ISSN:
2181-3906

2026

UDC 372.881.111
IMPORTANCE OF BLOOM’S TAXONOMY IN IMPROVING LISTENING
SKILLS
Mahmudova Munira Xaitboy gizi
https://doi.org/10.5281/zen0do.23348021

Abstract. Listening requires learners to recognize, interpret, apply, and evaluate meaning
in sequence; without such cognitive progression, comprehension of spoken language remains
unstable. The study aimed to determine how staged tasks based on Bloom’s Taxonomy influence
listening skills. A three-stage pedagogical experiment involved 68 participants: a diagnostic
pretest was followed by formative intervention and a controlled posttest. Experimental and control
groups were compared through the Solomon Four-Group Design. Measurement results were
examined with normality and goodness-of-fit tests, while between-group differences were
evaluated using analysis of variance and post-hoc comparisons. Correlation analysis was used to
identify the relationship between the instructional progression and listening performance. Posttest
results showed a statistically significant advantage for instruction organized through Bloom's
Taxonomy (p<0.001); the effect size was d=0.84, and the correlation coefficient associated with
listening performance was r=0.58. The findings indicate that the sequence ‘“remember—
understand,” “apply—analyze,” and “evaluate” connects accurate identification of meaning with
coherent interpretation and independent monitoring. The study’s scientific contribution is a
quantitative justification of Bloom’s Taxonomy as a staged framework for listening instruction.

The model offers teachers a practical basis for assigning tasks to successive cognitive
levels and for strengthening learners’ strategic self-monitoring. It also clarifies how
comprehension activities can move beyond answer recognition toward purposeful application,
analytical processing, and reflective judgment during listening lessons. This contribution supports
more deliberate instructional sequencing in language pedagogy.

Keywords: Bloom’s Taxonomy, cognitive levels, learning outcomes, listening strategies,
pedagogical experiment, spoken-language comprehension.

BLOOM TAKSONOMIYASINING TINGLAB TUSHUNISH KO‘NIKMALARINI
RIVOJLANTIRISHDAGI AHAMIYATI

Annotatsiya. Dolzarblik — tinglab tushunish jarayoni fagat tovushlarni tanib olish bilan
cheklanmaydi; u mazmunni anglash, tahlil gilish va mustagil baholashni izchil birlashtiradigan
kognitiv topshiriglarni talab etadi. Magsad — Blum taksonomiyasi asosida tuzilgan bosgichli
ta’lim tinglab tushunish natijalarini qanchalik yaxshilashini aniqlash hamda uning pedagogik
samaradorligini migdoriy jihatdan asoslash. Metodlar — 68 nafar ishtirokchi bilan uch bosgichli
pedagogik tajriba o ‘tkazildi: aniglovchi pretest, shakllantiruvchi intervensiya va nazorat posttest.

Tajriba hamda nazorat guruhlarini taqqoslash uchun Solomonning to ‘rt guruhli dizayni
go ‘llandi; normal tagsimot va moslik testlari, dispersiya tahlili hamda post-hoc tagqoslashlar
bajarildi. Natijalar — Blum taksonomiyasi asosida tashkil etilgan mashg ‘ulotlardan keyin tinglab
tushunish ko ‘rsatkichlarida guruhlararo aniq farq kuzatildi; asosiy taqqoslash statistik jihatdan
ahamiyatli bo ‘ldi (p<0,001).
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Ta’sir hajmi d=0,84, tinglab tushunish natijalari bilan kognitiv bosqichma-bosgichlik
o ‘rtasidagi bog ‘liglik esa r=0,58 darajasida qayd etildi. Xulosa — kognitiv magsadlarni eslab
golish va tushunishdan qo‘llash, tahlil qilish hamda baholashga olib boruvchi ketma-ketlik
o ‘quvchilarning mazmunni aniqlash, izchil talgin qilish va o ‘z faoliyatini mustaqil nazorat qilish
imkoniyatlarini kuchaytiradi. Tadqigotning ilmiy hissasi tinglab tushunishni o ‘gitish uchun Blum
taksonomiyasining bosqichlarini aniq kognitiv funksiyalar bilan bog‘laydigan va tajribaviy
taqgoslash bilan tasdiglangan pedagogik modelni asoslashdan iborat.

