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This study examined the teachers’ perceived and actual practices of questioning and waits time in EFL 
classrooms. The study was helpful to teachers in giving opportunities to design a wide range of 
techniques while implementing questioning and wait time in EFL classrooms. The researcher used 
interview, observation and questionnaire as data gathering tools. To check the reliabilities of close-
ended items, Cronbach alpha was calculated. The results were 0.98 and 0.95. So, the results could fit to 
the purpose of the study. To check the validity of instruments, the researcher discussed with English 
experts, other research experts and high school teachers. Forty-two teachers were participated in this 
study. The target participants were selected by simple random sampling technique. The results of the 
interview showed that the majority of teachers used questions for checking the students’ 
comprehension, meaning or concept. The results of the study through observation also showed that 
the most dominant question types in EFL classrooms were knowledge and comprehension. The result 
from one-way ANOVA again revealed that there were significant differences among EFL teachers’ actual 
practices of questioning. The results of paired samples t-test also revealed that there were significant 
differences between the teachers’ perceived and actual practices of questioning and its associated wait 
time. The results obtained through using Pearson Product-moment Correlation on the teachers’ actual 
practices also showed that there was weak overall significant correlation between the level of teacher 
questioning and the associated wait time (r =0.30). EFL teachers also gave shorter wait times in class 
(1.1 seconds) than they believed they actually would (3.87 seconds). Therefore, EFL teachers should 
pay attention to their questioning because it is a frequently used tool and the way to good teaching. 
Since wait time is also a key procedure to complete a teaching conversation, EFL teachers should 
prolong their wait times reasonably depending on the type of the question at each cognitive level. 
Moreover, EFL teachers should also make sure that the teaching materials provide an opportunity to 
ask focused questions that require learners to compare, contrast, persuade, determine cause and 
effect, predict, infer and establish a certain criteria, which would develop their process of thinking.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 

English language serves as a medium of instruction 
both in secondary schools and higher institutions in 

Ethiopia. To improve academic performances of students 
and enhance their communication competence, 
language-teaching methods play a significant role in EFL 
classrooms. They also play vital roles in the first  
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language classrooms. One of the devices that teachers 
employ in teaching language in both EFL and first 
language classrooms is questioning (Chaudron, 1988). It 
is a technique of teaching that should be given attention 
by language teachers. 

Bloom (1956) initiated a cognitive taxonomy with six 
hierarchical levels of thinking associated with teacher 
questioning. Bloom's taxonomy is one way of classifying 
cognitive objectives into sub-divisions ranging from the 
simplest behavior to the most complex one. Such 
cognitive taxonomy comprises six processes, which 
require learners to demonstrate knowledge, 
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis, and 
evaluation. Therefore, language learners should learn to 
talk and be encouraged to make use of target language.  
In Ethiopia where English is taught as a foreign language, 
interaction seems to exist as a main feature. As 
Shomossi (2004) states, questions can be important tool 
in the language classroom especially in those contexts 
where the classroom provides the only opportunity to 
produce the target language. As a result, practicing and 
applying the language for communication through 
questioning has a considerable importance to the 
improvement of learning and enhancing learners' 
communicative competence. 

EFL Teachers ask questions in class to achieve 
different purposes. Each has implications for the practical 
aspect of teaching (Cole & Chan, 1994; Gebrielatos, 
1992). Concerning the different purposes of classroom 
questions, Borich (1988) explains questions formed 
according to the specific purpose can be used as an 
advance organizer-providing framework for the expected 
response. All the questions asked for different purposes 
are also different in type. Anonymous (2010) and Borich 
(2004) also stated that questions are the tool for bridging 
the gap between the teachers' presentations of content 
and the students' understanding of it. It is also indicated 
that the core of language, which is conducted by 
language teachers, can be expressed in various ways 
such as questioning, explaining, discussion or any other 
kinds of activities that will facilitate learners' language 
acquisition (Capell et al, 2001; Cotton, 1998; Hussain, 
2003). Typically, teachers ask many questions per 
period, however, the quality and value of questions vary. 
Some teachers ask specific questions repeatedly. Others 
also ask questions that are not related to the content due 
to lack of realization and skills for asking effective 
questions that are related to the intended level (Cotton, 
1998). As a result, the quality and value of questions 
differ from one to the other. 

If we look at a practice of teaching English in Ethiopian 
secondary schools today, we may observe multifaceted 
and deep-rooted problems. Studies made by Kifle (2008) 
on question types and Aklilu (2009) on oral questioning 
implementations in EFL classrooms confirm that students 
have difficulties in using the target language and  

 
 
 
 
interacting in the classroom. As their studies indicated, 
there are also problems on teachers' questioning skills 
and the wait time provided by them to students to answer 
questions at various levels. Supporting this view 
Chaudron (1986) states, teachers' questions constitute a 
primary means of engaging progress. Therefore, one of 
the measures to be taken for the improvement of 
teachers' questioning skills is investigating a research on 
the area. Although many empirical studies have explored 
teacher questioning behavior, very few of them have 
examined such quality in EFL setting (Aklilu, 2009; 
Chang; 1990; Kifle; 2008; Wong, 2005). In particular, little 
research has been conducted in the actual practice with 
senior high school English teachers in their use of 
questioning skills.  

As it is stated above, exposing students to the 
language in the classroom is useful. It can be practiced 
through the art of thoughtful questioning skills. Moreover, 
if we believe that language acquisition will be maximally 
facilitated by using questioning effectively, the issue of 
wait time is also very important. Wait time which is the 
silent period that the teacher pauses after asking a 
question, is crucial to students' thinking and processing of 
the question (Lake, 1975; Nunan, 1995; Rowe, 1974). 
Though giving sufficient wait time has many useful effects 
in any classroom, teachers do not manage themselves to 
expand their wait time beyond one or two seconds 
(Borich, 1988; Capell et al, 2001; Dillon, 1988; Goodwin 
et al, 1992; Nunan, 1995; Perrot, 1982; Petty, 2004). 

