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OZ: Sorular Aristo’nun zamanindan beri  egitim
arastirmalarina konu olmustur. Egitimcilerin bir¢ogu, sorularin
her tirden egitimin temelini  olusturdugu  goriisiine
katilmaktadir. Sorular iizerine yapilan arasgtirmalar zaman
zaman sorularmn smiflandirilmas: ile ilgilidir. Bu nedenle bu
calismada sorularin smiflandirilmasina deginilecek ve farkli
tipteki  sorularin  6grenci cevaplarini  nasil  etkiledigi
tartigilacaktir. Bunun yani sira, egitim siireci igerisinde sorularin
merkezi yeri tartisilacak ve Ogretmen davranislarina
deginilecektir. Ancak, sorularin siniflandirilmas: eger farkli
soru tipleri farkli diinyalara aitmis gibi ele aliirsa yanlis
anlagilabilir. Oysa ki farkl: tipteki sorular birbirlerine gii¢lii bir
bagla baglidirlar ve birbirlerini tamamlarlar. Bu nedenle bu
calisma farkli soru tiplerinin birbirlerinin yedegi olarak degil,
bir biitiiniin pargalar1 olduklarini gdstermeyi hedef almaktadir.
Calismada farkli soru tiplerinin farkli hedeflere hizmet ettikleri
ve hi¢ bir soru tipinin bir digerinden {iistiin olmadig1 iddia
edilmektedir. Son olarak ise, soru tipleri ile 6gretmenlerin soru
sorma davraniglari arasinda olas1 bir iliski oldugu tartisilacaktir.

Anahtar Sozciikler: Sorular, sorularin smiflandirilmasi,
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OZET

Aragtirmacilar sinif igerisinde O6gretmenlerin ve O6grencilerin {irettigi
sorularin miktar1, dogas1 ve yapisi lizerine sayisiz arastirma yapmislardir.
Aslinda, ¢ogu 6gretmen gercgekte, ne kadar ¢cok soru sordugunun farkinda
degildir. Soru sorma yontemi, dgretmenlerin 6grencilerin 6grenmesini ve
diisiinmesini saglamaktaki en temel yontemlerden biridir ve iyi bir 6gretmen
ayni zamanda iyi bir soru sorucudur. Sorular iizerine arastirma yapilmasi
sorularin ¢ogu Ogretim yoOnteminin en temel Ogesi olmasindan
kaynaklanmaktadir. Sorgulama egitim siirecinin temelini teskil eder, ve bu
sorgulama ancak soru sorup cevap verilmesi ile tamamlanabilir.

Egitimin her kadamesinde, 6grenci ile dgretmen arasindaki iletisimin
oziinii sorular teskil eder. Ogretimin vazgecilmez aract olan sorular
Ogrencilerin diisiinme becerilerinin gelistirilmesinde de ¢ok 6nemli bir yere
sahiptir. Sorularin bu merkezi dneminden dolayi, 6gretmenler sorularin
iletisim ve 6grenme {iizerindeki etkilerinden haberdar olmali ve sorular1 ve
soru sorma davraniglarini gelisterecek yeni yollar aramalidirlar.

Nasil soru sordugumuz ve sorular hakkindaki bilgilerimizi genisleterek,
daha zengin sinif igi iletisimler ve etkilesimler saglamanin farkli yollarina
ulasabiliriz. Ogrenme sorularin bir sonucu olarak gerceklesir, sorular
miifredatin hedeflerine ulagmasina yardimci olur, ve iyi bir 6gretmen iyi bir
soru sorucudur. Dahasi, yapilan bir¢ok arastirma sorularin birgok 6gretmenin
kullandig1 en temel yontem oldugunu gostermektedir.

