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ES-331: CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION 

 
i) Discuss how questioning skill can be used effectively by a teacher in a 

 classroom.  Illustrate your answer  with  suitable  example. (500 words) 
 

( குறிப்பு : இங்கு ககொடுக்கப்பட்டுள்ளவவ ொவும் இவைதளத்தில் ததடி கதொகுக்கப்பட்டவவொகும். 
இதனுவட நம்பகத்தன்வக்கு நீங்கதள கபொறுப்பு. ஆதலொல் இவத எழுதும் முன் வொசித்துப் பொருங்கள். 
உங்களுக்கு னநிவைவவத் தந்தொல்   ட்டும் இவத நீங்கள் எழுத முற்சிக்கலொம்.   அல்லது   தவறு 
வழிவ  நொடலொம்.  இவத   இப்தபொது   பலர்  பன்படுத்த   வொய்ப்புள்ளது  என்பவதயும் நிவனவில் 
ககொள்ளுங்கள்.                            – N.SOUNDARARAJAN @ NapooSounthar )   

 
Introduction 
             Questioning skills are essential to good teaching. Teachers often use questions to ensure that students 

are attentive and engaged, and to assess students’ understanding. What is important to note is that in addition     

to the intent of the question, the question itself matters. For instance, to ensure that students are attentive, a 

teacher could ask the students ―Are you listening?‖ To assess if the students have understood, the teacher 

could ask ―Do you follow me?‖ However, students may say ―Yes, I am listening‖ or ―Yes, I have 

understood‖  simply to avoid embarrassment. Compare these simple questions with those that ask students to 

summarize what was discussed or ask the students for their opinions on what was said. The difference is that 

although the intent of the questions remains the same as before, the indirect, open-ended questions allow for 

divergent thinking. Such questions enable the teacher to more accurately evaluate if the students truly were 

attentive and if they understand the material. In addition, open-ended questions motivate students to share 

their ideas, thereby allowing active, collaborative learning to take place. This illustrates the need to be able 

to ask the right sort of questions to engage students. 
 

Questions that tap higher level thinking : 

 

         One of the commonly used questioning techniques is to employ the 5W and 1H questions: Who, What, 

Where, When, Why and How. While this questioning technique is useful to some extent, most of the 5W 

questions tend to be close ended and elicit factual responses. Although factual responses are necessary, as 

good teachers we need to promote higher level thinking skills as well. One way to address this would be to 

use Bloom’s taxonomy of thinking skills as a guideline to ask questions. The following table gives some 

examples. For instance, to test if a student is able to evaluate what has been learned, the teacher could ask 

the student to critique a hypothetical problematic situation. 
 

Skill Sample Prompts Purpose Level 

Creating 
design, construct, plan, 

produce 

combine elements into 

a new pattern or 

product 

Higher 

Evaluating 

check, critique, judge, 

hypothesize, conclude, 

explain 

judge or decide 

according to a set of 

criteria 

Higher 

Analyzing 
compare, organize, cite 

differences, deconstruct 

break down or 

examine information 
Higher 

Applying 
implement, carry out, 

use, apply, show, solve 

apply knowledge to 

new situations 
Lower 

Understanding 
describe, explain, 

estimate, predict 

understand and 

interpret meaning 
Lower 
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Remembering 
recognize, list, describe, 

identify, retrieve, name 

memorize and recall 

facts 
Lower 

 

        One of the goals of teaching is not only to evaluate learning outcomes but also to guide students on 

their learning process. Hence it is important that, as teachers, we question students’ thinking and learning 

process. To this end, we could ask students to explain how they arrived at their conclusion answer and in 

doing so, what sort of resources they had used and whether the resources had provided sufficient evidence 

etc. 

       Going one step further it would be really engaging and motivating for the students (as well as the 

teacher) to have the whole class participate in a discussion, which would allow cross fertilization of ideas. 

