ( i .e. 

Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation), the cumulat ive mean was 3 . 86 .  In  spite 

of the s l ight d ifference, the lower levels received more focus contrasted to the higher 

levels .  At the lower category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4.03 and 

the Comprehension level was 3 . 88 .  S imi lar to the other groups, the priority is to the 

knowledge level and the least focus is on the application level .  The analysis of the results 

of this group i ndicates more prevalence of the low cognitive questions than the higher 

ones. Thus, teachers must ask more questions that require students to employ 
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interpretat ion application, analysis, synthesis and e aluation of the subject (Binnan' 

De imone; Porter; Garet, 2000). 

Regarding group four (teachers with more than fifteen years of teaching 

experience) the results indicate that the cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  

KnO\ ledge and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .93 . In  contrast, the higher cognitive 

levels ( i . e .  Application' Analysis' Synthesis and Evaluation), the cumulative mean was 

3 .66.  Even though the d ifference is s l ight, it is the greatest in comparison to the other 

groups. t the category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4 .03 and the 

Comprehension level was 3 . 83 .  At the higher category of the cognitive levels, the 

Appl ication leve l ;  the Analysis Ie el: the synthesis level and the Evaluation level were 

3 .56 ;  3 . 8 '  3 . 7  and 3 . 58  respectively. The analysis of the results of this group indicates that 

there is more focus on the knowledge level and less focus was on the appl ication leve l .  

The impl ications of these results cal ls  for teachers to work harder to create higher-level 

questions that are more beneficial to the learning of students. Higher-levels questions 

make us analyze, compare interpret, hypothesize, reflect, create, evaluate, fi nd new 

meanings and stretch our imagination (Ross, 1 998) .  I n  addition to that, research found 

that the effectiveness of teacher questioning is dependent on the teacher's abi l i ty to 

produce effective questions that require higher-level thinking (Dantonio & Beisenherz, 

200 1 ) . 

As for research question two which investigated teachers' levels of cognitive 

questions in  tenns of teaching experience, to the best knowledge of the writer, there is a 

scarcity of  research pertaining to this issue. However, the fol lowing results were 

revealed:  Group one (teachers with less than six years of teaching experience), recorded 
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the highest occurrences [or lov,rer cognitive levels (i .e .  Knowledge and Comprehension) 

with a cumulative mean score of 3 .99. This indicates that the teachers with the least 

teaching e perience rel ied more on low cognitive questions. fn fact, this is quite natural 

as ne\ teachers in service may lack the adequate quest ioning strategies and taxonomies. 

However this group recorded the highest occurrences of high cognitive levels ( i .e. 

Appl ication; Analysis' Synthesis and Evaluat ion) in comparison to other groups 

(CM=3 .92). The indication of this result might be that teachers with less teaching 

experience are newly graduates and thus they are exposed to the most recent 

de e lopments in teaching strategies and questioning techniques. Another notable 

indicator for the results of group one is that the appl icat ion level has the least occurrences 

(CM=3.8)  compared to other cognit ive levels within the same group. However, by 

contrast with other groups, the appl ication level in group one (CM=3 .8 )  was equal to its 

counterpart in group three but greater than group two (CM=3 .78)  and four (CM=3 . 56). 

These findings point out that the priority was for the knowledge cognitive level in 

contrast to the appl ication level which has the least occurrence. 

As for group two (teachers with six to ten years of teaching experience), the 

results point out that the cumulative mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge 

and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .95 .  The indication of the result of this group is 

that teachers with longer years of teaching experience have less focus on low cognit ive 

levels .  However, group two recorded second i n  least occurrences of the h igher cognitive 

leve ls  of questions (CM= 3 .79) in  comparison to the same levels in  group four 

(CM=3 .66). In fact, teachers in this group have a fairly good number of years of teaching 

experience and thus their  questions are assumed to have greater occurrences in the higher 
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cogniti e level . The notable result of this group is that the synthesis level has the least 

occurrences (CM=3.7).  

For group three (teachers \i ith eleven to fifteen teaching years of experience), the 

results sho\\ that the cumulati e mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  Knowledge and 

Comprehension) was found to be 3 .96. Likewise for the higher cognitive Ie els ( i .e .  

