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Abstract

This research discusses the provision of waiting time to answer questions given by
inexperienced Ardffic teachers and experienced Arabic teachers at the Madrasah
Tsanawiyah level. WElting time is classified into waiting time for questions that get an
immediate response (waiting time | and waiting time II) and for questions that don't get
an immediate response (giting time [ phase I-II and waiting time II). This research is a
case study research with qualitative and quantitative approaches. The data was obtained
from the results of class observations. The results showed that first, inexperienced
teachers asked the typ§l of questions to remember, understand, apply, and analyze.
Experienced teachers ask the t of questions to remember, understand, apply,
analyze, and evaluate. Second, the cognitive level of questions asked by inexperienced
and experienced teachers only affects the legggth of waiting time for questions that get an
immediate response. The cognitive level of the questions asked by the two teachers was
not related to the length of waiting time 1 phase I-1I and waiting time II for questions
that did not immediately get a response. Third, the types of questions that facilitate
student participation are the types of remembering, understanding, applying, and
analyzing questions. Fourth, giving a waiting time of less than three seconds occupies
the highest position, both for questions thgJget a direct response or an indirect response.
Thus, it can be concluded that there is no difference in the use of question types and the
provision of waiting time by inexperienced and experienced teachers.

Keywords: giving waiting time, Arabic teacher questions, Arabic language

ETRODUCTION

The use of questioning strategies and the provision ofaaiting times by teachers cannot
be underestimated because these two things can affect the teaching and learning process
in the classroom. In addition to a teacher's skills in using questioning strategies and
providing waiting time to create an effective learning environment, long teaching

experiences can also distinguish a teacher's effectiveness in teaching (The New Teacher
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Project, 2012). Kane, Rockoff, & Staiger (2000) stated that on average, a teacher who

has several years of teaching experience is more effective than a new teacher. Ladd
(2013) in his research states that on average experienced teachers are more effective in
improving student learning outcomes than teachers who have little experience.
However, Goldbold (1970) in his research on the relationship between experience and
the use of questions at the elementary school level did not show the eftect of differences
in teacher experience in asking questions.

Regarding the two most important educational goals, namely retention and
transfer, teachers not only make students remember what they have learned (retention),
but also teachers must make students understand and be able to use what they have
learned (transferring) (Anderson & Krathwohl , 2001; Collins, 2014). In other words,
teachers must also develop cognitive processes that go beyond the cognitive level of
remembering to foster meaningful learning (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). Therefore,
teachers need to classify the categories of cognitive processes that must be taught. In
addition to its role in classifying educational goals, Bloom's Taxonomy also plays a role
in classifying questions in class (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001; Sadker, Sadker, &
Zittleman, 2011). Related to this, this rcscarcbfocuses on the strategy of asking
questions and giving waiting time by Arabic teachers who have different years of
teaching experience in an Arabic class interaction as a strategy to facilitate student
participation.

With regard to good questions, teachers should provide quality questions, even
if in small numbers. However, what is happening today is that teachers ask too many
questions without paying attention to their quality (Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman, 2011).
If a teacher asks too many questions, these questions can be a barrier to an interact&
learning process (Brown, 2001). Therefore, teachers should not only consider the
quantity of questions, but also consider the quality of th&questions.

If the teacher expects an interactive class, the teacher must be able to motivate
students to be involved in a discussion in class. One way to do this is by asking
effective questions. Critelli & Tritapoe (2010) explain that effective teachers will
consider every level of cognitive processes to encourage students to make inferences,

relationships, and applications from the information they get in class.




Types of questions based on cognitive processes that have been revised by
Anderson & Krathwohl (2001) consist of six categories developed into 9 subcategories.
Three categories of questions, namely remembering, understanding, and applying are
included in the low cognitive level (Banks, 2012). Meanwhile, the other three categories
of questions, namely analyzing, evaluating, and creating are included in the high
cognitive level (Banks, 2012). The reasons for using Bloom's Taxonomy according to
Armstrong (2015) are 1) teachers can benefit from setting teaching goals, planning and
delivering appropriate instructions, 2) designing the validity of task assessments and
strategies, 3) ensuring that instructions and task assessments and strategies are in line
with the objectives teaching.