This is in contrast to having a one- to- one, teacher to student question-answer session in the class. To 

initiate a class discussion, a good starting point would be to pose a question or make a statement that would 

elicit divergent responses, which could then be used to build further lines of discussions. In this case, 

planning the type of questions ahead of class would help to ensure that discussion is managed well within 

the allotted time. 

 

        To plan the questions, it is not just the type of questions that is important, but also the timing, sequence 

and clarity of questions. Answering takes time to think and it is therefore necessary to give students 

sufficient waiting time before going on to modify the question or asking other students to respond. If a 

student is not able to answer, then it is necessary to understand if the issue is with the clarity of the question. 

In that case, one could rephrase the question or try to understand which aspect of the question is difficult for 

the student and why. If the question is too difficult for the student due to lack of prior knowledge, it may be 

useful to ask a more factual question to bridge the gap and help lead the student toward the solution. 

 

 

Importance of classroom questioning  : 

 

* To develop interest and motivate students to become actively involved in lessons 

* To evaluate students’ preparation and check on homework or seatwork completion 

* To develop critical thinking skills and inquiring attitudes 

* To review and summarize previous lessons 

* To nurture insights by exposing new relationships 

* To assess achievement of instructional goals and objectives 

* To stimulate students to pursue knowledge on their own 

 

          These purposes are generally pursued in the context of classroom recitation, defined as a series of 

teacher questions, each eliciting a student response and sometimes a teacher reaction to that response. 

Within these recitations, students follow a series of steps (consciously or unconsciously) in order to produce 

responses to the questions posed. These steps include: 

 

* Attending to the question 

* Deciphering the meaning of the question 

* Generating a covert response (i.e., formulating a response in one's mind) 

* Generating an overt response; and often 

* Revising the response (based on teacher probing or other feedback) 

 

The Research on Classroom Questioning 

 

Characteristics of the research 

 

              Classroom questioning is an extensively researched topic. The high incidence of questioning as a 

teaching strategy, and its consequent potential for influencing student learning, have led many investigators 
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to examine relationships between questioning methods and student achievement and behaviour. The findings 

reported in this summary are drawn from thirty-seven research documents. Twenty one of these are the 

reports of experimental or correlational  studies, thirteen are reviews, one reports the results of both a review 

and a study, and two are meta analyses. 

             The student populations of concern in these documents are: 

* Elementary (mostly intermediate) - 18 

* Secondary - 4 

* The entire K-12 range - 14 

* Not specified – 1 

 

               The research is concerned with a variety of treatments. By far the largest number of documents— 

twenty-six—are concerned with the relative effects on student learning produced by questions at higher and 

lower cognitive levels (discussed below). The subject of eight of the documents is the relationship between 

teacher wait-time and learning outcomes (also discussed in a later section). Other treatments include: 

* Manipulating the placement and timing of questions during lessons - 2 

* Using probing, redirection and reinforcement strategies - 3 

* Training students in responding to higher cognitive questions, making inferences, etc. - 2 

* Training teachers in questioning strategies – 3 

 

          The variables are sometimes investigated alone and sometimes in combination with each other or 

with other variables unrelated to classroom questioning. 

 

The student outcome areas of concern in the research include: 

* General achievement - 18 

* Reading achievement (usually comprehension) - 5 

* Social studies achievement - 3 

* Science achievement - 3 

* Mathematics achievement - 1 

* Retention, as measured by delayed tests 3 

* Level of student engagement/participation -9 

* Cognitive level of responses produced by students - 4 

* Student attitudes – 2 

 

Research findings 

 

General Findings 

        Some researchers have conducted general investigations of the role of classroom questioning and 

have drawn the following conclusions: 

* Instruction which includes posing questions during lessons is more effective in producing achievement 

gains than instruction carried out without questioning students. 

 * Students perform better on test items previously asked as recitation questions than on items they have not 

been exposed to before. 

