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C of using a questlonlng strategy with learnlng dlsabled stugents to in-

,learners. They have dlfficulty orgaanlng thelr learning envlronment

crease dlscusslon_partlclpatlon and to Increase reading comprehension. .

~ ° RBSTRACT

o. . A% . L]

/f. Learning disabled students have been/}escrﬁped as ”lnactlve“

- . . ’

and seem to,lack the awareness of a n‘to develop methods br sgrat-
. egles to help- -themselves |n adcompllshlng tasks Research suggests that '
: learnlng dlsabled students are able to learn strategles.' In examlning : "“--g\;

the academlc area where most ‘of these students have the greatest diffi-
culty, lt was. found that readlng COmprehenslqn ls the predrmlnate area
need:for remedlatlon. : - |

The major purpose of this study was to lnvestlgate the effects

~'The study.had a dual research focus: a teacher tralniﬁb cemponent and

wére all Iearnlng dlsabled £ifth and slxth graders havlng difficulty -

.wlth readLng, but readlng at . leest on a third, grade level.. : : _' "

"a student component. Twenty randomly sdﬂected resource teachers were

chosen to partlcfpate. One—half of thése teachers were Involved in a

Flve weekend workshop course,on questloplpg strategles where teachers'

'learned how to ask hlgher cognltive level questlons. The other hal f of

the teachers rece!ved no tralning durlng the Study. The 60 students ok

" The data collectlon instryment TICQR e mlni-compdter was used

to eellact observatlonal data reflecting student teacher lnterectlon 7,J e
(dlscusslon) following the readlng of a narrative story " , "'{,.' [;;
; ' - L e ' . o

LY

- ’-’" , . ' . - .. x | i ..‘ . | P




N

The teohnlques taUthrﬁo the stgdents focused on'the oraifdlsr
L4 ‘r )

)
cusslon. wrltten comprehenslon tests were admlnlstered before and

’

after the workshops as well as one’ month Iater, It was found that S

there wo?e s1gnlflcant_d]fferopces between the two groups; the teachers .
. . AW : , T .
jn the workshops asked significantly higher cognltlve level questlons.'.

] . L]

As this group asked hlgher level questlons, the students would respond

- with higher level answers. It was also found that there was no dif-

-]

ferpnce‘between the two groups.ln their performance.on the written ' i 3g7
_ o , - , . 3

- comprehension tests. - Because of . the emphasis on the oral. discussion.

\\ : ;/ .

skills, thls finding-seems to demonstrate that. learnlng dlsabled stu-

.dents have dlfflculty using strategies acqulred through ln?ﬁdental

qurnlng and also have dlfficulty transferring oral skilFs! to*wrltten
. taSkS- h . . . ‘* ) . ' - . . . . ‘ - N .




e o . CHAPTER |

C . T~ INTRODUCTION : R

L ' . EE— 1.
. . [ -
7. -

Learning dlsabled children have been'descrlbed.as'“lnattlve“ o T
i P o y
learners (Torgesen, 1977). Ks Torgesen contrasts the active learner . '

with the lnactlve learner, he suégests ‘that the actlve learner hqs a |
. “ . -t
L general cognitive awarene& and a purposive goal dlrectedness This N . l

. “pgiposlve goal directedness' deals with Torgesen's basic tené't that

learning disabled children do not ‘reallize that they should' think of '

. T and use task apprOprlate strategles to ald their own learnlng.J . :
( I The active learner s goal dlrectedness is reflected in hls/her '

' motlvatlon (wong, l979a) '‘As wdng‘analyzes Tongesen s,vlew, she states

\ : . .. - N e

that the motlvatlon (of the ectlve learner) Is characterized by an in-
- tent to-ledrn-thet-ensures'éustained and organlzed-efforts at learnlng~mn'~mfwidl»~§
'\\ " This Intent to learn leads to a .plan of actlon flnally yleldlng effl-
_clent purposive learnlng T‘ls active learner seems also qware of the
task demands which facllitate hls ablllty to plan. o

*

Another major characterlstlc -of the L of student that descrlbes

.

his/her "¥arnjng difficulty Is a lack of selectlve attention. This may

be in part responsible for"the “lnactlve""learner-descrlptlon.- Learnlng
dlsabled students are unable to focus thelr attentlon on the sallent AR R
o features_of a task or the lnformethn-components of{mat rlal- to be

learned. . .,




“stimuli, some no

.distractible or |

Kirk and Eikins (l975) sugges{ that one way that might help in detere{.'

- Ross (i976i argues thél

_which separates normal. chlidren from® learning disabied chiidreng He

hypothesizes that this lack of attention may represent a deveidpmental
delay. He explains selective attentlon as the ability to focus oh those
aspects of a stimuius complex which carry the distinctive feature In any
glven situation. "It may be that learnfhg disabied children are delayed ,'

in vauirlng thls skiii These. chiidren then would respond to many

relevant to the ‘task demands, resuiting tn impulsive.

yperactl&e type behavior. :

PR

' characterist®cs of the L.D. stiudent are described, it ° p

is'importantuto“iook at the academic demandsdof theﬁschoolfsetting and i

" see.which’specific skill or subject areas are most affected. Gearheart.

(1981, p. 205) states, , .
%] e . r
leficulties in readlng have been associated with learning '
disabilities to a much greater extent than difficulties in'a &
any other single academic area. This fact may be estab-
lished by reading the works®of major authors in the field, .
by observing students in organized educational programs for . _
the learning disabled, or Py “analyzing the implitations of . ‘
the accepted national deflnition of learning disabilities.

J LA B

miniig what are the charaCterlstics of learning disabled children is to

'eiamine the remedial focus given to these children 'ln a studyvdesigned.

to determine the predomlnate focus of rem&dial efforts, 21 .different

0

‘child serviee demonstration centers ln 2l dlfferent states including

over'§ 000 children reported the major and minor remedial emphasis in

.speclflc academic areas. Listed as a major emphasis 61% was readlng

s

- related 29% was math related and 233 ‘Was . spelllng related. - '"From the

fdgures above, one may conclude that learning dlsabilities is concerned

N

.o » ! .
v - o
. . "y - l "
;o - . - ke
o . - o ’ o
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with approxlmately 2/3 remedial or corrective reading ‘and l/h arith~

\

' metlc" (Kirk ‘and. Elklns, 1975, p. 33). A
| Readlng inyolves two basic processesﬁ decoding-and comprehenf

sion. The:decodlng process refers to understanding.thelphonemen
)
grapheme relationship and Involves translation of the\printed words

, Q

lnto a representation slmilar to oral l%nguage Decoding skills enable

the‘learner to pronounce words correctly. ~Comprehension is being able

N

to take meaning from what is’wrltten. Smitn (1978) talks about‘it as

a perSOn‘s interaction witb his perceptions of the éymbols:that repre-

sent language and meaning. and his past experience and knowledge base

Daines (l982)‘lescrlbes it as a communication process _ "lt involves

reconstructing an author's message by uslng one's prior knowl!‘pe rele-

fVant to daily evepts. The knowledge and experience a student brings to.

what he readsgwill determine in part how well he can make accurate °
_ \
prgdictlons'hnd comprehend material"»(Daines, l982 p 3). .

Althougb L.D, students have difficulty in learning to "break

the code" or, learning to decode words, -comprehens jon seems to»be more

. complex and -involves more students Lerner (|97l, p. 295) states,

"Disabiiltles related to comprehenslon afﬁd’t many ‘more children than -

disabilities n decoding Their dlificultles may be associated with

language disability, with poor attendlng capacity, or wlth a dd{lcit

K
in cagnltive and conceptual functionlng."

As a regular classroom.teacher, a reading specialist and an

L:D. resource teacher,'thiS"researcher has seen many inictlve gearningf

' 9

.disabled students**students who had severe difflculty in reading com-

prehenslon and who kad dlfficulty focusing on tpe selient featu#es of




v

.attention} increase their involvement or participation|in the reading

'ouestioning strategy instruction dn the invoivement and discussion par-'

.higher level questions would produce increased participation or greater ,

A involvement in the reading ‘and lealrning process .

question strategy instruction, and a control group receiving no instruc~

-"I ..:'.....,?'.. [ . » h

°

materiai to be iearned or gained from the printed materiai because of

B this and’ the need presented in iiterature the goal of thi? present . .

. -

research-has“been to identify a reading strategy that could: (i)" ' .

. . . ' \. ) ’ .
'ﬁimprove reading comprehens!én; (2) aid teachers in invoividb their stu~

dents in the iearning urocess, (3) help students focus their attention

and organize information they are to learn. "
A major strategy-that both focuses attention and demands‘that " '

L * the child become inVoived in organizing and setting up - the learning - n

’
)

environment - is the que§tioning skill or strategy. “This study focused
on the foiiowing question. By providing teachers with question strategy
. - 4 1 E

instruction, tan it assist learning disabled students In focusing their

process and increase their reading comprehension? . S .

Statemenl of Problem

The purpose of “this Investigation was to: study the effects pf . "i_‘_s

.

i
ticipation of learning disabied sﬂudents, as weii as their reading com- . o

prehension The study sought to determine if training teachers to ask

gyestions to. be Answered

¥ ' - .
In posing the following research questions“’it is understood , -

+
.

thathOmparisons have~been made between an experimentai group reCeiving-

-

tion. All comparisons on teacher and' student performance have been made

* ! . . o'h . T
- 4 v . . b T . . - . -




ing than the group of students whose teachers did

*tion strategy Instruction?
' strate%y instruction spend proportionally more discussion time in dis-

_.than the group of students whose teacheis did not: receive such Question_' L .

"following pdsttesting was compared with pretest and posttest data. PRl

&
ln addition, student performance at maintenance ‘testing one month

. o, 2
1. Did the group of! teachers who recelved question strategy

instruction ask mpre critlcal level (4. and ii) questions per,minutei

“

during posttesting than the: group of teachers who did not receive- such

<

4

’

question strategy instrgc&ion? . L T - d

2. Did the group of students whose teachers received question

strategy instruction respond with more critical ievei (i and il) answers L
per minute during post and maintenance testing than the group of stu—_.

dents\Whgse teachers did not receive such qudstion strategy instruction? -

L] !
)

3. Did the group of students whose teacher”‘ieceive;\huestion"
strateg? instruction spend prbportionaily more - discussion time giving e @ B
.- '

criticai level (i and’ll) answers during the post and maintenance test- -

Pot receive such ques-
& ,

P

A\ (]

. 4; Did. the group of students whose teachers received question

cussion participation activﬂfies during post and maintenance testing

. L)

»

strategy instruction] it

5. Did the group of students whose, teachers received question

(

strategy instruction correCtLy label more questions on the‘hritten test
at post and maintenance xestlﬁp than the group of students whose teach-:

.‘. !
ers did not reeeive such question stretegy Instruction? N

. . P RS



6. Did the drdhp of'students whosefteachers_received question ’

. strategy instruction correctly answer more'written'comprehenSion ques=- Y+~ °

tions at post and maintenance testing than the group of students whose J?
. ) " ™

teachers did not receive such question strategy instruction?

,__.

© 7. - Did the group of students whose teachers received que%tion

- *{-f ~ strategy instruction generate more appropriate questions based on a
C » :
. t—- criteria duringdpost -and maintenance testing than the group of students

whose Leachers did not receive such question strategy instruction? ot
S . . -
. { B .: . . _ ;. o . )

Definitioh of Terms "

r . . . [ Y ! -
. . . H

Compreﬂgnsion—-an understanding of what is read ga{ning meaning

from the text. It is'"Buiiding.Qridges between the new and 1he known'

S

w | . (Pearson and'Johnson, 1978, p. 24). For the purposes of this gtudy, it

will be measured by writing'the answers to written questions. ollowing

\\:he student reading a story. ~\~"' )

> 2

ui_._; _ . ~ Higher Levels of Thinkingj-for the ﬂkiffcs'nf-this study,

/I
[‘ Bloom s (1956) taxonomy . of thinking wiii be used. Highﬁ? ievels of
. ( ' :
. thinking refer to all Ieveis abokthe iiterai or factuai ievei (Seef

\

Table ] for definitions responses, and example of questions )

-

. ' - Learng_gﬁStrateg;es~-defined’Fs ”techniqﬂes lﬂﬁi will fadilitate f\' ' ".‘
- ] . I ,l '
' the acquisitlon manipulation, integration, storage and retrievai qf IR

-

- S informatidh across situations and settings" (Aiiey Rnd Deshier, 1979\

e '_
¥ . . e - N N R -\ N
’a . ) . .

: o . Iy .
. . _TICQR (Time Interval Categorical Observation Recorder)-=TICOR'

Is a minicomputer the size of a small briefcase that was used In the

collecting of_observationalqciassroom interaction between thé students | . 4 = .

Tt . . i ) ) .
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Table 1. Thinking Levels that Translate into a Hierarchy of Questionipg Levels* .
- . '_ . - ) . ) . ' ’ - ’ Y
avel ) " Pefinition " . -Responxes | . ﬂ'n;nple_f)uettlnm -,
.. . A ‘ T, N . i . ; -- '- e - N . -

- Knowledge (Memory), * < The emphasis Is on recal) or the'memnry - Responses to these questlions in< 1. What uas theég'g.ndne?' .
Litera! of ° . prncess.,  Resppnyes are usdally pre- . clude the recall of speciflc facts, © 2. List the.am;s cnmennity .
Factus! Level . o dictable beceadse the answers are re- * trends snd methods, specific ideas, - -workers-help uQ.f .

