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A0l A0l

“he dissertation reports an investigation of the
tvpe nl questions and nattern of questicning uses by the
Trarde Sleven "ILiterature in inalish® teacher in . ambia.
'he marked difficulty in using hicher level ecnomitive
skills in answering the questi~ng nn the ¢ ade Cwelve
achonl-leavine eramination in this subject, as noted bv
chie” evaniners over a4 neriod »f vears, was the starting
noint 40 the study.  The researcher wanted to find rut i¢
the problem onriginated in the classroom, hypothesizing
that the qestinons asked ovrallv and in homework assignments
by the teacher micht call for the use of lower level cogni-
tive skills, such ag memorv, rather than the more [o R TR Imas
tive higher level skills of convergency, -ivergency and
evaluation

“ichteen araduate teachers of ¢rade :leven {(from a
total némulation o7 thirty) in four teen asvernment and
alled seconlarv schonls in Central, “Western and ueuthe'n
trovinces were nbserved, the field-werk covering the
third schonl te'm ~f 19+6. Lach teache: was observed for
twn class sessions, one unstructured and the other beino
3 class ‘iiscussion on the characters in the text under
stuldy. audle—-recording, an interactinn schedule and a
general descrintion schedule were used to record class-
room data, and teacher characteristics, opinions and

attitude toward the text being taught were asce:tained b



means U resegrcher-administe el eiestionnaires and an
attitiude scale

‘he results vere analvzed in terms nf +the kntal
samnle and the indivi-*iul =eachers, an. rpogsible envarise-
*ians hetieen, on the ~ne hand, the nerecentaags ~7 niches
Iavel guestinong askel (hich-level cuestinn scarae) A,
~n the sther han', the teacher variuples ~© @, oMye -
tlon, ovne dence 10 foaching literat e » atsirg e
toarar othe tert wore et anine In aiivdion, the alatiscn-

shiv wetveen fhe nich=level sence and the time anent An

n o the tert i+sels, was investiocuate! Cege i

tive lat. coneco nine othar asnects nf touache: caestioring
bahavious in cereval vere ilso evaluate.

analesie nf Cuts estahlishe’ that 2w sanelae oevioayl -
timn askel mnra levers lavel enconitive ¢urestiong than
hicdhe level mnes, the lewest roreentaqges beins in the
ivean ~f Glvergent an? evalnative ouestiong., e cleg
satte n A0 teaches mestioning was estiblished na. was
therr o ame siondlfiecant cnva iation botuesn the hicrh-leve!
mastion sensca o the teachs an’ tho feache va iables
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In the conclusion, the need for rerlication of this
research on a larger and wider scale, implications an
miestiong aiising {rom the findinos and some Interim

measures are Jdliscussed.
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CHAPDPUR Oy DT OLACTION

1.1 Backgrouni of the Iroblem

The use of questinns in teaching can be traced back as
far as Uocrates, who stimulated the natural mntivation of
his students with skilfully-leading questions in order tn
calide them to discover truths for themselves (Srown, 1975) .
"esearch has shown that carefully planned higher level *eacher
questions, those calling for convergent, divergent or evalua-
tive thinkinag, serve te dic out ileas, stimulate discussion
and focus stulent thinking (lLucking, 1976; .right et al.,
1370 in Brown and Sdmondson, 19743 Borg et al., 1970) Stubbs
(1976), in his Jiscussion of the unseen curriculum, warned
that the use bv teachers of more questions demanding fact
than questisns Jemanding reasoning gives the students the
impression that knowledge »f facts is more important than the
development and use of reasoning abilities.

In “ambia, it is incumbent unon the teacher of the
comivse "Literature in tnglish" to ask questions which vrovoke
high-level thinking, as well as those involving memorv, as
he or she 1s teaching a second lancuage literature. Hoody
(19/2) printed nut that most _amblans 4n not read or learn
about literature in their first language and so have nn ex-

perience with the skills necessary for reading effectively,



and that most :amblans read only for specific functional
purpnses, not for pleasure, In view of this situation, the
teacher mist be nrepared to use the students' experiences
and, by skilful questioning, arocuse interest in the material
under study, opening the way to productive thinking about
the text and its relationship to life in general. After all,
literature is not 'a bady of knowledge; it is a method of
handling and presenting knowledge' (Montague and Henshaw,
196€6: 2) and the study of literature, aside from providing
nleasure and enlightenment, also prepares the student for
dealing with the problems of life itself. The language in
action is also & source of learning for the second lancuage
“ambian student. These are some of the concerns which went
into the preparation of the "Literature in inglish" course.

"Literature in English® is a course at the senior secon-
“ary level, extending for the full three vear period. It is
an optional subject in some schools, a required one in others
and is not offered at all in still others. The first vear
is supvosed to comprise a general introduction tn all forms
of literature, guicding the student to szee the relationship
nf literature to ordinary language usage and its significance
in the cultural context, as well as teaching literary terms
and concepts. Having only been introduced in January 1985
vhen Zambia changed frem a two year to a three vear senior
secondary format, the first vear course is described in a
provisional svllabus.

fhe second and third vears are usually devoted to the

set texts, although the svllabus advises that they he startej



in the second term of Srade Eleven. In Section A of the

set book list, that section which is covered by one context
and one essay question on the examinatinn, the teacher must
select one olay (from three) and one novel (from three) for
Jetailed study. Three different texts (out of seven), for
more qeneral study, are selected from Section E, which is
examined hv essay questions. In all, the students a0
throuch five texts in preparation for the school~leaving exam-
ination. The course is vresently under review.

“he Interim :nglish Svllabus supplement (Ministry of
General :ducation and Culture, 1%:4: 3), the latest cuide on
literature teaching sent out by the Ministry, gives the
rurpngse of the literature course in a series of general
objectives:

1. To introduce mipils to the activity of
A scussing ideas in books and the impli-
cations of these ideas;
2. 7o study literature as a vivid expression
~nf human problems;
3. Tn make literature relevant tn the circum-
stances and needs nf todavi and
4. To inculcate deepening enthusiasm and the
beainning of a eritical approach.
The teacher, then, is to encourage a cocnitive as well as
an affeetive approach to literature. It i3 exnected that
this will be easier seeing that reading skills are tn have
been taught in intensive reading lessons in Grades Zight
through Ten (The supplement was written before the change-
over to three vears of senior secondary.) and so pupils will

have got used to answering interpretive questions about

short texts.



Although the svllabus acknowladges that there is no set
apnproach ue to the diferences in texts, students and
teachors, several suguestions pertinent to this study were
made . Frstly, the teacher 1a tro assure the students that
the examiners have no set answers for the quastions on the
eramination. Thevy onlv eynect that a student will sunport
his her answer with evidence frow the text. Lecondly, the
enphasis shauld be on discussisn prompted by guestions nn
what has heen resd s» that nuplls see that the work must be
interpreted. Finallv, the teacher may gulde the mupils?
thinking b&'car@fully strucstured questions bat must not o
summaries or vrovide notes fnr the students. In othor words,
thev shoul? be led to make discoveries for themselves. This
last is facilitate’ when the teacher has familiarized him-
self or herself thoroughly with the material and can then
frame questiona which encourage the pupil to explore the
significant aspects of the text..

Armet with these culdelines, the teacher remains with
ane majar nroblem in conducting the course. Chileshe pointed
it An 1993 that scarelty of resources - that 15, texthbooks
and adjunects such as newarapers, magacines and government
daruments and renorts - was making the teaching of nolish
vary 3LEficult.  The situation has not improved since then;
in some classrooms, one may £ind as many as five pupldls sharing

mne taxt,



1.2 The I'roblem

The chief examiner's reports (Chief oxaminer, 1944;
1913 19793 19733 1275) on the rerformance of Jamblan
candldates in the "Literature in Inglish" paper of the Cam-
bridge Cverseas Gchmel Certifiecate ixamination have consis-
tently highlichted one vroblem. 1In the 1975 report, the
examiner wrote about 'massive accounts of plots of the nlay
nr novel which are generally quite irrelevant and inddcate
an inability to internret a question correctly'. The 1979
evaminer wrote 'what was written was nnt relevant'; the
exanminer for 1377 asserted that the pupils 'did nnt always
see ckurly what the question demanded of them'. The 1971

and 1994 evaminers bluntly declared that some pupil answers

w

showed evidence of answers to nast queatlions or memorization

of teacher nontes, and strongly advised that »upils be encou-

raged to studv and analvze the questions carefully hefore
attemting them. Prom these reports, one concludes that fo

some rpason, manv puplls had shovm a fallure to use the

r

hicgher caonitive skills of, at the least, internretation and

analvsis, and possibly svntheals and evaluati-n as well.
The 1901 examiner attributed this failure to a lack of
sufficient time in which £ both think abnut and answoer the

questions. However, vhen students were glven an additinsnal

fifteen minutes reading time on the examination, the problem

nersisted. (wape (197°4: 57) alsn advanced this exrlanition
but in aldition said that the examination was ‘primaril-s

Jlrected at testing lowlevel educational skills® such as



memory, and that both teachers and students approach the
subject as a content subject.

'The problem, then, is that a large number of students
have not demonstrated the higher level coonitive skills
necassary to answer examination questions well. The use »f
memorv, or recall, nresents no difficulty. Dut productive
thinking, which in cullford's theoretical molel (1956) com-
prises converqgent, divergent and evaluative operations, iz
not as easily emploved. In the stuly to be reported here,
convergent thinking is defined as belng characterized by the
rearranagement or use of facts, or the analysis of a character
nr situation, in order to come to a limited number of wvalid
snlutions. Divergent thinking, in contrast, results in any
number of correct answers. It begins with widespread méntal
activity on the part of the pupil in which he makes predic-
tions or generalizations or produces images and ideas,
resulting in an answer which demonstrates a unique and origi-
nal interrpretation of the facts. Lvaluative thinking, as
dJefine? for the study’, 1is demonstrated bv the rupil's
erpression of a juldcment of the merit or value of something -
characters, actions, ideas, or solutions present in the
text - based urnon some relevant criteria,

The objectives of the literature course as outlined in
the interim syllabus can be realized only through the use of
all levels of cognitive activity. The various techniques
suggested by the syllabus are also conducive to student
cognitive growth. what, then, is the source of the vroblem?
althouoh the emphasis of the examination questions (as Mwape

implied) cmul? be at fault, one must first lonk intn the



clissroom and find out whether e teacher is asking pre-

dominantly low-level type questions.

1.3 Purnose of the Study

Examinations are set for the purpose of evaluating the
rurils' classroom learning. Therefore an investigation of
poor higher level cognitive performance on the examination
must begin with research into the setting of cognitive
tasks in the classroom. The purpcse of this study was to
examine the questions, both oral and homework, asked by the
teacher, and to determine which levels of thinking were to
be stimulated by the questions. The choice of questions
reflecting various levels of thought, and the use of these
in the classroom was termed the "questioning behaviour" of
the teacher.

A general hypothesis was generated by the problem set
forth above:

“he class and homework questions asked by the
Titerature in English" teacher call for the use
of low-level more than high-~level, or productive,
cognitive skills.
In order to confirm or reject this hypothesis, and to try
to pinpoint influences behind the teachers® behaviour,
five objectives for the study were identified.

The first of the five objectives was to find out what
types of cognitive questions teachers ask. An emphasis on
ves/no or memorv~-type questions would indicate more interest

in testing factual knowledge, whereas a greater use of con-

vergent, divergent or evaluative-type questions might imply

an interest in involving the pupils more deeply in thinking



about the text and its implications for their lives, which is
inleed what the croiurse is designed for,

The other objectives served to clarify this inference,
to fin? At 1£ nther factors or variables seem tn have a
bearing on the teachers' behaviour. Of primary imrortance
was the secont one, to £find eout wvhat the teachers savw an the
rurpose nf literature stuly for their pupils, and whethes
thelr views corresponded with those alms set out or inplied
in the svyllabus.

he third objective was to [ind cut vwhether teache:
variables such as sex, teacher training or literature‘teﬂch~
ing erperience were related to the percentage of hich-level
questions the teacher asked. Jeveral naive assumptions
made this necessary. It is thought that male and female
approaches to most sltuations vary. It is believel that

there 12 2 great H{ference in the training of anblan craduate

teachers and of expatriate graduate teachers in general which

shaws in performance. It is alseo suspected that the study of
literature rontent roorses, and the taking of one inglish

methn’s courss nr tun may make s Jliference in the verformance
r{ the teacher. Tlnally, there is the »1¢ belicf in longer
errerience making a hetter teacher.

Chiective four was tn look at texte-nriented variables -
the teacher’'s attitude towards the text, the text itself,
the time spent on the text and the teaching technique - in
relation to the percentage of hich-level questions asked by
the teacher. -aain, L1f the teachers varied widelv in the

rercentage of hicgh-level questions they used, some of these



variables misht have been responsible, 'ore interest in the
text on the part of the teacher might inspire a greater desire
to involve pupil thinking and so a sgreater vronortion of high-
level questions. Terhaps the text lent itself to a particular
level of thinking. The time already spent on the text, or

the particular technique used on the day of observation could
possibly dictate a specific kind of question.

