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Reflections on Bloom's Revised Taxonomy

Abstract

In the application of the Original Bloom's taxonomy since its publication in 1956, se-
veral weaknesses and practical limitations have been revealed. Besides, psychological and
educational research has witnessed the introduction of several theories and approaches to
learning which make students more knowledgeable of and responsible for their own
learning, cognition, and thinking. Hence, a group of researchers revised the Original
taxonomy in order to overcome its weaknesses and to incorporate the recent develop-
ments. The purpose of the present article is to present a concise and critical review of
both the Original and Revised taxonomy with reference to their underlying philosophy,

rational e, structure and potential pedagogic uses.

Keywords. Bloom’'s original taxonomy, Bloom’ s revised taxonomy, Bloom’ s taxonomy

and instruction, Bloom’ s taxonomy and curriculum, potential uses of Bloom'’ s taxonomy.
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I ntroduction

The original “Bloom’s Taxonomy” was published by Bloom and his associates in 1956
(Bloom, et al., 1956). IT included six major categories in the Cognitive Domain: knowledge,
comprehension, application, analysis, synthesis and evaluation. It was intended to provide
for classification of educational system goals, especialy to help teachers, administrators, pro-
fessional specialists, and research workers to discuss curricular and evaluation problems with
greater precision (Bloom, 1994, p.10). One of the most frequent uses of the Original Taxo-
nomy (OT) has been to classify curricular objectives and test items in order to show the
breadth, lack of breadth, of the objectives and items across the spectrum of the six categories.
Krathwohl (2002, p. 212) states that Bloom saw the OT as more than a measurement tool.
Bloom believed it could serve as a

e Common language about learning goals to facilitate communication across persons,
subject matter, and grade levels.

eBasis for determining for particular course or curriculum the specific meaning of
broad educationa goals, such as those found in the currently prevalent national, state, and
local standards.

e Means for determining the congruence of educationa objectives, activities, and as-
sessment in a unit, course, or curriculum.

e Panorama of the range of educational possibilities against which the limited breadth

and depth of any particular educational course or curriculum could be considered.

A group of cognitive psychologists, curriculum and instructional researchers, and tes-
ting and assessment specialists revised the OT (Anderson et al., 2001). In order to understand
the rationale and philosophy underlying the Revised Taxonomy (RT), we have to highlight the
assumptions underlying the OT. The structure of the OT was a “cumulative hierarchy: hierar-
chy because the classes of objectives were arranged in order of increasing complexity, and
cumulative because each class of behaviors was presumed to include all the behaviors of the
less complex classes’ (Krietzer et al., 1994, p. 66). It was assumed that mastery of each sim-
pler category was prerequisite to mastery of the next more complex one (Krathwohl 2002, p.
213).
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Weaknessesin the Original Taxonomy

In the application of the OT, several weaknesses and practical limitations have been re-
vealed. A notable weakness is the assumption that cognitive processes are ordered on asingle
dimension of simple-to-complex behavior (Furst,1994, p. 34). As required in a cumulative
hierarchy, the categories were presumed not to overlap. As Anderson et a., (2001, p. 309)
suggest "cumulative hierarchy" which indicates that “mastery of a more complex category
required prior mastery of all the less complex categories below it” is a “stringent standard.”
However, in applying the OT, Ormell (1974) reported contradictions in the frequent inversion
of various objectives and tasks. For example, certain demands for Knowledge are more com-
plex than certain demands for Analysis or Evaluation. Also, Evaluation is not more complex
than Synthesis; Synthesisinvolves Evaluation (Krietzer et al., 1994, p. 65).