As Borich (2004) though every type question has its 
own importance which measure students’ thinking 
superficially is dominant in language as well as other 
classrooms. Similarly, Vogler (2005) reported that in the 
actual classroom studies most of the questions raised by 
teachers were not inviting students for better language 
production and thinking abilities. There are local 
researches done on teachers ‘questioning behaviors in 
EFL classrooms. But these researches focus on the 
types of questions and on how to implement questioning 
strategies designed for higher institutions. In line with 
this, local researchers such as Aklilu (2009) and Kifle 
(2008) have tried to assess on teachers’ oral questioning 
implementation and question types in higher institution 
EFL classrooms respectively. But the criteria used by 
these researchers showed that how EFL teachers 
implement oral questioning strategies and the types of 
questions that are employed most in higher institution 
EFL classrooms. Their criteria did not help to compare 
the teachers’ perceived and actual practices on 
questioning and wait time. Therefore; less focus has 
been given to the teachers’ practices on questioning and 
waits time in high school EFL classrooms.  

As it has been noted, the teachers’ practices on 
questioning and wait time in EFL classrooms need further 
investigation. There are no studies on this area, and no 
local research has been conducted on teachers’ practices  



 

 

 
 
 
 
(perceived and actual) on questioning and waits time in 
high school EFL classrooms. Even though very few 
researchers reported on the teachers’ questioning 
behavior and wait time, the results of teachers’ actual and 
their perceived practices on questioning and wait time in 
EFL contexts is still unclear. Since the occasional use of 
questioning at all cognitive levels is useful in EFL 
classes, this could lead the researchers to conduct a 
further research on the area. Therefore, these and other 
reasons initiating the present researcher to conduct a 
study on teachers’ actual and their perceived practices on 
questioning and wait time in EFL classrooms at five high 
schools in Awi Zone, Ethiopia. To conduct this study, the 
researcher has formulated the following research 
questions: 
 
1. What are the philosophies of EFL teachers about the 

importance of questioning and wait time?  
2. Is there any difference between EFL teachers’ 

perceived and actual practices on questioning and 
wait time? 

3. Which level of questioning is employed most in EFL 
classrooms? 

4. Is the level of teacher questioning correlated with wait 
time? 

 
 
REVIEW LITERATURE 
 
A number of writers such as Borich (2004); Cooper 
(1986); Farrant (1980); Kissock and Iyortsuun (1982), 
Myra and Davis (1997), and others have followed 
Bloom’s Taxonomy (1956) without or with some 
modifications. Mostly, they distinguish higher-order and 
lower-order questions in relation to the cognitive 
categories. According to Kissock and Iyortsuun (1982:9), 
cognitive questions are concerned with intellectual 
understanding. The importance of classifying questions in 
relation to their complexity levels helps teachers to 
identify the purposes of questioning in the classrooms, 
and this can promote language learning and teaching in 
general (Murname, 2008; Williams, 1991). One of the 
best known systems for determining the intellectual level 
of questions is Benjamin Bloom’s Taxonomy, which 
proceeds from the lowest level of questions, knowledge, 
to the highest level, evaluation. This section provides 
information about the different levels of classroom 
questions. 
  
 1. Classroom Questions 
 
The art of asking the right questions at the appropriate 
time is not innate. Bloom’s taxonomy of learning 
categorizes cognitive levels into several domains. 
Questions that elicit responses in the knowledge, 
comprehension, and application domains are frequently  
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considered lower-order questions, while questions in the 
analysis, synthesis, and evaluation domains are 
considered higher-order questions. Higher-order 
questions elicit deeper and critical thinking; therefore, 
teachers are encouraged to ask questions in these 
domains (Borich, 2004; Myra and Davis, 1997; Vogler, 
2005; Zhang, 1999). This does not mean that lower-order 
questions should not be asked. However, when facts are 
linked to other forms of knowledge such as subsequent 
lessons and units, they become stepping-stones for 
gradually increasing complexity of teaching outcome 
(Lee, 2009). It is appropriate to ask questions to address 
all cognitive domains as long as the desired learning 
outcome is kept in mind and a good mix of questions is 
used during each teaching session (Cooper, 1986; Myra 
and Davis, 1997; Paul, 1993). Unfortunately, 
observations of classroom-based instructors have 
repeatedly shown that lower-order questions are far more 
frequently used in the majority of high schools. Perhaps 
teachers do not value higher-order questions and feel 
they are not effective, or perhaps a lack of formal training 
on how to formulate questions to stimulate learning is the 
root cause. 
 
 
2. Wait Time 
 

Wait time is one questioning strategy which helps 
learners to develop higher thought process. In real sense, 
wait time is the amount of time the teacher waits after 
asking a question, before a student responds or the 
teacher comments, gives the answer or presents another 
question (Goodwin et al, 1992; Kissock and Iyortsuun, 
1982). The foregoing idea underlies that the amount of 
time elapses between asking a question and doing 
something else in one factor which can have powerful 
effects on student participation and communication ability 
in EFL classrooms (Ibid: 17). 

Despite teachers' fear and failure to give sufficient wait 
time, Good and Brophy (1997) suggest that longer wait 
times are generally preferable than shorter ones because 
they allow more thinking by more students. Moreover, 
they advise that shorter wait times may still be important 
when the class is restive or when time is running out and 
it is necessary to finish the lesson quickly. In line with 
this, many research findings showed that most teachers 
practice very little “wait time”; typically less than or about 
one second. Information processing involves multiple 
cognitive tasks that take time (Borich, 2004; Dillon, 1988; 
Myra and Davis, 1997; Rowe, 1986). Therefore, students 
must have uninterrupted periods of time to process 
information; reflect on what has been said, observed or 
done; and consider what their personal responses will be. 

Borich (2004); Dillon (1988); Goodwin et al, (1992); 
Kissock and Iyortsuun (1982); Nunan (1995); Rowe 
(1972), and others believe that when students are given  
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three or more seconds of uninterrupted “wait time’, there 
are certain positive outcomes: (1) The length and 
correctness of their responses increase; (2) The number 
of their “I don’t know” and “no answer “responses 
decreases; (3) The number of volunteered, appropriate 
answer by large number of students greatly increases; 
and (4) The scores of students on academic achievement 
tests tend to increase. 
 
 
3. Relationships between Teacher Questioning and 
Wait Time 
 
Wait time was considered as important as questioning 
skills in empirical research. Rowe (1974) as cited in Wilen 
(1991:20) noted that sufficient wait time was important for 
students to thinking, especially higher-cognitive one, after 
a question raised by a teacher and before a response 
given by a student. It was detected that the average 
teacher wait time was only three seconds when the 
teacher participants had perceived trainings on 
questioning strategies and use of wait time for classroom 
practice, the quantity and quality of their students’ 
responses improved dramatically. Such finding 
suggested the importance of sufficient wait time for 
students to do higher-level thinking and to respond more 
precisely.  
 