. . " stricted tp the Information stated In generalizations, and termtology. 3. At what temperature does
the l;v}/o g . - , - . water freeczel :
Critical . Irnk‘l’nllon thinking Is auite literal | ‘Responses tn these questiony |n- 2 1. Exanine the plcture and
- Compruhension *  "and does not fequire & dlscovery of in- clude:- (1) The transiation of & . tel) what you think the
(Trans)dtion) _tricate relattons, Implications or . message; (2) An interpretatiog,of ‘story 1s aboug,. "
: ’ " subtle meanings., . ) . v interrnlationships anong major. 2. In your own words, explain *
o - tdeas: (3) The extensior of idess © what the graph 1§ 'telling
. to make an inference ar pradiction, us. - o
Application AppticatTon is the process-of ®taking pre-..  Reaponses to-questions at this U8 'smﬂ?lh'e wap of Zng.1t- .
: vioutly acyuired knowledge and comprehen- . leyel require €Bidents to use o Tustrate whrre the bus .
Y. ‘sinn of Ideas to solve prohlems in & new their background knowledge, general 3 ° routes should he agd indl-
or unitque sltuation. This pracess In+ - ‘informatip and understanding to cate your reasans, ' .
- volved a minimum of dlrections or Instruc- -solve problems, . 2. Read this passage and .
tlon and- the auestidns deal vith whele clrile ahl m)uQs." ot
. Ideps. . . : .
Analysis - . - Anplysle gmphasize he breaking or Meesponses require: (1) Anplysls 1. Watch two envderclals-aAp ,
S . dividing of given Inforbation or materinls  of the elements or garts; (2) the © TV, doteimine how the | ..
Into parts, Comnon words used with anatysie of relatisnships; .(3) An ’ yords used tried tp per- ) ’
oNL T analysls nre: proof, truth, fact, reason, analysis of arrangemeht or organiza- suade yny tn p'ur'cl\asq .
conclusion, evidence, definition, cause- tioh; and (b)Y The determination of* . the product, o
effect, compaelson, P'ropng:mﬁn'\ ‘cause and effect. , - 2. Exoloin hnw the Hata - R
. : 3 . . ‘ supnorts your hypotbasis '
- ’ . ’ ’ . ond . ,
- .
. \ i ' - . * . e ! . .
Critical HI Thia process ‘brings together the varlous. , Rosponces may Includn: (1) The . 1. Use these speciflcations ‘
Synthesls - ., harts to an lssue to furm a uhole, a com- production of a unlqne’ communica- ' » + . to design @ hruse .
blning ot parts In such & way as tn form tion; (2) Praduction of a plan or that vould conserve enargy, K
) n poattern nnt c%quy ovident before, , Pruposed set of operatinns; and , 2. Mrite an ezs.\y: tellleg ’
LA This catagory priduces divergent 904 £ (3) The dertvation of a set of - why "ferico (4 Grest,"
" " oereative thinking, Lo . ahsjractorelatbons, - a ‘ R e
tvaluallon . “Evaluntlon reavires, tn sowe rvient, all ” Artsponses wH1 be hased on Inters V). 18 the authne qual ifted
: ¢ . tha other cotegories. It.inctudnsmaking 7 onal ‘ar exterpnl standards.  Any to writenn the Subjret?
Judgments about wideas, solutions, methods, lIdea or vhjection can be svaluated  What does the book teavedl
values, etc, - o © A two stepst (1) Set up standards - abbyt the puthor's per-
, . : ] _ ) or valuas; (2) Detesmine how closely | sofgTityt - :
. ) T ; . the [dea meets those standards. © 2. We devised standardy (or
: : ’ : . : B " & qond report, Evaluate
; . : * S . . - today's repyrt using
: - \ “* t these standards, 7
R . 2 ) b e
s Sanders, 1973 . oo , -
T ’ N ;
4, :
-t o “ .
» _. 22 ’ . L ¢
, ' ) : '
' Tyt o , \ Do
. Y 4 ‘ :




" and their teaoner. _Tﬁe fotlowing category variables were created and

qollected'by the researcher:

C.

=thls categoryxhre yes/no questions.

. ._ \ .
and analysis levels. .

Y J ) ’.
) . T . AN . LR ". L -
theral questions-*are the_lowqr-thinklng questions. Re~
»~ ) .

sponses to thls type of question requlre students to recognize

. - \

'or recall facts, detalls, dates, events,: etc. Included“ln

. . I

U‘ltical I questlons--are higheT\level questions. Responses

to this type questiqn require studénts fo make inferences, to

Interpret ideas sueh as’ stating the main ldea in one's own

. words,.to comkgzivorfeontrast ideas, to extrapolate ideas from

ideas. . This level includes Bloom's'eomprehension;'applicetlon

'Crntlcal 1 questions--are the highest level of questions.

Responses to this type of guestion require students to create

somethlng new or to make judgments based on criteria. This
~

level 'includes Bloom $ synthesis and evaluation levels.

Affective questions;*are questions that allow students to

examine and express thelr own Interests, attitudes, apprecla-'

tions oplnlons and vglues in reference to a tOpic or concept{

v

..-Observation Time-~the amount of time that the: reseercher spent

taking observational data in the‘classroOm. "The observational lnstru-

‘ment, TICOR, has a bulTt-In timer. The onservatiga‘timg_;was the -

knownfﬁaots,’to_make'appllcatlon of knowledge by solving a prob-

»

. - y ' .
-lem, to determine cause and effect, to show relationships among




..‘.

reading of the selection/story to the end of ‘the last question.
' P A oo . E

‘- i o | 9
N .. . . ! "
- o ‘o - . . .

. !écokded-timéifromvfhe first questiom asked or comment made after the .

- Participation--a reference of time in the'd{scussLdn-Qhen the .

[

" student is speaking. _%ICQB'Qsed'the following Cateborles: a). askihg -

L)

questions of teaéhers-or students for points:of clariffcaqlon or-infor- -

o /o e S S
mation, or as'a comprehension probe; b) answering the teacher's question

P

wherp‘the téachéE‘asked the'questions and called Qn the students to

. general direc;ioné in the beginhing, _ - ' SRE a.

" respond.

or anbther student's qpestioh; ¢) reading aloud part of:theftexl'to
gnhswer a question or verify an answer; d) reading one of the questiohs
- posed by someone elsej e). whether the teacher or ghe.studeht was con-

ducting the discussion. - T .' /

Shared Controlled D'iscussion_'Grons'-%tﬁose discussions whern_.‘ ﬁa '

the students go through a set prbtedufe?ésklﬁg the questions, analyzing

‘the type o§ question asked, and.whefe';he teachef_says:notﬁing besides -
- : o :'

Jo
 Teacher-Controlled Di

»

scuss lon Groups--those discussion sessions

o

.

: .eritatsons'_.

. The major limitations of this study were: =~ ~

1. ‘The t}éétment (!.e;,'Qokahops) 6fferédfto teachers was an’
"indi;’qt ﬁeans-of_affecting students'f;hfngﬂfjn cbmprphenzioh

T an@'gérficlpg;lgﬁiﬂ The amounglgk'timefgndtpypé of emphasis - .

that each teacher devoted. to the training could not be con-
L P ' S B L
- trolled: -~ Tt L AR

C A




L]

2. The'treatnqnt-was“analyzed as a molar'variable' lt is unknown

_ //,__\ o which of the. new skills of the teachers and students is most . SR
. ’ ’ . _ . . » *.
. » .

'responsible for any behavior change seen ln the teachers or the B

-

students. ' e S : - . L

3. The maintenaﬁce testing may not accurately reflect a true main-

o 'Y . v

tenance level since maintenance data were. collected~only one ' ,._ ../3\

B month after post treatment data.

b, . Ihe time of‘year in which data were collected, especially.ma

tenance observahions, may not represent true performance of

--.;,'»F o teachers and students.' Maintenance data were collected during
R 2 L
. . the-last two weeks of school with considerable competition for

students' time--assemblies, field trips, sport days, etc _;The. LA
& . ‘ ™~ . W . R

. [ N
- ' _ " tivation of the teachers and students .for academic activities

LI Y

appeared-lowc .Many of the.L.q teachers.were so overload d with

-

- - : testing at the end of the school year. Many teachers i both L
, : o .- groups did not see their students between post and mai_tenance ‘

5. 'Actual student'gains or'benefitsiin terms of comprefension and ] .
-participatian)may not be realized;unttl the stude t knows”how-
to use these echniques automatlcally and can ca ‘1 “upon them as

L o : he/she is asked to read asnew Sj}ection. : “/:,

’6 The effects. of generalization and/or transfer to the regular . a;”

classroom setting were not assessed. ' - o o

v -’ L LA . . L
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. REVIEW OF LITERATURE . - S e

. . LR . o . . - - ; L
L . N - et : " -
- . -~ ‘

" . . - . . ‘- . . ‘: ) ‘.'
As the-reseerch questiohs posed in Chapter R were developed

' certain areas of the Iiterature eview assumed greater slgnificante. o ;
. L ) ‘-‘/.

rhew isw of the dynamic features

of readrhg comprehension As the Vi rious theorles of reading compre-

~

'hension were reviewed it was noted that questIOnlng has been\:il:ted

The first area. presented in this

" to comprehension by many theorists. A an assessment tool, as a\direc~

~

tive focus, and as an extender of lnform tlon, ques@ioning has been )
. ~ . .

vnewed as possessing

I

tionin%\to reading fis the second area of e

pQWerful.potential."Thls relationship.of-ques-~
_ h;sis:in this-review.

~ The historical_aﬂdrqurrent role of q estioning comprises”the.-,‘
third portion of .this chapter The particula question strategies that

ihave beew-sucCessful are detailed. The final. rea considered is the

>

use of.such-technjques to tnvolve learning disa-ledfstudents as actlve S
. . ] : . .
participants in the reading comprehension process. .

|

.

 Reading Comprehension |

: whdt-is reading-comprehension?.-Most-hodelsnof reading comprei‘

-hension discuss comprehenslon as an aCtive process, a dlalogue between",

¢
IS 4

_the wrlter and the reade»’with the wrlter presentlng informat“lon or

w
) 3 N

story line and the reader wlth a set of perceptlons, experlences and IR A

-

prior knowlddge lnterpretlng or deriving meenlng or understanding from

- . s ’ : . N - ) BT
. " . ) ) ._‘ . - . . .
. . ‘ e A . )




I;“'=fti, the wrlter S message (ﬂerber, 1978 Pearson and Johnson, 1978 Taba -
l965) Hendgfrson and Qireen (i969, p. %) define re?di'ng | "Reading is |

€he process of taking meaning -to, In order to construct meaning from,

«.‘ .
language in. print." Figuré 1 is a Preigntation of a Piagetien-based A
. ﬁ,(““ . N .
model of :#’rning that can be used within each of ‘the de%elopmental
.

. “stages ' gain a better understanding of the’ ooncept of reading compre- RN

t

}_ hension and its reiationship to the various reading comprehension

'

modeis._ - o g : a o

Ault and Vinsel (1980) refer to. Piaget s descriptlon of the - | N Aif
i ’ '
learning process in which the organism Interacts with the environment

ﬂby taking in various perceptions (c 9., visuai and auditory cues) _and
'“acting upon thOSe stimuii which reguiate'behaviors or intellectual L R

coping Organization, in their view, refers to thoughts becomjng cius- f

tered into a system of related behgvlors. Adaptation is the other in-

variant function that occurs. It s composed of two compon:nts. }&f

\

""" These always occur together.- Assimi~

-~

. —
- iation can be thought of as incorporating new pieces of information .
i

into the ;if//dy existing mentai structures. Accommodation on the . -1:4
-~ - .

v
»

othe; hand, refers to ‘the qlteration of existlng structures by contact .

-q-v»_
-

. with novel informatiou. «Actua)ly”these two components mey be viewed as

3,

' opposing forces: ssimilation tries to maintain the current structure T
° . ‘i -

and force change upon the - extefnal (new informatlon) fo@pe accommoda~ -

tion maintains the externai situetion and forces chenge upon the struce . e

-ture. Piaget has discussed structure in reference to the ”organizationei'
i ‘ ‘

properties of inteihlgence" which transcend specific contents (Flaveil

) W -

1969i n i7)i ComprehensIOn as an actlve component of the reading
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,process can be connected wlth the Plagetlan model as fepresented In B T

",e\FIgure 1, as s discussed in the following sectlon.

. Pearson and Johnson (]978) define comprehenslon as building‘a
bridge bntween the new and the known or as an understandlng of what ls
\new in’the context of what ls al ready known.: One of the components of

'~comprehenslon Is that It Is actlve. Comprehenslon lnvolves a great
deal of lnference making, where lnterpretations are made accordlng to ‘

B the reader s own~perceptlons of what the writer ls trylng to convey.
Because of the background and experlence the organism has had with the

environment, that organlsm percelves i #coming Information in a\pertaln

way. The process of assimilation tries to change the information to

_fIt the already exIstlng strugture . The procéss of accommodation tries'h

N . .
to take in the new information as presented.and change the existing

structure. The resdltipg structure represents the mental process or
"bridge'' tRat occurs between the new and the known information. \ :

Pearson and Johnson haYe presented a taxonomy of questions

which are useful in discussing the relatfonshlp between information '

presented in a text and the Informatlon that has to come from.a reader's

<~

~ store of prior knowledge. This taxonomy Includes: "text explicit" in
whichs the answers are on the page (factual recali); "text Implicit" in

which the answers are .on- the page but are not so obvlous' and ”scrlpt
7 +

Impliclt” (experfence) in whlch the answers are not stated but from - *

7

LI |} -8
previous. knowledge or experlence the reader can make some experlential

L4

guesses. S f

. . . . v »

6

Herber (1978) has also described comprehenslon as an’ actlve

‘think]ng-procoss. smi th and Deghant (ln Herber. 1978, P IO) state,_

-

[




‘ o

\

them. So long as hls kriowledge is a passive thing, It Is Immature and
'\ ¢ - ’ ’ L . . ) ) o ' '

impermanent. |Its maturation ddpenﬁ%“on its active use In new sltua-

A ''For learnlngnto¢bepome the full property of the learnershe must use

tlons.”_.Herber feels -this new lnformatlon_ls'applled.to'prevlous’ldeas |

“

and experiences to determine |f there Is corroboratlon or contrqdjctlon;‘

. Agaln'the protess of.accommddatlon or'aSSImllatlon can'be-observed ‘
Herber indicates that the components of comprehenslon are on
three leveIS° .decoding symbols (what the author-sald)“ lnterpretlng
: meanlng of the symbols (what the author meant by what was said) ; and

: applylng ldeas derived from symbols to new relatlonshlps beyocd what

ot
—

hwas_wrltten;‘ ' .'_' R f;p
Dalhes.(IBBZ) statts.that reading Is a process that goes on
'lnternally in the mental Structure of the organlsm, as Plaget has sug-

'gested Meanlng does ‘not ‘exist in symbols themselves bqt rather it

exists fin the minds of the wrlter and reader and in the meaning they
togethe]

: tlal fadtor in enabllng a student to explore and interact wlth the en-

- L 1 ;.

vlronmen ~dnd to establish a sense of- predlctablllty in dealing wlth

the worldi" The knowledge and experience that a reader brlngs to what

ls read will determlne in part.how‘well”accurate'predlctlons'can be

»
3

made .and the materlal ‘comprehended.