There are several strategies teachers can use to facilitate student participation
and can help teachers improve the use of questions in the classroom. One of these
strategies is the use of waiting time (Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman, 2011). In accordance
with the statement of Critelli & Tritapoe (2010) waiting time is a factor that affects
participation. Waiting time is a way of giving students sufficient time to process
information and formulate answers.

The use of waiting time as a strategy to facilitate student participation can be
divided into two waiting periods, namely waiting time I and waiting time 1I (Sadker,
Sadker, & Zittleman, 2011; Cotton, 2001; Rowbl 986). Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman
(2011) explain that waiting time I is the average amount of time given by the teacher to
wait after asking a question. This waiting time period lasts about one second.
Furthermore, Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman (2011) state that if students cannot think
quickly to respond in this period of time, teachers usually repeat questions, ask different

Regarding the situation when sgudents do not respond to teacher questions,

questions, or call other students.

an and Daniel (2015) state that when students do not respond ﬁteacher questions,
waiting time [ is divided into téo phases, namely waiting time I phase I and waiting
time I phase II. Phase | waiting time is the pause between the student's question and the
teacher's reaction. Phase Il waiting time is the pause between the teacher's reaction and
the student's response.
Meanwhile, waiting time Il is a pause given after students respond to

questions. The average waiting time is 0.9 seconds. Usually, the provision of waiting




time II is followed by the teacher's reaction or the teacher asks another question (Rowe,
1970; Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman, 2011). Howevcb the short time will affect the
quality of students' answers. Therefore, by giving the time from one second to three or
five seconds, significant changes can occur in the classroom (Sadker, Sadker, &
Zittleman, 2011).

The use of questions and waiting times influence each other. Tobin (1987)
shows the results of research from Boeck & Hillenmeyer (1979), Arnold, Atwood, &
Rogers (1974), and Jones (1980) that longer waiting times are given for questions at
higher cognitive levels. From some of the results of these studies, Tobin (1987)
concluded that shorter waiting times were given for questions of remembering,
recalling, repeating, or other exercise activities that require less time. However, teachers
can use an average of between 3 and 5 seconds when questions are used to stimulate
higher cognitive processes. Therefore, by increasing the waiting time, the teacher can
improve the students' thinking process to a higher cognitive level.

Regarding the use of questions at a certain cognitive level, one hypothesis
from a study conducted by Godbold (1970) states that a teacher's teaching experience
can be a factor that affects the number and cognitive level of questions that teachers ask.
However, when viewed from the cognitive level of the questions asked, Godbold's
research (1970) shows that there is no difference in the cognitive level of questions used
by teachers who have teaching experience for two years or less and five years or more at
the elementary and junior high school levels.

There are several studies that support and break the link between teaching
experience and teacher performance in teaching. Ladd (2013) states that a teacher will
become better according to the length of his teaching experience. Furthermore, Kane,
Rockoff, & Staiger (2006) stated that teachers who have more experience are more
effective than teachers who are new to teaching. Then, Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor
(20006) stated that little by little teachers reach the peak of teaching in the third year or
so. On the owr hand, Sass, Hannaway, Xu, & Figlio (2010) stated that some
inexperienced teachers are more effective than more experienced teachers. In line with
Sass, Hannaway, Xu, & Figlio (2010), Rice (2010) and The New Teacher Project

(2012) state that experience can help a person in teaching, but teachers with longer




experience are not always better because teacher performance varies all levels of their

experience.

RESEARCH METHOD
The approach used in this research is a qualitative and quantitative approach.