 
METHODOLOGY 
 
Research Design 
 
This study adopted a survey research design to examine 
the teachers’ practices on questioning and wait time in 
EFL classrooms. The researcher chose the survey 
method because of its appropriateness in serving as a 
tool for collecting information from the sample teachers’ 
perceived and actual practices on questioning and waits 
time in EFL classrooms of the study areas. What is more, 
the method helps the researcher to collect large amount 
of data in a relatively short amount of time. 
 
Population and Sampling Technique 
 
Awi Zone is found in the Amhara National Regional State, 
in Ethiopia. In the Zone there are 13 high schools. Out of 
these, 5 senior high schools were chosen by the 
researcher purposely for the study. In the selected high 
schools there were 42 teachers who are currently 
teaching English in grade ten. The target participants to 
the study were selected from these teachers by using 
simple random sampling technique. The researcher 
selected the target participants of the study randomly 
until he has got the required numbers from the 
population. 

 
 
 
 
The researcher selected the target participants for the 
study using simple random sampling technique. For this, 
10 participant teachers were selected randomly for 
interview. The researcher also selected 30 participant 
teachers for observation. The observed teachers were 
also asked to complete the survey questionnaires. The 
main reason for this was that the researcher thought 
reliable information on the actual practices of teachers on 
questioning and wait time was found from the observed 
teachers. The researcher also believed that observing the 
large number of teachers helped him to see various 
behaviors from the observed participants. It also later 
enabled him to compare the actual practices of teachers 
found through observation with what was found from the 
responses of the participants in the survey 
questionnaires. 
 
Instruments of Data Collection 
 
Data were collected through a survey method on the 
teachers' practices on questioning and wait time in EFL 
classes using interview, observation and questionnaire.  
 
Ten participant teachers for interview were randomly 
selected (two from each school). Four interview questions 
were developed for the selected ten participant teachers. 
Semi-structured interview questions were included in the 
adapted questions. The interview questions were 
adapted from the Present Situation of English Teachers' 
Questioning in Middle High Schools (Xu Shi-Ying, 2011). 
To see what actually happens in EFL classes through 
observation, observation checklist was adapted. Thirty 
teachers were selected in five senior high schools 
randomly for observation. The whole observation was 
supported by a co-observer. Short discussion was held 
with a co-observer on how to complete the question 
analysis sheet. List out questions on the adapted 
question analysis sheet generated by teachers based on 
the established criteria. Both the question analysis sheet 
and the criteria were adapted from Bloom’s Taxonomy, 
Effective Classroom Questioning (Goodwin et al, 1992), 
and Xu Shi-Ying (2011).  
The questionnaire was also designed to assess the 
teachers' perceived practices of questioning and the 
related wait time in EFL classrooms. The developed 
questionnaire was administered to the observed thirty 
teachers who are currently teaching English in the study 
areas. The questionnaire includes two items: items at 
various cognitive levels and teachers' wait time. The 
former was composed of 20 items and the second part 
consisted of six items. The questionnaire was adapted 
from Bloom's Taxonomy (1956), Effective Classroom 
Questioning (Goodwin et al, 1992), and Xu Shi-Ying 
(2011). 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 
 
Procedures of Data Collection 
 
Before interview, observation, and questionnaires were 
carried out, different procedures were conducted. First, 
the interview guides, observation checklists, and 
questionnaires were developed. The close-ended 
questionnaires were pilot tested 30 grade nine English 
teachers at three senior high schools to test the reliability 
and validity of the instrument and to ensure whether there 
were unclear, vague or unrelated question items in the 
questionnaire. The internal consistencies of the two parts 
of the questionnaire as estimated by Cronbach alpha 
were 0.98 and 0.95, respectively. So the evidence could 
be reliable for the study. After the pilot study, the two 
close-ended questionnaires were used throughout the 
study because of their high correlation with the total 
items. 
 
 
Methods of Data Analysis 
 
The data obtained from the interviews, observation and 
questionnaire was analyzed both quantitatively and 
qualitatively. The data gathered through interviews were 
analyzed qualitatively. For the numerical data gathered 
through observation and questionnaire the researcher 
used SPSS (Statistical Package for the Social Sciences) 
version. Descriptive statistics such as means and 
standard deviations were used to analyze the data from 
observation and questionnaires. The procedures of one-
way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and paired samples t-
test were further performed to examine the teachers’ 
perceived and actual practices on questioning and wait 
time. Moreover, a Pearson Correlation Analysis was 
conducted to examine the relationship between 
questioning and wait time. 
 
 
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
 
This study was conducted to assess the teachers’ 
practices on questioning and wait time in EFL 
classrooms. The data collected through interview, 
observation and questionnaire were interpreted and 
analyzed primarily. The information gathered through 
these instruments was analyzed and interpreted so as to 
achieve the objectives posed in chapter one by 
considering the responses of the target participants. This 
section also focused on reporting the statistical results of 
the current study. For this, the statistical results of the 
study are presented according to the sequence of the 
research objectives. In the beginning, the teachers' 
philosophies (opinions and beliefs) about the importance 
of questioning and wait time in EFL classes are reported. 
Secondly, the results of teachers’ perceived and actual 
practices on questioning and wait time are discussed.  
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Next, the levels of questioning employed by teachers are 
described. Lastly, the relationship between questioning 
and wait time are reported. 
 
 
Teachers’ Philosophies about the Importance of 
Questioning and Wait Time 
 

Investigating the participants’ views about the 
importance of questioning and wait time in EFL classes 
was the first major objective of the study. For this, the 
researcher used interview as the major tool to achieve 
such objective. A total of ten teachers (two from each 
school) from the observed teachers were interviewed by 
the researcher. The main purpose of the interview was to 
assess the teachers' opinions and beliefs about the 
importance of questioning and wait time in EFL classes. 
For this, four leading interview questions were developed 
to the selected participants. Other questions were also 
generated from the interviewee. The researcher then 
used percentages and words to analyze the results of the 
interview qualitatively. Lastly, the results of the 
interviewees’ responses was presented and analyzed as 
follow. 