* Oral questions posed during classroom recitations are more effective in fostering learning than are written 

questions. 

* Questions which focus student attention on salient elements in the lesson result in better comprehension 

than questions which do not. 

 

Placement and Timing of Questions 

 

* Asking questions frequently during class discussions is positively related to learning facts. 

* Increasing the frequency of classroom questions does not enhance the learning of more complex material. 

(Some researchers have found no relationship; others have found a negative relationship.) 

* Posing questions before reading and studying material is effective for students who are older, high ability, 

and/or known to be interested in the subject matter. 
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* Very young children and poor readers tend to focus only on material that will help them answer questions 

if these are posed before the lesson is presented. 

 

Cognitive Level of Questions 

 

         Should we be asking questions which require literal recall of text content and only very basic 

reasoning? Or ought we to be posing questions which call for speculative, inferential and evaluative 

thinking? Some researchers have designed experiments which examine the effects of questions framed at 

differing levels of Bloom's Taxonomy of School Learning. These levels, in ascending order of 

sophistication, are: (1) knowledge, (2) comprehension, (3) application, (4) analysis, (5) synthesis, and (6) 

evaluation. There are other hierarchies, too, which are used as the basis for structuring comparative studies. 

  

        The majority of researchers, however, have conducted more simple comparisons: they have looked at 

the relative effects on student outcomes produced by what they call higher and lower cognitive questions. 

Lower cognitive questions are those which ask the student merely to recall verbatim or in his/her own words 

material previously read or taught by the teacher. Lower cognitive questions are also referred to in the 

literature as fact, closed, direct, recall, and knowledge questions. Higher cognitive questions are defined as 

those which ask the student to mentally manipulate bits of information previously learned to create an 

answer or to support an answer with logically reasoned evidence. Higher cognitive questions are also called 

open-ended, interpretive, evaluative, inquiry, inferential, and synthesis questions. 

 

        Research on the relationship between the cognitive level of teachers’ questions and the achievement of 

their students has proved frustrating to many in the field of education, because it has not produced definitive 

results. Quite a number of research studies have found higher cognitive questions superior to lower ones, 

many have found the opposite, and still others have found no difference. The same is true of research 

examining the relationship between the cognitive level of teachers’ questions and the cognitive level of 

students’ responses. The conventional wisdom that says, ―ask a higher level question, get a higher level 

answer,‖ does not seem to hold. It is only when researchers look at the cognitive level of teachers’ questions 

in relation to the subject matter, the students, and the teachers’ intent that some meaningful conclusions can 

be drawn from this body of research. Findings include: 

 

* On the average, during classroom recitations, approximately 60 percent of the questions asked are lower 

cognitive questions, 20 percent are higher cognitive questions, and 20 percent are procedural. 

* Higher cognitive questions are not categorically better than lower cognitive questions in electing higher 

level  responses or in promoting learning gains. 

* Lower cognitive questions are more effective than higher level questions with young (primary level) 

children, particularly the disadvantaged. 

* Lower cognitive questions are more effective when the teacher’s purpose is to impart factual knowledge 

and assist  students in committing this knowledge to memory. 

* In settings where a high incidence of lower level questions is appropriate, greater frequency of questions is 

positively related to student achievement. 

* When predominantly lower level questions are used, their level of difficulty should be such that most will 

elicit correct responses. 

* In most classes above the primary grades, a combination of higher and lower cognitive questions is 

superior to exclusive use of one or the other. 

* Students whom teachers perceive as slow or poor learners are asked fewer higher cognitive questions than 

students perceived as more capable learners. 

* Increasing the use of higher cognitive questions (to considerably above the 20 percent incidence noted in 

most classes) produces superior learning gains for students above the primary grades and particularly for 

secondary students. 

* Simply asking higher cognitive questions does not necessarily lead students to produce higher cognitive 

responses. 

