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ABSTRACT o ’

' ryamined were the-fiumber and tﬁpe of questions asked
by the teachers of six h1?;d§gﬁgii social studipes clagsﬁs, three of
whom knew which children h been identified as\perceptually ﬁ
handicapped. Observers ted whether questions Were of a - SR
cogiitive-memory, conwérgent, divergent, jor evaluative nature.

Resul+s suggested at teachers ask chlldren with learning problems
questions at a different level than they” ‘ask nonperceptua}lng
handicapped.cpildren regardless of ‘'whether the teacher is aware of
“he childrep*s problems. It alZo appeared that when regular classroo
teachers knhow *hey have some!cC ildren with learning problems in thei
classes, ‘-not only do they change the level of questions they ask -
+hese chlldrené/zut they cwange the level of questions they ask all
children. Teacllers who knew.they had:.perceptually handicapped ’
students in *héir classes asked ‘significantly- fewer questions of all
+heir studen+s +han did *eachers without this' knowledge.
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! ~ Teacher-student interé;tion in the classroom is primafily

vefbal, with much of.this verbal behavior taking the form‘Of .

question and anéwer recitations. L .
Several invcstigators‘have attemptéd to aet;rmine wvhat types .

of questions most effectively induce different k]ndS]Of otudent

1earhing. Hunkins' (1968), for example, found that wﬁcn analysis-

evaluation questions were stressed, students scored higher on

tests containing these types of questions. His study, and others,

suggest that students exposed to certain types of questions will
be better able to deal with éimilar quegtionsvin the future. -While
over 50 systems (8imon and Béyer, 1968) for ébserving classroom
interaction have been developed, mo;f are universal systems, which
consider all students_ in a class as/a single uﬁiﬁ. Goéd and Broph
(1071) p01nted out the weakness of this design, and have demon-
‘strated the importance of dyad (7@acher 1nd1v1du i student) anal-
 ysés, rarticularly as they relaée to differencesrbetwcen children.
With the majority of children with learning prcblems spend-
'iné &ost'of their cchool time in regular closses, and with great;
er awaréness,éqn‘the part of regular classroom teachers of thg
existence of thHese problems, it would seem classroom interaction
volving children with problems needs careful study. It was the
purpose of the present investigation to detcrmine whether teachers, .' .

when adore551ng chlldron with oPClelC lezrning disabilities, ask

questions that are different than questions addressced to others




in their class. Further, if teachers know children have specific

-

learning: problems is their questioning different than when they.

are igﬂbrant’of thesefbroblems?

Procedures

b {
Six social studies clgsses, containing 97 students, in a sub-
b3

urban high schobi‘were chdsen as the experimental-wmits for this
N4 - '
study. All stﬁﬁents in these classes received the Group Bender
1 /
- . \
Visual|Motor Gestalt Test (GBVMGT) following the procedut&Q\de—

veJopefl by Caskey (1973). |The tests were scored following the

. . -~
Koppit% Developmental Scoring System (1964). Twenty-nine of the

»

/gtudentsfﬁad one or more points (mean = 1.66) and sixty-eight had

i

scores of zero. Students with one or more points were designated
“

as hdving some visual-fine motor problem.

. A .
Three of the teachens, randomly selected, were given infor-

mation about the scores offi their students; the other:-three teach-

“ers did not hav{ knowledge \of the test results.

Three class periods for\ each of the six teacherf wdre observed

and certain classroom interactions were recorded. Each question

asked by the teacher was recorded on a blank seating chart accord-
ing to wheré the question was directed. Following the classifi-
cation system developéd by Aschner and Gallagh;} (1963), based

on the 'operations' level of Guilfordﬁs (1956) Structure of the

Iqtellect, indication was made whether the question was Cognitive-

Memory (CM, Convergent (C), Divergent (D), or Evaluative (E).
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ficulties asked csignificantly (p.<£.05) fewer questions of their
classes than did teachers who wele not made aware that they had

students with such problems. /Teachers who had been told that

some children in their classgs had Yperceptual motor handicaps

1

asked significantly (p.<4 .05) fewer &valuative questions than

teachers without such knowledge: The)\ also asked more cogn%zgve—

memory and divergent questions, and fewgr convergent questions of

A "
their clasgks, although these differencesd were not significant.
N Knowledge of the presence of children\with perceptual han-

the number of ques-

dicaps did not significantly effect (p.%.0

compared with the number of questions asked of \students not so

’ . tions asked of identified perceptually handichpped children when
| ] ) :
" identified. There were differences in the levels of questions

i asked of the children. Teachers generally, asked perceptuflly

handicapped students more (p. = .055) evaluative and converfent




questions and.feyer cognitive éemory and divergent questions than
.tﬁey did of noﬁlquceptually handicapped students.,
The interact{on of teacher kno@ledée with level of question
f - was significant (p. = .0027). # Teachers who had knowledge of the
| presence of perceptual handicaps émong their students asked handi-
- capped children’significantly fewer evaluative and mdre ccnvergent
questions than"éid teachers without knpwledge. Teachers without.
) kﬁowledge of fhe presence of‘perceétua1>handicaps among their stu-
dents asked fewer coghitiye memory questions of perceptually handi-
capped students. The résults also suggest that teachers with know-

ledge that percgptually handicapped children are present ask fewer

C evaluative questions of non-perceptually handicapped students than

N -~

i

do tcachers who are rot aware that they have stndents with percep-
tual handicaps.
The. data in the present study, though limited to high school

social sfudies classes in only one school, suggest teachers ask

children with lecarning problems questions at a different level

+ than they ask non—percgptually handicapped children regardless
of whether the teagher %s aware of the children's problems or

‘ not. It aliyfappears that when regu¥r classroom teachers know

j ) they have some children iﬁ their classes who have problems, not

: only do they change the level of questions thei-ask thegse child-

ren, but they change the level of questions they ack all children.
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. It would unpear, if ithe prerenl rosults are rrplicated in s
4 ) , ’,“.' .
]
additional subject matter areas,” with children of different grade,
levels, and, perhups, fox other types of handicaps, there may be
meaningful implications both for teacher training practices and
) L4 'P
the use of 'intcgration' or mainstreaming. .
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