N . N. B. Smith- (1963) explalns the word.comprehenslon Ls a blanket

_term that covers a whole area of thoyght setting processes ln readlng
; The emphasls i$ upon thlnklng skllls ln readlng Thlnklng skills em-
brace exaluetlng, Judglng, lmaglnlng, reasonlng and problem solvlng.

She categorlzes comprehenslon ln terms of thlnklng demands. ‘Literal

dhttrlbute to such symbols. ~Background °xP°r'°"°° Is an essen-
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" comprehension is a direct Idea stated in the text. lnterpretetion re-

-.qulres skliis Ih suppiylng or anticlpatin meanings not, stated dlrectly.
’ €

Critlcal reading Is any readlng in whlch thinking is done, e.g., per-

sonai Judgment, evaluatlon on the quailty or’ value.of something. In = :
“a ‘ . i
" her more recent work, Smlth added an atditional comprehension category' .

AN — - T

' the creatlve ievel As taxonomies are examined, the way Smlth charac~

terlzes this level compares to the synthesls description In other

o ‘ taxonomies (Dalnes, 198%). i - S B . QF')%%
w . . ¥

p F. Smith (i978) descrlbes comprehension as the extraction of . : ._'f

)

-
l

meanlng from text or. as the reductlon of uncertainty. Components of

~ . '

comprehension as viewed by Smith include words that are part of surface
structure or the pnysicak representation whether wrltten or spoken

Meaning is part of the deep structure at &he sementic or cognltlve . ,~:£

ievei . . _ . - | | _ e
The potentiai Informetiveness of a,sentence lies in the _ .
extent to which it will reduce uncertalnty in the 1isten- ' .-

~er, while the degree to which the receiver comprehends a - N
sentence lies in the number of alternatlves$ that are - : .
eliminated. Such a theory of meaning implies that one ' ' \g\

. . : cannot discuss the ''meaning' of a sentence as such, but '

- R only ;ﬁs meaning to a particuiar listener (Smith, 1978

p..35 .

o L4

iAccordIng to Smith every aspect of reading can be seen as 9fﬂg/ﬂ"

) . RroceSs of categorlzation “As he discﬁsses iearning and knowledge,-
_ _ . -
he: describes three aSpects of Ieerning. g

. 'I,*, ’ »

1. ,Establjshment of new categorieqﬁ
. - .';f{ .

‘lr‘“‘ .
» - W

»

2. - Development of relations among categories ¢

3. Refinement of ruies‘fbr the. allocation of eventy,

v




'- o o . - " oo , ' R
This perceptlon of the lmportance of - the process of categorization t%

reading is in part tled to the Plagetlan model and the glve and take
of assimllatlon and accommodatlon. The expahdlng Qr broadenlng af
categories represents.a change ‘in the Structure. This change 1inks

: l
the néw lnformatlon wlth the known informat ion equal]ng a modlflcatlon

w :
. v

of structure and future perceptions.

Questlbnlng;{n Relation to Reading
What igfthe relationship of questioning to reeding conprehen-
s&dn?’_As each-of the comprehension definttiens and'cnmponents-was
reviewed, a link to the Plagetian,leerning modql.emerged;"Meny of the

definitions in the varioug reading models contained the term critical
thinking as it suggested reading as 'an active thinking process. The
Piagetian model points to“continyal'interactlon betweed'the'organISm_

and' the environment. 'CriticafATthking as a part of the process of .

comprehension requires the active modification of structure described

. r

L4

by Piaget.
Educators have claimed that the major goal of eduqathn should
be to teach chlldren how to thlnk rather than whet to thirk, There s

0

little evidence, however- that dlrect instructlon in the thlnking

.process takes place in schools (Raths et ak., 1967) 'Oecause educetors

belleve that thlnking is lmportant ln learnlng and there ls an . lnherent -

) » ‘\I

relationahip between thinklng and learnlng (Guilford y956), effect1Ve

a

teachers feel a reSponsl lllty tq contrlbu?e to thé ccgnltlve deVelop~'

ment ofithelr students;_ One of the most complex oﬁ~cognltlve,actlvltles-'

» )
[N S e . {
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| .is readlng. Through the reading process, teachers have sought to
develop thinklng skiils. _ o
In order to promo l-ihe.development.of thlnking.skiiis-in-their
_'students, teachers need tdi:e ‘aware ‘of the levels” of cognitive thinking
With this awareness comes the heed for the development of aotivltles
'that will inltlate the highest most chaiienglng cognltive thinking.

One of theé most frequentiy used technlques in the ciassroom is question-.

lng (Guszak 1972) The question serves a numbar of purposJ! The =

" question can assess what background informatlon the reader has brought

to the reading seiection. The question can direct the reader to "thlnk

'~about" the most salient features of the story in general or some speclf—

4

e feature of the story._ Fhe question can deflne the’ reiatlonship the .

author wishes to bring to the reader' s attention. Questions. and

questlon—asking seem to.stimulate classmates t\\meaningfui Interactlon;,'

4

r

The question can-be used to stimulate ciass_dlscussion. Some - advantages

of such a-discussion group are listed by Carin and $und (1971):

4

I'. " Tends to produce more sustained variety and enriched responses

o . ‘ . . . e
both from individuals and from a greater variety of children;

-

2. Stimuiates'Qoiunteering.bf more students° N

* 3. Contributes to more group cooperation than: a written exercls
7 . -

or onedon-one questloning,

b.°'Approaches'a more realist)efsocial sltuation.

M . .

5. Minimizes ‘the tendency towards teecher-dpmlnated iessons~

6. Piacas the. burden for active iearning upon the student rather
- ) ._1; .

, - ~
_ than upon the teachers;

7, increasas fiow of ideas and avoids fragmenting dlscusslons.

? ’




.'_development of 9tudents' ski11 In critical thinking rather than in

.'m
.-

_“thinking and reasoning process where multlple skﬂlls are employed in

.knowledge, comprehension appllcation analysls, synthesis and evalua-

’Schwartz,and Sheff. (1975) ‘indicate an additional bénefit of

| questioning and group or class dlscusslon--a chance for each child to .

. brainstorm ldeas. Hunk ins (l976 p. 4) further. advlses the use of the .. =

'questlons. “Questlons serve _to fOcus stutdent functioning and\bbJprovldJ'

a means for détermlning relevant from Irrelevant lnformation and for
polntlng up major relatlonshlps among informatlon as well as creating
new insights and assessing the results of lnquiry.” )

Schwartz and Sheff (1975, pP. 150) state th#t comprehenslon ls a

-

concert " The questioning stratggy in partnershlp wlth other comprehen-

sion techniques seeks" to develop these thinking and reasoning skills.

The Role of‘QuestionFStrategies'

_ What has been the role of questioning in the classroom, and how -
have guestions been used?

Researchers are not in -agreement about the nature of successlve

"levels of difficulty of human thought (B1oom, l956 Piaget in Sund, P R

l976'-Smith 1963; Taba, l965), but many have spught to define. the .
thlnking process with conStr&ts such as Bloom's. (l956) taxonomy. Bloom ‘ |

present:f six levels of thinking as comprising the cognitlve domain. :

tion Sanders (1966) has, sought to help teachers ascertain the’ levél

of questlons used in thelr own classroom. Dalnes (l982) ‘has succinctiy

npted appropriate reSponses made at each leVel (see Tabla ', page 7).M

"Educators generally agree that,teachers should %nphasize the |

PR




"often. Teachers tended to.ask dlrect'“tlteral” cpmprehens?:=§uuestlons,- f

It_was_concluded that ?nstructlon and practice had direct posltlve-con-

Y - '_"_ " ‘.‘ 20
.o . Co .‘ . v '

learning and recalllng facts (Aschner, l96|, Carner, 1963, Hunkins,

LN | ‘

1966) Yet - research spannlng mo?e than a half century lndicates that _ B

teachers questlons have emphaslzed facts“ (Gall IS?@ p.'7|2)

The many studles that have been. conducted on. teachers ‘ques=

_tlonlng praCtices have falrly conslstent flndlngs These stud!es polnt

out- that most queStlons asked (62- 79%) are on the Ilteral level or the ”_ e
Iowest level of cognltlve thinking (Guszak 1972 Lucking, 1975) . ,: | ‘7eL»' ;
Guszak (1972) reported a study ln which he feund ‘that chlldren were

-
best at answering “the klnds of qﬁestions thaQ'teachers asked most

about four times as often”as lnferential or lnterpretlve'questlonsu

Hansen -and Pearson (1980) conducted a study concernlng the
1

'effects of Iinference tralning and practlce on chlldren s comprehension.

-’

sequences on chlldnents.reading ¢omprehension with this second grade - jkf

-

group.oF'chlldren. o .

' Few researchers have explored \he relationship batween teachers’ S
. . ' . . e J . . N . c,
questions and student outcomes. Hunkins' (1966, 1968) research was .

designed to determlne whether the type of questlon bears any relatlon-

| ship to student.achlevement. Two grOUps bf slxth-grade students worked

dally for a month on sets of questlons whlch were based on a soclal

] L4

Studles text. In one group the questlgns stressed knowledge or facts

and In the other group, the questlons strebsed anelysls and eValuatlon.

.Questton types were defined ln terms of Bloom s, taxonomy.- Hunklns T e

-found that the anelysls-evaluatlon group earned significantly higher




P N

scores on a Speclally COnstructed post~tralnlng test than dld stqdents .
_who answered questlons that stressed knowledge. |
Gallagher (l965) provided some.evldence tomsupport the hypoth- R
esis that the pupil's expresslve thought level is dependent upon the |
teacher s level of questlonlng - Cole and wllllams (1973) provlde
emplrlcal support for the cdhcept that the characterlstlcs of pupll
responSes.are slgnlflcantly related to the levdl of teacher questlonst
Lucklng (l975) reported that hlerarchlcally ordered questlons -
lead to slgnlflcantly more lnterpretatlonal reaponses. Thls study also {
‘tooked at students and grouped them in hlgh and low readlng ablllty L
groups as it examlned favorable or unfavorable atfltudes towards read~.?r jﬁg.
'inb. At the end of the study, lt'was concluded that there was a. relaiy// |
- tionship between higher order questions belng a;ked and a more posjtive
attitude toward readlng regardless of the.students' beginning attitudes g -,jr

or readlng level R . L '

| Enokson (l973) used both a slmpllfled‘%axonomy based on Bloom 8

taxonomy and on Gullford's Model of lntellect (questlons bullt around‘
'the concept of convergent and divergent thlnklng) as he looked at re- - - hg h;
'sponse levels. Enokson found dlfferences ln response levels qnd con-'.:; . ‘ ..
cluded: ”lt seems logloal, therefore, that a worklng knowledge of the fﬁ |
slmpllfled teaoher questlon classlflcatlon mode] would be a first step
.ln tralnfng teachers to questlon thelr students more effectlvely“ ' "'/
(EnokSon, 1973, p. 29). " | -
* . With thege flndings, it can be concluded that the role of e

questlonlng is a. slgn*:lcantlone in. the classroom. Tradltlonally,
4

L] . L4

’



| y . 22
- however, as:noted in the beglnnlng'of thls sectlon ‘most qoestlbns gaked’

L
tn the classroom requlre the'lgyest Ievel of thlnklng In response.

5

These results and others (DUnkln and Blddie, 197h Ryan 1973)

_have demonstrated a need for teacher ]nstruction ln the use of hlgher

.

level QUestlons.' T T 7/&‘\

. r

, . N . . L - . . . - ) . "

Successfulgguestlonlng Strategies o

What . partlcular strategles heve been successful? The placement

of the questions, the types of questlons asked and the generatlon of
4 At
-questlons by students have been among the most successf ! of the ques-

i

'tlonlng strategies.