The subjects of this research are two Arabic language teachers who teach in class VIII.
The first teacher (MA) is a teacher who has only six months of teaching experience. The
second teacher (YW) is a teacher who has six years of teaching ex&‘ience. These two
teachers were selected based on convenience sampling or often called accidental or
opportunity sampling (Cohen, Ma&ém, & Morrison, 2007). The labeling of an
inexperienced teacher is limited to teachers with less than three years of experience.
This is determined by taking into account the statement of Clotfelter, Ladd, & Vigdor
(2006) that teachers reach peak teachingﬂthe third year or so. Meanwhile, the labeling
of experienced teachers is limited to teachers who have more than three years of
teaching experience.

Collecting data in this study through observations of teachers who are
conducting the teaching and learning process. During observation, researchers collect
information manually and electronically (Nunan & Bailey, 2009). Manual data
collection was carried out using field notes and class observation checklists. The form
of field notes used in this study was adapted from Marshall & Rossman (1999), while
the class observation checklist in this study replicated that of Lewis (1961). Meanwhile,
electronic data collection is done using video recordings (Richard & Lockart, 1996).
There are two data from this study, namely transcripts of video recordings and
transcripts of audio recordings. Video recording transcripts focus on teacher questions
and student answers as a form of participation, while audio recording transcripts focus
on using waiting time.

Observations in this study were conducted four times for each teacher, so the
total number of observations made was eight meetings. Observations were made only in
the same two classes until the observation ended. The schedule of data collection
through class observations was adjusted to the schedule of Arabic subjects delivered in
each class, so that the first observation was carried out in the MA class. The teacher

delivers one subject matter in two to four meetings. Teachers usually deliver material




related to one genre in four meetings. In this study, four meetings were delivered to

discuss one genre material, namely descriptive text. Descriptive text material was

chosen because when data collection took place, the teacher was just starting to give this
material to students.

This study only focused on questions that were asked orally by the teacher and
answered orally by the students. The questions that were given in writing were then
discussed orally, and were not used as data in this study. This is done because this
research is related to the provision of waiting time after the question is asked orally by
the teacher.

The data analysis used in this research is analytic procedure (Marshall &
Rossman, 1999), namely:

1. Organizing the data, the researcher analyzed the data from field notes and checklists.
Then the researchers matched with data from video recordings. Researchers
transferred the videotape to a computer for easy analysis. Then the video is carefully
examined repeatedly.

2. The process of creating categories, themes, and patterns, the researcher identifies the
categories that are important and fundamental to tE meaning expressed by the
participants. The researcher identified and classified %types of questions used by
the teacher in the classroom. Classification is done based on Bloom's Taxonomy
(Anderson & Karthwohl, 2001). For the classification of waiting time, researchers
convert video recordings into audio form using a wavepad. Wavepad is a software
used for editing sound or other audio recordings. The purpose of using wavepad in
this research is to make it easier to analyze waiting time accurately.

3. The researcher uses several codes to shorten the analyzed segment. Some of the codes
used were adapted from Wu (1993), Thornbury (1996), and Mackey & Gass (2005).

4. the researcher examines the emerging understanding. The researcher must determine
the extent to which the data are useful in providing a clear picture of the research
question.

5. look for alternative possible results that appear. Researchers must critically relate one
data to another when finding categories and patterns in the data. At this stage, the
researcher searches for, identifies, describes, and demonstrates the most plausible

explanation among other explanations.




6. Researchers write reports. Writing reports is a staple of the analytical process.

Written reports remain the main way to report research results.

RESEARCH FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

he findings in this study answered four sub-topics of research questions,
namely the types of questions asked by the teacher, the relationship between question
types and waiting time, types of questions that facilitate student participation, and

waiting times that facilitate student participation. Here is the discussion.

1. The Use of Question Types by Teachers Who Have Differences in Teaching
Length

This study shows that based orﬁle classification of Anderson & Krathwohl
(2001) inexperienced teachers only ask types of questions at the level of remembering,
understanding, applying, and analyzing. The type of evaluating and creating questions is
not asked at all during the class interaction. Meanwhile, experienced teachers use
question types at the level of remembering, understanding, applying, analyzing, and
evaluating. The types of questions at the creative level are not asked at all during the
class interaction. The following is a table of the percentage of use of question types by
the two seventh grade Arabic teachers who have different teaching lengths.