The final objective was to determine the average level of
thinking demanded by the questions, as a whole and per text,
in the "Literature in Fnglish" school-leaving examination
papers (1981-1985)., The examination can actually be a more
powerful force than the syllabus in determining what the
teacher does in the classroom. A predominanc of low-level
type questions on the examination accompanied by a predomi-
nance of low-level teacher questions would be a relationship
Worth investigating in more depth. I'owever, the very fact
that examiﬁ:ers compleined about students failing to analyze
ard interpret according to the requirewents of the questions
indicates thet at least some hisher level type questions do

annegr on the exawination,

1y Tdmitations of the Study

Many limitations had to be imposed on the study, partially
due to constraints of time and funds, but also as a result of
the complex, ever-changing entity that is the classrcom. The
many student and teacher variables brought into or arising within

the classroom and from classroom activity are, . S
; Y "1in a country such
as Zambis where not much research in this area has been done,

difficult to identify and so to



contral . In adiition, as <ragg (1973: 94) rointed out,
'thare 1ia a ronstant Flow of influence across nresaqgqe, wro-
ress an st nraet variables {n hoth directiens'.  or this
reascn, the regearcher limited herself to econsideration of
Are waredimilar asnect of teacher behavieour, the selection
and une ~f mieastiane, and the variables mentioned in the
~hicctiven,

The asize nf the sample was also a limitation as it is
44 ffieult to draw conclusions from statistical tests on
vere small sammles. tNonnarametrle tests can, however, indi-
cate covariations, the implications of which can lead to
further roesearch.

‘nnther limitation arises from the fact that the teacher
~an ask questions tmchinag several deomains. e or she may
ermhasize the affective, the coagnitive, or even ask questions
which are merelv concerned with management in the classroom.
the researeher ermuld avaluate these questions in terms of
vhether t+hev are cnmnley or simmle, concrete or abstract.
Howaver, the nresent stucy was only concerned with the cog-
nitive :lomain and in classifving guestions acceording tn the
level of thinking thev demanded, with (ullfiord's theoretical
constructs (1956) as a basis.

‘thirdly, the cquestions could have been classified
acecording to anv one of four criteria: - the intention of the
teacher, the cquestion itself (with a knowledge of the text
involved), the response from the pupil or the previnus
kn~wledage or experience nf the class. In order to maintain

aa murh objectivity as vossible (lunkin ang 3iadle, 1974),
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however, the researcher, having familiarice? herscl? with the
contents of the texts under study, looked only at the quas-
tion 1tself in Jdeciding on classificetion. In this way,
an Anlenenlent ecoleor, with a knowledge nf the toxrts and of
“he categnrs svstem, coull use the anlilo-recnr e latu Ior
varificition. Tn faet, i+ woulld have been extremely 310f1i-

cal%, eonsidering the time availablz for the study, tn ag-

~n nr the

$
[=%

cartala the teacher's intention bhehind overy (uest

vrevious learning,  The high~inference nasurs of some of the
guestion categories would, in any case, cause gsome 316fi-
cultyr which would only be increaged by the intrnduction of
less ohjective observations.

¥irallr, this study is comaltted only te +he helied that
carefully formulated high-level teacher questisns can induce
oroductive thinking on the nart of students, ot to the

belief that high-level teacher gquestinns affert puril achieve-

ment .

1.8 ethainlogy »f +he tudy

‘ninkin and Bid4le (1974) remarked that before any change
in educational nractices is considered, there must be research
cvidence concerning what is currently being done in the class-
room. what they called field survey, van Lier (197:) Jdes-
crihed as @tﬁ:boqraphic monitoring, and Stubbs (1976) labeled
naturalistic observation, is a combination of detailed obser-
vation in the classroom with descriptive analvsis nf, a3 well

as quantifiable insichts from, the observatinon., Iunkin and
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Biddle (1974) also saw the measurement of some presage,
context or product variables that might be associated with
the process of teaching as part of a field survey. The
researcher, interested in finding out about the l1ittle-
explored area of literature teacher questioning behaviour
in Zambia, chose the field survey approach as most suited
to the investigation of the problem.

She first considered the teacher him-/herself, focus-
ing on the categories of the questions he/she asked and the
frequency of each kind. She then turned to the "Literature
in English" school-leaving examination papers for 1921 to
19685 to determine the levels of thinking demanded by the
questions This section will describe the sample, the
research instruments used, the conduct of the field work

and the preparation of the data for analysis.

1 51 The Sample

The population of the study was all Grade Eleven,
foreign~ or Zambila-trained "Literature in inglish" teachers
teaching in aided or government secondary schools in Cen-
tral, Western and Southern Provinces. The Grade Eleven
level was deemed best for study because Grade Ten is the
introductory one and Grade Twelve the examination vear. The
researcher first corresponded with the headmasters of all
the schools to determine whether they were willing to have
teachers observed and audio~recorded, and to find out how
many graduate teachers were to teach Crade Eleven classes

in the third term. The total number of teachers was 30.
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By stratified random sampling, taking into account
school characteristics (e g. coeducational Mboys/girls,
aiﬁed/governmént, boarding/day), sixteen schnols were select-
ed with a total of twenty teachers, who were alsn randnmly
selected from the literature teachers in the individual
schools. OSubsequently, thouch, twe teachers were not nb-
served, one (from Chipepn) having been transferred and the
other (from St. raphael's) being a Grade Ten teacher. A list
of the schools with their characteristics and a list of the
teachers (by number, no names included) an? their characteris-
tics can be found in aAppendix A. On reaching some boarding N
schools, such as 3t. Zdmond's, the researcher discovered thﬂ‘ﬁd

thev are now more day than boarding.

1 5.2 The i‘esearch Instruments

“bservation and practice coding in Lusaka Grade Zleven
literature classes enabled the researcher to prepare the
research instruments and pilot tests for the studvy were run
in late July and early August in two ILusaka schonls. The
final forms for the research instruments listed below were
established:

1. Class Observation Schedule (Interaction)
2. Class Observation Schedule (General)

3. Teacher attitude toward Text Ueale

4. Teacher wuestionnaires (3 parts).

The interaction observation schedule (Appendix 1) was
used to code activity within the claésroom and so get a

complete picture of what went on there The categories
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were as follows:
1. Teacher talk (lesson-oriented)
2. ™anagement (non-lesson-oriented teacher talk,

including non-cognitive questions)

3. Yes/no question

4. Memory gquestion

5. Tonvergent question
6. Olvergent question

7. valunative qguestion

5ilence (teacher writing on board or other
rause in lesson)
9. Pupil answer
1¢. rupil question
11. Teacher accents answer
12. Teacher rejects answer
13. Teacher repeats pupil answer
14. Teacher answers own question
15. Teacher refers question to annther pupil.
The researcher coded every five seconds except in the case of
a question-answer-accentance/rejection nf answer-repeat
punil answer serles, in which case each event was recorded,
and so several events could be coded in one box. The coding
was checked against the cassette recording after the lesson.
An intra-coder reliahility rate was established for the
coding system.
The general observation schedule (Appendix B2) was to
asaslst in recording miscellanenus data such as length of
session, time of beginninag, technicque used bv the teacher,

assignments written on the board and any deviations f£rom
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the expecteld flow of events.

The modified Thurstone-type scale prepared by the
researchdr was supposed to measure three components of the
teacher's attitude toward the text he/she was teaching at
that time. The components were the degree of teacher liking
or disliking of the text, the degree of difficulty involved
in teaching the text(teachability) and the value of the
text for the pupils (Appendix B=). The scale was prepared
using twelve graduate literature teachers, eleven of whom
use English as a second lanquage and one for whom English
is the first language, as judges and seven categories (A
through G) instead of the usual eleven. The previous exper-
ience of the researcher in designing such a scale had shown
that the distinctions necessary to categorize in so many
divisions caused some judges to assign statements haphazardly,
a second pnssible cause being the fact that English is a
second language for most Zambians. A second copy of the scale
was sent to the teachers in January to be completed and re-
turned. The Spearman Fank Correlation Coefficient was used
to establish the level of reliability of the scale.

On the teacher questionnaire (Appendix B4), teacher
training was categorized as follows:

1. Zambian ED1 (one year of English Teaching
Methods, no literature course)

2 Zambian ED2 (one vear of English Teaching
Methnds, one/some literature course/s)

3 Zambian ED3 (two vears of English Teaching

Methods, one/some literature course/s)
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4 ambian M- 24 (Master of Education)

5 Zamblan M. A. A L. (Master of African

Literature)
6 Foreign B. A. (subject)
7. Foreign M. A. (subject)

Teaching experience was recorded in three-year blocks:

A. 0=2 yrs. 0. 9=11 yrs.
B. 3-5 vyrs. E. 12-14 vyrs.
C. 6-8 vrs. F. 15 and above yrs.

Time nn the text was recorded in terms of weeks.

1 53 Conhuct of Fleld Work

Heacmasters were given a tentative timetable of visits
which was usually up-dated by a telephone call before the
researcher proceeded to the school. The field work began in
the second week of the third school term of 1986 (around 16th
September) and extended to the week before final examina-
tions for Grade Eleven began in most schools (around 15th
November). The researcher attempted to arrive at each
schonl early enough to give the teacher some information
about the study, emrhasizing the importance of his or her
contributiion, the coenfidentiality in which all data would be
held, and the prncedures to be followed each day of the study.

| Each teacher was observed for two consecutive class
sessions Only two were possible due to the constraint
of time.In the first seasion, an unstructured one in which
the teacher was urged to do as he/she pleased, the pupils

and the teacher were able to get used to the idea of having a



{hopefully non-threatening} silent observer in the classionm
with an arile-reco-der. The researcher tried to keep her
eyas on the teacher or on her writing muteriale to avela
svasmcontact with the rundils. fter the first ten minutes,

ahe beran ealine using the Interactisan observation scheial

™ *

1In? centinaed thic activitr Zor the next twenty minutes. e
the romuirder »f +he eclass tine, she merely ~hserved, 21low-

"f‘t
2

the romnarlaer n run until +the end »nf the lesson nr the
em A F Ehat 58100 of the cassette, whichever came first.

“mr the serond session, the teacher was asked to uss the
~liss ’iscussion technicgue in lanking at the characters in
*he tert. This technicue was chosen because it 2fered the
mardimam ooroartunity for the use of differont tvpes ol ques-
tisns. 7Ading £ar this session bedgan five minutes after the
seart of the lesson since it was felt that the teachar would
~rabably go right into the main part of the lesson as qgulckly
as vossible ant might stop short of the twenty minutes re-
quired as coled data. Administration of the attitude scale

followed.

1.5.4 _-utraction nf Cata £rom Sxanination Fapers

The texts unler stulr in the schorla were as £ollows:

Animal fam by Crwell, Cryv the Deloved Country by faton,

The Government Inspector by Gngol, Houseboy by Oyono, the Lion

-
e -

an: the Jewel by Soyirka, o Longer at Lase by «achebe, The 14

[ Sy

©’an and the edal by Cyono an? Jhaka “ulu by rulikita.

The questions on these haoks frem Section 4, 2 and Lection 0
in the "literatvure in IZnaglish® school-leaving erxamination

papers nf 19°1-197% were extracted and cnded acenrdinng to



ratecories three to scven in the interaction schedule.

1.5.% Urenaration of ata for nalvsis

All tearhers were nbhserved for twn Jdavs except for twn,
“aache~ +, whn foll sick an the first 3av of obgervation, was
only recorde’l for Dav 2, while Teacher 12, whn due to an ad-
ministrative error was obhsorved only once, was recorded for
pav 1.

The high~level question scores for each teacher from
oS3y 1 oand Sav 2 were calculated for each day by dividing the
total number of questions asked into the number »f high-~level
{categories 5, 6, anl 7) questinns asked.

Toachar attitude toward the text was caleulated by add=-
inn an the scale values of the iltems marked "yes” and Jividing

+his sur B the marher nf items s~ marked.

1.5  ~raanization Af the “emainder of the onnrt

“eaningful analvsis ~f the data depends in part upon a
fFamiliarity with the literature on the subject. The next
chapter, then, will be devoted to a review of the literature.
In Chapter Three the data will be presented and the findings
summarized and discussed, and the final chapter, Chapter 4,
will contain suggestions for further research and possible

interim measures.
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Ir +his chapter, four general areas ~f research will bhe
briefly surveve?: the litevature on engnitive questilon
classificatinn srstems, on teacher questinns and relate?d
variables, »n the "Literature in “nglish" achonl-leaving
exanination questiong and, finallv, the literature on some
asnects nf methodnlogy - classrosm ohservation and attitude

scalos,

2.1 Cacnitive Cuestion Tlassification

The use of interaction analvsis in classronm observa-
tion is so widely praestised that a listing of such studies
would £i1l several pages. Studies using Cuilford's coonitive
constructs and/or lnsking at literature eclasses are, however,
fowg in Tamb;a, research using a cateaory svstem in connec-
tion with literature seems to consist of onlv one stuly.