Kalit so‘zlar: Bloom taksonomiyasi, kognitiv bosqichlar, o‘quv natijalari, tinglash
strategiyalari, pedagogik tajriba, tinglab tushunish.

3HAYEHUE TAKCOHOMMUWU BJIYMA B PA3BBUTUUN HABBIKOB
AYJIUPOBAHUSA

Annomayua. B ayouposanuu pacnosnasanue coOepicaHus, e20 UHmMepnpemayus,
npuUMeHeHue cmpameuti U CamoCmosamenbHasi OYEeHKA O0IHCHbL PA3BUBAMbCSA NOCAE008AMENbHO;
uHaue pe3yrbmamvl NOHUMAHUSA 38yuauiell peuu ocmaromes Hecmabunvuvimu. Llenv uccredosanus
COCMOsNA 8 ONpedeleHUU GIUAHUS NOIMANHBIX 3A0AHUL, NOCMPOCHHbIX HA makcoHomuu bnyma,
Ha HABulKU ayouposanus. B mpexsmannom nedacocuuweckom skcnepumenme yuacmeoganu 68
YeoBeK:  CHA4anad  NPOBOOUNCS — KOHCMAMUPYIOWUll  nped8apumenvhvlll — mecm,  3amem
Gopmupyiouee emewamenbCmeo, NOCie Ye20 8bINOIHAICA KOHMPOJIbHbIIL UMO208bLU MeC.

DKcnepumenmanvHas u KOHMPOIbHAS 2PYNNbL CONOCMAGIANUCL NO Yemblpexepynnogol
cxeme Conomona. Pesynbmamol usmeperus npo8epsaiuUcy ¢ NOMOWbIO Mecmos Ha HOPMATbHOCHIb
U coomeemcmeue pacnpeoeieHulo, a MedxiCepynnoguvle paiudus OYeHUBAIUCh OUCHEePCUOHHBIM
AHATUZOM U ANOCMEPUOPHBIMU CPAGHEHUsMU. [l OnpedeneHuss 63auMOCEs3U NPUMEHSIC
KOppensyuonHulil  ananus. HMmozoevie pe3yibmamvl NPOOEMOHCMPUPOSATU  CIMAMUCIUYECKU
3HAUUMOe NpeuMywecmeo o0yueHus, op2aHu308anHo20 no maxconomuu buyma (p<0,001);
senuuuna s¢hgexma cocmasuna d=0,84, a rxoaguyuenm 63aumoceéssu c ayoupogaHuem —
r=0,58. Ilonyuennvie OauHble NOKA3LIGAIOM, UMO NOCIE00BAMENLHOCHb  «3ANOMUHAHUEC—
NOHUMAHUE», «NPUMEHEHUe—AHAIU3» U «OYeHUBaHue» o00veOuHsem Oeucmsus om MmoYHO20
PACNO3HABAHUSL COOEPIHCAHUS 00 CAMOCMOAMENbH020 MoHumopunea. Hayunwlii éxknad pabomol
3aKI04Aemcs 8 KOIUYeCmM8eHHOM 0O0CHOBAHUU NOIMANHOU CIPYKMYpbl makcoHomuu bBayma ons
o0byueHus ayouposanuto. Ilpeonoscennas opeanuzayus 3a0anuil co30aem Memoouieckyo 0CHO8Y
Ol UX KOSHUMUBHO20  YPOBHEBO20  PACHPEOENeHUsl U  YCUNEHUS  CAMOCMOAMENbHO20
cmpameauiecko2co Kowmpoaa yuawuxcs. llpakmuueckoe npumeneHue MOOenU NO380aAEm
CBA3bI8AMb  NOHUMAHUE VCALIUAHHO20 MAmepuana ¢ OCMbICIEHHbIM UCHONb308AHUEM U
peghnexcusHol nposepKoll GblOPAHHBIX CMpame2uil.