Smuf i¢i iletisimin dogasindan dolay1, sorular ve soru sormak yabanci
dil egitimi agisindan ¢ok daha 6nemlidir. Van Lier’in (1996)’de 6ne siirdiigii
gibi yabanci dil smiflarinin genel dogasini higbirsey ‘IRF’ (Soru-cevap-
doniit) dongiisii kadar iyi sembolize edemez. Bu tip bir dongiide 6gretmen
soru sorarak iletisimi baslatir, bir 6grenci cevap verir, ve 6gretmen doniit
verip bagka bir soru sorarak yeni bir ‘IRF’ dongiisiinii daha baglatir. Bunun
da otesinde, yabanci dil smiflarinda, dil hem hedef hem de 6grenmenin
gerceklesecegi arag konumundadir. Ve iilkemizde de oldugu gibi, hedef dil
ders dis1 ortamlarda ¢ok nadir olarak kullaniliyorsa smif igerisinde
Ogrencilere sunulan bilgiler ve iletisim olanaklar1 ¢ok daha fazla 6nemli hale
gelmektedir. Sorularmn sinif ici iletisimin merkezinde oldugu gériisiinii kabul
edecek olursak, onemi bir kat daha artmaktadir. Arastirmalarin g¢ogu
Ogretmenlerin  bir ders saatinde ortalama 43.6 soru sorduklarim
gostermektedir. Eger bu dogruysa bir 6gretmen kariyeri boyunca 1.5 ile 2
milyon soru sormaktadir. Bu sayi, yabanci dil 6gretmenleri s6z konusu
oldugunda 3 ile 3.5 milyona kadar yiikselebilmektedir. Bu verilere
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dayanarak, sorular ve soru sorma hakkinda edinilecek olan bilgilerin yabanci
dil 6gretimi agisindan dgretmenlerin yararina olacagi siiphesizdir.

Ogretmenlerin, soru tipleri ve sorularm &grenci cevaplarina etkileri
konularinda bilinglerinin artmas1 ders plan1 yapilirken 6nemli bir rol
oynamaktadir ve daha etkili bir &grenmenin gergeklesmesine katkida
bulunabilir. Bunlarin disinda, sorularin smiflandirilmasinin bazi diger
yararlar1 da bulunmaktadir. Ogretmenlerin 6grencilerde yaratmak istedikleri
davranig degigikliklerine yonelmesine yardimci olurlar. Ayrica, ve daha
genis  bir agidan  yaklasildiginda sorular ders  materyallerinin
degerlendirilmesi i¢in kullanilabilirler.

Sorularin  smiflandirilmas:  smif dogasmmin  anlagilmasma katkida
bulunur, ciinkii farkli soru tipleri farkli cevaplar gerektirir. Ornegin, sinif
icerisinde sorulan sorular incelendiginde, alt-seviyeli sorular ¢ok fazla ise ve
iist-seviyeli soru hemen hemen hi¢ sorulmamissa burada bir sorun olabilir.
Ciinkii 6grencilerin diistinme ve konusma becerileri sinirlandirilmis olur.
Bunu fark eden bir 6gretmen bir sonraki ders planini hazirlarken her iki soru
tipinide kullanarak daha dengeli bir plan yapabilir. Tam bu noktada, yapilan
arastirmalarin sonuglarina g6z atilacak olursa genel olarak alt-seviyeli
sorularin derslerin biiyiik bir boliimiinde {ist-seviyeli sorulardan kat kat daha
fazla kullanildigi sdylenebilir. Ancak, alt-seviyeli sorularin fazlaca
kullanilmas1 6grencilerin hedef dili kullanma ve pratik yapma olanaklarini
kisitlayacaktir. Bu durum da, yabanci dil 6gretimi agisindan ¢esitli sorunlarin
olusmasia neden olacaktir. Ornegin, 6grencilerin konusma becerileri esit
oranda gelismeyecek hatta diger becerilerinin gelisimine gore bulunduklar
seviyenin gerisinde kalacaktir. Oysa dil &gretiminde hedef dort temel
becerinin (konusma, dinleme, okuma, ve yazma) ayni anda gelistirilmesi
olmalidir. Diger tarafta ise, list-seviyeli sorularin 6grencileri diisiinmeye
yonlendirdigi, daha 6zgiir ve daha uzun cevaplar gerektirdigi bilinmektedir.
Bu nedenlerden dolayi, 6gretmenler soru tipleri ve &grenci cevaplarina
etkileri konusunda bilgi sahibi olmali, siif igerisinde sorduklari sorular
arasinda bir denge kurmalidirlar. Ayrica uygun sorularin uygun zamanda
sorulmasi, daha etkili bir zaman y6netimine yardimci olarak ders zamaninin
daha etkili kullanilmasini saglayacaktir.