Rationale for the Revised Taxonomy

In addition, the RT has to take into consideration the recent developments in the educa-
tional and psychological literature. At the time of the publication of the OT in 1956, behav-
iourist learning theories extensively influenced school curriculum and instruction. Since the
publication of the OT in 1956, psychological and educationa research has witnessed the in-
troduction of several theories and approaches to learning which make students more knowl-
edgeable of and responsible for their own learning, cognition, and thinking (e.g., Constructiv-
ism, Metacognition, Self-regulated learning). All these theories and approaches see learning
as “a proactive activity, requiring self-initiated motivational and behavioural processes as
well as metacognitive ones’” (Zimmerman, 1998, p. 1). The RT has to incorporate these new
learner-centered learning paradigms into its structure. Constructivism, for example, assumes
that students must discover, construct and transform knowledge if they are to make it their
own. Self-regulated learning (SRL) is the ability to use and develop knowledge, skills and
attitudes acquired in one context in another context (Boekaerts, 1999, p. 446). Self-regulated
learners identify what task requires in terms of cognitive, motivational, and environmental
strategies and determine if their personal resources are adequate to effectively accomplish the
task (Ertmer and Newby, 1996, p. 18). Self-awareness, self-monitoring, and self-evaluation
are crucia to effective SRL and performance (McCobs, 1989). Metacognition is central to
SRL (Kriewaidt, 2001). Some researchers have suggested that SRL is synonymous with
metacognition (Brown, Hedberg, & Harper, 1994).
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In order to address the weaknesses in the OT and respond to the recent educational and
psychologica developments, a group of cognitive psychologists, curriculum and instructional
researchers, and testing and assessment specialists revised the OT (Anderson et al., 2001).
The Revised Taxonomy (RT) includes several significant changes with reference to assump-

tions, structure and terminol ogy.

Table (1): The Original Taxonomy

1.0 Knowledge
1.10 Knowledge of specifics
1.11 Knowledge of terminology
1.12 Knowledge of specific facts
1. 20 Knowledge of ways and means of dealing with specifics
1.21 Knowledge of conventions
1.22 Knowledge of trends and sequences
1.23 Knowledge of classifications and categories
1.24 Knowledge of criteria
1.25 Knowledge of methodol ogy
1.30 Knowledge of universalsand abstractionsin afield
1.31 Knowledge of principles and generalizations
1.32 Knowledge of theories and structures
2.0 Comprehension
2.1 Trandlation
2.2 Interpretation
2.3 Extrapolation
3.0 Application
4.0 Analysis
4.1 Analysisof elements
4.2 Analysisof relationships
4.3 Analysisof organizationa principles
5.0 Synthesis
5.1 Production of a unique communication
5.2 Production of a plan, or proposed set of operations
5.3 Derivation of a set of abstract relations
6.0 Evaluation
6.1 Evaluation interms of internal evidence

6.2 Judgmentsin terms of external criteria
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Revised Taxonomy Structure

The most notable change in the revised taxonomy is the move from one dimension to
two dimensions. Instructional objectives are usually formulated in terms of a verb-noun rela-
tionship. Thus, statements of objectives typicaly consist of (a) some subject matter content
(i.e. noun or noun phrase) and (b) a description of what is to be done with or to that content
(i.e. verb or verb phrase). The verb or verb phrase describes the cognitive process involved.
In the OT, the knowledge category embodied both noun and verb aspects. The noun or sub-
ject matter aspect was specified in the knowledge' s extensive subcategories. The verb aspect
or the cognitive process was included in the definition given to knowledge in that the learner
was expected to be able to recall or recognize knowledge. This brought unidimensionality to
the framework at the cost of the knowledge category that was dua in nature (Krathwohl,
2002, p. 213). The Revised Taxonomy separates the noun and verb components of the origi-
nal knowledge category into two separate dimensions. the Knowledge Dimension (houn as-
pect) (Table 2) and the Cognitive Process Dimension (verb aspect) (Table 3) (Anderson et al.,
2001, p. 308). The OT is presented in table (1) in order to enable readers to grasp the diffe-
rences between the OT and the RT.