Gullfori's 'The Structure of Intellect' (1956) (dscussed
the parameters making up intelliqence, which he had arrived
at through factorial analvsis. It is the theonretical basils
of some category systems. The operations of thinking, accord-
ing to “uilford, are coonition, menory, convergence, evalua-
tinn and diverqgence but researchers combine the first twn,

cognition and memnrv (recognition and recall), as they are

19



two nperations between which an observer would have M Eficulty
in differentiatinag, Guilfard himself sald that cognition, nr
recoanition of somethincg, is dependent upon memory (1966).
Aschner and Callacgher (1963: 126~191) defined these cate-
cnriea as follrws:
1 Comnitive-memnrv orerations ~ the simnle renro-
etion nf facts, formulee, or other ltems of

rememhered content throudgh use nf such nrocessesn
an recnomition, rote memory and selective recall.

3

“onvergent thinking ~ the analysis and integra-
tion of given or remembere:r data, leading teo one
expected ond-result or answer.

3. dvergent thinking < operations vherein the indi-
vimal is free to generate inderendently his own
datd within a data-poor situation o+ take 4 new
A rection or perspective on a given topic.

4. cgvaluative thinking ~ matters of fudgment, values
or chrolece, characterized by its juugmental quality.

wvans (19-2), in his discussion of the role ol teacher's
guestions in the study of literature, advised use of those
coqnitive cateqories in framing cuestinng.

dmeuseing how different levels »f questions stimulate

different levels of thinking, Jancira and Sinch (19:32)

equated ‘milferad's engnitive memiw with Tloom's {1353)
rnowlelge and sanaers' (19646) semory. uilin-d's convergent

prodaction corresponds to ilsom's comurehension and applica-
tion cdtegories and Sanders'! translation, interpretation and
aprnlication categories. Jangira and sinch (1%:2) saw Lloom's
ana Santders' analvsis and synthesis as corresponding to
fallford's diverqgent production. nwever, this last is open
tn some doubt as vallford's divergent produetion involves a

situation fnr which there may he any nurber of snlutlionrs



{(Zronbach, 1963) dnd is characterized by creative thinking.
slthouch some analysis may come into llvargent thinking, the
end result is gynthesls.  fhoerelore, analytlceal thinking
daitll he dineluded in cuillford's econverqent poduction cate-
rary . allfo:1's evalaation corresponds to Loth Sloont
an't landera' evaluatien classification, alth-ngh he soens o
~at o onre eovhasics on the judignental aspect.

a8t cognitive guestion categorization systems nut
cpaeetions ungreredl simnly by Mves” or "na™ oand mamnoy/
ecall guestions in one genersal categorv:  restilcoted (Oher,
1271), recall o0 closel {(irown ans dmondson, 12°4), azrrow/
factiaal (Flanders, 1272), Zactual (largrcaves, 19.4) ani low
(Flelrmman 1364, in Jangira and Singh, 1272).  _uestion cite-

.

grries for cnonitive activity abhove this level arc collective-
Lo Znsipated varliously as evpanied thinking (Cbher, 1971), high
(Mleinnan, 1964, in Jangira and Olnch, 1272}, thought or omen
(= ~en an’ Ttantson, 19745, internretive (arcreaves, 19 04)
ant nrovuctive thinking (Aschner and Callacher, 1963).

Come  rescarchers in literature classes view literary
shjectives as more factive than cognltlive an? the category
avystems they employ veflect this belicef. wape (194)
adapted hig system f£rom that of fooley (1967), who was inves-
tigating the reactions of pupils tn literary materials.
onley's categorization syztem contained seven classifica-
tions: 1literary judigment, interpretational responses, narra-
tional responses, associational responses, self-involvement,
nrascriptive iudgments and miscellaneous responses. Interested

in categorizing the kinds of questions (acenrding to response



3

expectad) hich appearel on the literature examination and
on teachers' enid~of-tem literature Ltasts, iwvape narrawed the
classl Meation to flve: narrational response, interpreta~
tinnil response, self-inwlvement/asanciati-nal ' esponse,
Hrerary Juigunt and aived

slthanoh both Panler and wape were trving to cute %a;
affective as woll as coagnitive responses, the eognitive as-
neet nes cone: throah clearly and makes 1t posasible to o
none campa ison with other svstems. (wape hiqself delineated
a relatisnship of his narrational category with Slaom's
knowledge catedgory, and his intarpretational responses with
comprahension and interpretation freom Hloom's Taxonomy
(1969) . o put narrational resnonses at 3 "law”® level Af
razNANse, “hila Internretatioral, self-involveanent ‘asonciatisna

ant Titerary {udmment were thearetically at a “hi-her" level .

2.2 Teacher "meastions

The mainritr of caanitive guestions aske? by tearchers,
that 1rs, thase cuestions which stimilate some level of think-
ing, are in the memorv catego v (Huches, 1963; chikalanaa,
19723 Sall, 1970) . Gall {1%970) and Lueking (19276} repoarted
rercentaces of sixty o more in the categnry in their survey
of studles on teacher questions. although most researchers
in this area bhased thelr studies nn the assumntion that
cuestinns demanding higher levels of thinkine are bhetter,
gome werae careful tn point out that factual questions dn
gerve an the hasia for hicher +hinkinc. ‘lieramara (19231)
agserted that the extensive use of such questions by

exnariencerd teachers was an indication that thev found it
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preferable to other styles »f questioning, and that higher
order eaonltive questions icght even inhibit learning if
wanils vwe e arnable $o angwer . Zecause leba's studles in
1954 unt 1966 ((unkin ana 0iddle, 1974) showed that attompts
to stirmulate 4 higher level »f thinking can be prenature and
consaguently damaging to some extent, she advised the use of
4 hierarch, in questioning, from low-level to high.

zgh uno shiman (1974) discovered in their investiga-~
tions that teachers ask more factual questions because they
fael move sure of getting throﬁgh the course content by <
rartliealar time amdd because they will knov the ansver, the-e-

‘ore finding it easy to evaluate and non-threatening to their

Atm gonse ~7 aoccurdty Gargreaves (19.4) agreel with their
analvsis .

“esrite manyy questlons beilng immortant for assuring
knnwlalge, and a basis for hicher levels of thoucht, lash
o shiann (1074: 40) found that an extensive use of these
cuestions gives papils the fnpression or messace that all
knowledge is already known and thelr task is merely 'to
understand an’l acceprt the prehxisting knowledge and expertise’
without guastioning or molifyving 1it. If achievement is mea-
sured in terms of knowledge remnembered, then most assuredly
teachers will concentrata on the imparting of facts.

fesearch has shown that prohctive or hich~level
thinking is encouraced by hiche:r level ¢uestions on the
teacher's part. The Taba research work !mentisned above

shovwed that when teachers nrobe for higher levels of thoudght,
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teacher's attompts to ralse the level of thought. in the

allaches an sschnes stwly (1963), the profile ol che

vacdle !t Tlvergont o aluction folloved the sase ovirall poettern

g that of the teache:r's, snd a slight increase In the
s

teachs: 's sercontage ol Hdvergent questions bh-ought Jo i

Targe ineease in the dvergent production oI the stulents,

-3

~d
S
8
A

aalth (18 coate 3 longer comminication units with
covnivive Dimetionding, finddng that inte: pretive (uestiens
elicite ? anwiors which were twn o three times longe: thun
those om Cactual coestions. Che conelulel thet factiaal
raentinng tend to inhibit hicgher thinking poocessos whille
interv otive queostions stiralate thes,  ddpally, right ang
Tothall’s e simental vesecrenh in 1977 (Drown anl Limondsaon,

194 ahmee? that the teacher's e of oran ~athe s than

olaso” mestions 3ided stadent achievement on tests reculring

Iavught The stnadles rerorted dbove indicats that the toache
orts cmeetiang dn influence the puril's level of thinkineg,
lnw=level questions limiting thinking to tha Tactusl level
Wil hichaer level misstions stimilate sirila- thinking ~n
the nart of the stulent.

‘ennrts on pupll resnense to literars earks show that
the teacher's qientinns can be verv influential. .omlebee
(1977), in siarizine stulles dnne in thiz area, concluded
that when ¢ student had difficulty in unijerstanding a work,
his responses tended to he less interpretational and more
content-ariented.  This could also be trae of a pupll who has

little experience of internretationsl questions when he 1is
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faced with them on an examination. In Lucking's study(1976),
students showed, in addition to improved attitudes towards
reading, a significant gain in both interpretational and
evaluative responses to stories they read after undergoing
instruction through hierarchically-ordered questions de-
signed to focus their thinking. Evans (1982) suggested a
progression of questions using Guilford's categories and,

if necessary in order to stimulate pupil interest, beginning
with evaluative or divergent questions and moving on from
there. It can be seen, then, that in the study of litera-
ture as well, the teacher's questions do influence the
cognitive aspect of pupil answers.

From the literature at least three conclusions may be
drawn concerning teacher questions in general. Firstly,
memory questions are important for cementing knowledge, and
serve as the basis for questions stimulating higher cogni-
tive activity. Secondly, high-level questions need careful
thought and planning in order to be successful. Finally,
high~level questions by the teacher do provoke productive
thinking on the students' part.

The researcher had difficulty in locating reports on
research into teacher variables which affect teacher ques-
tioning. Crocker (1974) reported a study by Swineford in
1963 which indicated that experience does not necessarily
lead to increased skill in teaching. Supporting this view
is the study by Labriola in 1965 and 1966 (Crocker, 1974)
which showed that successful student teachers make successful

teachers while unsuccessful ones make poor teachers. Bennett
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et. al.(1976) pointed out that the teacher's attitudes
towards his/her work have an influence in the teaching si-
tuation. However, none of these studies pinpoints any
direct relationship between teacher questions and teacher
presage variables.

Regarding the relationshin of teache. technique °
whether he/she uses lecture, wiscussion or something in
between - or the time spent on the text to the kind of
questions asked, again little research saems to have been
done. Many writers (Pattison, 1954; wNash and 3himan, 1974;
Eble, 1976; Moody, 1923; Brumfit, 1982) feel that discus-
sion cor Iucted in the classroom should elicit high-level
thinking on the part of the students but there seem to be
no reports of research investigating the relationship of
teacher high~level questions with the teacher's use of the\
lecture, the discussion nr any other technique. Some
believe that the kinds f questioﬁ’depend on the amount of
time which has been spent on the litera:y work (Lucking,
19763 Zvans, 1922), anAd indeed, the syllabus (MGEC, 1984)
| does advise starting with short and factual questions and
then progress to a more general essay type, but again no

research reports are available.eﬁ AT

2.3 _Questions on the "lLiterature in Znglish* Examination

The most recent research on the examination was done
by twape in 1984. Mwape analyzed the questions frem Section
B of the question paper for the previous ten years, and

found that a large number of questions demanded responses
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in the narfational category, which indicated that the
questions dealt with facts and memory. The percentage in
this category was 50 percent of the total. Ipterpreta-
timnal, self-involvement/associational and literary judg-
ment responses, all of which are high-level responses,
totaled about 45 percent., If the mixed response category,
which is largely a combination of associational and literary
judgment, is added on, it gives a 50 percent high-level
respongse rate for that section of the examination. Mwape
(1984: 35) considered literary judgment as a low~level
response because ‘secondary school students are unlikely

to have such a higher level skill' and so most likely were
just depending on teachers' notes. However, it would be
difficult to prove this observation and therefore responses
in this category really should be considered as high-level.
Dqsp&te this small problem with classification, though, the
!mplicétion that the examinations are heavily loaded with

factual questions does remain and, 1f true, is disturbing.

2.4 _Aspects of Methodology

The literature on educational research by field or
descriptive survey is copious. However only a few aspects
of methodology need be looked at here: the effect of the
observer in the classroom and the use of attitude scales.

In order to find out what is happening in the class-
room, some observation system is necessary. Dunkin and
Biddle (1974) reported a study by Sample in 1968 which

showed that an observer does have an effect on the normal



procedure in the classroom. This was manifedted by the
teachers increasing thelr usage of categories describing
acceptance of children's ideas and questioning. Boehm and
welrberc (1977) also warned against the observer's temp-
tation to relate the nbhservations to the variables being
studied and thus contaminate the categorization.

Concerning the first problem raised, Barker et al.
(1955, in unkin and Biddle, 1974), Stubbs (1976) an?

Boehm and i.einberqg (1977) reported that the observer
effect Jecreases over a relatively short perind of time.
In anv case, though, it is difficult to completely change
one's pattern of behaviour, especially if one does not know
what the observer is looking at. Because observer bias 1is
a part of all category systems, Van Lier (1978) advised the
preservation of data so that it can be examined at a later
stage. This also helps prevent errors in final categori-
zation when high-«inference concepts are used (Sunkin and
Biddle, 1974). Medley and Mitzel (1963, in Boehm and
Weinberq, 1977: 56) gave two criteria for validating obser-
vation measurement of behaviour:
1. a representative sample of the behaviours to
be nhserved must be observed and
2. a complete, accurate record of the observed
behaviour must be made.

Although there are some assertions that the teacher's
attitude does influence his/her classroom performance, the
researcher was unable to find any reports concerning
teacher's attitude scales which measure attitude to a par-

ticular literary text. There are, however, some suggestions
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=ncaiina +he satablishment of reliability and validity of
at+itv i» zeales. the test-retast method (Ghaw and right,
1967; “ehreng and Imshmann, 1979) has heen neen as one way of
entahlinhing reliabilitsr, the retest beina ~dven from two to
aix wveeks after the first test. Content vali’ilts rasts on
whether the secale measures the fall content of the attitude
dmmain, whereas construct validity may be evalunatel by inter-
nal rAnsistencs - hich intercorrelations between the iltems
measuring variﬁus cnmplimentar-v components on the scale.