Ogretmenlerin soru sorma davramglarindan genel olarak bahsedecek
olursak, dikkat edilmesi gereken iki temel teknikten bahsetmek olasidir.
Birincisi “dagitim”dir (distribution). Bu davranis, sorularin kime soruldugu
ile ilgilidir. Sorular dogrudan tek bir 6grenciye sorulabilir, smiftaki belli bir
gruba sorulabilir(6rnegin, kizlara veya erkeklere), veya dogrudan tiim sinifa
sorulabilir. Ogrencilerin katilimini saglamak ve motivasyonlarini arttirmak
icin ise, durumu smif seviyesinin altinda olan 6grenciler desteklenmeli,
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cevap vermeye caliganlar cesaretlendirilmeli, farkli goriislere ve bakis
acilaria hog gorilyle bakilmal ve zeki 6grencilerin verdikleri cevaplar ve
derse katkilar1 takdir edilmelidir. ikincisi ise “takviye’dir (reinforcement).
Bu davranigin temelinde ise, Ogrencilere basar1 duygularinin asilanmasi
yatmaktadir. Boylece, bu yaklasim Ogrencilere 6z-giiven kazandiracak ve
hedef dili daha fazla ve daha 6zgiirce kullanmaya baglayacaklardir.

Sonug olarak, sorularin siniflandirilmasi ve farkli soru tiplerinin 6grenci
cevaplari lizerindeki etkilerinin arastirilmasit bosa gecirilen zaman olarak
goriilmemelidir. Ciinkii 6gretmenlerin olduk¢a genis bir soru teknikleri
repertuarma ihtiyaglar1 vardir ve dersin veya yapilan uygulamanin amaglari
dogrultusunda farkli zamanlarda farkli soru tiplerine ve tekniklerine ihtiyag
duyacaklardir. Ornegin, bir gramer aktivitesi esnasinda dgrencilerin konuyu
anlayip anlamadiklarini sormak isteyen bir dgretmen alt-seviyeli bir soruya
ihtiya¢ duyarken, ayni &gretmen bir konusma dersinde smifta konusma
atmosferi yaratabilmek i¢in idst-seviyeli bir soruya ihtiya¢ duyacaktir.
Dolayisi ile her iki soru tipi de farkli zamanlarda, farkli hedefler icin
ogretmenlere gerekmektedir. Ancak, burada 6zellikle vurgulanmasi gereken
son bir nokta bulunmaktadir; alt-seviyeli ve iist-seviyeli sorular birbirinin
yedegi olarak goriilmemelidir. Tam tersine ayni takimin oyunculart gibi
algilanmalidirlar. Biri digerinden daha tstiin degildir, sadece farkli hedefler
dogrultusunda kullanilmahdirlar. Etkili 6grenme ise farkli soru tipleri ayri
ayri degil, birlikte kullanildiklar1 zaman meydana gelir.
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ABSTRACT: Questions have been the subject of educational
research since the time of Aristotle. Many, I believe, would agree with
the assumption that questions are at the core of any educational
process. Research on questioning focuses on question classification
from time to time. Thus, this study will focus on question types in
relation to their possible effects on student responses after briefly
setting out the centrality of questions in the teaching process, as well
as teachers’ questioning behaviours. The classification, however,
might create a misunderstanding when different question types are
seen as belonging to different worlds rather than being inextricably
linked and as complementary of each other. Therefore this study aims
to demonstrate that different question types should not be seen as the
exception of each other but as parts of a whole. It will be argued that
different question types serve different purposes, and that no question
type is superior to the other. Finally, it will be argued that there is
possibly a relation between the type of the question and the teachers’
questioning behaviour.
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Introduction

Questioning is central to any teaching-learning situation, therefore there
is a growing and widening interest in the study of questioning which has
attracted the attention of scholars since Aristotle. Educational researchers
have variously investigated the amount, nature and pattern of questions
produced by teachers and students in the classroom. In fact most teachers fail
to realise just how many questions they really ask. In quoting Ascher (1961),
for example, Gall (1970: 707) called the teacher “a professional question
maker” and claimed that the asking of questions is “one of the basic ways by
which the teacher stimulates student thinking and learning”. The value of
focusing on teachers’ questions is that they constitute the basic unit
underlying most methods of classroom teaching and their continued study
deserves the strong support of researchers. Kerry (1998) too points to the
centrality of questions in arguing that enquiry lies at the heart of the
education process; an enquiry takes place through the formulation of
questions, problems and hypotheses, which require answers and solutions.

Perrott (1982) takes this further and, whilst acknowledging the well-
documented critical role played by questions in the educational process,
argues that questions may well be the most important activity in which
teachers engage. To substantiate her claim, she reviews some of the research
about the nature of classroom discourse in which teacher questions occupied
the core of the teaching sequence. Questions are the core around which all
communication between teacher and pupils take place at every stage in
education. They are fundamental tools of teaching and lie at the very heart of
developing critical thinking abilities in pupils. Because of their central role,
it is important that teachers are familiar with the impact questions have on
communication and learning in the classroom, and find ways to improve the
use of questions by themselves and their students (Kissock and Iyortsuun
1982).