:.-r. - & - . . .
Placement of the Questlons , ‘ -0
Perhaps the most researched area concernlng questionlng strat-
egies has been where to place the questlpns (prior to readlng, ln the -

‘e @

mlddle _or at the end of the text).- Placem:it.of the questions. is being’

dlscussed as a str::jgxrﬁbr learnln§ since It meets the requlrement in -,
_ the Alley and DeshTer (1979, p. 13) definition of Iearnlng Strategies. t o

"Techntques that will facllltate the acqufsltlon, nlpulatlon, inte~
gration, storage and retrieval of lnformatlonjacross_situatlons and :

' settlngs." “As thls deflnltlon is examined ltfis apparent that:the'

- placement of the questlons at variods parts of the story quallfies as:;;>h'
.a strategy.: It seems to enhance speciflc memory and.guallty of under-d h
] A number of studles have found.that questlonlno students has a'

" facilitative effect'on_recall, Position and type of question. are in- ,
' - ’ L . N A

volved In this:effectt," - ~? S 8 fr‘h S ‘ ‘jfﬂ$..f‘




o _ “Shavelson Berllner, Ravltch and Loed?;g (l974), lnvestl~ '
R gating the type and positioning of questions for ‘a prose
3 - - selection, found that those students with ‘low vocabulary
« o+ . scores would score slgnlflcantly better when.assigned to .. . =
- textual-material that had hlgher~order ‘questions (those re- ° <\\
.quiring deeper proceéssing, such as comprehenslon applica- : o
tion, or analysis) -positioned after’ the passage.: '
“Consequently, it was found.that the kinds of quegtions. posed '
‘had a direct effect” upon the responses eliclited.| LaPorte .
and Voss (1975). have lndld‘Ped that the, retentlo of prose
- over, a one-week period is enhanced by the present tion of
coffpletion-type questions and feedback immediately following
the presentation of information to be learnkd. In contrast,
Rickards (1976) found that conceptual prequestions for prose
material ‘provided the best :method for facilitating delayed
recall of events and the organization of Iq#ﬁ\ms;ion to be

d Hresko, ' S o~

o maintained within the structure of memory (
* 1981, 7p. 67). , .
. - |
Types of Questions : Q;_ . . ‘ - -... : .
4 ) :

Reid and Hresko (l98|) point out that the issue of placement
7_ might also be assoclated with the type of questlon asked. Schallert s~'..
(l976) study suggested that. subjects who had to deal with prose passages
. on a semantic level had greater retention of the passage than those who
dealt with the passage on ‘a non- semantlc level The jhegry on whlch

this study was based ls from Lockhart and Craik's. (1972) model

" - Lockhart and Craik's orlglnal oondeptjon predlcts a direct relatlonshlp'f
T, SR . ; . , D _ : _ _
%,Vg“ : ibetween deptly of proéesslng aﬁd the'strength'of the"memory-trace. Heref

s
\ . depth of pr cesslng ref& to a hierarchy of stages thri%ugh whlch ln- o

'muli are processed where prellmlnary stages Involve the |
is of physical” featurg; and later stages are cqncefhed with the - '
' a.iractlon of meanlng ’g '»h§ R f_'w. - ,'-; 'u.;“

N\
Watts and. Anderson's (1971) s tudy looked at’ the effeCt of three i

-
.

'types of lnserted questlons on readlng comprehenslon. Students who

answered Inserted appllcation qupq{‘:ns durlng re{dlng demonstrated.a fi gayt




=i

: "strlklng superlorlty on both the repeated and alternate appl"catlon

- Student Geherated Questions.

sund, 1971, p. 39).

o

n

--I.questlons“ (Natts and Anderson,1197l, p. 39l) The/guthors gelleved %ﬁ,

that answerlng appllcetlon questlons facllltated later performance by

_-encouraging students to process the content of. the lnstructlon more

thoroughly, ln fact to transform lt, ln the effort to epply lt wlth a

\new sltuatlon.. . L .\_ T : \'

L) . o0

R}

Because the lssue of type of question along wlth the issue of

position was rarely dlvlded confllctlng results concernlng the effec-

tlveness of the posltlon of the questlon are numerous. Reld and‘Hresko

:(IQBI) suggest uslng a. varlety of questlons posltloned in a varlety of

places" ln the text.- The. fact remalns that this type of placement seems '

4

to_help students focus on the material read and-become more Involved in

the cdmprehenslon-prbcess.
L 4
. Who shoule:be asking the questions? 'Teachers have used ques-

tions to focus thinking as well as‘to_check general comprehenslon.

Should questioning be the seachers' tool? 'A growing boJ& of research

' : -4 - o
exists which Indicates that students attaln higher levels of thinking

when encouraged- to q;uelqp skill iIn asking their QWn questions .and when

provlded with more qpportunltlesffor dlalogUe'wlth classmates about the -

questlons posed andrconcluslons oerlved,from information" (Carln ahd

P

Anderson ) (l978) revlew of the reseerch on study technlques

indicates that a comblnatlon of readlng and generatlng quesmlons from .

-,'the materlel Is an effectlve,technlque.for ensuring better comprehens[ont

v
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¢

. 3

readlng, the reader.gen o,ptlnually check predlctlons and know whax ;'_[ S

~ing strategles and proposes ‘a’ strategy for teaching students tocesk

-.thelr own questlons.' Donlan -and Singer (l979) report on their study-

- questions and schema self-preposed questlons (embodylng teacher=~

tended to be. narrowed because students focused on passeges related to L, -.({;g

4

' Models of studylng whlch lnclude prereedlng, readlng, and postreadlng

&

: provlde one: explanatlon for thls effectlveness. Asklng questions before-

one reads helps to set the purpose related to the study sesslon. During .

should be asked next. After readlng, this strategy can help breék the
« ‘ o o ¢
materlal Into smaller unlts and provlde a self-check on comprehenslon A

of the material. Anderson'supports.the thesls that'actlve lnvolvement~

~ : I
in the learnlng process is vltal for educatlon to be meanlngful-.~"bhe£“ .

¢ <

‘an

Slqger (1978) descrlbes Ruddell's adaptation ‘of Taba's questlon-

that measyred three methods of preposed questlons almed at lmprovlng

compreheqplon, teacher prepared questlons, student grepared preposed' ' 'a, f

specified limltatlons wnthln which. students prepared questlons) It

-

those questlons ‘When students preposed the questlons, their questions ,e..*“"

were sometimes dlgresslve, lrrelevaht and encouraged attentlon only to

questlon~related passages. Best results were: found,wlth the schema
sle-preposed technlques ln whlch students genereted preposed, story

speclflc questlons based ‘On a Schema of content*genergl questlons._

*

These types of questlons tended to focus the . readﬁf's‘ettentlon on’ 0

answerlng questlons that were pertlnent and relevant to those

asked ‘on a content~velld comprehenslom test. "Students who have the. .. .. - .

. Y -

sklll'and commltment_to questlog themselves, thelrmleaders; end the )

)

4
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e taxonoMy with all lts levels when labellng. o

problems slnce the queStlons we. ask profOUndly lnfluence our concluslons

“'&nL Fltzgegald 1982; Campbel | and Borlch, 1973;" Sanders, 1973,

Ca que!tions are slgnlficant and at a hlgher cognltlve level. Hunkins R -

»

basic assumptions of social and polltfcai systems are more likely, as :'_ ! E
o adults,‘to be able to find vlable solutlons Lo the world's presslng ‘ o .
' \

s X - I

and actlons” (Hunklns, 1976, p. xlil) f _ ;[J-Zf: - ce

Rlckards (1976 P. 621) stated . that, "Some researchers (Ausubel

Shayelson ef al., 1974) have found ;hat those who 'score low on_tests of

,verbal abillty (presumably poor readers of some klndT beneflt dlsprov L” 1{ 'iﬁ- '}

portldnately more from advance organlzers and hlgh Ievel qyestlons than . R
those who score hlgh on such tests." & b _— .

-~
Andre and Anderson (I978) found that comprehenslon lmproved

v
aftsr tralnlng students to ask questlons, ghd they also’ dlscovered that’

®

student generatlon of questions durlng studygls more effective for_lower,'_il'.'

than hlgher verbal ‘abl|ity students. 'Of.course one”major beneflt:ln'

havlng students ask their'own questlons is the lnvolvement ln the sub* "
jéct‘maxter or story that must come when making up questlons. ' - L

L

. The quality of student questions becomes an lssue. Alley and

‘Deshler (1979) suggest thab the students must be able to ldentlfy the

type of,questlons theyuare asking so that they ‘can evaluate if thosg

(1976) not only suggests that the students be’ able to ldentlfy and Iabel
the type of questions asked but they be able to use the full BIOOm s
'
Raphael and Pearson (1982) state that glving metacognltlve
trainjng in quest!on answerlng was an lmportant component in observ%ngm

- s M .
4 L) . . . o ¢

hléher_performance on. text based quest]ons.' S vy -
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e

-ask hlgher level questlons is to train teachers to develop a questlon-l' .
‘ lng frame of reference wlth Ehelr students. They suggest further re-

. search that mlght lnvoF’e tralnlng studenﬁs in the use of the same A

' “inactlve“ student as an active partlclpant in the readlng comprehen~ S yﬁ i

. read., This eeemed to substantlate the predlctlon that questlonlng

o

;Mifls~et'al (1980) suggest that’ the way to teach students to A" ¥
g » v '

- : RN

cognltlve classlficatlon system as. ls used by the teacher.._Thﬁjnr o

’

'teacher/trainlng, student/tralnlng approach offers a two=fold advantage. S s

’(a) mutual relnforcement for . teachers and.students to engage ln hlgher
o
level dlscussl0n&. (b) reduction of the length of tlme it takes students. .

A
i

to catch on to the hlgher cognltive discussion sltuatlon.

Teachlng students to ask thelr own questlons encourages lnvolve~ Y
i
ment in the learnlng process. Teachiag them to evaluate and assess the
level of the questions they ask develops a stnglegy that alds them

beyond the ciassroom : ' _?-' o ' ." S
e, . . f\" .I . . 4

‘ ’ . L ~

Questioning and Related Strategies = - - . . L
“wlEh Learnﬁ_g‘ﬁ]sabled Students™ = - - '

Can questlonlng strategles lnvolve the learnlng disabled ‘ . ‘_.‘-

'Jl ) . . . 1. : o

sion process? . ’-. B e . oy
Lo . C 4
. o

WOng s (l979b) study wlth learning dlsabled students In readlng
omprehenslon has indicated that -questioning strategles are effectlve.,
Her ré!!%rch with flfth grade L. D estudents lnvestlgated whether or not
the use of questlons would lncrease learning'dlsabled ch}ldren 's .com= B ,Pﬁ
prehenslon and retentlon of maln ldeas in a glveg story. It appeare |
that the questlons precedlng respectlve target storles dlrected the

learnlng dlsabled chlldren to: search for Important Informatlon as thay

l

*




__characteilstlcs of passive readers. Passlve readers, like "lnactlve"

" L.D. students, for many reasons have grown to expect little meanlng

could and dld lead L D. students to become actlvely lnvolved in their
! . : . : . T A
own Iearnlng - o : - . : T

n Torgesen s (1977, 1980) research on memory. lt ha been pon-

cluded that L. D. students can perform more effectlvely when prompted by

. . e e . S
a questlonlng actlvlty ’ ' o h ' ¢

-

In terms of reading and questloning, few studles have been

Y
'completed with L.D, students. Schwartz and Sheff (l975)-polnt out the

f o@f;;;t\themxzead. . _' | B
I. They do not apply their exper[entla].backgrdund to assdmllate

new learning. ' . 3 | s
2. They have approached reading quite unaware of why they are
having difficulty. Sl T
f . i ' )

.

. The)learnlng_stretegy approach whichNencompasses qupstlonlnd -

strategles ,is the teaching of speclflc'technlques or rules that'can' P .
i -

help students cope wlth the. demands df the classroom. . A Iearnlng S e ';

v
L l ?

strategles model of instructlon for iearnlng dlsabled adolescents ls

deslgned to teach the students; how to learn rather than to teach spe- | .
cific content._ The adage, "lee me a flsh and | can eat for a day."
feach'me'to flsh and | can eat for a IIfEtiMe" (Al1ey an¢ Deshler,

1979, p. l3) applies jto the learning strategy model. ) o <«

. The ”how to. Iearn" foous of Iearnlng strategles parallels the _
. :

recent meezgpgnltlon Ilterature (Brow’ and Pallnscar, 1982) Meta-~

v L
cognltlon has: been referred-to In terms of two main deflnltlons. (1) o




! &

- .o '

. knowledge'about cognltlon;.(2)-regulatlon of ¢ognition. Knowledge * ‘

aboyt’ cognltlon f’volves consclous access to one's own cognltlve opera-
tions, and reflectlon about those of others. Regulatlon_of cognltlon -
lnvolves preplannlng and control, monitoring, testlng,'reVlslng and
checklngﬂoutcones.. Alley and Deshler (1979) have lndlcated that L.D.
sxudents can be taught questlonlng strategles although unless remlnded
or Cued they mlght.not ‘automatically use the appropriate strategyr

. Bos and Flllpls (l982).study lndlcated that learning disabled

"students were not deflclent ln comprehenslon monltorlng but falled to .

'spontaneously adopt task-epproprlafe stretegles. Ht further indicated.

that learnlng disabled students can be actlvated to produce these task-

approprlate strategles with relatlvely mlnlmal trainihg or cuelng- The
students in those groups who were belng cued to use comprehens ion monl-

torlng were ‘able to detect text lnconslstency and text confuslon..

L)

‘ Recent research at the Unlverslty of Kansas.Research Instltute

~ wWith learning disabled adolescents has emphaslzed questlonlng and read-

ing comprehenslon. Horl's (1977) research demonstrated that adolescentd

L. D. students could use a questlonlng strategy (ReQuest readlng proce-

' dure developed by A. Menzolﬂ1969) totenhance readlng comprehenslon as

)

wal as to lncrease the'd?ellty of their questions.
Multfpass (Schumaker et al.. 1982) is a learnlng strategy used
to improve comprehenslon and deslgned to: enable sgpdents to gain lnfor-

AN

JMultlpass ls an edeptatlon of Robinson's (1946) SQ3R method: ."(a) a -

mation from textbooks. Questlonlng as a process Is. & maJor component

ulck survey (S) of the chapter (Pass l), (b) a second pass through

the chapter where the student turns subtltles lnto questions’ (Q).




‘reads (R1) to Iooate the answer to the questlon, recltes (RZ). and—

'makes notes of’ the answer (Pass IM. and (c) a final revlew (R3) of the

materlal (hss g) (Schumaker et al., 1982; pp. 295- 296) " Using the

l‘

tteps of acqulsltlon and qarefully teachlng the steps of Multlpass to.

eight sec0ndary students, It was ‘concluded that iearnlng disabled stu-i'

_dents can be taught to,use a cOmplex learnlng strategy Their grades

in tests covering textbook materlal lmbroved markedly.-

Y Torgesen (1977) has effectively summarlzed the current data on

gtive learner" In saying that the.learﬁﬂng disabled students
(l) lack the blllty to know how to recognlze t”elr own abilities; (2)

lack’ the abllity;to recognlze the demands of the task (3) lack the

knowledge and confi ence that they ‘need to plan and to accompllsh the
-task, I.e., lack ‘of g al directedness. and - (h) Iack the realization |

-that itis neeessary tc seek strategfes to make tasks easier. .