The participants were formerly asked to say something 
about the importance of questioning in their EFL classes. 
All of the participants (100%) stated that questions help 
them trigger thinking so they help them to improve the 
teachers’ speaking skills and ability to reason and 
comment in English. As participants claimed, asking 
various questions has also lots of advantages. The main 
ones were: (1) to develop critical thinking abilities; (2) to 
develop interest and motivation; (3) to improve students' 
communication; (4) to assess the achievement of 
instructional goals; and (5) to manage the classroom. 
Moreover, the participants said that asking questions in 
EFL classes is important to evaluate the students' 
preparation and to review/summarize the previous 
lessons. 

The participant teachers added that by considering 
questioning as one basic device through which students 
and teachers organize their thinking to achieve their 
objectives. They stated the major benefits of questioning 
in that it helps them to think more, to distinguish strengths 
and weaknesses, to see things critically and to facilitate 
better understanding. Moreover, as the participants 
replied, classroom questioning has lots of benefits for 
both teachers and students in arousing interest, 
strengthening learning, stimulating critical thinking and 
developing insights. All the participant teachers also 
agreed that wait time is a very vital thing in their EFL 
classes in that it provides students adequate time to think 
and give complete answers for various questions. They 
also said that a reasonable wait time is beneficial to get 
good responses from their students. Moreover, they also 
stated that wait time is considered as one key procedure  



 

 

302       Inter.  J. Eng. Lit. Cult. 
 
 
 
in EFL classes for teachers to complete a teaching 
conversation. 

In addition, the participant teachers also expressed 
their beliefs and opinions about the advantage of using 
varieties of levels of questions in EFL classes. As most 
participants stated, varieties of questions from all 
cognitive levels is advantageous. For example, using 
lower level questions (LLQ) such as knowledge and 
comprehension in their EFL classes help them to: (1) 
diagnose the students' strengths and weaknesses; (2) 
reviewing/summarizing content; (3) encouraging 
students; and (4) stimulating students to seek information 
their own. 

As participants said asking questions from higher level 
questions (HLQ) such as synthesis and evaluation are 
usually appropriate for: (1) encouraging students think 
critically; (2) developing the ability for problem solving; 
and (3) helping them to connect and integrate ideas 
together with their own. Moreover, asking questions from 
higher levels is also basically serving as a tool to lead 
students for creativity and self-evaluation based on 
certain established rules, criteria and using their own 
profiles. But, in their actual classroom situation, they 
witnessed that they did not ask higher level questions. 
The main reason for them was the shortage of time to 
cover the content of the course. Others also said that the 
background knowledge of the students and the lack of 
skills for using such questions as the major factors in 
their EFL context. 

The participants were also asked to express their 
opinions and beliefs about how much time they leave to 
their students after asking a question as well as its 
benefits. They suggested that the time given to each level 
of questioning depending on the lesson and objectives of 
the lesson. However, when they are asked for a rough 
figure, they came up with different numbers. Seven 
participants (70%) expressed their beliefs in that leaving 
sufficient wait time to students after asking a question is 
advantageous. In their belief, LLQ such as knowledge 
and comprehension require 2-10 seconds. HLQ such as 
synthesis and evaluation also require more seconds and 
minutes depending on their levels. Other three 
participants (30%) also stated that leaving too much time 
to students after asking either of question(s) without 
considering its level has its own limitation. According to 
them, the main reason for their ideas was a fear of 
lacking attention in class after students are getting 
completion of the given tasks. Thus, as it was understood 
from the participants' opinions, all of them agreed that 
appropriate wait time depending on the level and type of 
questions is essential for both teachers and students to 
make the teaching learning process ‘flexible’. Finally, all 
participants believed that even if asking both lower and 
higher level questions is beneficial for both teachers and 
students, as it was observed in the classroom, there was 
no suitable room for asking and responding questions  

 
 
 
 
requiring higher thinking abilities. 

How does questioning affect students' language 
development? This was another question by the 
researcher to the participants. All the participants 
suggested that questioning has a tremendous effect on 
students' language development. One thing is that 
learning is enhanced by questioning since questions lead 
to grammar and also vocabulary formation. In addition, 
students can produce more languages through 
responding questions: thus practice speaking. The 
participants also agreed that questioning facilitates 
interaction and student involvement in the lesson. 
Moreover, they stated that with the right questions 
students can develop their critical thinking skills, helping 
them to increase their cognitive levels. They also added 
by giving students the opportunity to express themselves, 
appropriate questions make a classroom discourse 
genuine. What is more, as the participants stated, being 
able to express their opinions and feelings in the 
language they are learning through questioning helps to 
promote self-confidence and motivation. Believing that 
teachers' questioning should require a certain way of 
improvement, the researcher raised his final question to 
the participants to express their opinions how they 
improve their questioning skills in relation to their 
teaching. All the participants said that they did not have 
any means for improving their questioning skills rather 
than own efforts. They also stated that any trainings 
(either short, long or both) were not given to them. They 
also added that they did not have any habit of experience 
sharing on how to improve their questioning skills in their 
work areas. 

From the interview, it was found that teachers use 
questions for a variety of purposes: (1) to check 
understanding/comprehension/ meaning/concept; (2) to 
help students’ thinking critically; (3) to facilitate 
participation and interaction; (4) to check prior 
knowledge; (5) to initiate genuine communication; (6) to 
elicit language; (7) to start a discussion that lead to a 
topic; and (8) to maintain discipline. Even though it 
seemed that all participants understand the benefits of 
classroom questioning, higher level questions were rarely 
found in all observed classes. The classroom observation 
also showed that most EFL teachers ask questions to 
their students for checking comprehension, meaning or 
concept. Therefore, lower level questions took the 
highest ranges in all observed classes. 

In addition, though teachers believed that sufficient wait 
time is beneficial for both teachers and students, the 
classroom observation showed that no sufficient wait time 
was given for all types of questions asked in all levels. 
This implies that what teachers thought about the 
importance of questioning and wait time in EFL classes 
was not practically done in the real classroom situation. If 
such situation continues, there may be a negative impact 
on the effectiveness of language teaching through  



 

 

 
 
 
 
questioning in all observed classrooms. 