As a result of extending our knowledge about questions and examining
how we question, we will arrive at some answers which will generate richer
classroom interactions. Learning occurs as the result of questions; questions
serve to focus the objectives of the curriculum; a good teacher is a good
questioner (Morgan and Saxton 1991). Furthermore, statistics suggest that
questioning is indeed the major teaching tool for many teachers (see
Richards and Lockhart 1994).

The importance of questioning in the teaching of foreign languages
becomes ever more important due to the nature of classroom interaction. As
I shall point out in detail later, research findings show the dominance of
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display questions and this indicates possible ways in which teachers ask
questions and react to answers, and consequently how classroom interactions
are shaped. Van Lier (1996) argues that there is probably nothing that
symbolises classroom discourse quite as much as the “Initiation-Response-
Feedback” (IRF) pattern. In this type of interaction the teacher initiates an
exchange, usually in the form of a question; a student answers, and the
teacher gives feedback; and the teacher initiates the next cycle by asking
another question and so on. The following extract shows how the IRF pattern
works:

T: Excuse me, where is the post Office?
S: All the way down this street and then two blocks at right.
T: Good....

In traditional classes (where the focus is on transmission of
information), the percentage of utterances that fall neatly into this three-part
structure may be over half. Van Lier (op cit.) counted between 50% to 60%
of the secondary school data as consisting of three part exchanges.

Tsui (1995) argues that in the language classroom, questioning is even
more important because language is at once the subject of study as well as
the medium for learning. In situations where the target language is seldom
used outside the classroom and the students’ exposure to the target language
is therefore mainly in the classroom (which is usually the case in the
countries where English is taught as a foreign language), the kind of input
and interaction that is made available to the student is particularly important.
Therefore, if “good” questions should cognitively challenge learners and
increase their participation in learning, then effective questions becomes
ever more important. And as Tsui (op cit.) argues, teacher questions generate
a major part of classroom interaction in most English as foreign language
classrooms. Two other remarkable examples to conclude the discussion
about the centrality of questions in classroom discourse would be the
argument that according to calculations, most teachers ask an average of
43.6 questions per teaching hour. If this is true teachers are likely to ask
between 1.5 and 2 million questions in an average career. Moreover this
number could well rise to 3 and 3.5 million in the case of language teachers
(Kerry 1998). On this matter Gebhard (1996) reports that teachers of English
as a foreign language ask a lot of questions. Using observations of six
teachers -all teaching in different contexts in Japan- he found that teachers
used an average of 52 questions every thirty minutes during teacher initiated
activities. Based on this evidence, he argues that knowledge about questions
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and questioning behaviours can benefit teachers who want to provide
opportunities for meaningful student interaction in English.

The Reasons for Asking Questions

Teachers ask questions for multiple purposes in the classroom. I believe
that understanding these purposes might actually expand the teacher’s use of
questioning in instruction. Such purposes also have a direct relation as to
which type of question would suit best for the situation at hand. A language
teacher, for example, whose immediate goal is to test the students’
knowledge about the simple past tense using the irregular verb forms would
rather ask lower-order display questions; e.g. What is the past form of the
verb “go”? However, if the aim would be to enhance the students’ use of
simple past tense then the teacher would rather ask higher-order referential
questions; e.g. What did you do yesterday night? On more general terms
there are various reasons as to why teachers ask questions, and I would like
to borrow from Ur (1996: 229) who proposes the following criteria:

a. To provide a model for language or thinking
b. To find out something from the learners (facts, ideas, opinions)
c. To check or test understanding, knowledge or skill
d. To get learners to be active in their learning
To direct attention to the topic being learned
f.  To inform the class via the answers of the stronger learners rather than

through the teachers’ input
g. To provide weaker learners with an opportunity to participate

h.  To stimulate thinking (logical, reflective or imaginative); to probe more
deeply into issues

i.  To get learners to review and practise previously learnt material
j-  To encourage self expression

k. To communicate to learners that the teacher is genuinely interested in
what they think

It is also worth reminding at this point that a teacher might ask any one
question with more than one of these aims in mind; for example, the teacher
might both wish the learners to be active and at the same time direct
attention to the topic being learned.
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In most cases the language teachers’ motive in asking questions is
usually to get students to actively engage orally with the language material.
Thus, an effective question elicits fairly prompt, motivated, relevant and full
responses. If, on the other hand, the question results in silence, or is
answered by only the strongest students, or bore the class, or consistently
elicit only very brief or unsuccessful answers, then there is probably
something wrong. The following two extracts are examples to when the
question and the goal fits and does not fit (Sevik 2001: 209):

T: What are your hobbies? What do you do in your spare time? For
example, I can play the guitar.