Application' Analysis; Synthesis  and Evaluation), the cumulative mean was 3 . 86.  In  spite 

of  the s l ight di fference the lower levels received more focus contrasted to the higher 

levels .  At the lower category of the cogniti e levels, the knowledge level was 4.03 and 

the Comprehension Ie el was 3 . 88 .  S imi lar to the other groups, the priority is to the 

knO\ ledge level and the least focus is on the application level .  The analysis of the results 

of this group i ndicates more prevalence of the low cognitive questions than the higher 

ones. In comparison to other groups group three (CM=3 .96) is better than group one 

(C 1=3 .99) in terms of frequent occurrences of low cognit ive questions. Nevertheless, it 

is less in advantage than group one in terms of the higher cognit ive levels (CM=3 .86;  

C 1=3 .99) respectively. 

Regarding group four (teachers with more than fi fteen years of teaching 

experience) the results i ndicate that the cumulat ive mean for the low cognitive levels ( i .e .  

Knowledge and Comprehension) was found to be 3 .93 .  In  contrast, the higher cognitive 

levels ( i .e .  Appl ication; Analysis; Synthesis and Evaluation), the cumulat ive mean was 

3 .66. Even though the d ifference is s l ight, it i s  the greatest in comparison to the other 

groups. At the category of the cognitive levels, the knowledge level was 4.03 and the 

Comprehension level was 3 . 8 3 .  At the higher category of the cognitive levels, the 

Appl ication level; the Analysis leve l ;  the synthesis level and the Evaluation level were 
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3 .56 ;  3 .8 ;  3 . 7  and 3 .5 8  respectively. The analysis of the results o[ this group indicates that 

there is more focus on the knowledge level and less focus was on the application level .  

The impl ications of these results are quite sw-prising. Because group fow- includes the 

most e perienced teachers, it is assumed that its results are the best. Compared to other 

groups, group [ow- recorded the least occurrences of low cognit ive levels of questions 

(CM=3 .93) .Yet, it recorded as wel l  the least occurrences of the higher cognit ive levels of 

questions (CM=3 .66). The results of group four in this study are quite simi lar to a study 

which in estigated teaching experience and its effect on students' achievement. AL-Jasir 

(20 I 2) examined the teaching experience and whether it influences the Saudi EFL 

learner level of achievement. AL-Jasir found that longer teaching experience did not 

correlate positi ely with higher achievement leve l .  On the contrary, shorter teaching 

experience correlated with h igher level of achievement. Surprisingly students under 

instructors who had longer teaching experience scored lower than students receiving 

instructions from teachers who had the least teaching experience. 

The fi ndings of the study revealed more focus on the low cognitive questions and 

less emphasis on high cognitive questions which is in congruence with a study conducted 

by Ertmer & Sadf (20 1 1 ) .The study investigated the relationships among question types 

and level s  and students' subsequent responseslinteractions in online discussion forums. 

The study proposed that questions at the higher levels of B loom's taxonomy faci l itate 

h igher levels of students' responses. I n  another study, McBain (20 1 1 )  examined how high 

up in  the scale of B loom's taxonomy students were able to reach to understand higher 

order thinking ski l l s  when studying critical thinking questions. McBain suggested that 

focusing on higher order thinking ski l l s  encourages students to study more in-depth & 
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use problem sol ing ski l l s . These ski l l s  could lead to the development of students' ov,rn 

motivation, self-regulation & critical thinking ski l ls .  

The fi ndings of the study also relate to a study by Neal and Wood (2009). The 

authors i n  estigated engagement of students through effective questions. The study found 

that the highest-order open-ended questions engage students in dynamic thinking and 

learning. Besides, they assist students synthesize information, analyse ideas and draw 

their own conclusions. I n  addition, these questions help prepare students for the larger 

communi ty by becoming critical thinkers. 