* Teaching students to draw inferences and giving them practice in doing so result in higher cognitive 

responses and greater learning gains. 
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* Increases in the use of higher cognitive questions in recitations does not reduce student performance on 

lower cognitive questions on tests. 

* For older students, increases in the use of higher cognitive questions (to 50 percent or more) are positively 

related to increases in: 

(1) On-task behaviour 

(2) Length of student responses 

(3) The number of relevant contributions volunteered by students 

(4) The number of student-to-student interactions 

(5) Student use of complete sentences 

(6) Speculative thinking on the part of students 

(7) Relevant questions posed by students 

* For older students, increases in the use of higher cognitive questions (to 50 percent or more) are positively 

related to increased teacher expectations about children’s abilities—particularly the abilities of those 

students whom teachers have habitually regarded as slow or poor learners. 

 

 

Wait-Time 

 

      Researchers on questioning strategies speak of two kinds of wait-time: ―wait-time 1‖ refers to the 

amount of time the teacher allows to elapse after he/she has posed a question and before a student begins to 

speak; and ―wait-time 2‖ refers to the amount of time a teacher waits after a student has stopped speaking 

before saying anything. The research has focused more on wait-time 1 than wait-time 2, but the following 

findings apply to both. Because research has established a positive relationship between the amount of 

instructional content covered and student achievement, researchers and other educators have recommended 

that teachers keep up brisk instructional pacing. In this way, the reasoning goes, classes will cover more 

material, student interest will be maintained, and achievement levels will be higher. As with the research on 

the cognitive level of teachers’ questions, this wisdom turns out to have limited application. Findings 

include: 

 

* The average wait-time teachers allow after posing a question is one second or less. 

* Students whom teachers perceive as slow or poor learners are given less wait-time than those teachers 

view as more capable. 

* For lower cognitive questions, a wait-time of three seconds is most positively related to achievement, with 

less success resulting from shorter or longer wait-times. 

* There seems to be no wait-time threshold for higher cognitive questions; students seem to become more 

and more engaged and perform better and better the longer the teacher is willing to wait. 

* Increasing wait-time beyond three seconds is positively related to the following student outcomes: 

(1) Improvements in the student achievement 

(2) Improvements in student retention, as measured by delayed tests 

(3) Increases in the number of higher cognitive responses generated by students 

(4) Increases in the length of student responses 

(5) Increases in the number of unsolicited responses 

(6) Decreases in students’ failure to respond 

(7) Increases in the amount and quality of evidence students offer to support their inferences 

(8) Increases in contributions by students who do not participate much when wait-time is under three 

seconds 

(9) Expansion of the variety of responses offered by students 

(10) Decreases in student interruptions 

(11) Increases in student-student interactions 

(12) Increases in the number of questions posed by students 

 

* Increasing wait-time beyond three seconds is positively related to the following teacher outcomes: 
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(1) in flexibility of teacher responses, with teachers listening more and engaging students in more 

discussions 

(2) Increases in teacher expectations regarding students usually thought of as slow 

 (3) Expansion of the variety of questions asked by teachers 

(4) Increases in the number of higher cognitive questions asked by teachers. 

 

Relationship Between Increasing the Use of Higher Cognitive Questions and 

In-creasing Wait-Time 

 

           The list of benefits produced by increasing higher cognitive questions and the list of benefits resulting 

from increased wait-time are remarkably similar. In addition, research has shown that the degree of 

improvement resulting from increases in both higher cognitive questions and wait-time is greater than an 

increase in either of these variables by itself. Indeed, those who have examined the relationship between 

these factors tell us that, in a sense, they ―cause‖ one another. That is, the more complex mental operations 

required by higher cognitive questions call for—and are often found to produce—longer wait-times. And 

increases in wait-time seem to result in teachers and students carrying out recitations at higher cognitive 

levels. 

 

Redirection/Probing/Reinforcement 

 

         The research on questioning includes investigations into the effects of redirecting questions when 

initial responses are unsatisfactory or incomplete, probing for more complete responses, and providing 

reinforcement of responses. 