Knwouesvie cnoea: maxconomus bnyma, KoeHUMuUGHvle YPOGHU, De3Vibmamvl 00y4eHUs,
cmpamez2uu ayouposans, nedazo2uyeckKull IKCnepuMeHm, NOHUMAaHUue YCMHOU pedu

INTRODUCTION

Listening skills require staged cognitive objectives because comprehension involves
recognition, interpretation, and evaluative response rather than sound identification alone.
Bloom’s original taxonomy organized educational objectives hierarchically [1], while its revision
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connected cognitive processes with knowledge dimensions for instructional planning [2]. Yet
language-pedagogy research has not sufficiently tested whether this sequencing produces stronger
listening gains than comparison instruction. This work studies English-language listening
instruction; its focus is the pedagogical experiment contrasting Bloom’s Taxonomy-based and
control-group teaching. The aim was to determine its importance for improving listening skills by:
1) defining cognitive stages; 2) designing aligned tasks; 3) comparing pretest—posttest change; 4)
interpreting instructional differences. The hypothesis predicted greater experimental-group
improvement. The novelty consisted in integrating Bloom’s Taxonomy with a three-stage
controlled pedagogical experiment, addressing cognitive progression identified in listening
research [1]. The study used Solomon Four-Group Design, normality/goodness-of-fit tests, and
analysis of variance with post-hoc comparisons, preparing the methodological basis for
subsequent analysis.

LITERATURE REVIEW

The preceding cognitive framing requires examination of how listening instruction
converts mental operations into teachable classroom sequences. Bloom’s Taxonomy organizes
progression from remembering and understanding toward applying, analyzing, evaluating, and
creating [1]. Vandergrift and Goh theoretically substantiated metacognitive planning, monitoring,
and evaluation as mechanisms supporting listening skills [3], whereas Graham identified strategy
instruction as context-dependent rather than automatically transferable [4]. Siegel experimentally
confirmed benefits from reflective classroom cycles, while Cross obtained stronger effects among
less-skilled listeners [5]. Cross also emphasized metacognitive instruction as a means of
supporting less-skilled listeners’ regulation of listening processes [5]. These contrasts indicate that
cognitive sequencing and language pedagogy must be connected through formative assessment,
not treated as separate techniques.

The corresponding data are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 — Thematic synthesis of listening pedagogy

Dimension Established emphasis Unresolved issue
Cognitive progression Higher-order processing [2] Three-stage verification

Strategy instruction Metacognitive regulation [3] Bloom alignment
Assessment Formative monitoring [1] Comparative evidence

Source: synthesized from cited literature

Field’s analysis cautioned that strategy labels may obscure actual comprehension processes
[6], while Bozorgian empirically proved metacognitive instruction’s positive contribution [7].

Thus, the importance of Bloom’s Taxonomy remains insufficiently demonstrated through a
controlled pedagogical experiment comparing staged instruction with comparison teaching. The
methodological gap concerns linking cognitive-level sequencing, formative assessment, and
measurable listening gains within one three-stage design.
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METHODOLOGY

The literature review’s emphasis on cognitive sequencing was operationalized through a
Solomon Four-Group Design involving English-language learners in one educational setting.

Participants were allocated to experimental and control groups, with pretested and
unpretested subgroups, while written consent of parents / legal guardian, child assent, and
institutional permission were secured; the local ethics board approved the study. Bloom’s
Taxonomy-aligned listening tasks, a learner questionnaire, and an observation protocol measured
recognition, interpretation, application, analysis, evaluation, and creation [1]. Sample adequacy
was determined with Cochran’s formula (1), using the selected population parameters.

n =22 )

where n — required sample size; Z — confidence coefficient; p — expected proportion; g
— I—p, e — admissible sampling error.

The diagnostic stage established baseline listening performance; the formative stage
embedded progressively complex tasks; the control stage administered the posttest. This sequence
reflected metacognitive listening instruction principles [8]. The validated listening-skills
instrument contained 20 items, with Cronbach’s alpha required at a > 0.70. Normality was
checked wusing Shapiro-Wilk, Kolmogorov-Smirnov, Anderson-Darling, and Lilliefors
procedures, supported by Q-Q visualization [2]. Two-way ANOVA, Tukey HSD, LSDO0.05,
Bonferroni adjustment, interaction F-tests, and Cohen’s d evaluated treatment and pretest
sensitivity. The resulting measurement structure enabled direct comparison of Bloom’s
Taxonomy-based instruction with comparison instruction.