S1: I read books
S2: I play football
T: play football, good, someone else?

The question above was asked in the beginning of a reading lesson
about hobbies. The teacher both wanted to motivate the students and wanted
them to be active. As the students answered enthusiastically, it can be said
that the question reached its aim. First of all the question was very clear and
the teacher explained what he meant by the question by giving an example
herself.

The same, however, can not be said for the following extract (Sevik op
cit.: 214):

T: ....example, Can you tell me an example of this category?
Sts: ...long silence

T: For how long have you been studying English at this school? Four?
Five?

Sts: (shout out answers) five, six...
T: five, six... Exact year?

S1: six years

T: six, let’s say six...

The teacher was engaged in a grammar activity and wanted to check the
students’ previous knowledge about the “present perfect tense”. However,
the initial question was not very appropriate since there was a long silence in
the class. This question was open-ended. Later the teacher asked another
question, this time a closed one, and the students started to shout out
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answers. Even though the first question was clear, it was too abstract for the
level of the students therefore there was no answer in the first place and the
teacher had to rephrase her question. As it can easily be seen in these two
examples there is a connection among question types, the goal in asking a
question and student response. Therefore, I strongly believe that knowledge
about the classification of questions leads to a better understanding of
classroom discourse and understanding classroom discourse better would
probably lead to better teaching by the teacher and better learning by the
students. Besides, it would help greatly in the management of classroom
time. Consequently, this would lead to saving time by using the appropriate
question techniques at the appropriate time.

The Classification of Questions And Effects on Student Response

I would briefly like to review the literature on question types in order to
explore the tenet that raising teacher awareness of question types and their
possible effects on student responses might play an important part in lesson
planning and ultimately assist in encouraging learner autonomy. In addition,
the application of classification of questions might serve a number of useful
purposes. They direct the teacher’s attention to the behaviour changes s/he
wants to see in students as a result of instruction. They might serve as a
framework with which questions can be prepared. And on a wider
dimension, their use might help in evaluating instructional materials, like
textbooks (Kissock and Iyortsuun, 1982). So greater awareness of questions
and their effects might help teachers in their selection.

The most commonly used term for differentiating questions is probably
the classification of display and referential questions. Display questions are
those where the teacher already knows the answer but requires the student to
display knowledge. In this respect they could be classified as lower-order
questions (see Bloom, 1956 for the classification of lower-order and higher-
order questions). Long and Soto (1983) refer to display questions as
“knowledge checking” and argue that they generate interactions that are
typical of didactic discourse. This stance relates to the nature of classroom
interaction in that the IRF pattern is the mostly seen type of classroom
interaction. Display questions offer a way to practice language or drill
students and most students both need and like them as they create a
competitive and fun atmosphere in the classroom. In the next extract for
example (Sevik 2001: 205), the teacher was engaged in a grammar activity
about the use of “single sylable comparative adjectives”. When the teacher
asked a display question most of the students were shouting out answers and
racing with each other, even though the classroom was a bit noisy, the
enthusiasm of the students was worth seeing:
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T: ...who can give me an example?
S1: tall/taller

S2: big/bigger

S3: short/shorter...

T: OK, OK more silent please...

Referential questions on the other hand, request information not known
by the questioner and therefore have greater potential to generate social
discourse. They are a means through which to bring real questions into the
classroom, and they are aimed at communication rather than testing the
students’ knowledge. Therefore when the aim of the teacher is to enhance
students’ speaking skills and to create a social-like atmosphere in the
classroom, the teacher would rather ask referential questions to which the
students’ answers are more meaningful and longer in most circumstances.
However, it is worth mentioning at this point that both type of questions
have a place in the classroom discourse, and the determinant of the question
type should be the aim of the particular activity and the level of the students
(see Brock 1986, Gebhard 1996, and Tsui 1995). It is therefore important to
realise that these two question types are not exclusive of each other but that
they are two components of the same whole.