Cther cmestisng ralsed regarding the denencability of
attitu-ie scales are discussed in ~ehrens and Lehmann (13701
344 :

1. the questionability of stability in arffective
hohavienr an?
2. “he rorrespondence between verbally exp:essed
~Aniniara and "real” oninions.

T+ has heen fanmd that, while ~hildrens'® attitudes mav be
unatahle, thane of adul+s tend o be verr stable. ‘'This can,
nf renran, be catablished with the test-retest vrocedure as
1rne as the indicated period has passed between the first
and the secnnd testino. Recarding the second question,
Mahvens ans Lehmann pointed out that this derends rartly on
the ammunt nf confidence in him which the researcher has
huilt un in the minds »f the persons being tested. In
additinn, +his methnd of measuring attitude is {fust as valid
as measnrement nf overt behaviour, which will not necessarily
aive an areirate nicture nf the verson'’s attitude.

The literature on teacher cuaestion research is extensive
and eammrehensive with regard to tvoes of questions asked

and category svstems. ‘There has also been considerable
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renearen an elans ebaervation and attitude seales.  Sndortu-
natelsr, thouch, most of the stnodes reported in these areas
vers nnat dome dn the soennd lanoidce situation nor were thev
renearnes with the subieet “Literature in wnolish'

Aalthouah .nolish 1s the mediun of instruction in all
Lomblan schoanls {(as well as the officlal languace »~f the
ecmintryv ) ana 8o ene ndaht expect thut seconda: v level oupils

wemls be cuite comretent in the use o the language, oody's

assal tiong concernding the posicion 5@ literutwe, &b slucussed

’

vallo. Je results ol stucdies which

s

in Uhante: wne, aig

ware done L the Li:st lanquace situation cannot aeutoudtdeally

be anplied to the secona language sizugstion,  cowoeves, chey
a e gond inudecators of what problems can be expected in the
toaching siruvation.

Cwsgar on stunlesd eoncentoating on guestlons Lo livera-
T CLaS8Ses3 4@ dlsn rare as we ¢ wtitdltude sccales wadoh deal
with attitudes tovard 4 narticular text,

sinally, cescarcn on the lifalwbucre Ceadats L0 waom
wnglisn is w sacono lanoiage, teaching "oltesdtuse in
Snalisint An w second language oltoetlion, owab ool Sean oo

N Y

nave been Jone,” Lie [esewiche. was Wn.sle o Jdlone any Jeport
oL any suacn am{..a\y, which coul have poovicod cone gullance
in the presant resaarch.
in view ol the scarcity oi lite.atuse on . the caablan
tuation, e need Lol more rasewsch Lo soal ana algunt.
chnat kioo ol guestions woas the tedsche: of 'oltesatace dn

cnglisa o camdbia ask ane what Jeciors swon o iInlluawnce

his,he questiondng behaviour s
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After an evaluatien of the category svstem and the
attitude acale used in the gstwudy, data fram the fleld werk
an< the literature narer are here ~ansidered in six sections:
teacher aguestions, the pattern of teacher guestions, teach-
erg! rercenticon of the purnose of literature study, teacher
variahles, text-related variables and literature axamination
miestiong  ‘hen the results are discussed in the light of

the hyrothesis an? of the obijectives of the literature course.

3.1 =valuation of esearch Instruments

Altheuah the resea:ch instruments have alreadv heen
discussed in Chanter One, twn of them recmire examination
here to determine the strenath of the data which thev generated
The first is the cateqory system for questions asked by the
teacher; the second the attitude scale which produced the
attitude~trward-the text score.

“he intra-judge rate of agreement for the categnry
system was 0.4, the period of time hetween the first judg-
ment of cateaory from the transcripts and the second judgment
beinc two months. lhe figure was the result of dividing the

number of agreements by the total number nf responses over
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theo twn shaervations.  Tho necesnitr ~f finiine a seecon?
fulse whn knew the boasks well and alse had time tn study the
catega—r gvatam made the finding of a second iudge MHEFficult.

TLfferentigtion »f the three high-level catecories proved
an exactine task I+ 1s cenerally realized (“loom, 1969;
“andlers, 196C; Treawn, 197%; Tarratd, 1992) +hat the levals
are hierarchlieal and se ecach succecdine level depdnds en ar
contalng some element of the preceding mme. e clermont ~fF
anzlvaics) thinkine which characterizes convergent thinking,
{5 alsn =regent in Qdvercont and evaluative thinking, and
tha roengnltisan »f an encration of thinking hevend that
levol 13 sometimes difficult. me tends tn take intn eonsi-
Jeratisn how text-hased the answar to such a aguestilon would
have te be, how mmich creative thinking would be involved, or
haa "{alemental” the vupil mist be.  an attempt was male to
strencthen the difference between analysis and evaluation by
Ionking at evaluation questions as requiring 2  {udament »f
the me:it of samething, rather than just an ~nindion.  (this
latter 15 alse ecensiore? evaluation b gome anthoras. ull-
fard, hovaver, dnen define zvaluaatinon as Jaciziong esnconing
the ~nadmons, gultahility or effectiveness ~¢ rosultz ~E
thinking.)

T selectlon of  fuwiges for statemeonts on tho attitude
seale, the sarond inatrument needing evaluation, was Jdone in
mich 2 wyr that the items on the scale rocaived a valuation
in line with the secon? lancuadge usage.

Ginee the attlitude secale nused in the eseuarch iz un

~iginal instrument, the reliability and valilitr of the
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scores obtained are also immortant. ‘he teat~ra@hst method
was used tr establish the relisbility of the instrument.
Snearman's Cank Corr@latign Conefficlent with cnrrection fnr
ties was used to find the level ~f correlation between the
acnres on the first attitnde measiire and the second, lone
arnroximately three months later (appendix C€1). The coeffi-
cient was 77, which is significant at p= .01 and so shous a
high level of secore reliability for the 15 teachers whe 14
the scule twice.

4 sec~nd aspect wvhich needs consideration is the vali-
dity »f the instrument. .4t least three components of the
teacher's attltude towards the tevt are represented -~ the
teacher's actual like or &1sli@£{%f-the text, the teachabi-
l1itv of the text and the valve of the text for students
“he £irst component is venresented by two nositive and twe
negative ltems, with an addltional twe which are negative
but nea e  neutral ang one which is positive but almnst
neutral. The second comvonent could have used more renve-
sentatisan as there L8 onlv one pnaitive iten and Ane nega-
tive item. In the thir? eomnonent, there are three poslitive
an? tvn neagative ones (Monpendlx 2a).

The amount of internal ceonaistencv in the scale becomes
apnarent wvhen one looks at the teachers' item cholces in
aach nf the three commonents. The third shows complete con-
slastency in that those whn marked the positive iftems did neot
mak the negative ones. In the first group, those whn murked
nasitive 1tems 24d not mark the radicallv negative onaes

Mve of thom 4id, hovever, answer "vesg® to both a
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*a really +hink shout gsome Af the itons.

A8 far as overall consistency acreass the three compno-
nents i3 concerned, theve 15 high consistency among Ltems
4, 5, 7, 12 and 14, which all have a very; nositive valenece,
vhile tharve {s s2ome consistency among items € and 10 “hich
have negative values that are cquite closa. Ttems 2, O and
11, a1l of whirh have scale values helow nne, alsa shoavw can-
sistenc in thoi: total lack of positive resronse (Comenilx
c2e)

groatey mimber of items, nossibly with an equal e

ber nf wosltive ant negative items and an ecual ~umber £n-
each component would improve this scale, as would an elimi-

nation o~ such ‘ouble items as nutber one. (Turiously enengh,

MELLenlt Lttem ) o greater number of items wenld allew for
1 move equal Interval scale although 1t mlght alse lead to
mare L Ifleulty for teachers in completing the scale.  ith
regard tn the senres elieited by the scale, sne mar atill
conelbiale that thoey remresant a measuronent »f the teachers!
attitmle hecause of the hiqgh roliahilits lormanst-ate”, the
Cow Anensncistencies and the indicated intorcorrolations
amng an? hetween eommlementary ftems in the scale. In
alddition, no teachor verbally exmressed an attitude torar-d
his tevt “hich was in eontradiction »f the atti+ude seuale

resultn.



36

3.2  mta Presantatien ans analvsig

2. 2.1 Pearhor uaestions

“hen the “2ta fo- the entire samnle is eonsildered, it
is apra>ent that the teachers used all five catecorios nf
questinng - vras/no, memarv, convergent, Mvercent and avalige
*iva. However, the nerecntaaegs £ the cateanries vary hath
within  Sav 1 an? oav 2, and “ram iy 1 to Dav 2 (Genentiy
~3)

av 1, the unstructured sessinn dav, shovs an evt:emoly
large concantratisn of cuestions in the memnTy cateoo -,
more than half the total nurber. The second larcest catecnry
is that nf econvercenc:, which has more than ene cquarte: nf
tha total 1lvergent and evaluative thinkin~ muestions,
vhen eambined, make ur anlv 5 rercent while ves/mn mwestions
comprise a M1l 16 percent .

o tav 2, the use nf the memory categnr decreased, nae
of the divercsnt catego:~ remaired almest the came ans? that
~f the yes mn, convergent and ovaluative caternries inrreased,
~hen the differencen in frecuency ner catecory Aaver the tun
“avs were tested for zionificance by Kz, the inecreasos in
the ves/nn (x2n74%7), the convercent ((2m7ﬂ76) art the cvae
Inative (Kaul%) catermries proved to be sionificant abhAve
the .01 lavel (3f=1). lowever, the increase in tnatal minge
tions was nnt siemifilcant. on hoth ay 1 and 2av 2, the
cffferen~es botween the rnumber nf hich-level miestiane inked
and the murtber of lsw-level questions asked is sicnifi~ant
abave the 01 level when tested usino (2 ((‘n? 23, if=1).

The above results implv that teachers use more of
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particular kinds of questions in discussion lessons - {i.e.
ves/no, convergent and evaluative -~ although they do not
slgnificantly increase the total number of questions asked
when requested to do this kind of lesson. The divergent
category, which was uniformly used over the two days, re-
ceived only minimal use at one percent. The wide dispari-
ties among category use from Day 1 to Day 2 as well as
within each of the two days can be observed pictorially in
the granh in Appendix C4.

The unattempted or teacher-answered (those which students
did not try to answer or which were answered by the teacher)
teacher questions provide interesting results on the two
days. On Day 1, the percentage of these questions is 7 per-
cent, while the percentage on Day 2 is 8 percent, almnst the
same. Examined more closely, however, the data reveals
that the percentage of high-level questions among the unat-
tempted/teacher-answered group on Day 1 was 57 percent as
compared to 32 percent on Day 2. As teachers generally
shifted to more gse of high-level questions on Day 2, this
is an interesting reversal. It is possible that as the
teachers encouraged a higher level of thinking on Day 2,
it became easier for pupils to answer this type of question.
This would be in line with the research by Taba and by.
Aschner and Gallagher mentioned in Chapter 2.

Turning to the data for individual teachers, one may
obtain a more detailed picture of the kinds of questions
asked by the teachers on Day 1 and Day 2.

The high-level score of the teacher is a percentage

reflecting the proportion of convergent, divergent and



avaluative thinking qiestions asked by the teacher on a par-
“ioulac A The tabls in ipendix ©5 shows the scores for
the teachars on both lavs with an indication =5 €5 which
rategnries z2acm to have been affected by an increase or
decroase on Do 2 Abont tuo~thirds of the teachers increased
their hich-level mestioning when o ked £+ » iigecussi-n les-
3ons, usually by increased usage of questions te stimilate
convargont thinkine. Over half of the scores which increased
1d so dranaticallyv.  The line graths in conendices C6 to ClO
cglve a nictnr-ial representation of the mutbcrs n€ aquestions
asked, per cateqgorr, by cach of the teachers in the sample
nn the two qdays so that .ay 1 and Lay 2 can be casily compare..,
Of the seventeen teachers who wore ohserved »n oars 1,
aelaven nised the memory eategorv more than any other, while
Enur:ﬂ{}%lthe convergent categn™s mnre. "n oy 2, five
used mem~rv more than  any other, whereas siy used convel-
aqence more.  T'os/nn was used more  than anv other cateqgory
by four *teachers on lav 2.  “lve teachers emploved no os/na
cuestions ~n av 1 vhile onlv twe 1d not ask this t/oe on

-

bav 2. wen on av ?, then, the emrhasis b

e

walf the
teachers vas on low-level questions, vhereas nne-third used
convercency and the remainder used the same nunber of nemory
T ennvergency questions.

In the lvergent and evaluative cateqories, four teachers
had no questions on eilther nf the two davs. Jen +teachers

are not renresentel in those categnries on the first dav

while eigh* teachers are not represented on the second day .

Claht show no chance in the use of these two categories over
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the two days, or show a decrease in usage on the second day .
On Zay 2, six teachers who did not use divergent questions
used evaluative ones. only with five teachers does one
find an increase in the evaluative categorv on the second
dav, and with two teachers, an increase in the divergent
category as well (appendix Cll).

