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CHAPTER V 

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 

 

After considering all of the information in previous chapter, the agreement 

statement will make in this chapter, exactly in the point of conclusion. And the 

suggestion for certain subject also discusses in this chapter.  

A. Conclusion 

After doing a piece of evaluation unit using revised Bloom‟s Taxonomy 

approaches on the exercise in „Intensive English course book 1’. The results of 

the study showed that, the codified data reflected six level of cognitive process 

dimension in revised Bloom‟s taxonomy (remember, understand, apply, analyze, 

evaluate, and create).  

However, the allocation of codes was imbalance. Some of the codes had 

more score than other, then other got a few, and some was lost. It was found that 

level which was frequently occur was level „understand‟ in the realm of factual, 

conceptual, and procedural knowledge dimension or in the coding scheme, 

namely (A2, B2, and C2) respectively. Moreover no items of exercises were in 

the level with metacognitive dimension area.  

In conclusion, level understand as the focus target in Intensive English 

course book 1 present the cognitive process used to transfer. Mayer‟s study (as 

cited in Krathwohl, 2002) state that if you wish to expand your focus by finding 
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ways to foster and assess meaningful learning, you need to emphasize those 

cognitive processes that go beyond remember. 

B. Suggestion 

The researcher would like to propose some suggestion as a result of practical 

textbook evaluation based on Revised Bloom‟s taxonomy that might be useful for 

related people. 

1. Even, the result of this study implied the lower order thinking skill of revised 

Bloom‟s taxonomy, it does not mean that this textbook have low standard in 

presenting the subject material, giving any activities or exercise relates or 

have failed to develop higher order thinking skill. We have to note that the six 

cognitive process dimension in Revised Bloom‟s taxonomy (remember, 

understand, apply, analyze, evaluate, and create) is a process of individual‟s 

thinking and every of us ever passed the lower category before moved to 

higher category. As Kauchak & Eggan‟s study (as cited in King, Goodson, 

and Rohani) point out that Start with lower-order questions, remediating as 

needed, and lead up to higher-order questions. In addition, standardization of 

material included in this textbook is based on long experience. So the good 

criteria must be considered by the team‟s writer. 

2. If there is a need to focus more on the higher order thinking skill and students 

must be situated in this area and does, it reflects great quality of thinking and 

respond to a difficulty problem can raised the intellectuality, as Gordon‟s 
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study (as cited in Zareian, et al., 2015) state that focus on the higher-order 

cognitive processes can help students contribute more effectively and 

intellectually in the topic. Introduce and facilitate the student around this area 

is very important. But, again all of the processes have to be satisfied. 

3. Based on the result, Metacognitive of knowledge dimension in all cognitive 

process dimensions is not available at all. It is better for teacher to introduce 

the criteria of Metacognitive to the students with other sources.  
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