 

         These practices have been discussed previously in this School Improvement Research Series. The 1988 

―close-up‖ report entitled Instructional Reinforcement looks at the ways teachers respond to student answers 

and other student comments, and how the nature of those responses relate to student outcomes. Monitoring 

Student Learning in the Classroom, also published in 1988, discusses classroom questioning as one of many 

approaches teachers can use to track student learning. The findings emerging from these investigations are 

congruent with the general literature on questioning, including: 

 

* Redirection and probing (often researched together) are positively related to achievement when they are 

explicitly focused, e.g., on the clarity, accuracy, plausibility, etc. of student responses. 

* Redirection and probing are unrelated to achievement when they are vague or critical, e.g., ―That’s not 

right; try again‖; ―Where did you get an idea like that? I’m sure Suzanne has thought it through more 

carefully and can help us.‖ 

* Acknowledging correct responses as such is positively related to achievement. 

* Praise is positively related to achievement when it is used sparingly, is directly related to the student's 

response, and is sincere and credible. 

 

Student Attitudes 

 

            Reports on most practices investigated by educational researchers include findings about the effects 

of the practice on student attitudes as well as learning outcomes. Research on the relationship between 

questioning practices and student attitudes is virtually nonexistent. The only findings emerging from the 

literature reviewed in preparation for this report include: 

 

* The cognitive level of questions posed is unrelated to students’ attitudes toward the subject matter. 

* Those students who prefer lower cognitive questions perform better in recitations and on tests where lower 

cognitive questions are posed. 

* Those students who prefer higher cognitive questions perform equally well with higher or lower cognitive 

questions in recitations and on tests. 
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Guidelines for Classroom Questioning 

 

         Based on the foregoing findings from the research on classroom questioning, the following 

recommendations are offered: 

* Incorporate questioning into classroom teaching/learning practices. 

* Ask questions which focus on the salient elements in the lesson; avoid questioning students about 

extraneous matters. 

* When teaching students factual material, keep up a brisk instructional pace, frequently posing lower 

cognitive questions. 

* With older and higher ability students, ask questions before (as well as after) material is read and studied. 

* Question younger and lower ability students only after material has been read and studied. 

* Ask a majority of lower cognitive questions when instructing younger and lower ability students. Structure 

these questions so that most of them will elicit correct responses. 

* Ask a majority of higher cognitive questions when instructing older and higher ability students. 

* In settings where higher cognitive questions are appropriate, teach students strategies for drawing 

inferences. 

* Keep wait-time to about three seconds when conducting recitations involving a majority of lower 

cognitive questions. 

* Increase wait-time beyond three seconds when asking higher cognitive questions. 

* Be particularly careful to allow generous amounts of wait-time to students perceived as lower ability. 

* Use redirection and probing as part of classroom questioning and keep these focused on salient elements 

of students' responses. 

* Avoid vague or critical responses to student answers during recitations. 

* During recitations, use praise sparingly and make certain it is sincere, credible, and directly connected to 

the students' responses. 

 

           Detailed instructions for teaching students to draw inferences is outside the scope of this paper. 

However, the model offered by Pearson (1985) does provide some basic steps which can help students make 

connections between what they know and what they are seeking to learn. Pearson suggests that teachers 

complete all the steps in this process by way of demonstration, then gradually shift responsibility for all but 

the first step to the students. 

 

1. Ask the inference question. 

2. Answer it. 

3. Find clues in the text to support the inference. 

4. Tell how to get from the clues to the answer (i.e., give a line of reasoning). 

 

          Better pre-service training in the art of posing classroom questions, together with in-service training to 

sharpen teachers’ questioning skills, have potential for increasing students’ classroom participation and 

achievement. Increasing wait-time and the incidence of higher cognitive questions, in particular, have 

considerable promise for improving the effectiveness of classroom instruction. 