It is felt that the research shows fhat questlonlng strategles

can and do relate to the. reading comprehenslon process.' However, thls ’

relatlonship has not b en demonstrated wlth'the learning dlsabled popu- .

Iation.' Very few studies have been . conducted with the elementary

learning disabled students using the questfonlng strategy. A substan-

tial amount of research needs to be completed before generallzations

\ ¥
L 2

can be made concern?ng the effieacy of questlonlng strategles for

fearnlhg disabled students. ) ' S
- / . . . {3




A

-© . group, Independent semple design with repeated measures . This research'} B -

" had a dual focus:' a teeéher-training component referred to as Part i

leve¥ to a higher-cognitive'ievel.of questioning. The basic purpose of
.the student component was to’ investigete the students' reeding compre-

"hension of narretive stories -as weii as to observe the students‘ abiiity

"_data anelysis used In the main study."

 DESIGN'OF THE'STUDY R

v ' ¢
;Y

"The major purpose of this study wes to determine the effects of -"

question strategy instruction on - the instructional methods utilized by

L. D. resource teachers in teaching L D. students. Student perticipatIOn

and reading comprehension were the two variables examined in thi's two i

-

L

and a student participation and comprehension component referred to as

Part il o w; ., o _

"The basic bjective for the teacher training component was to |
investigate whethe teachers ‘could raise their own level of questioning

during discussion o assigned reading material from a iiterai or factuai

v

\ L .

to participete in the d&scussion foiioglpghehe reading of a nerretive

« -

story.-to label questions thet.eccompanied the story as either fett@.
inference or opinion questions. .and’ ﬁgnaliy, to q?nerate their own

questions besed on specific criterie.

Ha

This chapter presents a description of the piiot s tudy and a
14

discussion qf the subjects materials procedures. scorlng systems end L e

»

3)




Pllot Study

X

¢

ablllty of a data collectlng lnstrument TICOR (see maln study'for
®

]

_ . ' ‘.Subjects o : : }\
L o = A : Voo o
L ., Five randomly selected L.D. resourcd teachers ina dlstrlct
L

other than the dlstrict ‘used for the main study were utlllzed ln the
L . pilot study.
S r‘ -

\
The students were 18 flfth and slxth graders assigned to
these teachers' resource rooms .

These students had been ldentifled as

learnlng disabled wIth :::ding comprehenslon as a prlmary area of weak-

~

ness .noted on their Individual Education Progqams. } ' '
“Procedure - _ : . )
\\- = .

. |

The pilot study lasted for five weeks., All teachers and Stu-

¢

' Each

dents were assessed during the fIrst, second fourth and flfth weeks.
Inservice trainlng of the teachers was conducted during the thlrd week

;ssesSment week the researcher went lnto each classroom for three
AN

\

days add recorded the lnteractlon between tHe teacher and students '
durlng the,discuSslon perlods that fol lowed ‘the students' readlng of a
narratlve story.

v

All
storles were on a thlrd grade leve1 of reading, within the range of

Twenty-three dlfferent stories were used
reading ability of-the students.

Eight. Storles of 550-650 words were
used for the wrltten readlng coMprehenslon assessment.

The f0urth day

The pllot study was conducted prImarlly to examlne the rell-

d talled descrlptlon), and ‘the Spgroprlateness of the varlous storles

and accompanylng comprehenslon questlons for the three phases of the
main_study. '

T
P .

-



lmprovement In asklng factual questlons.‘

G S , s 7 . . ) o

: of each week the students were asked to take a wrltten reading compre-

hens‘Pn test followlng ﬁhe reedlng of a story. The ﬁirst week. the c o
1 "

) students were asked to/read two storles. They read one of the storles,

) T ‘ i

'_answered questlons eb ut it, apd Labeled the types of questlons asked.

The students then read & second story and were asked to make up thelr ' R 5
own questlons. Afte the ftrst week of testlng. it was evldent that

thg students were u?able to read two stories and respond to them in a e

fﬁq30 to hO mlnute sesslon. In subsgqﬂent weeks,.they read one story, : !

generated thelr owh questions concerning the story and_th/L Iahelled

and: answered the Juestions of the .researcher about the story Three

: types of questionL were targeted factuala inferential and opinion,

!

In addition, the/students evaluated the story for interest level,

v 7 Al tea hers attended a one day inservice during the third week

e

In which they were taught Ievels of questlons, ways to involve students .

5

in analyzing qu stfons and teaching students to ‘betome the discusslon._ ' : @;

rleaders. No assessment was conducted durlng this thlrd week .

Based on the written reading comprehension test, taken on the L

fourth day of weeks. one, two, ‘four and flve, three types of 'scores were '

igfobtalned. number of quest lons generated, number qf-questionsganswered'

 correctly, end number. of questlons ]abelled accuratejy #s to type. The

results of the pllot st,u_dy showed sighificant dl.ffe're'nces at the .05 . ‘

level be tween pre~ and post tralning ln the students' abtllty to answer

};comprehension questlons. lnformal anaJysls Indlceted that the !nerease

in students' abillty to generate quesmlons was: prlmarl1y the result of @

1 ' N o LI
. .- . B
' » ) . [ ]




Results and lmpllcetlons

The lmpllcetlons of the pllot study assisted ln determlnlng the

'followlng procedural declslons lmplemented ln the maln study: v

t B

A Of the elght 'storles used ln assesslng readlng comprehenslon, {0

s
two,were ellmlnated, one due to the- thlrd grade celling effect

h
noted for one chlld and one due to amblguous questlons. These
two storles were not used ln the maln ?tudy .

2.7 It was determlned that a flve day measurement period was more

added to the procedures of the maln s tudy
3: Nine of 15 storles were determlned to be equal In readlng
l&vel of slmllar construction and student lnterest ‘and pro-\
.-duged slmllar ease ln-dlscusslon-outcomes‘ﬁs measured by
._TlCORZ Slx of the elght testlng stories proved to be slmilar

L A
.ih reading level length and construction.

L]

4

b, New observatlonal varlables were added to the "program" that

_ TICOR recorded. " One maln level, affectlve, was added ln t?e .

| twpes of questlons asked Questlons llke "How did it make ybu

feel'when the horses were mlstreated?” dldn t seem to fit lnto

- . any of the exlstl‘ categorles.ﬁAlso the\odlfler key "s(’}dent

' reads the text to answer a questlon" was added.

5. One partl;ZIar strategy taught durlng the lnservlce, student

lnvolvement exclted the teachers to such @ dolnt that fOur of

A

‘the fLwe teachers used elther shared control or student oontrol

) LT

of the dlscussl0n sesslon.. In other words students were

elther leadl‘e or sherlng the leedershlp of the dlscusslon

Tt e

L appropriate than four days. An addltldgal daY_of thtlng,was // o v




groups:‘ Thls re$ulted lmfa dramatlc drop ln the number of

questions’ asked by the teacher because the students were asklng .

’

the questlons endgdlrectlng the dlscusslon. For thls reason a

)
o

stlpule%lon in the maln study (efter tneetment) wes thaﬁ ”at
least one of the three days of dlscu$slon must be teacher con-'

' ducted."_'

Main Study°

-

" mine changes in methodology and" procedure for this research. This f °

sectlon dlscusses the subjects, materials a‘d lnStrumentatlon proce-
l‘

ldures,\butllne of workshops, scorlng.of data, and.analyslscof date.
, | . N . _ _ .f'A'
‘Sybjects '

Part l'Teacher-TralnlngfComponent. Twenty:randomly selected

resource teachers employed by -a large urban southwestern school dlstrlct

l

.Ywere seleqted to participate In thls study. The school dlstrlct serves
the majorlty.of.students in the'clty., Thls dlstrlctﬁﬁerves over 8,000 |

.. special , education students. Approxlmately,f'ooo students are ln re~
’
source classes In elementary schools ahd ere Served by 8l resource

teachers. o

From the pool of 81 elementary resource teachers in the school
Aldlstrlct ﬁ20 teachers werevrendomly select!d : Those teachers selected

were contacted to see If they had at least three learntng dlsabled stu-

- ?

'dents who were in the fifth or slxth grades and who met "the speclflc

.4

nstudent,crlterla..-

»

The results and lmpl}catlons of the pllot study helped to deter-

©




:mitment (experimental group stipuiation),~the;aiternative (controi_gré:pz‘ﬂ'

another teacher from the origlnai teacher group Until ten teachers were '

-\reading comprehension difficuities, the L. D seif-contained teacher wes

the. principal. This one'seif-contained teacher who mainstre d moSt '

'prdcedure and the one-day inservice that would be provided after the

36

e " . : < ,- . . ..
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Each teecher was contacted by the researcher end asked if he/she
‘would be ailling to- participate ina study deailng with reading compre-'

hensfon. The-teachers were toid of the five weekend workshops to be T

. -heid as part of- the study If they were unable to make this tims com = <

k)

stipulation) was presented;_ If any of the teachers did_not wish to

pertfcipate-under either.condition,-the researcher'rendomly seiected.. | '--'f'n

identified for each group.
In one buiiding, when it wes determined th t the resource teach-

er did not have at leest three fifth or sixth gred stﬁdents having o o

. o

introduced to the researcher because .of the high level of Interest of

of her students during the day’except for reading, had more than three
ofrher students who met the criterda.. This teacher became one of the
ten experimentai teachers selected |

- ~ The researcher cpntacted 31 teachers before finding ten teachers
for each’ group. The e;perimentai group A| was told of the three day
observation procedure anﬂvthe specific dates of the five weekend work-4
shops. (Objectives and content wlil be discussed ina following sub-
secfion ) Those in Group A| received three hours of graduate credit in S
'Special Education from the University of Arizona for the workshops and ////

related activities,\ The controi group Ay was toid of the observation

“%

completion.of data coilection.




:’, .
A] .and control Az groups. Thls lnf?rmatlon was. gathered at the gonclu-

Table-zfrnaicbtés the’eharacterastlcs 6f both the ex

37

;:$*m¢nta11

sion of'the data collectlon by means of a queStlonnalre (Appendlx A)

e .

o
) '

_ - S oo -t |
~Table 2. Teacher CharacterﬁstICS of Expprlmen;alfand Control Groups

#

At

-

v

S e : Groups o
L o . A| Experlmental Az Control
. Teachér Characteristics L Nel0 / Ne10
- S T o1 <
Education - i T .
. ; . . ) oo - .
L.D. certified 10 . 10
Master's degree , 10 . 8.
Master's degree plus . T e v T
11 or more hours Vo 7 - Wy
Second master's L AU ' 3
Educational specialist o / Ak
‘Te§Ehe}.ExperlenCes | : C
Totql'giﬁ’h{ng years=-range - 1-26 1-35
o --mean . 17 15
Years in L.D. resource--mean. - 8.2 v 6.8
Chronolbglcal age--range - 24-60 26-60
. , "-mean - b ( b2 -
Average salary* | over 325,000 over $24,000
~Re5ding courses beyond B.A.--mean a1 L.0
- . ; .
*Questjonnai re~--ceiling effect on salary $26,000 or more ¥

o

¥




These characterlstlcs llsted lndlcate that the teachers ln both

5 .o

groups were slmllar. Because of the tlmelcommltment requlred of the

experlmental group ln taklng the course,,dt was lmposslble to randomlyu
~assign teachers to a:condltlon; Although lt may appear that those in | SR
the. experlmental group were more‘motlvated’t;wards lmprovlng skllls 1 :v_.;. 5et
‘than those ln the control group, the numbers of master“s degrees and " o

addltlonal graduate hours ln both groups lndlcate that the teachers ln '-'f ‘ :ee

both groups were used to taki courses . tn an effort to lmprove thelr

teachlng skllls;- Four ‘of the control group teachers have young chll- . oL -—j;

dren and could not leave them on weekends. Four had prlor weekend

jcommltments and two expressed a need to relax on weekends A1l of the e ;
pe 3 - RN
control group, however, expressed @ deslre to partlclpate In the study

H

fbecauSe all handouts materlals and readlng comprehens ion :echnlques et ﬁfll

would be shared ln a one-day lnservlce at the end of the study

."- E

Part Il'Student'Compqpent. The student subjects were 68 learn- - :_.:-pr

" _
ing disabled FIfth and slxgh grade students enrolled ln resource rooms ‘.

in the same’ urban southwest-school dlstrlct. The crlterla used to -
select the student populatlon were as follows: ‘
1. Enrollment as a learnlng dlsabled student of randomly selected
» L.D. resource teachers who partlclpated ln the'study. These '
i students had been deslgnated as learnlng disabled students .
.lhbased on. the crlterla lncluded ln Publlc Lew 94- lhz, the Edu~ f ~_; ; __:f fi
catlon-for All Handlcapped Chlldren Act and the school | |
dlstrlctls Crltérla., Appendlx B ls a summary of federal,.

3

state and distrlct crlterla. T N e



i

ERrol Iment as’a fifth or sixth grader. -, R

- *
3. ldentlflcatlon of reading dlfflcultles as a slgnlflcant problem:
S i -_as stated by the teacher on the IEP, . ;f.\ . - ;; ) 1#

hf-'Readlng achievement on, at least a &hlrd grade level as measured

'“’by a standardlzed lndlvldually edmlnlsterqd readlng test.

DUF‘"Q the StUdY. seven of the 68 students who met the Prevlous* - ‘ <

Ay descrlbed seQectlon crlterla moved away from Tucson end one was re-1 |
. . .o - l C ;
o |

e -.moved from the L.D. resource placement. ‘At the end of the study, 32 of .

the 60 remalnlng students were enrolled ‘in resqpﬁce rooms .and thelr .

teachers were: Involved in the trajhlng workshop Twenty-eight of the »

students were in classes where thelr teachers did not partlclpate ln

tralnlng until after the flnal malntenance measure. °

e

'l,' _"“ § Student characterlstlcs are shown in Table 3. Thls table lndl~

. cates: the number. chronologlcal age, sex, grade, lQ, readlng grade
equlvalent and blllngual ldentlflcatlon in both the experlwfntal and
:control groups. o }3 '; _ '. | f' : St . S

v 4

L]

Lo e . . c . oo .
Materlals'and Instrumentation SRR

r

\-; - in the followlng section the: materlals and’ lnstrumentatlon used o .