Table 1. Percentage of Use of Question Types by Inexperienced Teachers
and Experienced Teachers

Question Types Inexperienced Teacher Question Experienced Teacher Types
Types Experienced Teacher

Remembering 107 40.07% 214 59.61%
Understanding 129 48.31% 95 26 46%
Apply 27 10.11% 24 6.69%
Analyzing 4 1.50% 19 5.29%
Evaluating 0 0.00% 7 1.95%
Creating 0 0.00% 0 0.00%

Total (%) 267 100.00% 359 100.00%

One of the types of questions asked by inexperienced teachers during class
interaction is understanding. The percentage of understanding question types is not

much different from the remembering question type. Understanding is the type of




question that has the highest percentage, which is 48.31%. Questions at the level of
understanding are questions that are at a higher level than remembering. The purpose of
education in the p&ess of understanding is to foster transferability (Anderson &
Krathwohl, 2001). The following is an example of using the understanding question
type by less experienced teachers.

Example 1: Observation 1

T: Ok.I'll give you an example. (T re-explains the narrative text by giving an example
of the text that has been given to Ss at the previous meeting. T then gives an
example of a descriptive text). What is
the difference between descriptive and narrative? From what is described?.

Guess what?

S: (Notresponding)

T: From yesterday we explained. Guess what?
S: (Not responding)

T: What?

S: (Notresponding)

T

. What's the difference with narrative? =

S3: Narrative mah tells 4 )24l the same...

T: Ok, if narrative is not fiction, I'm sorry, if narrative is fiction. If it's descriptive?=
S4: describe facts=

Based on example 1 above, the underlined questions are questions in the
understanding category. In the process of understanding, students must demonstrate
personal understanding of a material. This can be seen if the learner is able to interpret,
is able to provide an overview using his own words, and is able to use his personal
understanding in making comparisons (Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman, 2011). Hs
opinion is in line with the opinion of Anderson & Krathwohl (2001) which explains that
cognitive processes in the category of understanding include interpreting, exemplifying,
classifying, summarizing, concluding, comparing, and explaining.

The questions in Example 1 above are asked when the teacher wants to check
the students' understanding by making comparisons. The process of comparing involves
the learner to detect similarities and differences between two or more objects. Anderson
& Krathwohl (2001) explain that when students are given new information, they detect
its association with familiar knowledge. In the case of example 1 above, the teacher
provides new information, namely the definition, <L/ and the general structure of a
descriptive text. Next, the teacher asks the question "What is the difference between

narrative and narrative?". The teacher only refers to the narrative text because the




teacher explains back to the students by giving examples of the type of narrative text.
Giving examples of narrative text aims to be compared with the descriptive text that is
being delivered.

One type of question that experienced teachers ask is analysis. The type of
question at the analyzing level has a percentage of 5.29%. Questions at the analyzing
level are asked to identify the motives, reasons, or causes of a specific event (Sadker,
Sadker, & Zittleman, 2001). Analyze-level questions are asked when teachers want to
develop the learner's ability to, for example, find evidence supporting the author's goals

(Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001).

Example 2: Observation 3

T s $aill 58 L5 iila) aei (T askto S11)
S11 C 5 i ke e Ll CunS Ll Sl Y o)
T D Pl 5 ok 3 T sta e Ludl Cioad

S | ¢ st Citey in Lagud Lo o] (lands ol 5 48 Conla 4 conlill IS
T Cfan Lo g g8 (s _Lid [3a

Based on the example 2 above, the teacher asked the reason for the students to make a

descriptive essay entitled Football Match. In this case, the learner determines the

decision or purpose behind the communication (Anderson & Krathwohl, 2001). Reasons

like, 5 piste ebudf Cont Ll and ** e (x|, Lol Lo fotad] Glacds oil] 58 cele A (pulil] IS
"y sgaall point of vie& in determining the title "all alli"