 

Conclusion :  

          Overall, as teachers, we not only need to have a clear intent for questioning, but we need to also learn 

to ask the right questions. To guide students on the learning process, it is essential to question on learning 

outcome (content) as well as students’ thinking and learning processes. 
 
Key References : 

 

Adams,J.Refinements in Teaching Comprehension:Who Should Ask the Questions? Paper presented at the 

Annual Meeting of the Illinois Reading Council, Peoria, IL, March 7-9,1985. (ED 255 874). 

 

Brophy, J., and Good,T.L. “Teacher Behavior and Student Achievement.” In Handbook of Research on 

Teaching (3rd ed.),edited by Merlin C.Wittrock.New York:Macmillan Publishing Co.,1985. 



  napoos.blogspot.com                                                        9659966192  Page 8 
 

Cooter, R.B., and Flynt, F.E. Reading Comprehension: Out of the Ivory Tower and into the Classroom. 

Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the College Reading Association,Washington,D.C.,October 26-

28, 1984. (ED 251 824). 

Dillon, J.T. “Research on Questioning and Discussion.” Educational Leadership 42(1984): 50-56. 

Gall, M. “Synthesis of Research on Teachers’ Questioning.” Educational Leadership 42(1984): 40–47. 

Gall, M.D.; Ward, B.A., Berliner, D.C.; Cahen, L.S.; Winne, P.H.; Elashoff, J.D.; and Stanton, G.C. 

“Effects of Questioning Techniques and Recitation in Student Learning.”American Educational Research 

Journal 15(1978):175–199. 

Good,T.L., and Brophy, J.E. Looking in Classrooms. New York: Harper & Row, Publishers, 1978. 

Hansen, J., and Pearson, P.D.The Effects of Inference Training and Practice on Young Children’s 

Comprehension.Technical Report No. 166. Cambridge, MA: Bolt, Beranek and Newman, Inc.; Champaign, 

IL: University of Illinois, 1980. (ED 186 839). 

Henson, MT. “Questioning as a Mode of Instruction.”The Clearing House 53(1979):14–16. 

Honea, J.M., Jr. “Wait-Time as an Instructional Variable: An Influence on Teacher and Student.”The 

Clearing House 56(1982): 167–170. 

Hoxmeier, E.A. Questioning Techniques for Teachers:Teaching Reading,Thinking, and Listening 

Skills.Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the North Central Reading Association,South Bend, IN, 

October 23-25, 1986. (ED 284 186). 

Hunkins, F.P. “Effects of Analysis and Evaluation Questions on Various Levels of Achievement.”The 

Journal of Experimental Education 38(1969): 45–58. 

Johnston, J.D.; Markle, G.C.; and Haley-Oliphant, A. “What Research Says About Questioning in the 

Classroom.” Middle School Journal 18(1987): 29-33. 

Kleinman,G.S.“Teachers’Questions and Student Understanding of Science.”Journal of Research in Science 

Teaching 3(1965): 307-317. 

Mahlios, M., and D’Angelo, I.Teacher Questions: An Experimental Analysis of the Question Effect 

Hypothesis. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association of Teacher Educators, Orlando, FL, 

February 1, 1983. (ED 227 062). 

Redfield, D.L., and Rousseau, E.W. “A Metaanalysis of Experimental Research on Teacher Questioning 

Behavior.” Review of Educational Research 51(1981): 237–245. 

Shuck,R.F.“An Empirical Analysis of the Power of Set Induction and Systematic Questioning as 

Instructional Strategies.” Journal of Teacher Education 36(1985): 38–43. 

Wilen, W.W. Questioning Skills for Teachers. What Research Says to the Teacher. Washington, D.C.: 

National Education Association,1982.(ED 222 488). 

                                                                                                                                     Courtesy : R.MARIAPPAN  M.A.,B.Ed., 

                                                                                                                                                       M.KANGARAJ  D.T.Ed., B.A.,  