Conclusion 

This study i nvestigated teachers' perceptions of the levels of cognit ive questions 

in the UAE Engl ish high schools .  It provided answers for the research questions by using 

the data generated from the quantitative research i nstrument. I t  revealed findings that are 

in congruence with current research in the field of teachers' questions. The study showed 

a relatively more prevalence of the low levels of cognitive questions for the entire sample 

as wel l  as the teaching experience groups. Simi larly, the appl ication cognitive level 

recorded the least occurrence among other cognitive levels for the entire sample as wel l  

as  the teaching experience groups. For  the ent ire sample, the results indicate that there i s  

more focus on the low cognitive levels than on  the high cognitive levels (CM= 3 .96; 

3 . 82)  respectively. These results explained research question one. 

As for research question two which i nvestigated teachers' levels of cognitive 

questions in  terms of teaching experience, the fol lowing results were revealed: For group 

one (teachers with less than six years of teaching experience), the most occurrences of the 

lower cognitive levels of questions were found in this group. However, it recorded the 
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hi ghest occurrences of  th higher cogniti e levels of questions. Results of group tv.:o 

(teachers with s ix to ten years of teaching experience), show more dominance for the 

lower cognitive levels in comparison to the higher levels within the group i tself  

(CM=3 .95;  CM=3 .79)  respectively. But in comparison to  other groups, the group 

recorded fewer occurrences of lower cognit ive questions than group one and three. 

However, it recorded fewer occurrences in the higher cognitive levels than group one and 

three. Group three also recorded more occurrences for the lower cognitive questions in 

compari on to the higher levels within the group itself (CM=3 .96; CM=3 .86) 

respectively. Nevertheless, the group recorded more occurrences of higher cognitive 

questions than group two and four. It is noteworthy that group four had the greatest 

discrepancy between lower cognit ive questions contrasted with the higher cognitive 

levels (CM=3 .93;  CM=3 .66) respect ively. I t  i s  notable that group four recorded the least 

occurrences of higher cognitive question among the other groups. This indicates that the 

most experienced teachers, in temlS of years of service, were the most frequent in relying 

on the lower cognit ive levels of questions. In  fact, the result is surprising because 

teachers with the longest teaching experience are expected to have the most dominance of 

the highest cognitive levels of questions. On the contrary, shorter teaching experience, as 

was exempl ified by group one, correlated with higher levels of cognitive questions. 

General ly  speaking, the results reveal that there is greater emphasis on the lower 

cognitive levels than on the higher levels for groups of different teaching experience. In 

other words teaching experience doesn' t provide an advantage for teachers ' questioning 

i .e .  ask ing higher cognitive levels of questions. 
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Recom mendat ion and I m plicat ion 

The results of this study can be used by researchers to help guide teachers through 

a new area of research. Most researchers in this field indicate that teachers need trai ning 

to improve their ski l l s  of questioning. Thus teachers must have pr-service and in-service 

t raining to help them master the art of questioning. Another group of people, who would 

benefit from the results of this study are the teachers and school officials who agreed to 

participate in the study. Indeed it wi l l  be important for teachers to review the results to 

maximize the amount of time al located to the use of high cognit ive levels in planning and 

i nstruction. 

chools officials might benefit from the results of this study to conduct 

professional development sessions to improve teachers' quest ioning. 

A mixed-method research design might prove to be more beneficial for future 

research. I nterviewing teachers to get their thoughts and insights on shifting their 

questioning techn iques would provide more data and understanding of change over t ime.  

I nterv iewing students to get their thoughts on the amount of t ime they are given to speak 

and give responses would be of i nterest. A mixed-method design would also al low 

researchers to gather more i nformation on the amount of time spent putting the l imited 

professional development course activities into practice. 