In general, based on the results of observations that have been made, the two
teachers asked several types of questions during class interaction. Inexperienced
teachers ask questions from the cognitive level of remembering toﬁ cognitive level of
analyzing. Experienced teachers ask questions from the cognitive level of remembering
to the cognitive level of evaluating. This type of evaluation question is only asked by
experienced teachers. Inexperienced teachers don't ask questions of this type at all.
Questions at the evaluating lcﬁ are the types of questions with a low percentage,
which is 1.97%. It can be said that the two teachers did not pay much attention to this
type of question. The types of questions at the creative level were not asked at all by the

two teachers. Therefore, it can be concluded that the two teachers asked a lot of

questions that fall into the lower-level cognitive domain. Types of questions at a higher




cognitive level (higher-level cognitive domain) are more often ignored during class

interactions.

2. The relationship between the use of question types and the provision of waiting

time by teachers who have different experiences

In this section, the researcher discusses the effect of using question types on
the length of waiting time given by inexperienced and experienced teachers. Waiting
time in this study includes waiting time I and waiting time II (Sadker, Sadker, &
Zittleman, 2011). Waiting time [ is the pause after the teacher asks a question (Sadker,
Sadker, & Zittleman, 2011). If the student immediately takes over the speech after the
teacher asks the question, the waiting time I in this case is 0 seconds. The number 0
seconds represents the definition without a pause (lksan & Daniel, 2015). Meanwhile,
waiting time Il is a pause after students respond to questions. The provision of waiting
time II is usually followed by the teacher's reaction (Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman,
2011). Just like waiting time I, waiting time II counts as O seconds if the teacher
immediately takes over the speech after the student responds.

Waiting time I and waiting time II are also distinguished based on questions
that directly get a response from students and questions that don't get a response from
students. Waiting IEIC I for questions that do not immediately get a response from
students is divided into waiting time I phase I and waiting time [ phase Il (Ikhsan &
Daniel, 2015). This division is done to facilitate data analysis. In accordance with the
statement of Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman (2011) that if the student does not answer the
question within an average period of one second, the teacher usually reacts by repeating
the question, repeating the word, or giving instructions with the aim of getting a
response from the student. Therefore, this study also discusses questions that do not
immediately get a response from students and analyzes the waiting time that the teacher
gives when this question gets the student's answer.

In general, the waiting time given by inexperienced teachers and experienced
teachers for questions that immediately get responses from students is not much
different. The average waiting time I and Il given are less than three seconds. The
following is a table of the average waiting time given by the two teachers for each type

of question that immediately received a response from students.
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Table 2. Comparison of Average Waiting Time for Types of Questions that Get
Responses Immediately from Students

Average Waiting Inexperienced Teacher

Time (seconds) Remembering | Understanding | Applying Analyzing
Waiting Time I 0473 0.497 1.148 1.889
Waiting Time 1II 0.257 0.306 1.608 0.350

Experienced Teacher

Average Waiting

Time (seconds) | Remembering | Understanding Applying Analyzing
Waiting Time I 0.333 0.453 1.061 1.121
Waiting Time II 0.217 0.168 0.117 0.203

Based on Table 2 above, the average waiting time I given for each type of
question that immediately received a response from students increased. Inexperienced
teachers give waiting time I for the type of recall question with an average of 0473
seconds, understand 0.497 seconds, apply 1.148 seconds, and analyze 1.889 seconds.
Experienced teachers give waiting time I for the type of remembering questions with an
average of 0.333 seconds, understanding 0.453 seconds, applying 1.061 seconds, and
analyzing 1.121 seconds. Tobin (1987) shows the results of research from Boeck &
Hillenmeyer (1979), Arnold, Atwood, & Rogers (1974), and Jones (1980) that longer
waiting times are given after asking questions at a higher cognitive level. When
questions are needed to stimulate cognitive processes at a higha level, teachers can take
an average of three to five seconds (Tobin, 1987). However, in this study, the average
waiting time for the analyzing type did not reach an average of three to five seconds.
This type of question has received responses from students in less than three seconds.
Meanwhile, the avaage waiting time Il given by inexperienced and experienced
teachers is less than the average waiting time 1.