The classification of questions contributes to understanding the nature
of classroom discourse, in that different questions require different student
responses. On this matter, research findings show the the dominance of
display question type over referential question type. At this point Gall (1970)
states that educators generally agree that teachers should emphasise the
development of students’ skills in crititcal thinking rather than in learning
and recalling facts. However, Gall also reflects on mainly American and
British research spanning more than half a century which indicates that
teachers’ questions emphasise factual knowledge. Therefore it would be
appropriate to conclude from Gall’s findings that in half a century there had
been little change in the types of questions teachers ask in the classroom.
According to the research, therefore it would appear that about 60% of
teachers’ questions require students to recall facts; about 20% require
students to think; and the remaining 20% are procedural.

Whilst there have been some significant changes in pedagogy, it would
seem that there have been relatively few changes in relation to the frequency
of lower-order questions. Kerry’s (1998) argument that all major research
agrees upon the dominance of lower-order questions over time, supports this
view. Kerry (op cit.) suggests that the percentage may vary from about 60%
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upwards. In his research into secondary schools in Britian, only 3.6% of all
teacher questions fell into one of Bloom’s (1956) higher-order categories.
Richards and Lockhart (1994) who classify questions as “convergent” and
“divergent”, again demonstrated the dominance of lower-order convergent
questions. They argue that these questions serve to facilitate the recall of
information. They do little to generate student ideas and classroom
communication. Overuse of these questions types will limit student
opportunities to produce and practice the target language, which can be
counted as a serious handicap in the teaching of modern foreign languages.
Such research findings repeatedly demonstrate the dominance of lower-order
questions as well as the probability that their overuse limits social
communication. Therefore, I would like to argue for more of a balance
between lower- and higher-order questions, thereby suggesting an increase
in the use of higher-order questions.

In considering the possible effects of questions on student responses, it
is clear that Richard’s and Lockhart’s (op cit.) findings apply to other
research as well. Brock (1986), for example tried to determine if using
higher frequencies of referential questions had an effect on adult English as a
second language classroom discourse. He found that learners’ responses to
referential questions were on average more than twice as long and more than
twice as complex in terms of syntax as responses to display questions. As
this study suggests, if the use of referential questions increases the amount of
learner output and participation, then such questions are important classroom
tools to generate more target language use by the learners. Tsui (1995) who
writes in a similar way argues that the kinds of questions asked have
important effects on student responses and the kinds of interaction generated.
Display questions are likely to encourage to regurgitate facts or pre-
formulated language items. They also discourage students from trying to
communicate their own ideas in the target language and therefore potentially
restrict students’ language output. Asking referential questions on the other
hand might well reinforce critical thinking and as a consequence of increased
articulation, language output might also increase.

In my study (Sevik 2001: 191-2) the dominance of lower-order display
questions over higher-order referential questions was also observed in
English as a foreign language classrooms in Turkey. Lower-order questions
were observed almost four times more than higher-order questions.
Therefore, I believe that it would be appropriate at this point to look at some
examples from my research as to why teachers chose to ask display
questions at certain times and referential questions at other times;
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T: ...yes, the fourth one?

S1: ‘f*. They started to grill some sausages

T: and another one, yes, please?

S2: ‘e’. They go into the sitting room to watch T.V.

T: and the following, yes?

S3: ‘b’. Jamie wants some water and smells something burning
T: good, and the next one?....

T: ...What is her name?

S: Nicola, her name is Nicola

T: yea, her name is Nicola...

The teachers later explained in the feedback conference that they were
engaged in a “correct order activity” and a “text comprehension”, and
because the students answered correctly, it was going well, and added that
the students were enjoying themselves. I would like to point out that both of
the exercises were aimed at checking understanding (reading
comprehension) and as such took the form of ‘mechanical’ interactions. I
found out that lower-order questions were mostly asked during textbook
exercises such as; i.e. “fill in the blanks” and/or vocabulary exercises. These
findings might suggest that textbook exercises, reading comprehension
activities, and grammar activities tend to encourage, in most cases, a more
mechanical interaction shape (lower-order questions) in English as a foreign
language classrooms. However, it is also worth mentioning at this point that,
the teachers’ comments that the students were enjoying themselves, I would
argue, illustrates that this type of questioning (lower-order) pattern may have
a motivational value in the teaching-learning process. This also relates to the
argument that teachers should operate a variety of questioning patterns, and
that every questioning pattern has a place and importance in teaching.