Table (2): Structure of the Knowledge Dimension in the RT

A. Factual Knowledge: The basic el ements that students must know to be ac-
quainted with adiscipline or solve problemsin it.
Aa. Knowledge of ter minology
Bb. Knowledge of specific details and elements
B. Conceptual Knowledge: The interrelationships among the basic elements
within alarger structure that enable them to function together.
Ba. Knowledge of classificationsand categories
Bb. Knowledge of principlesand generalizations
Bc. Knowledge of theories, models, and structures
C. Procedural Knowledge: How to do something; methods of inquiry, and crite-
riafor using skills, algorithms, techniques, and methods.
Ca. Knowledge of subject-specific skills and algorithms
Cb. Knowledge of subject-specific techniques and methods
Cc. Knowledge of criteriafor determining when to use appropriate proce-
dures
D. Metacognitive K nowledge: Knowledge of cognition in general aswell as
awareness and knowledge of one’s own cognition.
Da. Strategic knowledge
Db. Knowledge about cognitive tasks, including appropriate contextual
and conditional knowledge
Dc. Self-knowledge
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1) Knowledge Dimension:

As has been mentioned above, the RT has taken into consideration the new develop-
ments in cognitive and educational psychology. Thus, the knowledge dimension in the RT
includes four instead of three categories (Table 2). Three of them include the substance of the
knowledge subcategories in the OT, but they were reorganized and renamed to use the termi-
nology, and to recognize the distinctions of cognitive psychology that developed since the
publication of the OT. The new names for those three Knowledge categories are: Factual,

Conceptual, and Procedural.

The fourth new category, Metacognitive Knowledge (Table 2), provides a distinction
that was not recognized at the time the OT was developed. Metacognitive Knowledge invol-
ves knowledge about cognition in general as well as awareness of and knowledge about one’s

own cognition (Pintrich, 2002).

2) Pedagogic significance of metacognitive knowledge:

Metacognitive knowledge of learning strategies enables students to perform better and
learn more. Students who know about the different kinds of strategies for learning, thinking,
and problem solving will be more likely to use them. Students who know their own strengths
and weaknesses can adjust their own cognition and thinking to be more adaptive to diverse
tasks and, thus, facilitate learning. It is noteworthy that metacognitive knowledge seemsto be
related to the transfer of learning, that is, the ability to use knowledge gained in one setting or
situation in another (Bransford et al., 1999).

Authors of the RT used Flavell’s classification of metacognition (1979): knowledge of
strategy, task, and person variables. In the RT, this classification was represented in terms of
three types of metacognitive knowledge: (a) Strategic knowledge: students knowledge of
genera strategies for learning and thinking, (b) Knowledge about cognitive tasks, including
appropriate contextual and conditional knowledge, and (c) Self-knowledge.

Although there are many definitions and models of metacognition, an important dis-
tinction is one between (a) knowledge of cognition and (b) the processes involving the moni-
toring, control, and regulation of cognition (Pintrich, 2004; Pintrich, Wolters, & Baxter,
2000; Schneider & Pressly, 1997). The basic distinction between metacognitive knowledge

and metacognitive control or self-regulatory processes parallels the two dimensions in the
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two-dimensional Taxonomy Table. Metacognitive control and self-regulatory processes are
cognitive processes that learners use to monitor, control, and regulate their cognition and
learning. As such, they fit under the six cognitive process categories and specific cognitive
processes in the RT (Table 2). These processes are well represented in tasks such as check-
ing, planning, and generating. Accordingly, on the Knowledge dimension, Metacognitive
knowledge categories refer only to knowledge of cognitive strategies, not the actual use of
those strategies (Pintrich, 2002, p.119).

3) Cognitive Process Dimension:

With reference to the Cognitive Process Dimension, the number of categoriesin the OT
was retained (i.e. six) but with significant changes. Three categories were renamed, the order
of two was interchanged, and those category names retained were changed to verb form to fit
the way they are used in instructional objectives. Knowledge was renamed Remember, Com-
prehension was renamed Under stand, and Synthesis was re-titled Create. Application, Analy-
sis, and Evaluation were retained, but in their verb forms as Apply, Analyze, and Evaluate.
All the original subcategories were replaced with gerunds, and called “ cognitive processes’
(Table 2).