4 . R

} R .wlll be discussed, Includlng nerratlve storles for dlscusslon or for

o

s R student testlng, TlCOR tape rec0rder and wrltten comprehenslon tests,'

L Narratlve Storles. Because dlscusslon group dynamlcs are so oL

tied. to the speclflc story/text belng dlscussed. storles were provided ' ';"fs

‘by the researcher. The pllot study (see pége 32) looked at a totel of

23 stories. All storles selected were from worldeook‘ Reedlng\u" N } ) ij

s ] _— . . . - -
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Table 3, Student Characteristics of Experimental and Control Gro!h‘ ,' I
> _ | i
B ....Groups '
o S Experimental . .. . Control
Student Characteristics - N=32 - 'Nwm28
. L, . , . . ' oL
) :.i",."' v Co. i ; - _ ’ _ = . :
Age--rangé R 9-10--12-11 - 10=3=-12-1V .
- ==mean T : . L 11=5 - o 11-9 R
.+ Male’ . . ' 17 ) 21
Female - ( , ' 5
'S" ) o Y
- Grade - e ' A , '
- Fifth : : : o 8 : 10 -
. Sixth - . 1) 18
IQw=range | . 70-12007 74-118
t --mean L o : 5 . 91.6 S 93.4
Readlng Grade Equiwalent : ' .
Range . A : ST 2.977.2 ' . 219-6.0 . . -
T Bilingual (Spanlsh speaking : EE Vi e . ' ' - E
P English proficient) o 12 . .9 -
/ o ) . : v'd . , . . S
v | ‘ v i
Development*Program-Level13'Books.I-h (1981). A1l of the stories have .
been rated at 3.0- 3 I by both the Fry (1968{/nnd Spache (1953) read-
ability formulas and all were’ narrative in structure. Eight stories. .
_because of similar length of 550-650 words, were selected as the narra= -
tlve bassages for 'student testing. Comprehenslonvquestions were-devel-" '
'.oped. Two stories were ellmlnated from use In the main stgdy because Vf"
8 ’r e ! ' . '
in She pllot study, students consistentlyrgot hlgher scores across e
trials on ohe story, and on another story,ﬁsome of the questlons seemed
. N . ] .
amb i'guous or unolear,; In. the pllot study IS storles were orlglnally v

- v '
£ - v
- . TN ¥ : *
. . ) A
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Qiooked at. Teachers daiiy assessed the stories for vocabulary diffi-

culty, conceptual difficuity, intgrest and. readabillty, including word - o

4
recognition. They also rated ease of asklng questions about the story

)

. _ and‘easeiof conducting'discusslon groups. “Finally, in the piiot study,
- - teachers were. asked to star the stories most interesting to the stu-- v
dents, ranking the stories from favorite to least favorite. The piiot
- study teachers sought the opinion of the students. »According to these .. ' :'if
' criteria, none of the 15 narrative stories were finally selected as the.'

disoussion stories for use in the main study. o B ; \

TICOR. A Time lntervai:Categorical Observation Recorder (TICOR)
« was ysed to collect observational classroom davay TICOR is a micro- .-

computer that is comparatively small in size (contained in a lightweight

briefcase), has a silent-typewriterflike keyboard;iend contains;an.in- .%.
' ternei power supply which makes 1t completely portable. ‘Table h-shows_ .f
a sample Tlceilprlntout. Appendin C is an abstract which describes ° {_ o
TICOR. - . ' o B o '
Teacher-student-interaction during discussion groups following
the reading of tRe stories was recorded with TICOR and subsequentiy fed
into,the VAX II/720 computer. For the purposes of.this study, the - | ¥
TlCOR research. Iooked at a type of ethnographic deta.!ﬁ - ‘ -
In the Pant | Teacher Training homponent, the followlng cate-
gories and subcategories were establ ished by ghe researcher to d scribe
teacher~student interaction using TICOR' _* ' o S B -
l. . Teachers' levels of questions: Literal, Critical |, A
! = Critical Affective. . J_' _. | , } '- ‘i, mi'uf
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(I Table 4. Sample of TICOR Printout

.1 Teacher's Response Profile

- \ REPONI UL 7 ' NUMBENT ? o
. . . . . . 2 T
DESUNIP, 1 TRACHEN QUESTIUNS' T INVHASGRUUPS 6. FILETBIGE,TIC ¥ ! :
OaTEsont) . UL TIY SIHY V010 PPMNIQUO% " 1ows 129 )
TUlAg SECUNDE TimMe: 1000,3 - MINUIEY OF UVAENVATIONT 47,77
. o . )
oo i Num HEYP BIAND X stanp % 3 L
"EXPLANATIUN - RESP /MAN. DLV RESP OUNATIUN MEAN DV bun - T.OUR .
TCnN == ABK L3T, QUEST 200 0,7231,07 34,60 . 41,9 2.10 . 0,97 2.,%) 6,9 .
. 1 £, 1] ?- A3% CNT, 1 vty li‘. Vol 0.7! , 8,70 ’... 1.”1 ...‘1 - i.ll ..Q‘
o ’ * TCne *. ASK CnT, 11 097 37. ‘n?’ 1.28 2%,010 bu,u R.20 !005 $.,07 13,90
v TCHN we ABK APFECT GUEST _ . -
TCAN we GUMUENTS RELATED 68, 2,85 1,29 g99,64% 48a,3 6,33 0,43 26,66 73,18
TotAL NEBPUNSLE) A3Te, 4e%3 1,69 TOO,00 607,84 4,43 6,33, 46,85 100,09
. 1 ] " ‘
. - ] . ) ) ‘ s |
-‘Student #3's Interaction with Teacher T
) NlPou'!JUL 7 ,. ' .  NUMBENS 2"’ , . ‘ . -
¢ - ;N‘l : : A R
DESCRIP 1 STUDENT THREE PARTICIPAT - IN GRUUP) 3 FILEIBIGZ,11C Ct - ) i
0 DATE S04}  ICMRIOV10 $1HY10010 T PPMNSCUDS ¢ Jowms ‘129 . )
TOTAL SECUNDS TIME: 1000,) ,luurtg OF UBSENVATIUNS 27,77 .
: b tle‘N"iuu' ::n e o a;ano LR . ' STAND & 1 ‘
> ' r . o aF  shln Dey NESP_DUNALION mMEAN ' DEV DUR  T,0UR .
: . 3TDS =s UNDEFINED B e 007 0,28 s.ll" 1o . 930 S,20 1,32 11.5s
BT03 == LITERAL ANSWENH' e V.22 0,29 ‘19,30 15,0 2.50 1,9 .‘0.90 9.3
AR R 1 S T
) 094 8
S1LS =e -AFFECTIVE AN&.. * o ? .uo_ 5.7 ""' ) 3.07 .08 34,00
STUs == ANBNERY w/NLAD 3e 0oll) 0e31 - Tyo¥ . _ B
3103 == SIUDENT WEAUD u, o * 2003 8010 - 3,80 1,06 15,3
TUS o CUMMENTY HELAT © 0. Us86 0,67 4 - 4
3108 e k1 i o R . U *7 25,0 19 4,13 3,13 2,a0. 25,08
TV3 == WHAT PHUOF U, T
;;ui we AGHEL UN VISA, 0 . - ’
VS =e SIUOENT ASKS fe U048 0,19
STDS e ASK LIT WUESTIUN . ] 0_1 'a-u’o 1.3 .o,o 0,00 0,08 0.81
8103 =< ABn CRI | WUESI. : '
3103 == ASK CN1 1] wWES!
STUS == ABR'AFPFECTIVE w, . . . . . o
3T00 =e EVAL CUMMENTS Wt : ' ' T
TOTAL - REDPUNSEY: 39, 1440 1,20 100,00 160,60 w,i2 - 3,58 , 9,04 100,00 . .
; ‘ < . . - v
R - .
o Sy ' o - _ . : . A
A d . k! -~
. \ * & * , . .
-\ Lo i L
‘. ) . @1 ) . ~ . . .
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2. Teacher cdmments: ' reioteu and unrelated (ung?lated had to do

,‘ﬁth mechani cs of'claserOmﬁor discipline of students).
. ' o T

-Tape:Recordef. In a&dltlon to TICOR, a tape recoéqer with a

sensltive bullt -in mlcrophonqmwas ‘used to tape the flrst three days

y
he

of each measurement perlod o

© Written Comprehension Tests. - The'measurement instrument for
! o _ . v :
the student component was writtén comprehension tests designed by the

experimenter to éssess comprehension of the nprrative stories pre-

‘sented., No publlshed comprehenslon tests were avallabLe and sensiti;
;

“y

to the speciflc compondnts being targeted In this study. The test
lnstrument contalned two parts and meesured three comprehensloo-ski1ls.
. The test measured-. _ o B o = 0 |
., The abllity of the student to. wtite short answers to ten
compréhenslon questlons about the story lncluded'in the
.questlons were at least two of each type:' fsct,‘fnference;
and oplnionl There were usually more fact questions than any
- other type. l“l’he labels taught to the students were a slmpli-
fled verslon of Bloom s taxondmy of questlons. The fact
questions are at the l!teral level, the Inferehce questlons'

are at’ Qhe.Interpretation,~appllcation and analysls level,

opinion questlons are those qu!!tlons";pat requlre evaluation

or synthesls. Appendlx D s an example of the questions asked._

2. The ability to 3dentlfy and label what type of questlon these

ten comprehension questions were. ~

i
4.

e

.

e ™ e ——— e - -
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‘3. The abllity to gener or construct six que&tloh@ relevant to
the storyi two factual \ two Inferential, and two opinion .
questions. Appendix B Is the form that the students used when
. . " developing questions. '
Procedure§

In th!s section the procedures for each five day measurement

_perlodn'the traTnlng and their related asslgnments are discussed.

Five Day Measurement Period. All teachers and students were

assessed three timea during the study: -Once brlor to tralnlng (the

‘ pretestl. at the end of training (the posttest), and one month follow~

ing the training (the maintenance test). The researcher arranged wi th

.'the teacher the appropriate q}me-and days,to come for data collection. L Cd
The students observed were the same.throughout the study. _Each data

collection period took frugvdays:i three days when the researcher
.collectedzdata_(with'TICOR.andwa tape recorder)-during the discussions ,
i : : : ' ) - S,
of the staories and two days when the $tudents read the stories- and

then.toqk the urltten comprehenslon tests. The stories that were used -

as stimuli for the dlscusslon sesslons were given to the teachers at
\

yo : least one week prior to the obsenvatlon dates.. The teachers were in-"
. i} - .

structed to hdve the students read the story. It-was recommended that

the students read them silently but the teacher made the declslon as to

/ . sll nt or oral reading. lf the’ teacher thought ‘the students would have ‘ Y Y
};*-'_ (\\ : dif ulty readlng the story or wanted to réad lt\as A group, she gener- e
N ally had the students read it aloud. Three experimental and_slx Caﬁtf@"d P
_teachers w_ould orally read the .w\hole stony with thefr group (each ! i
" T R : T




| 5
student taking a turn).before the“discussion began& 1t ysuaiiy took 10
: ' Lot o

to'15 minutes to read the story. . )
e * : 1

Foiiowing the reading of the story, the teacher was instructed

. \

i - . - ' t . ' N L]

: >
v

‘to discuss tcf story with the students. There were no time limits set.

.However, the teachers usuaivy used the entire ‘resource session to which
i

V_the students had been preyiously dsshgned. The measurement@of time
A ; . \\1 .

¢began after the reading of the story had been’comqﬁgted and the first

question was asked, and continued until the response of the last ques-' )
. i’ . :

tion. The experimental group s time measurement varied betweén 15 and ”@'

34 minutes with a ‘mean time of 17 minutcs per session. The controi

?

group's time measurement varied betwken 6. and 23 minutes with a mean

i h ! : . *
time.of 15 minutes. ;o .

I‘ .
i

Three questions were often asked of the-researchér.by the
teacher concerning the reading.of the stories: ''Can one do pre-reading

or vocabulary dévelopment prior to the reading?'' The answer given wasj e

-,

PWhatcucr'you usually do with a story.is Just fine. The data, however,

will be measured with the first question after the reading of the

» . story." A second question asked was, ”Cénvwe'read~the story In sections

LY

and ask- questions following each-section?" The. response given was,

-

'"Measuremerit will occur wi th the first %uestion following the reading
of the first section." Five exgorimental teachers and s1x control. e e
L} i A% o

teacbers wouid read the stories in sectiqns, asking questions afteri

each section. A third question asked-was, Wil you provide questions ;
_to.ask7u“The answer was, "No just do what you usualiy do when you s g

b . i 3 . . oL 0 ,,,b ' _ . .
discuss a story " S T . {-




& R . The researcher was scheduled to observe 180 discuss!on sessfons, . T

nine sessions -for each teacher .’ However, because of schedup}ng prob- -
lems, 172.sesslions were observed., .The order for presentatian of the
nine dlscusslon stories was randomlied for eaoh teacher $O that.each,ot :

: ‘#*

.. the .20 teachers presented storles in, a dl&{eront order. Appendix [ Is-

. a Iigtlng of the story order of presentatlon.