The following is an example of a waiting time that immediately gets a
response from a learner for an apply question type. This question is asked by an

inexperienced teacher during the class interaction.

Example 3: Observation 6

Teacher/ Conversation Waiting Time I | Waiting Time I
Student (second) (second)

11




T (T: Ask the students one by one to present in 5.541
front of the class. After finishing, T: asked
some questions) Yes, Rizki.

fullad JE& Gy ey Ja ¢ Uad ol o J e
tall land g lalad) Jio il gl gl i (5l Gl

s
fellad gavicas
S1 ‘Js LEJJLJ ).n:;i‘anl.ll_blnlumﬂ Jn:s.“ai 0.724
Bl
T el elasl PURSS el f3lall e £ ‘:GL Bl 0.702
e,

Based on Table 3 above, the average waiting time for Phase | given by inexperienced
teachers increases when asking questions at a high cognitive level, which is 4,242
seconds. In addition to giving a portion of time for analyzing question types, the teacher
also gives a portion of t'ﬁle for types of questions at a low cognitive level, namely
understanding questions. The average waiting tinﬁ for phase 1 for the recall question
type is 3,156 seconds. Meanwhile, the average waiting time for phase Il given for
analyzinﬁquestion types is 6,345 seconds. This average waiting time is the longest
average waiting time for phase II. However, the provisionﬁ waiting time II for the type
of analyzing question lasted for an average of 0 Sﬁonds. Based on Table 3, the average
waiting time for II is shorter than the average for waiting time I for phase I and waiting
time for phase II. In other words, inexperienced teachers pay little attention to waiting
time 11.
Meanwhile, the longest average waiting time giyen by experienced teachers is
the average waiting time &r applying question types. ‘Ene average waiting time for
phase I is 4,810 seconds, average waiting time for phase II is 1460 seconds, and
waiting time II is 1444 seconds. Based on the data in Table 3 above, experienced
teachers give a portion of waiting time on types of questions that are at a low cognitive
level, namely applying. According to Banks (2012) the types of applying questions
include questions at a low cognitive level. However, the average waiting time for
analyzing question types is the second longest after applying question types.
Experienced teachers give a portion of waiting time for the analyzing type, but not as

long as that given for the applying type. On the other hand, waiting time II given by

experienced teachers is less than other waiting times. Therefore, overall it can be
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concluded that inexperienced and experienced teachers pay lit& attention to waiting
time II. The following is an example of giving waiting time [ phase I, waiting time I
phase II, and waiting time II by experienced teachers for questions that do not get a

direct response from students.

Example 4 : Observation 1

continues discussing and translating
the text) there is . & Sl Qliey)

Teacher/ Conversation Waiting time I | Waiting time Waiting
Student Fase I I Fase II time II
(detik) (detik) (detik)

T IEL N S gy ~0& (T 0.834

Ss (not responding)
T Ly 0.000
S14 - herbs 0.000

Based on example 4 above, the teacher tells the equivalent of the word <Ulsll
cathedral is —ie¥) church. Next, the teacher asks the question *“flilall folililile™ to
students. In this case, the student did not give an answer after the teacher gave a phase I
waiting time of 0.834 seconds. In this type of recall question, the teacher gives a waiting
time of less than one second to ask the question again (Sadker, Sadker, & Zittleman,
2011). After giving a waiting time of 0.834 seconds, the teacher re-asked the question
"<l " and the students responded immediately without any time lag. The waiting
time for Phase II after the teacher repeats the question is O seconds. Meanwhile, waiting
time 1l lasts for O seconds after the student answers the question. In other words, the

teacher takes over the speech again to ask another question.
3. Types of Questions that Facilitate Student Participation

The types of questions that facilitate student participation are limited to the
types of questions that get a direct response from students and those that do not get a
response from students. Inexperienced teachers asked 219 facilitating questions out of a
total of 267 questions. A total of 195 out of 219 questions received direct responses
from students. The percentage of the number of these questions is 89.04%. Meanwhile,
as many as 24 out of 219 (10.96%) questions did not get a direct response from

students. All types of questions asked by inexperienced teachers facilitate student
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participation. The percentage of question types that facilitate the most are understanding
question types.