Researchers have appreciated the function and 
significance of teacher questioning in classroom. 
According to Doff (1988), Cotton (1998), Hussain (2003) 
and Richard and Lockhart (2000), questions may 
encourage students to think. Another function of teacher's 
question is that questions enable teachers to check 
students' understanding and mastering of grammar of 
texts (Fu Li as cited in Xu Shi-Ying, 2011:5). In a word, to 
enhance students' language learning is one of the 
important functions of teacher questioning. Even though 
the participant teachers' personal opinion and beliefs go 
in line with these, the practical situation showed us the 
opposite. Most EFL teachers asked various questions in 
their classes, but it is impossible to say that all have the 
power that invites learners for more language production 
and for better thinking abilities. The questions which were 
asked by EFL teachers in all observed classes require 
certain improvement. 
 
 
Teachers’ Perceived and Actual Classroom Practices 
of Questioning and Wait Time 
 

Examining the teachers’ perceived and their actual 
practice on questioning and wait time in EFL classes was 
the second major objective of the study. To examine the 
mean score differences of the teachers’ perceived 
practice in using the six types of questioning in EFL 
classes, descriptive statistics such as mean, standard 
deviation and one-way ANOVA were used. Moreover, to 
examine the mean score differences among EFL 
teachers’ perceived and actual practices on wait time in 
EFL classes, paired samples t-test was also applied. 
Table 1, 2, and 3 display the results of this section 
respectively. 

To examine the teachers’ perceived practice on 
questioning, a questionnaire with a twenty-item at various 
cognitive levels was developed and administered to thirty 
participant teachers who were selected randomly from 
the study areas. As indicated in table 1, the responses of 
all participant teachers in their perceived practice showed 
that as they used all the six question types in their EFL 
classes. Moreover, all the participant teachers thought 
that as if they used all the six types of questions at 
various cognitive levels in their EFL classes. They also 
agreed with all the listed questioning items (See table 1). 

As for the perceived practice of teachers towards the 
six levels of questioning, the English teachers (30) 
reported that they gave all types of questions most often 
in their EFL classes. As it is indicated in table 1, the 
average mean of the six types of questions at each 
cognitive level was greater than the expected mean (i.e., 
3). Their report showed that all the six types of questions 
were used equivalently to their students. 

The report of teachers' perceived practice in the  
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questionnaire (table 1) showed that all the six types of 
questions at various cognitive levels were used more 
frequently with the average means of 3.55, 3.4, 3.49, 
3.52, 3.37 and 3.45 respectively from knowledge to 
evaluation questions. However, higher order questions 
like analysis, synthesis and evaluation questions were 
rarely found in the teachers’ actual practices with means 
of 0.6, 0.5 and 0.27 respectively (See table 5). 
Furthermore, one-way ANOVA was detected to see the 
results how teachers use the six types of questions in 
relation to their perceived practice. Look the following 
table. 

The result of one-way ANOVA revealed that there was 
no significant difference among the 30 teachers in their 
self-perceived practice on the use of the six types of 
questioning in their EFL classes. F (5, 24) = 2.59, P 
= .13 > .05 indicates that all EFL teachers were used all 
the six types of questions equivalently in their classes. 
Moreover, the result of F-test in this study (2.59) at 4 and 
25 degrees of freedom is less than from that of the critical 
value of F in the table (2.62) with the same degrees of 
freedom. This also suggested that all EFL teachers 
thought that as if they were used the six types of 
questions equivalently in their EFL classes. This result 
conflicted with what was found previously that there was 
a significant difference in the use of the six types of 
questioning in the real classroom practice, that is, F 
(5,24) = 4.52, P = .000 < .05. EFL teachers also assumed 
to give longer wait time while questioning in their classes. 
The data was collected from the responses of 30 
participant teachers through questionnaires as indicated 
in table 3. 

As indicated in table 3, all EFL teachers (30) assumed 
to give longer wait times while questioning in their 
classes. But this was not the case as it was observed, 
what they actually did and what they thought were two 
different things. The observation showed that very little 
wait time is given for all levels of questioning (i.e., less 
than 3 seconds in average). In contrast, teachers thought 
as if they used longer wait times (i.e., above 3 seconds) 
for all levels of questioning in their EFL classes. Table 3 
displays this. All teachers responded their wait times for 
all levels of questioning were highly appropriate (all 
results in table 3 indicate that appropriate wait time is 
given by all EFL teachers, that is, all are above the 
expected mean of 3 seconds). 

In the questionnaire (table 3), teachers also reported 
that they frequently gave students at least 3 seconds to 
respond the question being asked (3.89 seconds in 
average), and that they ask students to judge and argue 
about issues by adjusting appropriate wait time (mean = 
3.87), which was inconsistent with what was actually 
observed in the classroom practices (0.32 seconds in 
average). Generally speaking, what the teachers thought 
about the appropriateness of the wait time for all levels of 
questions was not seen in all observed classes.  
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Table 1: The Results of Teachers’ Perceived Practice on Questioning  

No. Questions Mean SD 

            I. Knowledge 
  

 I ask students to: 

1 Define a concept, term and an idea. 3.9 1.92 

2 Recall/Remember previously learned facts. 3.5 1.11 

3 List facts. 3.33 1.24 

4 Respond questions by words yes or no. 3.47 1.22 

 Average 3.55 1.37 

         II. Comprehension 
  

 I ask students to: 

5 Make comparisons between ideas and concepts. 3.37 1.22 

6 Express their ideas in their own words. 3.4 1.04 

7 Retell the main idea of the given information. 3.56 1.11 

8 Tell differences they find between two things, ideas, and so on. 3.27 1.1 

 Average 3.4 1.12 

         III. Application 
  

 I ask students to: 

9 Group things characteristically. 3.43 1.04 

10 Develop a set of instructions about the given information. 3.76 1.82 

11 Provide evidences for their responses. 3.3 1.18 

 Average 3.49 1.35 

        IV. Analysis 
  

 I ask students to: 

12 Identify the causes of something. 3.33 1.18 

13 Interpret diagrams, maps, tables --- to draw conclusions. 3.37 1.22 

14 Identify characteristics of things for categorization. 3.27 1.11 

 Average 3.32 1.17 

       V. Synthesis 
  

 I ask students to: 

15 Think of different endings for stories. 3.5 1.11 

16 Find solutions for various problems. 3.3 1.18 

17 Connect and integrate many points and make conclusions accordingly. 3.33 1.18 

 Average 3.37 1.16 

         VI. Evaluation 
  

 I ask students to: 

18 Assess procedures, steps or ways by establishing certain criteria. 3.5 1.11 
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Table 1. Continues 

19 Place sentences in order of their importance. 3.4 1.28 

20 Judge and argue about issues. 3.47 1.22 

 Average 3.45 1.2 

 
 

Table 2: One-way ANOVA Results of Teachers' Perceived Practice on Questioning 

 Sum of Squares df Mean Squares F Sig. 