Recom mendat ions for F u rther Research 

This study is  l imited in  terms of both time and place. The study took place over 

the years 20 1 0-20 I I .During that period too much water flowed in the river. There have 

been gigantic efforts by Abu Dhabi Education Counc i l  (ADEC) to i ntroduce reforms in  

the educational system. The essence of the new reforms is  teaching the ski l l  rather than 
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the information. To achieve this objective, ADEC has adopted the Standard-Based 

urriculum. The ne\ system gives the teacher an upper hand in choosing the adequate 

curriculum he wants to teach provided that he attains the standards. As a teacher for 

ADEC, the researcher can c laim that most teachers are currently  obsessed with the idea 

of professional development. Therefore, further research is needed to investigate 

teachers' questioning techniques in the new educational system. Are these techniques 

shifting from tradit ional rote- learning? 
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APPEN D I X E  
Appendix  A 

Backgro u n d  I nformat ion 

Please check the right box as it appl ies to you: 

Gender: Male 0 

Academic Qual ifIcation: 

Diploma 0 Bachelor 0 

Teaching Leve l :  Primary 0 

Female 0 

Master 0 

Preparatory 0 

Doctoral 0 

SecondarYD 

Years of experience 1 -5 0 6- 1 0 0 1 1 - 1 5 0 More than 1 5  0 
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Appendix B 

u rve of Cogn it ive Que tion Levels U ed by EFL Teacher 

TIle purpose o f  u u s  survcy i s  to collecl lllfonTIalJoll about the  cogJllUvc level qucstlons you ask dunng your teaehlllg 
J:;nghsh as a r Olelgll language. In UlIS sun'cy each Slalemenl lS followed by five numbers, 1 , 2, 3. cj., and 5, and each 

number mea.n UlC followlIlg: 

' 1 '  ' I  never or a1mosl nc\'er do Ull '. 
' 2' ' I  do uus only occasionally'. 
'3 '  'I somClJmes do this' (About 5(}q) Of'tJIC IJmc). 
' 1 ' ' I  usuall} do uus'. 
'3' ' ) always or almost always do uus'. 

Calego!) lL'lLemt'nt (My que tlon help U IC students to . . . . . . . .  ) 

KJI II ledge Categol) 

I .  recall and use \'ocabulary 

2. clescnbe objects, people and thl l lgs 
22. Idenuf' upportmg details in texts 01 Icctures. 

omprchCllsLOI I  Category 
4. L I ltcq)ret 1 I l 10nnation from map , charts , graplucs, audLo or video. 

8. draw con lu LOns based on Ulfonnalloll melllloned in a passage. 

9. recog lUze key words used an author to strengt hen all argument. 

1 6. ummanzc texts or stones. 

1 8. make I I lferences from texts. 
27. deternllnc sequence of events. 

AppllC'alton Categol)' 
1 0. appl) comprehen ion slrategles to construct meaning. 

i i . pracllce granunatlcal rulcs LIl nell' situation . 
i 2  .relate el cnls to their pnor K nowledge . 

i 3. use bottom-up slralegleS to construct meamng. 

1 +. demonstralc knowledge of spcllmg rules. 

1 7 . use traIl Lllon words to shOll a sequence of el'ents. 

1 9. represent textual UlfonnallOJl by drall1ng, pal l l t l l lg . . . .  etc.) 

20. produce a persuaslye es ay whIch takes a st.,·mel for or againsl an Issue. 

AnalYSIS Categol)' 
3. dlsltngw h fa ts from OpUUOIlS. 

6. recog mze tatements that adequately summanze a passage . 
7. Idel lltt) ma.J.]1 ideas in texts . 

15 .  retell lmport3.lIt events U1 stories. 

2 1 .  compare and contrast ideas. 

)lltheslS Category 

5. use pnor k nowledge and clues to make predictions about texts .  

24.  combllle syUables \�ithin spoken words. 

28. recommend all altemative to solve a problem. 

EvaluatIOn CalcgOI)' 

23. explatn relallonships between ideas . 

25. e\'aluate lhe strengths weaknesses of all argument. 

26. support at l  argument with eVIdence from a text 
29. assess a classmate's presentatJoll .  

30 .vahdate a conclUSIOn drawu from a discussion. 

1 00 

Never Always 

2 3 4 5 
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2 3 5 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4· 5 
2 3 5 
2 3 5 
2 3 4- 5 
2 3 .\. 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 .\. 5 

2 3 i 5 
2 3 ,� 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 

2 3 4 5 
2 3 5 
2 3 4- 5 
2 3 4 5 
2 3 4 5 
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