In addition, the order of Synthesis/Create and Evaluation/evaluate was interchanged.
Anderson et al., (2001, p. 310) indicated that “induction (involved in creating) is a more
complex process than deduction. Deduction involves breaking a whole into subparts, evalua-
ting them, and determining whether criteria are met. Induction, on the other hand, involves
finding things that could fit together, judging their appropriateness, and assembling them to
best meet criteria” This is supported by Ormell (1974, p. 4) who stated that “ Synthesis im-
plies more than ... mere assembly;... it implies...[that the bits] form an ‘organic unity.” And
clearly this can not be achieved without...awareness of what will fit together, i.e., of prior

imaginative evaluation.”

In the RT, the Cognitive Process Categories no longer form a cumulative hierarchy.
The framework remainsa‘kind of * hierarchy, in the sense that the six major categories of the
Cognitive Process Dimension are presumed to be ordered in terms of increasing complexity,
with Remember being less complex than Understand, which is less complex than Apply, and
so on. However, unlike the OT, the six categories are allowed to overlap on a scale of judged
complexity (Anderson et al., 2001, p. 309). As Krathwohl (2002, p. 215) points out, the cate-

gories are alowed to overlap one another. This is most clearly evident in the category Un-
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derstand. Because its scope has been considerably broadened over Comprehend in the OT,
some cognitive processes associated with Understand (e.g. Explaining) are more cognitively

complex than at least one of the cognitive processes associated with Apply (e.g. Executing).

Table (3): Structure of the Cognitive Process Dimension in the RT

1.0 Remember: Retrieving relevant knowledge from long-term memory.
1.1 Recognizing
1.2 Recalling
2.0 Understand: Determining the meaning of instructional messages. Including oral
and graphic communication.
2.1 Interpreting
2.2 Exemplifying
2.3 Classifying
2.4 Summarizing
2.5 Inferring
2.6 Comparing
2.7 Explaining
3.0 Apply: Carrying out or using a procedure in a given situation.
3.1 Executing
3.2 Implementing
4.0 Analyze: Breaking material into constituent parts and detecting how the parts
relate to one another and to an overall structure or purpose.
4.1 Differentiating
4.2 Organizing
4.3 Attributing
5.0 Evaluate: Making judgment based on criteria and standards.
5.1 Checking
5.2 Critiquing
6.0 Create: Putting el ements together to form anovel, coherent whole or make an ori-
ginal product.
6.1 Generating
6.2 Planning
6.3 Producing

It is noteworthy that whereas the six categoriesin the OT were given far more attention
than the subcategories, in the RT the 19 cognitive processes (Table 3) within the six cognitive

processes receive the major emphasis.

The move from one dimension to two dimensions in the RT has led to another notable
change in the structure of the taxonomy, i.e., the formation of the Two Dimensional Taxono-
my Table (TT) (Table 4). This table is the analytical tool of the revised taxonomy. The TT
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reflects a dual perspective on learning and cognition. Having two dimensions to guide the
processes of stating objectives and planning and guiding instruction leads to sharper, more
clearly defined assessments and a stronger connection of assessment to both objectives and

instruction.

The Cognitive Process Dimension

Table (4): The Two Dimensional Taxonomy Table

TheKnowledge 1 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.

Dimension Remember | Understand | Apply | Analyze | Evaluate | Create

A. Factual
Knowledge

B. Conceptual
Knoledge

C. Procedural
Knowledge

D.Metacognitive
Knowledge

The TT emphasizes the need for assessment practices to extend beyond discrete bits of
knowledge and individual cognitive processes to focus on more complex aspects of learning
and thinking. The cognitive process dimension calls our attention to the need to find ways of
validly and reliably assessing 'higher-order' and metacognitive processes. Knowledge of cog-
nitive strategies, cognitive tasks, and self not only requires different ways of thinking about
assessment, but, in the latter case, reintroduces the need to engage in affective assessment
(Airasian and Miranda, 2002, p. 249).

