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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to investigate and
analyze various types of questions posed by the teachers
in their classrooms and the wait time before the students'
respones were forthcoming. Twenty-six Mathayom Suksa I
science teachers from all Secondary Schocls of General
Education Department in Kamphaeng Phet Province teaching
in the second semester of 1984 academic yvear comprised the
population of the study. The instrument used of analyzed
data were observation checkliists constructed by the
researcher with the reliability level at 0.86. Statistics
employed included percentage, mean, Kendall concordant

coefficients and Chi-Square tests,

The findings are as follows:

l. It waes found that 61.14 % of the questions

most widely posed by teachers was of the Cognitive-Memory




type, followed in descending order by Convergent, Manage-
rial, Divergent, and Progressive Concept Questions. On
the other end, those of the evaluative nature, comprising

merely 0,53 %, were the least used.

In addition, the concordance or consistency
in posing each type of questions were not found to be

statistically significant.

2. On the other hand, it was discovered that the
wait time for the evaluative questions turned out to be
longest, i.e., 5.26 seconds. Again, in descending order,
Divergent, Convergent, Cognitive-Memory and Managerial
Questions produced the wait times of 3,55, 2.09, 0.78 and
0.65 seconds respectively, Progressive concept questions,
it was found, produced the shorted period of wait time of

0.60 seconds.

The following conclusions were reached as the
result of the study : teachers posed more questions which
required low amount of thinking time than those which
required more thinking time for students to respond and
other types of questions. The posing of each type of
questions in itself was not constant. On the other hand,
the wait time for students' responses produced by questions
requiring a amall amount of time to respond was found to

be less than 3 seconds. On the contrary, the wait time




taken to respond to questions which required a kigher
degree of thinking time was more than 3 seconds. As
regards other types of questions, the wait time was less

than one second.