Below are two other example extracts from the same study (Sevik 2001:
210-3), when the teachers asked higher-order questions:

T: have you got a sister?
S: yes, [ have

T: himm, imagine...her teacher asked her to draw a parrot, but she does
not know a parrot. How do you describe it?
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S: err, an animal with colourful feather, an animal which can fly, an
animal which lives in a ‘kafes’ (cage)

T: yes, anything else?

S: the animal which can talk

T: ok, thank you...

T: ...so you have a computer?

S: yes

T: for how long have you had your computer?

S: three years

T: ...and what was the reason you would like to buy it?

S: I wanted a computer from my parents for internet and games

T: So you are more interested in internet and games. What do you do
with the internet?

S: I am chatting with my friends and err searching for my studies
T: very good. I would like to shake your hand for this...

At a first glance to the two examples above, one can easily see that
there is some sort of a/most-real communication going on in the classroom.
As compared to the answers given to the previous display questions, the
answers here is much longer and much more meaningful. Therefore, it is
possible to argue that when teachers ask open-ended questions students have
more opportunity to speak and express themselves freely. As the teachers
later explained in the feedback conferences they asked these questions with
the basic aim of establishing “real communication”. It is also worth
mentioning that the use of higher-order questions doubled between the first
and third weeks of my study. Thus, indicating that simply paying attention to
question types and being aware of their possible effects on student responses
might help teachers in creating a more social-like atmosphere in foreign
language classrooms.

Questioning Behaviours and Question Types

French (1963) argues that oral questioning, particularly in the first years
of the course, is primarily a form of drill, not a test of knowledge, which in a
way confirms the earlier argument that lower-order questions dominate
classroom discourse. In relation to teachers’ questioning behaviour Kerry
(1998) argues that there is certainly evidence to suggest that teachers use the
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same repertoire of questioning skills, and the same patterns of questions
lesson after lesson. The number and type of questions used by an individual
teacher tends to remain constant from one observed occasion to the other. If
this is the case, the foundations for teacher questioning techniques are
crucial. A deepening awareness could help educators to explore if there are
more effective strategies that can be used widely, and would help teachers in
analysing their own teaching. It could well be helpful in extending existing
patterns and guide the way to exploring better and more efficient techniques.

The discussions so far about the classification of questions and the
dominance of lower-order questions, I believe, has already indicated possible
ways in which teachers ask questions and react to answers. As [ mentioned
earlier, the ‘IRF’ sequence coined by Van Lier (1996) symbolises classroom
discouse in the most general terms and that the percentage of utterances that
fall neatly into this three-part structure may be over half. Van Lier (op cit.:
150) describes the features of the ‘IRF’ sequence as follows:

a. Itis three turns long

The first and the third turn are produced by the teacher, the
second by the student

c.  The exchange is started and ended by the teacher

d.  The first teacher’s turn is designed to elicit some kind of verbal
response from a student. The teacher often already knows the
answer, or at least has a specific idea in mind of what will count
as a proper answer

e. The second teacher’s turn (the third in the exchange) is some
kind of comment on the second turn. Here the student finds out if
the answer corresponds with whatever the teacher has in mind

[ It is often clear from the third turn whether or not the teacher
was interested in the information contained in the response, or
merely in the form of the answer, or in seeing if the student knew
the answer or not

g If the exchange is part of a series, as is often the case, there is
behind the series a plan and a direction determined by the
teacher. The teacher leads, the students follow

The IRF exchange can be initiated in two different ways; either general,
unspecific elicitation where the teacher addresses the question to all the
students or specific, personal elicitation where the teacher selects one student
to provide the answer. The teacher can also use the IRF exchange to make
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the students repeat something verbatim, to require them to produce
previously learned material from memory, to ask the students to think and
then verbalise those thoughts, and to ask the students to express themselves
more clearly or precisely.

In relation to teachers’ behaviour in asking questions Morgan and
Saxton (1991) discuss two techniques. The first one is “distribution”, which
refers to the way in which questions are directed. Questions can be directed
to an individual, to a particular group in the classroom (such as girls or
boys), or to the whole class. The key for unlocking general participation is to
support the weak, encourage the triers, to tolerate contrary opinions and
appreciate the contributions made by bright students. The second technique
is “reinforcement”. The effect of this technique is to give students a feeling
of success, a feeling that they are on the right track which in turn gives them
the sense that they have some control. Reinforcements that the teachers
mostly use may be in the form of: verbal reinforcement; words like ‘good,
well done, that is interesting, good point’, and using the students’ words or
ideas, minimal encouragements, audible prompts such as ‘ummm, uh, so...?,
yes...?” and non-verbal reinforcements; such as eye contact, facial
expression, body gestures and positions (also see Doff 1995).