Potential uses of the taxonomy table

As has been indicated above, the TT has two dimensions: the knowledge dimension
forms the vertical axis and the cognitive process dimension forms the horizontal axis. The
intersections of the two axes form the cells. Rows represent the noun(s) or noun phrases in

the objective whereas columns represent the verb(s) in the objective. The TT can be used to:
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A) Analyze the objectives of a unit or a syllabus.

This analysis provides a clear, concise, visual representation of the unit or syllabus
which can be used to examine the relative emphasis given to each objective in terms of the
two dimensions of the TT. One of the strengths of the RT is the inclusion of annotated au-
thentic teaching vignettes. Authors of the RT collected teachers descriptions of their every-
day teaching to be used to clarify the categories and classifications of the RT and how it can
be used to analyze objectives. They report the example of Ms. Airasian, afifth grade teacher,
who described a classroom unit in which she integrates history (Pre-revolutionary War) with

a persuasive writing assignment. She listed four objectives. She wanted her students to:

1- Remember the specific parts of the Parliamentary Acts;

2- Explain the consequences of the Parliamentary Acts for different colonial
groups,

3- Choose a colonia character or group and write a persuasive editorial stating
his/her/its position on the Acts; and

4- Self-and peer edit the editorial.

Based on the Knowledge Dimension table (Table 2) and the Cognitive Processes table
(Table 3) in the RT, the first objective Remember is the cognitive process, and 'specific parts
of the Parliamentary Acts is Ab. Knowledge of specific details or elements, a subcategory
of A. Factual Knowledge. Thus, this objective is placed, inthe TT (Table 4), in cell AL. Ex-
plain, in the second objective, is the seventh cognitive process, 2.7 Explaining, under 2. Un-
derstand. Since the students is asked to explain the ‘consequences of the Parliamentary Acts;’
we can infer that ‘consequences refers to generalized statements about the Acts' after-effects
and is closest to Bc. Knowledge of theories, models, and structures. The type of knowl-
edge, then, would be B. Conceptual Knowledge. This objective would be classified in the
TTincel B2

The key verb in the third objective is "Write." Writing is 6.3 Producing, a process
within 6. Create. To describe ' hisher/its position on the Acts would require some combina-
tion of A. Factual Knowledge and B. Conceptual Knowledge, so this objective would be
classified in two cells: A6 and B6. Finally, the fourth objective involves the verbs 'self-edit’

and 'peer-edit.’ Editing is atype of evaluation, so the process involved is 5. Evaluate. The
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process of evaluation will involve criteria, which are classified as B. Conceptual Knowl-
edge, so the fourth objective would fall in cell B5.

The completed TT for this unit's objectives is shown in Table 5. From this table, one
can quickly visually determine the extent to which the more complex categories are repre-
sented. Only one objective deals with the Remember category; the others involve cognitive
processes that are generally recognized as the more important and long-lasting fruits of edu-

cation- the more complex ones.

The Cognitive Process Dimension

Table (5): The classification of objectivesin the Taxonomy Table

TheKnowledge 1. 2. 3 4. 5. 6.
Dimension Remem- Unders Apply Analyze | Evaluate | Create

ber tand

A. Factual Know- | Objective 1 Objective 3

ledge

B. Conceptual Objective 2 Objective | Objective 3

Knowledge 4

C. Procedural
Knowledge

D.Metacognitive

Knowledge

Besides showing what was included, the TT also shows what might have been included.
Thus, in table (5), the two blank bottom rows raise questions about whether there might have
been procedural or metacognitive knowledge objectives that could have been included. For
instance, are there procedures to follow in editing that the teacher could explicitly teach the
students. Alternatively, is knowledge of the kinds of errors common in one's own writing and
preferred ways of correcting them an important metacognitive outcome of self-editing that
could have been emphasized? (Krathwohl, 2002, p. 217). Hence, the TT causes teachers to
look at blank areas and reflect on their instruction. Teachers can improve their instruction by