During the fourth and fifth days, the students took the wrltten

I X

comprehension tests. Both the-experlmenter and a trained doctoral stu-
» 0

dent ln Special Educatlon admlnlstered the tests glven the fourth and

_flfth days. -Because of the two testers, a set of lnstructTons'was

developed. On ‘the fourth day, followlng a short briefing: sesslon on

Iabellng, the students were asked to read the story, answer the compre-
henslon questlons and label the type of question asked The followln

actuvltiea and dialogue occurred on “the fourth: day during the brleflng L ’?' j

. sesslon on labellng. o T o . - :

wlth the labellng sheet in front of the student, the researcher

°

explained" "Today, I'm golng to read out loud a short story, pleaSe

follow along as | redd it. when | am flnlshed readlng it, wewill : 6-‘ﬁ§

'answer some quest[ons together.“ - Appendix G ﬂ& theﬁsample"label[ng | 'e_. ’

o - Researcher readsr" ""Tom wasngolng to.schoda.; Hersaw the bus. - - _gh;

}h" : . comlng.and ran as fast as he COuld ' But fom mlssed-}heybus! He got on . .,~
\ | ",ralmthe next“one —~$hen—¥om dropped hls money. .The'colns rolled all over.-:‘?» "
ATom had to plck up hls money . At last he put it all in the fare box.kw Ny ' fi

He/sat down. He relaxed and looked out the wlndow. “Then Tom_got a’




¥

a

_surp'rise'. He: tsaw hls school Tom had forgotten to get off the bus in-
R

'tlme” (Science Research Assoclates, Inc., 1974) . . ®

'"Will someone read the flrst questlon." Always hands went up

a2

'end/or,someone'started"reading it. "0id Tom miss the bus?" fhe_stu-

'dents would usually say yes. "Okay,_wryxe yes in the squere”betWeen

know he mlssed the. bus?" Students would usually respond wlth it says, :

-lt ln the story." Researcher. "Yes, look down at the bottom of this

pege. This q?estion is'a fact questlon because e oo WM Researcher
o
then read the deflnltion,: “Now, on the little line in front of 1,

"put a big F because it is a fact questlon.ﬂ

"Now would " read the second question?" '"What tells'us

»

that the boy didn't have his mind on what he was doing?" Usually-more

- the fIrst and second question.“ Researcher then would ask, "How do you;-.

than one°answer would come out. -If not the researcher asked, ”Are there

any other clues that tell us that the boy didn't have his mind on what
he was doihg?” | “
| "Put ln the space between questlons 2-3 the part of the answer

you think best answers this question. I f you need any help with@spell—
f .

4 ing, Just ask'. Don t w0rry about spelling, do. your best but If you

S .

want help, just raise your hand " = YT : E

) “Thls ‘question calls-for-an inference (#fead definition).
id?erence Is .. . . Why is this an inference?" UsuallyAstudents -

; would sey, "Because we got: clues ell over the story ":'"Put a great b?;

| n front of #2.n : . »

Read questlon #3 : "Based'on what_you read, what do you think

might have -happéned before Tom went to.scheol?" Typical answers; . »ﬂé

- e
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"Tom got up late." He Wa& slow eatlng his breakfast,” His mother was

yelling at- hlm“because he was poklng around " VHe forgot to do hls

1$FBMaugyk."- N o ';' - ,;-- ' . S R
Ly N o

"All of these are possible answers. who is rIght?" .Studehts
Y StHaent

usually say, "we ddn t know, the story doesn t say." That!s rfght, all - B | f,

of your answers are right because lt s what you think that Is important.,_

’ .

lt s your ‘opinion."
"Put. in the space . after #3 what you thlnk mlght have happeﬁed

This IS'an oplnlon~questlon,(read definition). Now, put a great blg o . :

. . A i . ' . . V4 . ._ e ' .
in the line In front of #3."+ . : _ I VL

Then the reading passage for the day was. presented -“Today'l

Is

" want you to read a story to yourself “and’ answer ten questlons about the
story. l aLso want you: to telb me what kind of question lt is, F fact, .
! lnference, or 0 oplnlon., If you need help with any of the words just T N

4

“ralse your hand and I/will be glad to help you.'

Many students, especially in the olasses where. they had been
reading: the stories together, asked lf:they could_read together. The
. researoherfwould say\"ho"}but offer.a§a1n.to help them .with any;problem
words. ' They would—then answer questionsjand the researcher would help'f
1then'with:dlffioult Words as they read, and eny spelllng:oroblems lf"'"
1%they asked while they answered theéquestion:.. '
o '_" The fifth day the students were asked to read a different story
U and then ganerate thelr own questlons, two fact, two Inference, and-two '.‘
opinion. Again on" the flfth day prior to readjng the story, the same

-3 ’
}labeling exercise was used as a tralning session.  After the labeling

'exercise, the;rasearcher Sald "Today You get to ask the quest!ons.

Vi
ok,



n

oan order effect or. the possibiiity that one,set of questions might ave

..(the experimental group) attehded five weekend workshops that were heid

1983,

T of each Instrument will also be di3cussed. ‘ AR S

-will ask.

‘appendices-can be found,in Tabie 5.

Read t is story and then think of two fact questions, two inference ) '1f_
questions “and - two opinlon questions. You may all keep your labeling ' o ;g
exercise. lt ‘may hein~z‘3 as you start making up tﬁeﬁquestions you o

Today you: ‘don't have to answer these questions.“_ To prevent__ ,i@_

been easier to answer ‘or generate, .the , stories assigned to each measure-

ment perléd were done randomiy (see Appendix H)

y &
.y - . !
[

* The te'ac'n Group Ay
w ' N

Outiine of Teacher Trainlng workshops.

at'The Unive ity of Arizona, Friday evenings 7 9:30 p m. and Saturdays

T
I

These five workshops were . o

9 a,m. to h p m., for a total of 45 hours.
heid two weeks apart beginning January 29, 1983 and conciuding March'27,
Each weekend a new person presented certain materiai

U

description of the presentér, content activities, assignment and &

During this five week period LT

'\ ’

neither;group_was observed. ‘The.control gr&up received no training.

Scoring the Data ‘ E
The foliowing scoring procedures are discusseq under two mea- |
surement systems' TlCOR-and-written comprehension tests. Reiiabiiity' \ \\ '

.® ¥ .
AL
A

Yo

TICDR The record from TICOR was pvssed through a -

VAX/ii[720 computer and the subsequpnt printout was anaiyzed. TICOR - \

P

.",-- v &

-

measured:
. . A}

L
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DeScripflon of Workshops e

January 29 Br byham Young
Append | x FUnl\ersity
included . "~ Frofessor. In the’
) Recuqn?iing “. Vepartment of -

. . Questlons Curvicubum nnd

i - -at-$lx Cog- lostructibnal

' 3. nitive Levels Sciences

i '* 2) understanding '

) Levels of -
Compiehens lon
- 3) -Exp*ltatlng ]
* Patterns of .- »
Oiganization ’
h) Levels (&f
Reading
Camprehenston

L e w e s

“Joan Rossl| _
foster Clty,~

“Febrpary VI
February-12

Appgndix ‘o \gCalifornia -
tncluded . v Director of
4 ) - ) JSix-phases - Foster Reading

s honlng . institule

SArategy--A . .
vice for

Daéloplnq . { .

Critical Think- - LT

Ing Skills »

. e & »

-

I T T Y
° .

......... o e s e e ow e s

Tab'e Sc -
o gndhdyromind g et rovpestevo dugitnngng B P oo il divindssimptaahalion e e [ tedodadtoperdbag-folirginiivpoatngalye
Dato/Svlec;ad T Y . . - .

handouts " Rresenter . ., Content - % .
I e s b h e - ,’_ ...._-.........‘.-.._.....-......&..-..'._-...
Janvary 28 ' Dalva Daines | Dr. Dalnes answers the

folloiing questions:
1) Wiy ask questions?
- 2) Why Focus on taachers
flest?
3) What are the fazets

 vof a taxuwmuy f
nestimning?. -
b) Wat is Bloom's

Laxonomy?

Ph|l050phy of studnnt hccumlng
‘the lmporCant one In dls- )
cusston group

- Presentation uf the six- phases
of lnavolving student in
reading anid writing process

. Lt
I . f

-, -

. . ]

h)

" ansver questions

5

© dents

)

-

]
Activities Ass | grdiment
EI vA ' " - ' r
1) Studying sample Destgn two ques-
quest iony. . tlons at eacin
2) Devising. quusllous ledel of .the
3) Writing and analyz- cugnl tive

lng questions

hierarchy
feach students toe '

Preparing ques Ions ' .
to use with s . :

- % e e e - L A

Tape classrooms
sesslon, and turn
In a-tope of the
class dlscusslon
that. reflects the. -~
‘highaest, phase (uf

the sixniphase

technlque) the

leachet ,group has

rvached  ~ Cat

Pemonstrate LI th
chitiren P su L
Vork In tednis In
decision mhking
conterning vavious
Ievels off yuestions -
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Activities

_Asslgﬁmaqt .

- Table 5; continued
- 4’
\. v - tvepddied TR T emte wee e 4w o - fpretvrtebrndiviptatediiod)
'6ale/$e'6cled ) Cv : .
Handouts Prasenter - Contemrt
p - F_,_m,__n_*m-__.--xH.“*,Lm«..~-”"
A

Fchruary 25 )
February 26

Francis Nunking'

University of
Vashington

-Profassor of
Educat ion

“March 1}
Harch 12

John Bradiey
University of

N ) befinition o v Arizana
Taba's Level Professor of
of Questions keading

"5 2) taba's Schews
for . Analysis

‘of Three Cog--

(Personal emer-
. gency at lost
momen 1)

? nitive Tasks Margaret Dixon
o ) . presentod using
( notgs & materials
- of Dr. Bradley:
" e e e e s s e e w . d‘:,u- -----
v . March 24 ~banaly Deshler

Harch 25 AUniversity of

1) Acquisition. Kans as
Steps When 5 Piofessor af.
Leafning a- . Special

Hew Strateyy -
_ - 2) Self-Questioning
N ©. Strotayy 3

Educat ton

------

. Presunted definition of

Presunted ways to (hange
racher attitude tovards

" sQudent becoming the
quistioner.

Noted ways to
qugstions a pay-
of f for stadent Explained
key stages of student
lnvolvenwln

--------------

. ) N
1) Presented assumptions
about asking questions

- 2) Presentad Hilda Tala's

tevaly of cognitive
thinking as group devels’
oped goestlons, at earh

Ievcl ﬁ

. [
A ' \
o

learning disabitities. Listed
major Findiogs at lnstitute of
Learning Disubiiliyges at.
Lawrence Kansas. “Hajor focus

_was the acquisition and -gencral
tZation of skills

. ’ T a
Used portion of his book .

teachers -adapteyg method

- (BVocun -taxonomy to fit

his method) resulting In
the student becoming
analyzer of "various

‘quest Mns asked

[y

- ww - -

2 - - -

1) In teams using nar-

. rathve stories pull
apart s]qry

2) Ask Taba level
questions at cach
point ’

i3) Shaie and react to

i
one” anothar's &
questions "

1) As he presented steps
In acquisition vari-
vus learning strategles

viere Vliyted c

2) Presentatidn of gener-
~~allzatton shitls--how
"t trans Fer from one
selting to another

o —

tlons at each

Virlte two ques-
tions at ench
Ieval

o
- . A e ww e s e e

‘v : o
Stary handed out,
davelop tivo ques-

level using Taba's
level paper, tape
classroom sesslop

Fill our workshop !
uvaluollon

\

i
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JT

,._lpi;"' \Teu\i of questions asked by each teacheru

2. The number of responses per minute based on the length of

i3
K.
o

“\; the observation-time. : _ﬁi | Ty .
.3, The percent of t{ne each student spends in the discussion in
| -reiationship to totai observetion time which is defined as.
"student:participation.‘,L _ : \f
b, ihe'percent of the total dl cussion tine_spent for each level

of question answered.

.slon tests were conducted over the three measurement periods‘ (i) stu-

i

dent short-answer reSponding to ten comprehension questions' (2) student

iabeiing of . ten comprehension questions according to F (fact) (inferi

ence) and 0 (opinion)~ -and (3) student generating six questions, inciu-

ding two fact two inference and “two opinion.

Comprehension questions--Students answered. ten short answer,.

free'response comprehension questions: fact, inference, and opinion.

.

Fact questions were scored as‘Bccurete if they matched,teXt appropriate

responses inen during ‘the pilot study. In addition, novel or unusual
responses were judged accurate if they were appropriate and based_on-
the text._ For exampie, responses to the question, “What animai ran up
the tree?" such as the dog, the puppy, Sam, the iittle giri‘s pet her
"canine, the mutt were all acceptable answers. = .

z -
A inference questions that hed severai possible answers were

Judged. as accurate if the answer made sense and was based on the ciues

found in the_story. A list of possible answers was indicated on the

52

Written Conprehension Tests. Three,types of reading comprehen-
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k+y§ Student responses from the piiot study,.marked as coxrect, were
he basis of the iist. For exampie tho foiiowlng npsp?nses to the

qLestions, "How do we know this coyote was pretty smart?" were aii

- _.--merked as correct eccording to these criteria; "She di&n t get caught

o i v

by the,ranchers,‘sh% would circle around her‘den“iooking for-enemies

~ ..~ of danger before she went'out;.she'pieyed'wlth.her pups'but didn't let .
. “them go too far~away from her;'when she: knew thathramh and.denny‘had

i ‘sien her, she moved her pups. the next day "

N

Many of the opinioh questions had two parts. If a yes/no re~

ponse was foiiowed by 'Nhy?“, the’tudents needed both parts to get

A

to the justification part of the question. No credit was given if the

student simply gave a yes/db response.

Answers on all types of questions which were difficuit to read

or which didn't make sense were marked wrong. Credit was nqt deducted
\ . :

for incomplete sentences or speiiing. Ten poiqts were possible. “One

" point wa§-given for each question on this part of the'test.

*

. Labeiing the questions-—The students could Iabei qdeStlons

before, after, or as they responded to the short-answer comprehension
o []

‘questions. Aii answers were marked for accuracy based on a kgy In

the six’ stories, three of the 60 questions had two possible answers LA

Ll

both of which-were accepted. As the researcher-weht through the tests.