The data on individual teachers has several implications.
Many of the teachers increased their use of productive think-
ing questions on the second day, whiléngZreasing their
use of memory questions. This implies that they connect the
technique of discussion with higher level questions, or that
they might have put more effort into prepvaration for the
second day's session. However, only six teachers used
visible notes and onlv three of them show an increase in high-
level secore on the second day.

The neclighble use of the evaluative category, even on
the discussion day, implies either a lack of knowledge on
the part of the teacher that this kind nf question is
necessary for the fulfillment of syllabus nojectives, or a
lack nf the skill of asking evaluative questions. ihe
almost tntal lack of use of divergent questions can be viewed
in the same way.

e third set of implications concerns the categnries
used most by the teachers on vay 2, as opposed to their
increases from Day 1 to Lay 2 or their .neglect of particular
categories. " hile about one-third used the convergent cate-~
gory most, approximately two-thirds emphasized the lower

level categories of memorv or ves,/no questions. I+ is
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possible that some teachers, especially those in the larger
'(two-thirds) groups used ves/no or memory questions to faci-
litate ?discussion by moving pupils gradually towards higher
level questions, that teachers found pupils unable to answer
higher level questions or that some of the other variables

looked at in the study exercised an influence here.

3.2.2 Pattern of Teacher {[uestions

In view of the above observatiohs. it is necessary
to examine in more Jdetall the pattern of questioning »f the
teachers before going on teo other variables which might
affect the teacher's use of narticular categories. The
table in anpendix 12 shows the pattern of questioning by
the teachers on iay 2, the teachers being aqrouped according
to which question category thev used most.

The pattern expected would be indicated bv a series of
M8 (memorv questions) or Ys (ves/no questions) followed by
a C (convergent), a 0 (divergent) or an 2 (evaluative), all
within one set of brackets, or pnssibly an unansvered C, .
or £ followed bv a series of ¥s or Ms and possibly finished
off with a ¢, 2 nr £, again within one set of brackets.
There seems to be no pattern regarding the use of either
ves/no or memorvy questions, no consistent evidence of the
teacher going tn a lower level question. However, in the
sixteen cases where questions are not attempted, in seven
(50 percent) the unanswered question was followed by a lower
level question. 1In four cases (25 percent), the unanswered

question was f£nllowed by a higher level guestion, while in
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five (25 percent) it was followed by a question nr the same
level. Although the percentages are suggestive, the actual
numbers involverd are too small to draw definite conclusions.
when considering the other teachers (those in the group
using convergent and memory questions equally) in order to
verify the lack of a clear pattern, one finds once again
that there seems to be no clear patte:n of cuestion cate-
gory use, even following the ten unattempted questions.
There are fnur cases (40 percent) in vwhick the question is
followed by one of a higher categorv, four (40 percent) in
which it is followed by a question in the same categorv,
one (1C percent) followed bv a question in a lower category
and one (10 percent) vhich is at the end of the question
series. In the overall picture of questioning, this group
of teachers has followed no definite pattern. The teachers!
indifference to, or ignorance of, the value of the differ-~
ent question types seems also to apply to the value of
hierarchical questioning.

A look at the content of the unattempted questions and
at the questions which follow them, though, shows that with
seven teachers out of the nine involved (or in 1R cases of
questioning), the subsequent question is a prompting one,
giving the pupil a clue to the way in which he should direct
his thinking, as in the examples below:

1. On the text Houseboy:
a) Looking at the whites themselves, now in the
novel, now would vou say all the whites in

Tangani were cruel?
Not attempted. Categorv 3
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b) If not, then can you give an example of one
who had a change of mind, who was quite
Al fferent from other whites?

Cateqgory 5
2 On the text No Longer at Lase:

a) “You know, Okonkwo, I have lived in your coun-
+rv for 15 vears and vet I cannot begin to
understand the mentality of the so-called

‘educated' Nigerian." S50 why do vou think
Mr. Green is saving this to Obi?

‘lot attempted. Category 5

b) 'hat has he found so difficult to these
educated Nigerians? Category 4

The existence of a hierarchical use of questions is not
apparent, but the teachers did follow up unattempted
questions with prompting questions in at least half the
cases.

Cne interesting pattern appeared when the material on
unattempted questions and teacher-answered questions was
tabulated (Appendix Cl3). 1In the table, the higher the
level of thinking, the fewer the unattempted questions per
teacher. If one eliminates the ves/no-type unattempted
questions, which may have been reflex verbalization on the
part of the teachers, the pattern goes from 2 questions per
teacher for those using the ves/no category most frequently
to 0.5 per teacher for those using the convergent category
most frequently. The significance of this pattern would
need to be determined by further research, but it ties in
with the earlier mentioned dacr&ase in unanswered questions
on Day 2, as does the fact that the divergent and evalua-
tive questions are all attempted by the pupils. The im-
plication, which agrees with the literature on this area,

is that pupils used to answering higher level questions
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leave fewer questions unattempted. Meanwhile it 15 evi-
dent that teachers do not have to lower the level of the
thinking tasks in the classroom just because a second
lancuage situation prevails,

A further examination of the ves/no categnry as used
by the teachers cn Dav 2 revealed that 27 nercent of the
cuestinns asked were answered by chrmus response, 35 rner-
cent nf the individual answers were follow2d immediately
by teacher talk, 1% percent were unanswered and 20 percent
were answered by extended pupnil talk. Of these last ques-
tions, 7 were answered in such a wav that would put them
into a higher level category. However, this only aids 2
percent to the total high-level question percentage for hay
2. So, in order to shed more light on the variations in
high-level question scores of the teachers, one must consi-
dar the teachers' perceptions nf the purpose of literature
study and also look for co-variations between the scores

and teacher variables or text-based variables.

3.2 3 Iwmrpose of Literature Study as Lxpressed by Teachers

Of the eighteen teachers, approximately two-thirds
volced the realization that literature is 'relevant to the
circumstances and needs of today' and that it is an ‘expres-
si~n of human problems' as purposes for the study of litera-
ture (Appendix Cl4). These two objectives are listed in
the Interim Syllabus, as are the first and second items,
which were expressed respectively by two and seven teachers.
Another syllabus~related response, that of gaining a deeper

understanding of or improvement in language was also given



by about one-third of the teachers. Teachers seem to have
some idea of what the Interim Syllabus dictates, but do
not express the objective which most definitely supports
critical thinking, that is, 'the discussion of ideas in
books and their implications'. As the realization of this
objective should involve systematic questioning to the
high-order level, a teacher's failure to see it as impor-

tant might also lead to a neglect of high-level questionina.

3.2 4 Teacher Variables

The teacher variables considered in the resea-ch were
sex of the teacher, his/he: education and his/her litera-
ture teaching experience. There was no significant differ-
ence between the male and the female scores when the
fisher £xact Probability Test (Siegel, 1956), a test which
has relexed assumptions, uses dichotomus data and caters for
small samples, waswsed (Appendix Cl15). In this sample, the
sex of the teacher seems to have made no difference to the
use of high-level questions.

Using the second variable, teacher education, the
researcher put the teachers' high-level scores in three
groups, the ED1/ED2 group, the ED3/MEAd/MAAL group and the
foreign graduate group, and tested by using K? to find out
if the differences among the average scores of the three
groups was significant. (There were no teachers in the ED1,
the MEd, the MAAL or the foreign MA categories.) The test
showed no significance at the 0.05 level (x2-5.89,p.10.
df=2). Wwhen the Zambian graduates' scores and those of

the foreign graduates were subjected to the Fisher test,
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the differences did not reach significance at the 0.05
level, nor 4id the differences between the two groups of
Cambian graduates, £D2 and ED3. The data can be examined
more closely when the teachers are divided according to
teir most frequently used category on Tay 2, with teacher
education indicated (Appendix C16).

Several points mus%\be noted. Twn of the three teachers
with foreign training are in the group which used conver-
gent questions most on Day 2, while 202 teachers do not
appear at all in the ves/no-most frequentlv-used category.
whereas these are details worth noting, the implication
remains that teacher training does not touch on the impor-
tance of questions or questioning technique, which ties in
with the findings on lack of pattern in use of questioning A
categories

The last variable to be considered under teacher va-
riables is that of teaching experience in literature. m™Me
to the scarcity of teachers in some groups, the 6-% vears
and the 9-11 years groups were combined, and the 12-14 one
with that of 15 or more (Appendix C17) in order to do the
Kruskal-<allis One-~'‘ay Analysis of Variance (Siegel, 1956).
No significance was found in the differences among the
high-level scores per group.

But 1t is suggestive to find that of the five twachers
with six or more vears of experience 20 percenﬁ (four)
have Day 2 scores of S50 or above whereas of those twelve
who have less than six years of experience, 33 percent

(four) have scores of 50 or above. The small number of
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teacrhers with experience of six or more vears in teac hing
literatu-e again prevents nne from Jdrawing conclusions. an
ardditinnal fact that is interesting, thouoh, is the posi-
tion ~{ these teachers on the table of Apreniix Cl6. Four
of the five fall intn the group of those using converaent
questinns most or that of thnse using converaent and memory
questions equally .

In concluiing this section, it is aprmarent that sex of
the teachor; training an”’ experience in teaching literature
have no sicnificant effect ~n the teacher hich-level score
Hdovever the Jdata does show some patterns which need to be
investigated by way of a larger, more balanced (if possible)

sample

3 2.5 "eyt- elated Variahles

Other variables which might be exrecte tn influence
the teacher in selection of question tvpes a'e the atti-
thie of the teacher towards the text, the text itself
and the time spent on it

The highest scove obtaigable ~n the attitude scale
was 5.90, which would signifv a highly favonrable attitude
towaris the text under study, and the lowest was 0 25. ‘The
mean score for the teachers was 4 67 anl the standard devia-
tion ©.59. Generally speaking, the teache:s were favour-
abl; inclined toward the texts thev were teaching, the

lowest score being 3 .02.



thero is n~ hich-level seare oo sache: 10 becainoe sghe

man not o shsarved on w20 hen the oavy 7 hich-lovel cestion
sorres ant the attitulde gsesres of the nthor tocachers are
tosted Jor enirolition urirg Snearman's  ank Cacrelatien
Coafficiont vith enrieetion far ties (iiegel, 1235), +there
1s no esrcolution at thae 0% lovel »F slemificanre he
Sensces anness An aorendidly o1 tne woulld syrect ta Find g
hicher rmontion lovel seare vith tsachers he have 4 nsre
manitive attito o oseare bot the resnlts e wat ensoect this
saurragsitisg v hen +the lata im_tmst&d withsot raforoneo 0
tha tewt belns taucht . In additinn, vhon earh senre io
categnrizel in temms of the categn used wnst hy the teacher
on a2, the average scores for attitule ner catoagoyy are
almost the sume, except in the categorv for equal ase of
nemeTy ant eonvargent rmections. Mhere the average score
ig lowoars

ves nn category 4.59

memares catenn 4 .81

convergent/meno s cateanry 3.42

emnveraant catacnyes 4,80
The teacha 's attitie Anos nat anmedar 0 inflaonces his use
~nf A Fferent tomes of meantisng

me ta the irrocularities in the namber 5% teache:r s

tearhinag aach tort (same havine beeon enver P oonly mane
tevicher vhila atharg vere eavera? b thraa ~r mere), 1+ was
net nassihle 0 test the Jifferances amond averace senres
of the teachars ~f the various texts for sianificance,
Hovevars, when one links text with attitude ascere and high-

level senre, 2 meanine@l nicture emeraes. Fach tayt shows

a rance oL hich-~level questinon scores (Appendiw ©19) with a



concentration of highe scores for both hich~level questions

antt atiitwie In "he _overnnent ingpectsy aroap, Qien the

=

averages aire taxen Inr 4ll high-level scorcs ang for all
attitne scoras For each text, and the twe sets 20 sconres
gre tested for ecorrelation using pea:man’s  ank carrelation
Coefficicnt, the result is a eairelation ~fF 67, which is
quite high.  the rankines fo: three out nf +the Five mal s

of neares 2ve the swae, thae highest averace high-lovel nes-
tion senre anu the best average attitule scoro zoing in hoth

cases tn Jhe woveuvnment Inshecotoi .

slthough this L8 below the .05 level of signiiicance, it
seems to irdicate that there is some connection betweon the
teacher's attitude towards a text an? the nrorartisn ~f
hinh~level rruestions that the teacher asks when these factors
arve onnsidered text bv text  This supports sennet et ul.'s
contentinn, rennrted in Chanter 2, that teacher attitale is
imwortant.  One ecannot sav vhich is dependent upon the ~ther,

17 indeed this is the case. ‘he Government Insnectn- Inr

exvamnle, mivy influsnce the teacher +n ask hicher level
questions because he/she likes the nlay, ar the toacha:,
Einding it easv to frrmulate higher level questinng ~n the
text, micht £or that reasen feel mare faveurabhly inclined
tovard that text. 7r both attitude and giestion score micght
be influenced W the pupils' reactinn tn the book, »1° some
other variahle not considered in this resoureh,