'raising the learning targets (Raths, 2002) in terms of cognitive complexity (i.e., focusing on
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increasingly more complex cognitive processes, particularly Analyze, Evaluate, and Create)
and type of knowledge (particularly metacognitive knowledge). Raising the learning targets
may lead to meaningful learning. Meaningful learning requires that instruction go beyond
simple presentation of Factual Knowledge and that assessment tasks require more of students

than simply recalling or recognizing Factual Knowledge (Mayer, 2002,p. 227).

B) Help teachers not to confuse activities with objectives.

The TT can be used to classify the instructional and learning activities used to achieve
the objectives, as well as the assessments employed to determine how well the objectives
were mastered by the students (Krathwohl, 2002, p. 217)). Examination of the annotated
authentic teaching vignettes revealed an important observation. As teachers cited their unit's
goals, they wrote down activities, not objectives. For example, the third objective in Ms.
Airasian’s unit, mentioned above, was. ‘ students will write persuasive editorials stating their
opinions about the Parliamentary Acts'. This is an activity and not an objective. Authors of
the RT presumed that the actual objective of the unit would be reflected in her answer to the
guestion 'What do you want students to learn as a result of writing these editorials?' In short,
her real objective is more tacit than explicit. Implicit objectives make the assessment phase of
teaching more difficult (Raths, 2002, p. 234).

C) Help teachers realize the relationship between assessment and teaching/learning

activities

Airasian and Miranda (2002, p. 250) provide an interesting example to show how as-
sessment is influenced by instruction. Consider an objective frequently given by English tea-
chers: "Sudents will learn to state the main idea of a short story." In this objective the critical
verb is "state” and the noun phrase is "main idea of a short story.” But there are many ways

students can learn to state a main idea:

e  Students can state the main idea by remembering what the teacher has told them
about the story's main idea during instruction (e.g., "Thisis the main idea of short story A.").

e  Students can also state the main idea based on inferences they make from key in-
formation provided in the short story. In this case, students learn by understanding (since in-

ferring lieswithin Understand in the TT).
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e Alternatively, students can state a story's main idea by following a set of steps the
teacher has taught them to help find main ideas, or applying procedural knowledge.

e Finaly, students can state the main idea by differentiating key points from suppor-
ting details. In this case, because differentiating lies within Analyze in the TT, students would

learn by analyzing.

In a classroom assessment, then, test items or assessment tasks for the objective " Stu-
dents will learn to state the main idea of a short story” could focus on remembering factual
knowledge, under standing, applying procedural knowledge, or analyzing.

D) Examine Curriculum alignment

Curriculum alignment is the process of organizing three key elements in a classroom so
that they are closely matched (aligned). The three elements are (a) instruction and materials,
(b) objectives or standards and (c) tests. The supposition is that the most efficient and effec-
tive student learning will result when classroom instruction and materials align with objec-
tives or standards and these align with tests (Gorin and Blanchard, 2004, p. 2). English (1992)
considers curriculum alignment a process that improves the agreement between the written,
the taught, and the tested curriculum. Research on curriculum alignment tends to favour
alignment as a positive influence on achievement (English & Steffy, 2001).

Anderson (2002, p. 258) proposes that the Taxonomy Table can be a useful framework
for estimating curriculum alignment in al subject matters at virtualy every grade or school
level. By replacing topics with types of knowledge, the Taxonomy Table can be used with all
subject matters. Alignment estimates using the Taxonomy Table are based on curriculum

units or entire courses, not individual lessons.