Between Groups 69.4 5 13.9 

2.59 .13 Within Groups 128.6 24 5.36 

Total 198 29 19.26 

 
 
          Table 3: Teachers’ Perceived Practice on Wait Time 

No. Items Mean SD 

1 When I ask my students to define and describe the facts taught in class, I give 
them -------- seconds. (Knowledge) 

4.07 0.94 

2 When I ask my students to explain something and tell about similarities and/or 
differences between certain concepts or things, I give them -------- seconds. 
( Comprehension) 

4.07 0.94 

3 When I ask my students to apply what they have learned to solve problems, I 
give them -------- seconds. (Application) 

3.67 0.82 

4 When I ask my students to identify the characteristics or features of something 
and classify them, I give them -------- seconds. (Analysis) 

3.6 0.81 

5 When I ask my students to connect and integrate different main points and make 
conclusions accordingly, I give them ------- seconds. (Synthesis) 

3.93 0.89 

6 When I ask my students to judge and argue about something, I give them ------- 
seconds. (Evaluation) 

3.87 0.86 

 
 
 
Therefore, EFL teachers in the study areas should 
practically show what they have thought in their classes 
while asking questions with appropriate wait times at 
various cognitive levels. 
Using a paired samples t-test (p < 0.05, df =29), the 
absolute observed t-value (-11.174) was noticed to be 
greater than the t-critical (2.045). This indicates that there 
was a significant difference between the teachers’ actual 
and perceived practice while providing wait times for all 
types of questioning at each cognitive level. The result is 
summarized in table 4. 
As displayed in table 4, the average mean of the actual 
practices of teachers on wait time is 1.09. In contrast, the 
average mean of the teachers’ perceived practice on wait 
time is 3.87. When these two means are compared, the 
result found from the teachers’ perceived practice is 

much greater than the expected mean (3). This figure 
shows that what teachers perceive on wait time was not 
actually done in the study areas. What is more, the mean 
differences between the teachers’ practices in all 
columns are negative. This also indicates that none of the 
question type has given appropriate wait time in the 
teachers’ actual practices. The paired samples t-test 
between the six types of teachers' questioning and their 
associated wait time results also indicated that there is 
statistically significantly difference between the level of 
questioning and the associated wait time at alpha .05 
levels with 29 degree of freedom; no question type 
exhibited appropriate wait time in the teachers’ actual 
classes. 
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Table 4. Paired Samples T-test Results of Teachers' Actual and Perceived Practices on Wait Time  

 Expected Mean Mean-1 Mean-2 Mean Differences SD-1 SD-2 T-observed Sig. 

Knowledge and its wait time 3 1.41 4.07 -2.66 0.33 0.94 -14.615 .000 

Comprehension and its wait time 3 1.74 4.07 -2.33 0.42 0.94 -12.394 .000 

Application and its wait time 3 1.17 3.67 -2.5 0.77 0.86 -2.83 .000 

Analysis and its wait time 3 1.22 3.6 -2.38 0.86 0.81 -10.82 .000 

Synthesis and its wait time 3 0.67 3.93 -3.26 0.78 0.89 -6.667 .000 

Evaluation and its wait time 3 0.32 0.23 -3.51 0.57 0.82 -19.72 .000 

Total 18 6.53 23.21 -16.64 3.83 5.26 -67.04 

 
Average 3 

1.09 
 

3.87 
 

-2.78 
 

0.64 
 

0.88 
 

-11.174 

The mean difference is significant at the .05 level, df = 29, and t-critical = 2.045 
 
 
Levels of Questioning Employed by English Teachers 
 

Investigating the levels of teachers’ questioning in EFL 
classrooms based on Bloom’s taxonomy was the other 
major objective of the study. This study observed the 
questioning behaviors of thirty teachers for thirty periods 
of class with one observation session for one teacher. 
The researcher used descriptive statistics such as 
frequency, mean and standard deviation to analyze the 
results found from the whole observation. After collecting 
the data from classroom observation, the data related to 
teachers’ questions were transcribed verbatim. As a 
result, 296 questions were collected. On the average, 10 
questions were given in each period of class. The result 
is displayed in table 5. 

As displayed in table 5, the frequency of the overall 
levels of questioning for the thirty periods was 296 with 
the use of six types of questions ranging from knowledge 
(mean = 4.67 and standard deviation = 1.01) to the 
minimum of evaluation (mean = 0.27 and standard 
deviation = 0.450). On the average, 10 questions were 
given in each period of class. Out of 296 questions, the 
top two questioning were knowledge and comprehension 
whose means are 4.67 and 2.87 respectively. The bottom 
two questioning types were synthesis and evaluation with 
means of 0.5 and 0.27, respectively. This indicates that 
lower level questions were dominantly used by EFL 
teachers in the observed classes. Furthermore, to 
examine the significance differences among EFL 
teachers in their questioning behavior, the researcher 
used one-way ANOVA. The result is summarized in table 
6. Apparently, the uses of questioning behaviors varied 
dramatically among the six types of questions. A 
successful F-test with one-way ANOVA procedure on the 
uses of the six types of questioning was detected. The 
result was summarized as follow. 