Meanwhile, experienced teachers asked 271 questions which facilitated
participation out of a total of 359 questions. A total of 231 of the 271 questions asked
by experienced teachers received direct responses from students. The percentage of the
number of these questions is 85.24%. Meanwhile, as many as 40 of the 271 questions
asked did not get a direct response from the students. The percentage of the number of
these questions is 14.76%. The types of questions that facilitate student participation are
the types of remembering, understanding, applying and analyzing questions, while the
types of evaluating questions do not facilitate student participation. The percentage of

question types that facilitate the most are the types of remembering questions.
4. Waiting Time That Facilitates Student Participation

Inexperienced teachers give many portions of waiting time I and waiting time
I1 for less than three seconds. The percentages of waiting time I and Il which lasted less
than three seconds for questions that immediately received responses from students
were 97 95% and 96.92%, respectively. In th'acase, the waiting time for questions that
get an immediate response from students is less than three seconds. The provision of
waiting time by inexperienced teachers for questions that do not immediately get
responses from students lasts less than three seconds with a percentage of waiting time I
phase I as much as 75.00%, waiting time I phase II as much as 79.17%, and waiting
time II as much as 79.17%.
Just like inexperienced tcachea, experienced teachers provide a large portion of waiting
time I and waiting time II for less than three seconds. The percentages of waiting time I
and Il which lasted less than three seconds for questions that immediately received
responses from students were 99.13% and 100.00%, respectively. In other words,
students can answer the teacher's questions in a short time so that the waiting time given
by the teacher is short. The waiting time given by exper'alced teachers for questions
that do not immediately get a response from students is less than three seconds. The
percentage of waiting time I phase I is 85%, waiting time [ phase II is 100%, and

waiting time Il is 100%. In this case, experienced teachers simply don't give a portion of
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waiting time of up to three or five seconds. The teacher immediately repeats the

question in less than a second and even answers questions for students.

CONCLBSION

Based on the data analysis conducted, the researcher can draw the conclusion
that both inexperienced and experienced teachers ask more questions on the type of
remembering and understanding during class interactions. Meanwhile, analyzing and
evaluating types of questions are types of questions that are rarely asked during teaching
and learning interactions. In other words, the types of questions applying, analyzing,
and evaluatag are types of questions that are often neglected by both teachers.

The waiting time for questions that get an immediate response is divided into

Meanwhile, the types of creating questions were never asked by the two teachers.

waiting time | and waiting time [l. For questions that directly get responses from
students, the cognitive level of twstions asked by inexperienced and experienced
teachers only affects the length of waiting time 1. The average waiting time I increases
as the cognitive level of the questions increases. However, this waiting time lasts about
one second. Meanwhile, the length of wﬁing time 1l given by inexperienced and
experienced teachers did not increase with the cognitive level of the questions. In other
words, the two teachers were inconsistent in providing waiting time for the types of

questions that were at a low cognitive level to a high cognitive level.

Questions that facilitate student participation posed by both inexperienced and
experienced teachers are the types of remembering, understanding, applying and
analyzing questions. Although the types of questions that were asked the most by the
two teachers were those that were at a low cognitive level, both teachers had developed
questions to a cognitive level that went beyond the cognitive process of remembering in
accordance with the educational goals of Anderson & Krathwohl (2001), namely
retention and transfer.

The waiting time that facilitated student participation in this study lasted less
than three seconds. Both teachers gave a portion of less than three seconds, both for
questions that immediately received a response and for questions that did not receiveén

immediate response. Giving a waiting time of less than three seconds reflects that the
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teacher does not pay attention to the provision of waiting time during teaching and

learning interactions.
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