First, each objective is placed in its appropriate cell or cells of the Taxonomy Table.
The verbs and nouns included in the statement of the objective are used to place the objective
in the proper cell. Second, each instructional activity (and accompanying support materials) is
similarly placed in its appropriate cell, based once again on clues provided by verbs and
nouns included in the description of the activity. Third, using clues from included verbs and
nouns, each assessment task (whether it be a performance assessment or one of a series of test
items) is placed in its appropriate cell. In the case of traditional tests, each item is considered

an assessment task and placed appropriately. Fourth, the three completed Taxonomy Tables,
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one each derived from the analysis of the objectives, instructional activities and materials,
and assessments, are compared. Complete alignment is evidenced when there are common
cells included on all three completed Taxonomy Tables. That is, the objective, instructional
activities and materials, and assessments all fall into the same cell (e.g., understand concep-
tual knowledge). Partial alignment also exists. For example, the objective, instructional acti-
vities and materials, and assessments may all fall into the same row (i.e., type of knowledge),
but differ in terms of the column in which they are classified (i.e., cognitive process catego-
ry). Similarly, the objective, instructional activities and materials, and assessments may all
fall into the same column, but differ in terms of the row in which they are classified. Partial
alignment provides potentially useful diagnostic information to teachers who want to improve
their curricular alignment. Moving an instructional activity from an emphasis on factual
knowledge to an emphasis on procedural knowledge, or from understand to analyze may be

worth the effort if alignment is substantially improved.

Authors of the RT (Anderson, et a., 2001) provide the Parliamentary Acts vignette
(Table 6) as an example of curriculum alignment. We can observe from the table strong
alignment of assessment, objectives, and instruction in some cells (e.g., cellsAl, A6, B2, and
B6) and partial alignment in others (e.g., B2 and B5). We can also observe a blank row (i.e.,
metacognitive knowledge). Hence, the TT causes teachers to look at partial alignment, mis-
alignment, and blank areas and reflect on their instruction to improve curriculum alignment.

The Cognitive Process Dimension

Table (6): Analysisof the Parliamentary Acts vignette based on stated objectives,
instructional activities, and assessment.

The Knowledge 1 2. 3. 4, 5. 6.
Dimension | Remember | Understand | Apply Analyze | Evaluate Create

A. Objective 1 Objective 3

Factual Activities Activities

Knowledge Assessment Assessment

B. Objective 2 Activities | Objective4 | Objective 3

Conceptual Activities Activities Activities

Knowledge Assessment Assessment

C. Activities

Procedural Assessment

Knowledge

D.

M etacognitive

Knowledge
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Implicationsfor prospective teachersand teachers

The taxonomy table may provide a framework within which prospective teachers as
well as teachers can model not only the way they teach but also the way they examine and
analyze their teaching. They should learn that they can only judge the effectiveness of their
teaching in terms of what students actually learn. Hence, the RT moves prospective teachers
away from a "best practice” approach to teaching (Byrd 2002, p. 248). Prospective teachers,
as well as teachers, should collaboratively engage in meaningful dialogues about answers to
such questions: "What is the student supposed to learn from his or her participation in this
activity? What knowledge is to be acquired or constructed? What cognitive processes are to
be employed?' Without answers to these questions, it is impossible to properly classify ins-
tructional activities in terms of the Taxonomy Table. This provides a good exercise in reflec-

tive practice (Amer, 2004).

Conclusion

The Original Bloom’'s taxonomy and the Revised Bloom's taxonomy were compared
with reference to their underlying assumptions and structures in order to show how the Revi-
sed taxonomy overcame the limitations and weaknesses of the Original taxonomy. The pupo-
se is to highlight the pedagogically significant features of the Revised taxononmy (e.g., the
move from one dimension to two dimensions, the inclusion of the metacognitive knowlege
catogory, the inclusion of the taxonomy table). The potential uses of the Revised taxonomy

with referente to curriculum and instruction were a so highlighted.
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