The one-way ANOVA result showed that there were 
significant differences among the teachers' questioning in 

their actual classroom practice. Table 6 displays this. As 
indicated in table 6, F (5, 24) = 4.52, p = .000 < .05 
suggested that these types of questions were used in 
significantly differently by English teachers. In addition, 
the result of the F-test (F = 4.52) is also greater than the 
critical value of F in the table (F =2.62). This also 
suggested that there is a significant difference among 
teachers in the use of the six types of questions in their 
EFL classes. Though the one-way ANOVA showed that 
there were significant mean differences among the 
teachers’ actual practice of questioning, it is impossible to 
know which mean is differed from the rest of the others. 
So that, to exactly know which mean used significantly 
than the others, post hoc analysis was applied by the 
Tukey (HSD) test and the result is displayed in the 
following table 7 

As displayed in table 7, the results indicated that the 
differences among knowledge with application, analysis, 
synthesis and evaluation and the vice versa in all 
columns were statistically significant (P < .05). Every 
mean differences greater or equals to 1.96 are 
determined as more frequently used question types. 
Therefore, the result of the study indicated that almost 
the majority of teachers seem to use knowledge and 
comprehension questions in their EFL classes. In other 
words, the EFL teachers were rarely used higher level 
questions in their classes. Furthermore, paired samples t-
test was applied to examine a significant difference 
between the teachers’ actual and perceived practices on 
questioning (See tables 1 & 5). The means of teachers’ 
actual and their perceived practice results shown in 
tables 5 and 1 were compared. The result is displayed in 
the following table 8 

As can be observed from table 8, teachers seemed that 
they used knowledge questions both in their actual and 
perceived practices with a mean difference of 1.12. 
However, other question types show negative mean 
differences in that what the teachers perceived practices  



 

 

Wubante          307 
 
 

Table 5: Levels of Questions Employed by Teachers 

Question Type N Frequency Mean SD 

Knowledge 30 140 4.67 1.01 

Comprehension 30 86 2.87 0.83 

Application 30 28 0.97 0.62 

Analysis 30 19 0.6 0.49 

Synthesis 30 15 0.5 0.51 

Evaluation 30 8 0.27 0.45 

 
Table 6: One-way ANOVA Results of Teachers' Actual Classroom Practice on Questioning 

 Sum of 
squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Between Groups 190.83 5 38.17 4.52 .000 

Within Groups 202.8 24 8.45 

Total 393.63 29 46.62 

 
Table 7: Multiple Comparisons of Teachers’ Actual Practice Means on Questioning by the Tukey Test 

Questioning Type (X) Questioning Types 
(XX) 

Mean 
Differences 

Std. Mean 
Error 

Sig. 

Knowledge Comprehension 1.8 0.326 .000 

Application 3.7* 0.431 .000 

Analysis 4.1* 0.480 .001 

Synthesis 4.2* 0.471 .000 

Evaluation 4.4* 0.438 .002 

Comprehension Knowledge -1.8 0.231 .000 

Application 1.9 0.413 .000 

Analysis 2.3* 0.323 .000 

Synthesis 2.4* 0.341 .003 

Evaluation 2.6* 0.364 .000 

Application Knowledge -3.7* 0.251 .001 

Comprehension -1.9 0.265 .000 

Analysis 0.5 0.345 .000 

Synthesis 0.5 0.523 .002 

Evaluation 0.7 0.436 .000 

Analysis Knowledge -4.1* 0.382 .002 

Comprehension -2.3* 0.424 .000 

Application -0.5 0.326 .000 

Synthesis 0.1 0.547 .000 

Evaluation 0.37 0.482 .003 

Synthesis Knowledge -4.2* 0.226 .002 

Comprehension -2.4* 0.426 .000 

Application -0.5 0.543 .000 

Analysis -0.1 0.236 .002 

Evaluation 0.23 0.424 .000 

Evaluation Knowledge -4.4* 0.323 .000 

Comprehension -2.6* 0.117 .001 

Application -0.37 0.123 .000 

Analysis -0.23 0.268 .002 

Synthesis -0.7 0.314 .004 

*The mean difference is significant at the .05 level 
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Table 8: Paired Sample T-test Results of Teachers’ Actual and Perceived Practices on Questioning 

 Expected 
Mean 

Mean-1 Mean-2 Mean 
Differences 

SD-1 SD-2 T-
observed 

Sig. 

Knowledge   3 4.67 3.55 1.12 1 1.37 3.6 .000 

Comprehension 3 2.87 3.4 -0.53 0.83 1.12 -1.7 .000 

Application  3 0.97 3.49 -2.52 0.62 1.35 -1.68 .000 

Analysis  3 0.6 3.32 -2.72 0.49 1.17 -8.5 .000 

Synthesis  3 0.5 3.33 -2.83 0.51 1.18 -12.043 .000 

Evaluation  3 0.27 3.45 -3.18 0.45 1.2 -13.589 .000 

Total 18 9.88 20.58 -10.7 3.91 7.39 -33.912  
 Average 3 1.65 

 
3.423 -1.773 

 
0.65 

 
1.23 

 
-5.652 

 

 The mean difference is significant at the .05 level, df = 29, and t-critical = 2.045 
 
 
towards questioning was not actually done in their EFL 
classes. In addition, the data in table 8 indicated that the 
mean of teachers’ actual practice on questioning (1.65) 
was much less than the expected mean (3). In contrast, 
the same table also displayed that the average mean of 
teachers’ perceived practice on questioning (3.423) was 
much greater than the expected mean (3). This exploits 
that EFL teachers did not use all levels of questioning as 
they perceived they did. The result of paired samples t-
test also showed that the T obtained between the 
teachers’ actual and perceived practices on questioning (t 
= -5.652, df = 29, p < .05) was significantly higher than 
the t-critical (2.045).  This implies that teachers did not 
use all types of questioning equivalently in their EFL 
classrooms. 

Some researchers like Kifle (2008), Lee (2009), Vogler 
(2005) and Wong (2005) have also specifically pointed 
out that classroom teachers' unawareness of questioning 
levels or insufficient preparation for teaching materials 
might result in a high tendency of asking LLQ. Lack of 
questioning skill was also stated as another major 
problem (Borich, 2004; Cole and Chan, 1994; Dillon, 
1998; Farrant, 1980) in that some levels of questions 
were emphasized by teachers in their EFL classes. In 
contrast, a HLQ is more divergent and effective in such a 
way that usually prompts students to use their own 
knowledge, experiences, backgrounds and beliefs to 
come up with a response from a broader perspective 
instead of rendering a single correct answer (Adler, 1982; 
Chuska, 1995; Kifle, 2008; Xu Shi-Ying, 2011). This type 
of question is thus seldom found in the regular classroom 
practices of the study areas due to its demanding nature 
on teacher questions and student responses. 