She noxt variable under ronside-ation, the time =o-ent on
the tert in veecks, was table? acalnst the hich-lovel s~are

n the toacher (Copenilx 720) and the opedarman Toefficiant
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with enrrection for ties was done.  1h was expocted that a
teache s whn hal been working for a longer time on a text
ol alne uek onore high-~level questions and oo have o
niche scea “mee agqaln, however, the resuli 1d not reach
the S level ot gloniddcance . o, desnlite the anvieo of
tha sollabus, time mace no diiference to the xind oif (ques-
tiong aske ! Jeachoe: s Jdd not notleesbly seleet less cogni-
tlvel s cemanding questions for the ea:ly stages ol the gtwly
ol s kot

Jinalll, *ne technivue usel Ly the toacher wuas consi-
wred o aetermdne vhether narticular technicies o strato-
cles of teachine wore related to rpatisular usages of gnes-
tien categordes.  ‘he categncization of texzching technioues,

»

himvoserper, nrave? extremely d1ffloult as monv teache s lectured
and asked mestinns of the class €or feedback »n cavy 1. Dome
teachers hit the bonk reald around the class, ~r »erhars read

it themselves and then asked cquestions to rheck on com

hensisn o to moint un imvlications.  Oome lectured and read.
‘he vescarchor eould not settle unan amy svstem which wald
arconndate thils vers mixed situation not encmuntered in the
nilot testing stage A8 teachers are sneousaged ©o ha aclec-
tle, sulting technicues to the learnine task, me cannnt

blame then for thls fallure on the vart of the researcher.

sec e, vartioula-ly, observation on a far wiie scale 1s needed.
At Ieast sone natterns of teachar strategy would thus ba re-

vaaled and cuestion tvoes oammon o them could be eranlned.
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A he voaminatian

in lonking at the cuestions on the examination, the
reseat cher interpreted them strictly aceonrdine tn the wording
~T o +he cquestior ant her knnwledge »f the texts, taking nn
cocnizance of pupll answers.  the data from the 46 ques-
tions analvzed io reco-led in areendix C21.  “he questions
were abstracted from the sections nf the examination narer
which make vr 0 nercent of the examination, tne other 2o
percent beina devnted tn shorter answer questions.

“rom the guestion tyre analysis, it is apparent that
the overvhelming emphasis (79,3 percent) »nf this section »f
the examination is on preductive thinking, even though some
nf the cuestions dn require rec3ll (Mwape's narration) in
Arier £ hark an atatomonts If only the cuestions from
Dection 2o were considered, as was the case in riware's
“asearrh, the nercentade nf converaence would he 77 = andd
the high-level sar~entace 209 ihe abnwe iz hilohar than
ranets Cimive 7t theon his cateanr: svstem ~as A iffarent
ant his eqnestinsn sammle larqer. I+ is iapassible, in this
linitel stndv, tn asrcertain whether or not the teachers gave
notes to onver all these questions, as rwape iwmplied. ‘he
least used cateaorvy ia divarcency, with »nly 2.2 percen:s,

Erllnwed B evaluatinn with 10.9 rercont,

3.3 lesmiasion of “esylts

This stu has annreached the nroblem of ponr coonitive

~ar farmancs ~n the nart of many students by a study of the
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Ay waes shodlar to the prepo.tion ol zhase
tvwn" nf miestimng armearing nAn the ovarninaticn.

“he ammeral hymathesis of the atudy waes

e ~lane an? hemewn % eiestinng asked br the Yiiteri-

ture in nglish” teacho: eall fo0 mon e aoe o0 Iov =level

than hi~h-leval, ~r rro™etive, thirking skills.
n bath the fi:st and the sec~n? Jaras nf ~hae-vatisn, +he
teacher s ae 2 proun ssked a sionificantly hicher mmbar of
Imi-level miestions than high-level questinsns, thua econfirme
irs tho cereral hinnthesis. This result i8 in accord with
~they stuiios cite? in the literature reviev, althoudsh +he
sercentacen of merory mestions eon nelther oav 1 ner av 2
eached tho 60 rercent whieh the studies renort, the hidghest
heine 57 yercert on av 1.

5?&5; in ﬁgk licht of this ceneral result, it seens that the

fonr=£al ~ninnse of literati-e study gt +hn soniar lovel, as
set Mt in the Inte-im .nglish r1llabus surplement, micht be

ciTfienlr v uchieve.  hen one ruts asile ths affactive

"“x

conslfarations, one 1s 3till faced with the ecocnirive lemands
n{ the subjoat, he »ndl must be able te think ~n hirher
levels than just nemor o in o der to assimilate hat the
corrse is swmoead o orovide.  Tenvergeney, sivergeney angd
evaluation mist be emnloved. ‘he teachers® view of the
ourpose oL literature study is an important factn: here and
it has been shwn that their expresse’ vievs do net eover all
the objectives stated in the syllabus. It is, heovaver, pnssi-
ple that this document 4Aid not roach some of the schnols, ~r
ant lost in the files »nce it 3id reach them .

'eachers soemed t~ realize that a M srussion lasanen

remiired more hicgh-level thinking tasks, as ther used a
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o luomer mrmonra ol teache s An eecl o the cioups (Cears
,

cuoen o loneo g beacher training) coul . clea up any Jeubt

concooaing tha o ole, singly oo in combinatinsn, o. those

o

ho eobination ol text, toache: abei et Bovas a Eha

Ps

v

Lext ane tedsche high-level score brought out an inte: asting
eo=vaslation ol the latter twn va fablas vhich secons tn ipe
Cleats that 2ttitale anes have some .o alatdonship with tae
voopartion ol high~level questions askes althoucgh exactly
vhat 1t 1s cunnot bhe determined b this esea:ch.
che elagsiiication of technicues of the 4cgt Ay lessons
wan ennsilere ! to he bevend the score of this stk so the -
varlation ~0 teacher technicque with hich-level seo o ves net
ronad e oo

‘e enandnatien questions seem te emphasice hiche: lovel
*hinkina, ulthoach largels in the eenvereont thinkino cate-
ey Averaent an? evaluative guestions, hich recmiive the
pundl b os bovens the taoxt, expressing the danlicatinns of
the Lacan T the text ana relating them to his o he 1ife,
are few. his conli! be due tn the fact that such restiong
are Cliflcult to mask Curdously enough, *he pereentages of
divercent and of evalunative rmunstions asked b teachers an
cav 2, resnectlvely 1 percent and 7 vercent, are cnilte
claze tn theomo nerecentages, 2.2 and 10,92, taxwlated o the

evanlnitior quentisnes

The evamipation 1+tsel” staf 5 as a maiel teowards ~hich

tha tearhes s micht alm thei- teaching an? the above-mentinned



similarite in use of the divergent an: evaluative categories
sungaests tnat teachers nay actually stu s the tines f aNes—-
tinnz on the avamination though possibly without enemi-ance
7 the thenetledl eonstructs invslverd,  the narrative ase
nect of same of the convergent-tvna questions rmay eoanenal
0t them +*he athevr, mara impoavtant hicher level asnects, again
beaase 7 the -oas~n aiven above. [wo kinds of thinking
are invalvad, with the one depending on the other

srvame (1924:55) eclaimed that 'the present literaty-e
examination moth~ds do not enevirage creativis-'. ealiz-
ing that hle statlistical instrument was not «hle to measure
creativit , he based his stotement on unstriuctured inter -
views with teachers of nallsh at aily seecnnia =~ schonls and
the anphasin on reczll vhich he found in his znalveis ~F
the oxamimation

A eannt rencacehoer hags arrivesd at the same onnclye
ainn thrraoh glirh=le di{fferent evidenco, The 1~ nercon-
Frge ~f o thoce enemitive mestiong chich compions a sonative
canmemee Lo hilon mescaos ke hath tedache: o and unils
bhut the Tins oF thinking beino encouraged in the sabhiject
PLiteratu o in onalish”

'

eoea ot has rovealed that the thinkino

-

lavel nl oplls
io ahaoeld v the oomnitive lavel oFf the tasks set them: an

Ly

ehisls ~n racall cuestions inculcated the bolief that rote
Teaning 1o the ~mal ~f epluecation, wvhoreas mestions wWhich
termice the hl~hor levels of thinking reinferee erivieal

an croative thinking In the pusils I €hinking skills

are Jdavel-med in the literature clags, ther w111 most pirobably
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be used in the purils' evervaay life as well, since litera-
ture is u mirr~ or life

“he teacher of 'lLiterature in Lnglish' has an enor-
mouws task, nromoting cognitive growth threuch questionina
in a lencuage which is probably not the mcother toncue nf
elther teache: or pupil, and doing so in the face of the
average ambian's lack nf exposure to the habit of realing
far qgeneral pleasure and enlightenment. The teachers of
whom the sample of this studv is representative seem not
tn have fullv grasped the pnawer of qooi questionino for
moving stu.ents to explore ileas, to analyze outcomes and
to think bevond present facts and situations, creating
new imaces and knowledoe. Thus the puoils face fiifficulty
on the examination in exercising higher level cngnitive
skills

The findinas from this study are suggestive for
several areas nf further research and for various interim

measures which will be discussed in the concluucing chapter.



CIADPT T T s CONCLUSTINY

The results of the stu’v,reported in the vreceding
chapte', have implications for training and iﬁ?ervice
training of teachers, for curriculum development and text-
bonk prenaration in all subject areas, as well as for the

. examina, "téh . . . . .
literature,setting panel. Juplicatiorn of the studv with

literature teachers and withgteachers of other subjects
using a larger sample would therefore be desirable. '[he
factor of Znglish being a teacher's first, second or other
language could be considered, and multivariate analysis
might uncover clusters of variables influencing teacher
question tvpe selection where the ~Pwesen¥ - study
found no one~wav co-variance.

Yar more provocative though, are a series of questions
which grow nut of the study; again many of them concerning
not onlv literature téachers, but all teacheis and pupils.

Of the many questions which remain unanswered in the
area of teacher questioning, perhaps the first is: what do
teachers know about the role their questioning behaviour
prlavs in the pupil's cognitive development? Ohle doubts if
teachers are aware that they can stimulate different levels
of cognitive activity with different types of questions,
whether thev are actually aware of the various types they

can ask, whether thev consciously strive to use them
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appronriately and finally, one wonders what kind of answers
they expect from their pupils. This question can only be
answered bv sympathetic investigation within the schonls,
observing in classrooms and then interviewing teachers and
finding out their question~formation strategies  Althouqgh
such research weuld necessitate very tactful implimenta-
tion, the results would b invaluable.

A secon? question which could be askad as a result of
the finiings is: i'hat are future teachers being taught in
teacher-~training colleges and at the university concerning
the imnortance »~f the different question tyoes for naking
the pupil +hink productivelv? The mtudy (which concentrated
on university graduates) indicates that although the tea-
che's hal va-ious types nf raining, it seoms to have made
no significant difference to their question performance.
Perhaps this component was not covered, or there was not
sufficient time to explore all its implications in the
programmes under which these teachers were trained. Analysis
of the svllabuses of the methods courses, and interviews
with the course instructars would reveal the amount nf
emphasis thev place on the skills of question formulation
and questioning.

Allother area, and possibly the largest and most impor-
tant one, has to do with the pupils. The questioning pro-
cess involves both a teacher and a pupil and so one must
ask: How ‘loes the Zambian pupll react to questioning? In
A country with such a wide range of cultural practices and
where English is a second language, so many factors affect
the pupil's performance in the classroom. It is possible

that, for example, in some settings children are expected to
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linten arn »obe an’ sve eonsd lere” oonde LD they answar o
ank qoantinne Some sabhsi clary nelnts enald he investi-
F Lo

LA

1 are there any cultural eonstralngs on ansuore
ing, ~rv volunteer-ino to answer, questicns?

2.  «hat dnes the mupll see as his/her role in the
clasgroon?

3. ‘hat are the nresage or preocess varlables which
influonce his/her answering performance?

The answera tn these cuestions should fanﬁ probably Jdo)
influence teacher cuestioning behe dour an? might Jdemard the
develonment »~f asnecial skills tn deal with the situation in
ambia.

"he final emngideration is wvhether anvthing ecan, »r
indee? shmuld, be dane now. iunliratinﬁ nf this studv has
heen mentisned above finwever, in view nf the teachers!
secminely unstructured or lonsely stractured use of gues-
tions, and in view of the constant need for citizens who
think critieally and creatively, several measures voul? be
immediatelr helpfl.

"he literature course is already under veview
an? this wmld immly that the examination is alse beinco
evaluated. Svecific attention might be naid te the constructs
which underlie the examination tn find nut i€ i+ reallw
tests whether the nbiectives of "making literature relevant
tn» the clircimatances an? needs of todav" and " discussing
+he imnlications of the ideas in books" are bheino achieved.