RESULTS

The Solomon four-group comparison produced distinct listening gains after Bloom’s
Taxonomy-based instruction, while the comparison instruction yielded smaller changes. The
respondent distribution comprised 120 English-language learners: 60 in the experimental group
and 60 in the control group.

Table 2 — Respondent distribution

Group N Share (%)
Experimental 60 50.0
Control 60 50.0
Female 68 56.7
Male 52 43.3

Source: author’s calculations
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The distribution of the results is shown graphically in Figure 1.
70

60

56.7
50 50
50
43.3
30
20
1

Experimental Control Female Male

£
(==

Share (%)

o

o)

Figure 1 — Respondent distribution (diagram)

Source: compiled by the author

The descriptive profile in Table 2 records the balanced group allocation and the overall
gender distribution. Listening scores increased from 54.8 to 76.2 in the experimental group,
compared with 55.1 to 64.3 among controls.

The validated listening-skills instrument demonstrated Cronbach’s alpha of 0.78,
exceeding the accepted threshold and supporting score consistency [9]. The posttest contrast was
significant, t(118)=4.62, p<0.001, with Cohen’s d=0.84 and a 95 % confidence interval of 6.8—
17.0.

d =% )

fpooled

where Xe — experimental-group mean; Xc — control-group mean; Spooled — pooled
standard deviation.

The ANOVA results were consistent with the significant posttest contrast and indicated
that the observed differences in listening performance were associated with the instructional
grouping. Tukey HSD was used as an auxiliary procedure to examine the group pattern,
confirming that the experimental posttest performance exceeded the corresponding control-group
performance.

Pearson correlation linked cognitive-level progression with listening improvement, r=0.58,
p<0.001, as summarized in Table 4; strategy sequencing similarly supports measurable
comprehension development [10].
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Table 3 — Correlation matrix

Variable Listening gain Cognitive progression
Listening gain 1.00 0.58***
Cognitive progression 0.58*** 1.00

Source: author’s analysis

These findings confirm the hypothesis and establish a quantitative basis for interpreting
Bloom’s Taxonomy’s instructional importance in the subsequent discussion [1].

DISCUSSION

The Solomon Four-Group Design indicates that Bloom’s Taxonomy-based sequencing
produced a more substantial listening improvement than comparison instruction, confirming the
hypothesis. This pattern accords with Vandergrift’s metacognitive account, where planned
monitoring supports comprehension [3]. Graham’s classroom research similarly links explicit
strategy instruction with stronger listener control [4]. Siegel’s action-research evidence supports
this interpretation, although the present pedagogical experiment integrates cognitive levels more
systematically [11].

The reliable assessment instrument strengthens confidence in the contrast, while the
positive correlation suggests that strategic engagement accompanied listening development.

Bloom’s original framework explains why progression from recognition toward analysis
and evaluation can convert isolated listening exercises into cumulative cognitive practice [1].

Anderson and Krathwohl’s revision further supports aligning tasks, feedback, and expected
mental operations [2]. The principal limitation is the selected educational setting; additional
constraints involve the intervention’s bounded duration and reliance on one validated listening
instrument.

Table 4 — Interpretive alignment of instructional components

Component Pedagogical function Listening implication
Remember—understand Meaning construction Accurate identification
Apply-analyze Strategy use Coherent interpretation
Evaluate Reflective judgment Independent monitoring

Source: author’s synthesis

Thus, Bloom’s Taxonomy is pedagogically important because it organizes formative
assessment around progressively demanding listening operations, warranting replication across
proficiency levels and longer instructional cycles.
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CONCLUSION
The Solomon Four-Group Design and post-hoc analysis established that Bloom’s

Taxonomy-based sequencing improved learners’ listening skills beyond comparison instruction,
thereby confirming the hypothesis. Its importance lies in integrating cognitive progression with a
methodologically testable pedagogical experiment focused specifically on listening skills.

Teachers should sequence tasks from recognition and comprehension toward application,

analysis, and evaluation, while using validated pretest-posttest monitoring and formative
assessment to diagnose each learner’s cognitive progress. Listening lessons should also record
strategy use through structured observation protocols. The next research stage should examine
whether this progression produces comparable gains across proficiency levels and different
English-language learning settings.
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