In fact, higher level questions (HLQ) are more likely to 
elicit learning experience necessary to such skills as 

critical thinking, problem solving, decision making and 
beyond thinking abilities that invite for creativity and 
further investigation (Borich, 2004; Cooper, 1999; Xu Shi-
Ying, 2011). Providing students with additional number of 
questions of this sort will not decrease their knowledge, 
but assist them in employing that knowledge in a 
divergent way. In contrast, a failure to provide sufficient 
higher cognitive questions as a part of an instructional 
process may lead to a negative effect on the 
development of various thinking levels (Ann, 2005; Ellis, 
1993; Lee, 2009). 
 
 
The Relationships between Questioning and Wait 
Time 
 

Exploring the relationships between the teachers’ 
questioning and the associated wait time was the last 
major objective of the study. Before showing the 
relationships between the two constructs, the researcher 
analyzed the results of the wait time given for each level 
of questioning using descriptive statistics such as mean 
and standard deviation. Then, the researcher applied the 
Pearson’s Correlation Procedure to show the 
relationships between teachers’ questioning and wait 
time. The results are displayed in tables 9 and 10 
respectively. As it was noted, there were 296 questions 
by thirty EFL teachers (table 5), and the average wait 
time of those questions was 1.1 seconds as indicated in 
table. 

The means of the wait time to the six questioning types 
varied with the highest wait time on comprehension 
questions (mean = 1.74 and standard deviation = 0.78), 
and the lowest on evaluation questions (mean =0.32 and 
standard deviation = 0.23). Furthermore, the Pearson  
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Table 9: The Level of Teacher Questioning and Associated Wait Time 

Level of Questioning N Associated Wait Time 

Mean SD 

Knowledge 30 1.41 0.78 

Comprehension 30 1.74 0.86 

Application 30 1.17 0.57 

Analysis 30 1.22 0.77 

Synthesis 30 0.67 0.42 

Evaluation 30 0.32 0.23 

 
 

Table 10: Pearson’s Correlation of Teachers’ Questioning and Wait Time 

Teachers’ 
wait time (N 
= 30) 

Teachers’ Questioning Overall 
Relation

ship 
Knowledge Comprehensio

n 
Application Analysis Synthesis Evaluation 

rxy **0.45 **0.48 **0.36 **0.18 **0.15 **0.12 **0.30 

Rxy2 0.20 0.23 0.13 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.09 

Sig. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 

**   Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed) 
 
 
Correlation Analysis was conducted to show the 
relationship between the questioning levels (from 1-6) 
and the involved wait times. This produced weak overall 
correlation (r = 0.30), suggesting that wait time was not 
given proportionally according to the cognitive level of 
questioning type. Generally, the overall correlation 
between the cognitive level of teacher questioning and 
the wait time span was weak. The relationship between 
the teachers’ questioning and their involved wait times 
using the Pearson Correlation Analysis is shown in the 
following table.10 

In table 10, rxy represents Pearson’s Correlation 
Coefficient and rxy2 stands for the variations which the 
‘rxy’ of participants’ questioning and their associated wait 
times account 

The results of the correlation analysis in table 10 
indicate that all the teachers’ questioning (six types) were 
less significantly correlated with the participants’ wait 
times at P < 0.05. None of the questioning type showed 
good relationship with its associated wait time. In general, 
the correlation coefficient of the participants’ use in the 
six types of questioning in knowledge, comprehension, 
application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation accounts 
for 20%, 23%, 13%, 3%, 2% and 1% respectively. From 
this, it is possible to conclude that the relationship 
between HLQ and their associated wait time was very 
limited as compared to the relationship shown among 
LLQ and the wait time provided to them. 

As the overall relationship, the overall use of teachers’ 
questioning and their wait times in their EFL classes was 

very low (r = 0.30). On the other hand, this can be 
explained as there was a weak relationship found 
between EFL teachers’ questioning and their associated 
wait times given with r = 0.30, r

2
 = 0.09 at p < 0.05. Thus, 

the overall correlation coefficient of the teachers’ use in 
the six types of questioning and the associated wait times 
in their EFL classes accounts for only 9%. When the level 
goes up, the correlation between the two constructs 
slightly positively decreases. As a result, the relationships 
between the two variables become less and less when 
the level of questioning moves to HLQ. Although in many 
cases teachers might shorten the wait time length with 
certain considerations, the fact that their students need 
more time to develop and organize their answers cannot 
be neglected. Insufficient wait time may force students to 
choose not to think about the questions or to provide 
incorrect answers before thinking twice (Borich, 2004; 
Myra and Davis, 1997). The efficacy of questioning could 
thus be diminished especially for HLQ if sufficient wait 
time is not presented (Lake, 1975; Lee, 2009; Petty, 
2004; Wilen, 1991). 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
The findings of the study showed that there was a 
significant difference between the teachers’ perceived 
and actual practices of questioning and wait time in EFL 
classes. Although teachers have witnessed that as if they 
had good awareness about the importance of questioning  
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and wait time, their actual practices showed the opposite. 
What they perceived was not practically applied in their 
actual EFL classes. Therefore, this implies that there is a 
gap between the teachers’ actual and perceived practices 
of questioning and wait time in EFL classrooms. The 
finding of the study also showed that teachers’ 
questioning is regarded as one of the most important 
activities in EFL classroom. Based on the theory of the 
cognitive domain, the most important thing is HLQ that 
can promote students’ higher thinking and inviting them 
for better language production. This is because HLQ can 
require students to engage in independent thinking such 
as problem solving, analyzing and evaluating information. 
In the present survey study, teachers ask various 
questions in their EFL classes. However, the results of 
the finding showed that teachers ask LLQ relating to facts 
or grasping main contents of materials, especially 
knowledge than HLQ. Therefore, recommendations are 
forwarded as follows. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
1. EFL teachers should pay more attention to HLQ after 

asking a series of LLQ in order to provide an 
environment rich in opportunities for enabling better 
language and communication through questioning. 

2. EFL Teachers should be trained how to ask HLQ 
questions and provide sufficient wait times 
appropriately and effectively. 

3. EFL Teachers should also use interviews, role-playing, 
games and other forms of class walk-around activities 
as some best remedies to create better ways of 
language teaching and communication through 
questioning in their actual classes. 

 
Finally, for further research studies, more research 
studies on a large scale were required to improve 
generalization of the results. Moreover, it was 
recommended to conduct an experimental research 
which could demonstrate how to improve the actual 
practices of teachers on questioning and the associated 
wait times in EFL classrooms. 
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