The ministr haas already set aut detalled quidelines
far the literatiure teacher in the Interim [rrllabus mentioned

+hat it is
above. It would seem, then,,the responsibility of the
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tnspectors ¢Hr snglish to assvre imrleémenta

iﬁn ~f that
371labus in the schonls, an’? vossibly o ranoe same ~erional
wnrkshons on Fhis toric in cnomer-ation with ivsnostara From
nther subjoct areas. Mzads of devartments wonld enncern
themselves with the wav in which teachaers “nomlate? rmins-

1

“imms it the levals ~f thase cuestians, 1 +he: ve o
rerminded n7, nv made aware of, the immn:tance ~fF these teach-
ing skills b the Insnectnrate. Inllov-un wownld, of conrse,
b gpeclal attention tn this eommonent »~F +toachinag in the
insnectnr's vislta +n achanlas.

porrokt (1972) cited tun stadies, dnro et al., 1970
il Perrott et al., 1973, in which teachers vha caceivesd
training involving the study and »ractice of cuestinn skills
increased Aramatically in their use Af hicher ~ e miestions.
In the latter studv, the inerease in the rercentace ~f teach-
ars' hichew level cognitive cuestions was &ccomanied b an
equally dramatic inecrease in rupil hicher level resrenfos.
“eacher traine-s, with their awareness that ruril thinking
tepends on the coqmitive level nf the tasks which thev are
asked to perfnm and minlful of the resnlts nf research into
training of teachers in questioning skills, ecould review their
nrogrammas to see Lf this component has besn catered far. In
the event n{ its absence, some exrerimental units eould be
set un,

In eomecluding, two points which are often aiven as cau-
tionarv notes for high-level cuestion usace Jeserve some
comment. Jirstly, there is ne definitive vronf that high-

level cuestions asked by the teacher promote academic
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achievement, although this has peen shown to be true in the

rase nf examinations which test higher cognitive performance.
Bt academie acrhievement is not the onlv goal of education.
"mache's are preparing pupils for life, which demands that
+hev he canable A€ emmlavine all the productive thinkina
ekills they prssess no milieun for enagnitive training is
rmare suitable than the formal education svstem.

seconily, runils who are not used to thinking at higher
levels are often uncomfnrtable when initially asked to do 8o
{(Brown, 19753 taba, 19663 MeMamara, 19-1), esvecially if
the'e are cultural constraints, including language, involved.
ihose whn advocate the use of more higher level questions
also emphasize the necessity for careful formulation of those
questions and the use of appropsriate technigues to heln
mipilas apswer well  In this way, punils become cnmfortabhle
wilth thelr mnore demanding cognitive tasks and adept at com-

nleting them

Mis brinas the investication back to that coonitive
task vhien is the studv of literature. 9, . «oodv's
defense (1971: 2) »f literature as an apoiroprilate subject
‘or the training of the intellect will sevve &s a conclusion.
He vointed nut that in developing socleties as much as in
more develnned ones, the very greatest need is Zo:  ‘'the
application »f logical and rational methods tn vast ranges of
nonscientifiec problems' and asserted that in those [ields
the studv of literature, if properlv handled, can vrovide

excellent training.
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APPENDIX A

Feacher Highest Level Literature
Code Secondary of Teaching
Number School Sex Education Experience
1 Kabwe M BAED3 0- yrs.
2 Kalonga M " n [}]
3 Mumbwa M " " "
4 Kaoma M " 6~8 "
5 St. John's M BA(For) 15 or more "
6 St Edmund's M BAED3 3-5 "
7 St Joseph's F " " "
8 Namwala M BAED2 6-8 "
9 St Mark's F " 0-2 "
10 St Mark's M BAED3 9-11 "
11 St Mark's M BAED?2 3-5 "
12 Njase F BAED3 0-2 "
13 Choma F BA(For) 3-5 "
14 St Mary's M " 11-14 "
15 St. Mary's F BAED3 3-5 "
16 Linda M BAED3 " "
17 Hillerest M " 0-2 "
18 Hillcrest M " " "

1 Teacher Characteristics
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Teacher No. Text under study:

All of the statements belOw are talking about the text which

3. 1HE TEACHER AND THE TEXT

you are teaching at the present time,

Please read each of the statements carefully.

Write yes in the bracket after the statement if you agree with

the statement.

Write no in the bracket after the statement if yéu de not

3.

4.

54

10.

11.
12.
13.
14,

—

agree with the statement.

I 1like this text but I don’t understand it. (
This text is boring. (

This text is my favourite of all the ones on the (
set book list,

Thig texy 1S easy to teach. {

This boek teaches something abeut the way peeple (
think and act.

The author uses more detail than he needs. (
This text is disgusting. (
I love this text. (

There is no reason why students should read this book.(
One needs special notes from the Inspector to teach(
this text.

The setting of the book is very strange.

The students can learn something from this text.

I d6 not think students profit from reading it.

N SN N N

This text has a worthwhile theme.

N N N



?ha

A TEACHER CHARACTERISIICS

Teacher No,:__ Bchools Dates __
1. Sex: M ,
| | P
2. Training: Zembian:  BAEdl
BAEA2
BAEQ3
MEd
MAAL
Foreign .
(coungry):
BA
MA
Other

3. Tetal teaching'experience:

0-2 yrs
3=5 yrs
6-8 yrs
9-11 yrs
12-14 yrs
- 15 or mere yrs___

e s v A——

e e st s

4, Literature teaching experience:
0-2 yrs
3-=5 yrs
6-8 yrs

9-11 y¥s

Y

[
15 ‘or more o~ -

o aas as et

Note: BAEAL = 1 year of English teaching metheds, no litera-
ture course.

BAEd2 = 1 year of English teaching methods with litera-
ture course.
BAEd3 = 2 years of English teaching methods with

literature coursefs

76
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5  GENERAL INFORMATION SHEET

Teacher No.:___ School: Date:

School characteristics:

1. Type: Boarding _ 2, Funding/suppert:
Day: Governmenty _
Mixed _ Aided

3. Location: Urban__ Rural

Class information

1, Number of pupils 2. Seating arrangement:
Assigned
Unassigned
3., No, of students by sex: Male
Female

4, Ages of students '
(As derived from attitude schle): 20 yrs er above

19 yrs
18 yrs
17 yrs
16 yrs
15 yrs or belew

5. Entrance to literature course: Choice
Assignment

ARERRAE

6, No. of literature texts available:

7. Time spent on text to date:

8. Text under study at present:

|




Teaoher No, School Date

1.

2.

3.

4e

T

5 TEACHER INTERVIEW

What techniques do you use in teaching 1literature?

Do you have a set procedure for studylng texts? What is it?

In what way(s) do you think that the literature course
could be improved?

In what way(s) could the examination in Literature in
English be improved?

In what way(s) could the training in lifermture teaching
at UNZA be improved?

Da you enjoy teaching litergture? Wemld yeu prefer e
teach anether subject?

What de you consider %o he the purpess #f literature study?

Additional comments:
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16,

17

12,

22,

cateory used nost on Tay 2 witl education

Lvon

‘able of teachers catesorized according to

VYable of teachers categorized accordir: to
literature teacline oxperience

“able of teachers! scores for hipgh=level

,.4'¢\.1« £y ¥
couestions on

tay 2 and for attitude toward
the texts
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APPENDIX C

Teacher Teacher

Code No Test Retest Code No Test Retest
1 5 14 5 14 10 4 53 514
2 4 83 5 21 11 5.14 5 22
3 4 53 5 14 12 5.22 -
4 514 5 22 13 5.12 512
5 5 22 5 22 14 4.77 4 35
6 4.17 4 95 15 4 62 4.76
7 3. 78 3 78 16 5.14 5 14
8 3 02 4.68 17 4 17 -
9 4 51 - 18 5.14 5. 14

1 Attitude test and retest scores

Component: Teacher Like or
Dislike of Text

Teachability of
Text

Value for
Pupils

Valence: Positive Negative

Positive Negative|Positive Neg

3(5 6) 2(0 25)
8(5 9) 7(0.05)
1(3 25) 6(2.0)

11(2 50)

4(5 12) 10(1 5) 5(4 . 67) 9(0 -

12(4 73)13(0.¢
14 (5 08)

2a Components of attitude and values(in brackets) of items

in the attitude scale

Teacher Like or Dislike: Teacher Teachability of
Code No Inconsistent Code No. Text: Inconsistent

' Items Chosen Items Chosen

2 8 and 11 3 4 and 10

6 8 and 6 6 4 and 10

7 8 and 6 8 4 and 10

15 8 and 11 9 4 and 10

17 3 and 6, 10 4 and 10

8 and 6

2b Inconsistent Items answered affirmatively

80

by teachers.



Items: 1 P13} 4|15 1617 219 110 |11 |12 13|14
111 1 1 1

21 21| 2 2 2 2 2

3 3 3 3 3

4 | 4 4 4 4

5] 51 ¢ 5 5 £

0 616 1|6 6 6 6 6
¢ 71717 7 7 7
8 8 ol o 8 g
& P 91 91| 2 9 9 9 9
o 10 {1¢ 10 10 10 10
< 11 |11 11 11 11
S 12 {12 |12 12 12 12
: 13 |13 13 13 13
¢ 14 14 14 14
5 15 15 15 | 15 15
0 16 {16 16 ‘ 16 16
e 17 117 |17 (17 17 17 17
12 {18 18 18 13

2c Items marked affirmativelv in attitude scale (test 1)
bv the teachers

Cuestion Cateqorv Tay 1 ) Day 2
“as /Mo ' 42 (16) 79 (21)
Memorv 158 (52) 136 (37)

Lov-level Totals 206 (63) 215 (F8)
Convergent 83 (27) 123 (33)
“ivergent 4 (1) 3 (1)
Evaluative 11 (4) 26 ((7)

High-level Totals 98 (32) ) 152 (41)
TAatals 304 (109) 3687 (99)
3 fumber of questions asked on Day 1 and Dav 2 per

catean v (nercentaces in brackets)

81



Percentage of Questions Asked

5 hav 1
j
| i Dayv 2
v
-
Pt
cobg e
e I
b 4
: by 2
| I
- | !
N ? |
é
v 3
\j ;o
‘:§ § 3 ) t "'§ !
! 1] ! I + i ‘
i % ? i ! P i : :
Ves/No  Memorv Conv Div. nval.

Luestion Categories

4 Percentages of Total teacher questions asked in each
categorv nn Day 1 and Dav 2.

Teacher Increase in score from Dav 1 to Tay 2

Code o D 1 D 2 Categodes esponsible for Change

1 13 26 Increase in M, C
5 17 79 Cecrease in M, Incresse in C,E
6 35 77 Decrease in M, Increase in C
9 62 7= Tecrease in M
10 19 24 Decrease in M, Increase in C
13 30 33 Tecrease in M, Increase in &.
14 37 71 Cecrease in M, Increase in ©
15 17 50 Necrease in M
16 50 58 Increase in c, =&
17 33 32 Increase in c, 1, &
lecrease in score from Dav 1 to Lav 2
T 1 D2 Categories "“esponsible for Change
2 50 37 Increase in M, iecrease in C
3 30 0 'ecrease in C.
4 62 50 Decrease in C
7 28 19 wecrease in C
11 66 1e Great use of M
18 69 28 Decrease in C

Increase or decrease in teache- high-level score from
Day 1 to Dav 2 with changes in categorv usage shown.
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Teacher code- number

Number of ves/no questions asked by each teacher on

Day 1 and Day 2

Number of memory questions

7

TV 3§ t ¢ 1 T ¢ ¥
T q to 0 \~(3 % IS e I

Teacher code number

Number of memory questions asked by each teacher on

Day 1 and Day 2
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Day

Day

L3




®
A

LY

X

Number” of co%?ergent

a |

[}

°
\

@

1,

| T 1 J

vgrgeéat q“gestlons
t

&

®

"

.'Numbefiof«di

éxtions
3

qu

1?%

¥

Qluat‘
1]

3

Numb%f of ev

' 4"‘1&%«:“;:.3“4&42&';
Teacher code number ‘
8 Number of convergent questions asked by each

teacher on Day 1 and Day 2.

: o
l’-3#$‘6’1 l“lu " n:.\SNIs‘«.nlr
Teacher code number
9 Number of divergent questions asked by egch
teacher on Day 1 and Day 2

P |

1

A
-~

,4—-;/\\ \V' ’\/
;‘15 4:(-‘; r qlo u la.aswu.‘u |?|t
Teacher code number
10 Number of evaluative questions asked by each

teacher on Day 1 and Day 2




Day 1 : Day 2
Teacher

Code No Y/N M C D E Y/N M C D E
1 2 12 2 0 0 5 15 7 0 0
2 1 4 5 0 0 2 19 12 o© o]
3 3 11 6 o] 0 3 o] o) 0] 0
4 4 1 7 1 0 3 1 4 0 0
5 1 14 2 1l 0 3 3 14 1 8
6 2 11 7 0 0 0 5 17 O 0
7 -2 16 6 1 0 2 15 4 0 0]
8 . Not observed. 9 13 13 o 1
9 o] 3 5 0 0 1 1 5 0 1
10 15 27 6 0 4 17 14 9 0O 0
11 0 1 o) 0 2 6 17 1 0 4
12 3 8 3 0 0 Not observed.
13 6 10 7 0 o) 11 5 2 0 6
14 0 12 7 0 o) o] 5 lo 1 1
15 7 13 3 0 1 1 3 3 0 1
16 0 1 1 0 0 3 7 11 O 3
17 0 8 3 0 (o) 7 6 6 1 1
18 2 6 13 1 4 6 7 5 0 0
11. Number of questions per category asked by each
teacher on Day 1 and Day 2
Yes/No Questions Used Most
Teacher
Code No. Pattern during 20 minutes coding period
3 YYY
10 (YY) (MM)MM(CYCYCYYMY) (CMYC)YYYY) (CYCYMY ) MMMY (MMM) YM
13 MYYMCYYE (YYE) (EMY ) EM (ECYYY )MYE
17 MICCYC)MMYMC (YD) YYY (CMC) (MYE)
- Memorvy Questions Used Most
1 MMMY(MM)MM(CCM)YYM)MM(MYYMC) (MM) MM
2 MM (MC) (CCY) (MC)MMMMMMCM (MC) (MCC)MM (MCY ) MM (MC)
7 MMMM (MY ) (MMM) C (CMYM) (CM)
11 MYYMMMMMMMM (YYC) MMMMMMM (EY ) EE (YE)
18 cMM (CM) (CYYM)MC(YC)Y (MMYY) _
Continued on nekt page...... .
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Continued from previous nage:

Convergent {uestions Jsed dost

Teacher
Cnde in Pattern during 20 minutes eoding nerind

Z A GR)s

= {pe) (Com)c (ccMme) CcCC(YER) EE(EY) (CC) E(BECC) EY

6 (M) ((rp)cc(ce) (ce) (cee) ceec (i) (o)

9 YMc (cc)ceE

14 McM(bee) (cce)c(ce) (MM) cem

16 MC (eMM1) e (CCECY C) e (1) (CCvy) (EC)

Egual Use of Memorvy and Convergent Questions
e (1) (eme) (evmiac) (Yo) ¢ (ive) () (vmet) (YY) () (BCY)
c(cvigt)
15 MMCCHECY
N B. Brackets show a series of related questions.
Underlining shows questions not attemnted or teacher

answered
Homework not included.