In my research (Sevik 2001), I also came up with similar results that
most of the question-answer interactions observed, fell into Van Lier’s (op
cit.) IRF sequence. The teachers in my study operated at three levels when
they heard a true or expected response. These are: mechanical level
(dominated by lower-order questions); oral and visual, progressive level
(dominated mostly by lower-order and some higher-order questions), and
advanced level (dominated by higher-order questions). I have identified
thirteen teacher behaviour classifications and the mostly observed five
behaviours are as follows: The teacher;

a. Repeats student response and moves on
b. Praises the student and moves on

c. Asks the student to write his/her response on the board

d. Makes an explanation or interpretation after response

e. Asks further questions to the student about his/her response

The first three teacher behaviours mentioned above are examples of
when the question was in the form of lower-order, and in most cases the
class was either occuppied with activities from the textbook or with grammar
practice. Therefore the teachers mainly operated at the mechanical level. The
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fourth teacher behaviour was observed when the class was practising new
grammar points and from time to time when the question was open-ended.
As this type of behaviour is different in form from the IRF sequence, I called
it the progressive level where the teacher is moving towards real
communication. And finally the fifth teacher behaviour was observed when
the teacher asked higher-order questions with the purpose of establishing
real communication, hence I called it the advanced level.

Conclusion

The classification of questions is a valuable enterprise when we realise
that teachers should have a large repertoire of questioning skills and that
they should make use of different question types at different times according
to the goal of the activity at hand. Otherwise, if we try to search for a
panacea question type to suit all situations, our efforts will be in vain. Thus
for example, a display question asked during a grammar activity for the
purpose of checking understanding is at least as valuable as a referential
question asked during a communication activity for the purpose of creating a
communicative atmosphere in language classrooms. I would like to also
suggest that even a display question asked for checking understanding has at
least some sort of communicative value, since the same question may also be
asked in real-life daily communications. The following example where the
teacher checks whether or not the students understood the modal verb “can”
looks like a display question at a first glance. However, the same question
may well be asked during a job interview in a real-life daily situation;

T: Can you speak English?
S: Yes, I can

T: Can you use a computer?
S: No, I can’t

I believe that lower-order display questions feed-forward towards
higher-order referential questions. Thus, students would only be able to
answer an open-ended question after s’/he has reached a certain level in the
target language. So a student would be able to answer the question; “How do
you usually spend your weekends?” only after s’/he has practiced to answer
display questions like; “Do you go to the cinema at the weekends?, Do you
meet your friends at the weekends?, and etc.”. I therefore, argue that lower-
and higher-order questions should not be seen as being the substitute for one
another. They should rather be seen as teammates. And learning can only
occur effectively when they are used in harmony.
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My readings into questions and questioning showed no specific
reference to a link between question types and teachers’ questioning
patterns. However, depending on my experience and my observations I
would like to suggest that there is possibly a significant link between
question types and teachers’ questioning patterns. Thus, I shall borrow from
my research (Sevik 2001: 251) to show the link in Figure 1 below.

Figure 1: The relation between question types and teachers’ questioning

behaviours
Question Type Questioning Behaviour
—> . .
Lower-order Mostly mechanical level and progressive
level
Higher-order —> Progressive level and mostly Advanced level

As is clear from Figure 1 above, when questions were in the lower-
order category the teachers’ questioning pattern mostly operated at
mechanical and progressive levels. Thus indicating that the students’ free use
of target language was restricted and the emphasis was more on checking
understanding rather than communication. However, when the questions
were in the higher-order category the teachers’ questioning mostly operated
at advanced level, which indicates that students were provided with more
opportunities to speak freely and the emphasis was on communication. I
would therefore argue that simply by looking at teachers’ questions it is
possible to guess what kind of atmosphere is created in the classroom. Once
the teachers are aware of the effects of questions on student responses, they
have the chance to choose between lower- and higher-order questions
according to the aim of the particular activity. And my study showed that
paying attention to question types may actually increase the use of higher-
order questions. Thus for example, the teachers’ questions that fall into
higher-order category almost doubled between the first and third weeks of
the study. And this in turn gave the students more freedom of speech in the
target language and increased the quality of student response both in terms
of quality and quantity.
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