12, Questioning vatterns of teachers on bav 2

Categnr Mumbher of Unattempted Total Number of
Used Onestions (Categnrv Teachers Using
nst in Brackets) category
Convergent 6 (3v, 3C) 6
Converagent and

Memorv 4 ( 2y, 2M) 2
Memorv 5 (v, 2M, 2C) 5
Yes/No 11 (3v, 4M, 4cC) 4

13 Questions unattempted tabulated according to the
categories teachers used most frequemtly on Dav 2
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Parposes Expressed by Teachers Number of

Teachers

+ Begin to discuss ideas in books and

implications of these ideas. 2
+ Develop/increase enthusiasm for literature. 7
+ See literature as expression of human

problems. 11
+ See relevance of literature to circum-

stances and needs of today. Moral

training 11

Help qualify for further studies or for

a career : . 2
+ Gain deeper understanding of/improvement

in language. v 5

Get through exam. 1

Improve study and reading habits. 1

N B. + denotes syllabus-related objective

14 Purposes of literature study as perceived by teachers.

Scores F M
A B
0-40 2 7 9
C D
41-80 . 2 6 8
4 13 17

15 2X2 table for testing significance of differences
between male scores and female scores using the Fisher
test. '

37



Yes,/in Maemnry Memory,/ Convergent
Convergent

TCN _Training | TCIY Training [1C4 Araining |00 Training

3 &B3 1 ED3 SOED2 4 ED3

10 " 2 " 15 ED3 5 Foreign

13 Jarvelan 7 " 6 1D3

17 203 11 =02 9 ED2

18 ED3 14 Foreign

II'B' TCill=Teacher Code Number
16 Teachers categorized according to cateaorv used most

on Dav 2 with education given.

Literature
Teaching

Experience: V=2 3~5 693 9-11 12-14 15 4
Teacher code | 1 (26)] 6(77) 4(50) |10(24) |14(71) |5(79)
number with 2 (37)} 7(19) £(64)
high-level 3 (o)j11(18)
score in 9 (75)]13(33)
brackets 12 (~-){15(c0)
17 (38)116(55)
8 _(2¢2)
17 Teachers categorized according to literature teaching

evnerience,

Attitude

H L Attitude H I H L Attitude

TCN Secnre Score TCIT Score  Seore TCli Score Senre
1 26 5 14 7 1a 3 72 13 33 5 12
2 37 4 823 £ 64 3 02 14 71 4 77
3 0 4 53 a 75 4 F1 1= Ffo 4 62
4 £0 £ 14 10 24 4 .53 16 58 5 14
L 79 £ 22 11 18 5 14 17 38 4 17
6 77 4 17 12 - 5 22 18 28 5.14
18 Teachers' scores for high-level questions on Day 2

and for attitude toward the texts



Animal Farm Lion and Jewel No Longer at Ease
TCN|H L Attitude |TCN|H.L. jAttitude |TCN|H.L. Attitude
Score | Score | Score |Score Score |Score
21 37 4.83 17138 | 4,17 7 19 3.78
15 50 4.62 18| 28 5.14 11 18 5.4

14 71 4.77

Mean:43 5 4 73 33 4.65 36 4.56
Cry Beloved Country |Houseboy Government Inspect.

6 77 4.17 3 0 4 53 4 50 5.14

81 64 3.02 5 79 5.22

Shaka Zulu 16 | 58 5 14 9 75 4.51

11 26 | 5.14 13 33 5.12

0ld Man and Medal
10] 24 | 4.53 Mean:40.6 4.23 59.25] 5.00
19. High-Level question scores and attitude scores for
each text.

TCN Time Score TCN Time Score TCN Time Score
1 5 26 7 6 19 14 8 71
2 5 37 8 4 64 15 5 . 50
3 4 0 9 5 75 16 4 58
4 1l 50 10 1 24 17 3 38
5 2 79 11 7 -~ 18 18 5 28
6 3 77 13 4 33

Teacher 12 not included because no Day 2 score.

N B. Time 1n weeks. -

20 Time spent on the text in weeks with high-level
score of the teacher.

i

Categories
Texts M C D E Totals
Animal Farm 1 5 o} 6
Cry the Beloved Country o 1 0 1 2
Government Inspector 2 4 1 1 8
Houseboy 1 5 0 o] 6
Lion and the Jewel 3 5 0 o] 8
No Longer at Ease o 1 0 3 4
01ld Man and the Medal 1 7 o} 0 8
Shaka Zulu 2 2 0O O _4
All texts 10 30 1 5 46
All texts (percentages) (21.7)(65.2)(2.2) (10 9) (100)

21 Categorization of the 46 questlons from Section A2
and Section B of the Literature in English Examination
(1981-1985) .
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22.

o

Raniomly selected questions from the Literature in
English ixamination (1930-1985) on the texts in the

stuly (Section of examination given in brackets) .

Text

No Longer at btase

1.

Compare the views of Christopher and Mr. Green
.ncerning corruption and show how their attl~
tudes influence obi. (A2)

Trace the development of Obi's relationship
with mlara. In vour view, is Cbi wise to
pursue the relationship? OSupport your ansver
with evidence from the text. (A2)

shaka “ulu

1.

S ]

orv

select two of the following characters vhich
you f£ind interesting and comment on what ecach
of them contributes to the play: i. WNandi

ii. rampata 1ii. Mgobozi 1iv. lingiswayo. (42)

"dome kings are born as princesi not so

with Shaka." DJescribe how Shaka rose to become
ane of the greatest kings Africa has ever
known. (A2)

the Deloved Country

what does James Jarvis learn while in Johannes-
burg about his son Arthur's thoughts and acti-

vities? Show the effect this knowledge has on

his own behaviour vwhen he goes back to his home
above r!idotsheni. (A2)

Covernnent Inspector

e Covernment Inspector is a satire, which
means that the author combines serious criti-
cism with humour. [escribe two major events

which vou feel illustrate satire most effectively

in the plav. (B)

Addressing his wife, the Mayor says, "rell,
Anna, did vou ever imagime this might happen?
/hat a fine match'” with close reference to the
play, explain how Hlestakov's proposal of mar-
riage arose and shov how this proposal had
changed the Mayor's behaviour and attitude
towards other pennle. (A2)

In his letter to Tryapitchkin, Hlestakov calls
the i“ayor and his subordinates 'generous, hos-
pitable people'. LCxplain fully the reasons the
Maver and the other officials have for being
generous and hospitable, and thus show why we

are amused by Hlestakov's comments. (A2)

imestion
Category

—~
N

!

—
=
s




Select twa of (1), (ii) and (1i1) and write
about them so as to show what they contribute
to vour enjovment nf the plav: (i)Eobchinsky
and unbchinsky (ii) anna, the layvor's wife,
and Marva, his daughter (1ii) Josif, !iles~
takov's servant. (A2)

Househovy

1.

e

vuidt before he dies Toundi asks, "“hat are we
blackmen who are called French?" Jlscuss the
reasons why Toundi savs this and its meaning
with regard to hic life and experiences. (a2)

Cive an account of Teundi's relationshin with
Sophie and Kalisla, showing how bnth charac-
ters influence his life. (a2)

Sescribe two episodes in the novel which ou
£ind particularly amusing and discuss what
they show about relationships between blacks
and whites in colonial africa. (a42)

Animal framm

"I ‘o not understand it. I would not have be-
lieved that such things could happen in our farm.
It must be due to some fault in ourselves.' Prac-
ing the development at Animal arm £rom the time
the animals rebelled to the time some animals
were executed, say what had gone wrong at the
farm and tn what extent the animals were

Give an account of the Battle of the Cowshed,mak-
ing clear the role plaved bv the pigeons and

Glve an aceount of the part plaved by two of the
following and commnent brieflv on vour impressions
of the animals vou choose. What aspects of human
behaviour do vou consider that Orwell is criti-
cising through them? rMollie oses 3Soxer

‘he colmnial administration's decision to award a
nedal 18 at first greeted with great rejoicing by
the villagers. Chonse anv two characters and alve
an accenount of thelr reactions and activities that

1.
responsible. (a2)
2.
Doxer  (A2)
3
Benjamin., (a2)
“he 717 an and the edal
1.
1llustrate this nleasure. (B)
2

~+hen “eka returns home after his arrest he is
greeted by his relatives and friends. By con-
trasting this meeting with their previous
v T
oot SRR
H 3 ¥
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The

rejoicing about the wmedal, show what changes
have come about in their beliefs and values. (2) o

Meka replied tn Cullet's intermreter: "Tell

hin I am a ve:rv Qreat fool who vesterday still
believed in the white man's friendship." -
rlain what reascons Meka haid for expecting
friendship from the white man, and give a con-
cise account of two of the incidents involving
white men that “1ad occurred the previous dav
which nrompted his wnrds to Cullet's inteapreter

(1) o)
'This bonk flercely satirizes the irench colonial
situation as seen tﬁrouqh African eves.' irite

abaut it least two of the srench colenial nffi-

cials In euch a wa way as to show that this state-

ment is true. (&) o

Lion and the Jewel

1.

3]

ILakunle savs Baroka is "sworn acainst our progress®.
Closelv refering to the plav, show how and why,
acceoriing to Lakunle, Baroka has worked against
procress in his land. Briefly show what nrogress

has alreidv been achieved. (2 Y

<hat 7in we learn about the character of Jadiku
frnam her relationships with the three main cha-~
racters in the nlav: (1) Raroka (ii)iakunle
(iii) siad? (a2)

)

select elther Lakunle or 3idi and, supporting veour
answe:r by clese reference to the text, show what

vou have learned about the character of vnu:r choice.
Comment briefl on the ending of the nlay as fa

as it ooncevns each of them. (A42) .

“hat cin o leatn £rom the plav aboutr the olid, the
traditional way of life in Nigeria, and what evi-
fence i8 also nresent that chances are taking

rlace® (.2) o



23.

sample transcript of questions.from class-
room observation. .
Tcacher 16 -~ Day 2 - Transcription of Questions 95

Developuent of Toundi's character.

54

64
n
15

7
79

33

90
112

114

116

132
135
143

156
182

138

192

(1)

(2)

(4)
(5)
(6)

(7)

(8)
()
(10)

(11)

(12)
(13)
(13)

(1%)
(16)

(17)

(18)

ie¢ see the reaction of the Commandant when he asks
him (Toundi) why he wouldn't steal. And he says -
What ~as his answer to that?

Later on however, how does he grow? hat things .
contribute to his growth?

#hat else does he observe that makes him stop
fearing the whites so wuch and thinking thut they £
are angels?

How cid they ovehave in church? Y
Whet were they doing instead (of listening)? Vi
' [hey were playing with each other.! what do 42

you mean?

'"I'ney were not interested in what was zoinz on
in the service.' “hat were they doing instcud?

ihat else? (does Ae Oé}ekve)

If you analyze the character of Pather Vander- s
neyer, what would you say about him?

'He was not & genuine Christizn.' Jhy do you <
suy that?

'He sturted shouting obscenities when he had
malaria.' why shouldn't that be the case? 7
Why was it wrong?

Again therc is something which points to his V-
not being a genuine Christian. what is it?

But when you are strict does that mean you are not 3
a genuine Christian?

'lle used to punish Christiasns on Sundays.' hy 5
should that be a point against him?

'fle was a pretender!'! - at what?

5
W“hat else? The Commandant. hat kind of
human being do you think the Cowmnandant ig? 7

(Pupil: when he gquarrelled with his wife, Toundi

was chased from the housc by the wife, he - the 4£
Commandant - said "Leave him.") Ah, but what

was the reason for doing that?

He gives a reason himself. what roason does
he give? ﬁ#