ALY

were possibie, one for each correctir iabeied question. '

i~

Generating que5tions--ln order to reéeive credlt aii questiOns

- had to be“in_queStlon_form, categorized appropriateiy,-and readable. 55
- ' : 5o ' o ' ro -'-'rJ.

fuii credit., Haif credit was given to students who gave responses oniy .

:.it was noted that more than one answer couid be justified Ten pointsgd;




wcd

3 . .l.l..‘. . “e . .' . "_.' ) . .' .. | ._ o . | 51.
yalf credit was occatlonally glven when some words of the questlon were -
. . A ; .
'ahsent but the meanlng was evldent. Slx polnts were posslble one ‘for
! vh .

each question that was asked by the student. Each of the questlons.had h

" to ben the' correct category.

Interobserver Rellabllltx. The lnteractlon between the students

A -~

..and thelr teachers was recorded by the researcher on-TICOR as well as

3

on.-a’ regular tape recorder. The tapd%recorJEr made lt posslble to mea-

sure interobserver agreement between the researcher and a second ob-
server._ Kazdin (l982) llsts three main reasons.to assess agreement.
1. AsSessment Is useful only to. the extent that It can be ll
..iachleved,wlth some consistency. o .

' :2. Interobserver/interrater assessment seeks to minimize or

circumvent the biases that any lndlvldual observer“might have.

4

-’

'3, Assessment agreement helps to reflect'whether‘target behaviors

A are well defined

.
A »
b} ‘a,

* He ﬂurther noted, “Hence interobserver égreementlls not a measure-of
b | - @ . . .
. accuracy The general assumption is that lf observers record the same

behavlors their data probably reflects what. the cllent is doing"
_(Kazdln, l982, p. Sl)
‘ A doctoral student ln Speclal Educatlon was tralned as a second

" observer to analyze . levels of questions and to code deta. , Training

gook place over the four mqpths nxlor to the maln study.

1.
ke, J\

a
A‘

T The tralq;e attended the one: day lnservlce workshop held for
’ ..‘ li .

the teachers in the pilot stUHy o !

R T




' \
-R!"Hlty dete -are presented ln the Results chapter.

\‘._ R i . M .
v . -

L . . . ) 3o
A . - . ) . - . . :

2. Several 'tepes'were transcribed from the pilot study, Both the

trelnee and the researcher marked each stetement at this polnt

\

_ and compared answers ‘and . dlscussed dlfferences.

3.'_Codlng on TICOR of the dlscussions occurred many times In the

_pllot study. . o |
' etudy._ Each workshop further deflned specl?ic components of

each level.oquuestIOntng.

\

TICOR Relioblliry. gecause there were. judgment calls ln deter-

.mining the level of questlon asked this study was designed to have a

second rater to assure relwablllty of the coded variables. One-sixth ;
' DU ' . N .
of. the tape recordings (3Q sessions) were transcribed and -then coded

" with_ TICOR. Ten‘tapes‘were randomly chosen. from each oﬁ'the three -

measurement perlods. ‘This was completed at the_concfuslon,ot the study

*

from the "tapes In order to get a reliablllty score,
e .

Written Comprehension Test Relléhlllty. -Because of the .some~

L

whet'subjectlve nature of both the answering of the ten short énswer"
comprehenslon questlons and the students' own questlons, the same
docto!&l student who recoded TICOR tapes scored 25 percent of all. tests

at each measurement period in order to establish an Interrater Aagree- .

- ment eveluetlon, Appendlces N epd 0 show the recording forms used.

"

) \

L, The tradnee attended sewrral of the workshops durlng the maln S

R \EZ the.tralned”doctoral student.“ The. researcher ‘independently recoded

-

ot

L
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Analysis of Data

v

: styJe used In the discusslon of a story.

]

. In thfs section the three MANOVAS and one ANOVA dealing with” oy

both TIC9R data and wrltten comprehens!on student data are dlscussed. S o

Part | Teacher Tralnlna_component. At each of the-th%ee.mee-

surement perlods, three dlfferent observatlons occurred for a total of ~

¢

nlne dlfferent measurcments of .each teacher., ./ The reasons fér havlng

more than one at each méasurement were: (1) a more complete picture.

" of the clasroom lnteractlon between teacher and students durlng dls-

cusslon, and (2) the posslh}llty of observing more than one fonmat/
f
The data were then collapsed

~over the three days as an av@rage to represent the behavior observed. \

the days could be teache5 conducted but at least one day had to be.

.o ,'Ermajor technique‘tyught to the_ekber}hental group was student
=generatlon Ot questions and aSﬁumptlon of the role of the dlscussion
leader. The pllot study lndlcated that because this researcher was
interested in seeing lf the teachers were. eble to ask higher level
questions, the experlmental group of teachers must be Instructed to
have one of the three observatjon_days at each measurement perlod"be" ’
teqcher conducted,fwhére the teachers would ask the questlons: All of o ﬂ
It': |
then allowed a collapslng of data in thgnpost and maintenance perlods ,-ﬁ
where the teacher conducted the dlscussion sessions.

A MANOVA (Multlple Analysls of Verlanee) was used to- anelyze

" the teacher data. The teacher daua conslstdd‘of two' treafﬁents (experi-

7
¥

-mental end%control groups) by two repeated measures (ppeuand post) with

two dependeqs variables (responses per minute for'Crltlcal | and -

Ik




- nent: were not Included due to attrition of the students. One teacher =

A
ot

three days of the lest obseryatlon perlod. Both teachers were ln the tm- L -

i ;_' - _sf_' BV . o L 57 N fx ;Qf

_Crftlcel ll IeveliquestlonE) Malntenance data for the teacher compo=

)/

had two of her. three student groups move between post and maintenance ’.h-

testing. In another teacher's class, one of the students was 111 all '_ - _‘fr

4
.experlmental group, it was. felt thet analyzlng full .daga sets (pre and

hl
S

post) in the flrst two measurement perlods was' more\appropriate than‘ N

- Iosing the data of these’ two teachers. Because two o foq; stu-' | -

. ‘ : . ’/ -

dents lnvolved were able to take .the written comprehenslon tests, all L

thrge measurement perlods could be recorded for the student component._ S '/”

P | - - ' ' S
Part || Student Component.® Two separate MANOVAs were run on

this data. The flrst ‘&NOVA was a two treatment (experlmental and Con- /f : Y

_/

trot groups) by three repeated trials (pre, post, maintenance) with ;wo
- -? . . . . 7

dependent variables; (responses per minute off Critical | answers and * \'fff~4<

" percent dhration spent on Critical | answers).

The second MANOVA was e'two treatment by th_;g;repeeted trials

with two' dependent varlables (responses per minute on Critical 11. . ' -5

answers and percent duratlon spent on Crltical 11 answers)

Both the ANOVA and the MANOVAS weré used to determine between
. . @ \ i \ . "y

. _ N - y I
group and’across trial differences. - When a difference was found, the

[

i

n

Tukey'postxhoc test was used to determine the !nteractlon‘effects;l

! : . RN v
° . . . ‘ i . . -~
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- e peswts Coo

N o ' o
This study lnvestlgeted the role of queetlon strategy instruc-

“tion ln lncreasing student partlclpatlon In group dlscusslons and in-

*

' creaslng readlng comprehenslon with leernl;g dlsabled students.

Thls chapter s organlzed to answer the é‘ven research questlons
posed ln Chapten‘l Figure 2 may help to clarify the Issues reflected

'ln"these‘seven-qUestlons.- Due to the lncluslon of multlple dependent

measures In thls study, three mulgdvariate analysis of varkance . )
‘_(MANOVAs)'were employed. The data on Critical | and Critical Il Tevel =

" dependent Varlables'were collected thrédgh the use of Timed Interval

‘Categorlca] Observatlon Recorder (TICOR) One MANOVA was used to ana-

lyze the teacher ‘sklng Crltlcal I and. | | leQel questlgns_(thls answered
c

reeearchiquestlon #1). A second MANOVA(was used to_analyze the two

.Cxevels of responsee per minute and percent duration of tlme'épent in

answering those questions (thls‘answered research questions #2 and #3).

The third MANOVA was used to analyze respenses to written comprehension

reading testsL These comprehension tests examined three basic abilities: .

ad;Werlng quéktlons based on the stortles read labellng the type of

que&tlon‘psked and generatlng questions (thls answered research ques~

L4 L'

tions #5 164 and #7) . : o ,

L4
.. P ' »
Y . . v . .
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’ . . \ a'
» . ~ . |
. ¥
Pért | Teacher Training Compbnent . Part |1 Student Component
| " , ) - ' ) 2 - ) E i
Questivn Levels Asked “Responses per minute ‘ '
a. Literal t . " tg Critical | and. I S
* b..Criticafl I* N | 2
" ¢, Critical II* - >
< d. Affective .3Duration of time spent
> ' ] on Critical | and 11| - - »
<L . :
x
*Degenden't variables .
. . » : ‘ N
' 4, . Z
- Percent duration of Q..
total participation -time >
e
f : . Written Comprehension Tests .= . )('
.. \'/ MANOVA | \]/
. . . SLabeHng 6Answe'rin‘g - 7Generat'lng_
y . Comprehension1 Own ¥
' . “ Questions /’ ' Questions
R ! A - A~ - ”

. i '- -
Figure 2. '\\ ‘Analysis of the Seveg}kesearch Questions
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ﬂ The use of this statl?tlcal procedure provlded protectlon from

posslble alpha sllppage by simultaneously accounting for all varlables-
A assoclated with each’ of ' the. MANOVAs dlscussed -Where slgnlflcant over-
all dlfferences were detecued, separate univarlate F tests were con- ' ’ ' W

. ducted for each varlable

o ' . . \

“An analysis of varﬁpnce (ANOVA) was employed to examine dlffer-
ences between pretest, posttest, and maintenance test data for the two

- grQups concerning total percent duration partlclpatlon‘(total talk tlme){

1

for each of the students (thls answered research question #hl.x A sta-

tlstlcal computer program (BMDP by, 2v, 1981) was utilized to analyze
these data. ! - *

'y

Nheﬁ’statlstlcal dlfferences were found ln lnteractlon of groups

-and trials, post hoc analyses with the Tukey HSD proceduge (Klrk l968)

I
’

were utilized to assess‘further the MANOVA '

/ , : _ . Question l_ . : ct
" Did the group of teachers who received question strategy in- ;

. < |
‘struCtlon ask more Critical Level (I and I11) questlons per mlnute

during the posttestlng than the group Qf teachers who did not recelve- ‘

such %uestuon strategy lnstructlon? 3 $e- : '. . .,'. o " -_ff
Although all levels of questlons that the teachers asked, wereﬁ . jﬁ.

recorded, the puipose of thls questlon is to find out lf thosebteachers . _%,;:

in the experimental group asked slgnlflcantly more Crltlcal . and o RN

Crltlcal I questlons after the workshops (trd atment) To answer this

‘ “ . "\ o
questlon, the lnteragplon between trials (repeated measures) and } - - RO

W é . 4 ™
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groups is the key espect.of the data.'-A MANOVA was conducted on the .
teacher varlabies 2 (group) by 2 (trials-—pre and post) by. 2 (depen-
dent variabiﬁﬁ Crlticaijy and Crltical Il level of questions).

As demonstrated in Table 6, there Is a slgnlflcaht difference

at the .05 ievei between groups (combined across trials) on Critical I

.questlons and a slgnificant difference between trlais (which’combine'the

. groups) on Critical | and Critical Il questions. There is also a sig-

nificant interaction of trials by groups on asking Critical Il ques-

.tions.

1 Tg.determine where the significagt differences were, a Tukey
post:hoc test was conducted on the Critical I lewei of question' The
results are presented in Table 7. It was found that at the .05 ieVei
(l) there was no significant di fference between the groups on the pre-,

§
test; (2) there was no significant difference for ‘the control group

!

.« from the pre and the post trial meesq;ements; (3) there was a signifi-

S

g .' .“1*

- uﬁlgﬂiwgcainingrteachers

\ )
,ggpn}tispk;IT~QﬁQst;°",°¥°fYJ2°:m‘"“tes" After the tradnlng the
N _.. ‘ L o T ’_-.-_/ L . ) . ;?,

cant difference between treatment groups, for the experimental group”’

who received question strategy instruction there was a significant

" r li "

increase of asking Criticai 1l questions (X 4»£hb) as compa?ed to the

L3

control group (X e 09) who did not receive the question strategy in-

‘t

n trai ing The treatment group scored slgnificantiy higher '

5,

1 .
t_an the Cont&bi group at posttesting In other words, after tralning

)

St ruc

the experimental group aske significantiy more Crltlcal i questlons

o thdn did the contrél group Figure 3 graphicaily dempnstrates the

actuai difference be ween the pre and posttesting For e%ampie hefore

the experimentai group were asking iess than one

g0

e At e

sE




- Table 6.

Multivariaté Analysis of Variance of Teacher Questions

%

per Minute for Critical Level | and |l Questions . °e
| (Experlmental n = 10; Control n = 10) [
Source df MS f -
G (Group) = <.
Critical | . 1. .07 bh
Critical 1| ] .32 5 58
. Error. I - o
Critical | 18 ¢ 15 -
Critical Il .18 .06
T (Trials) | .
Critical | I 16 5.37% -
Critical Il 1 .52 7.95% . -
Error | e
.ertLpal ! 18 .15 T ix
Critical 11 - 18 .06 ! .
.(T) X (G Group) \ - iﬁ
Critical | - 1! .01 .07 SRR
Critical Il 1. .28 " b, 36* _ ‘
Error |
. . !
Critical 1| 18 .03
“Critical Il 18. .07
*<’,05
| . "
\ . , \““'
' \
v f




Table 7. Pre and Posttesting dn-Crltlca)'l and |1 Queéflons for the ' oy f
Experimental and Control Teachers . : ' : . Co .

.

i
. )

sy ' Critleal 1 - C/{tlcal 1
- Pre .  Post . - Pre Post

+

’ 1 - .
iy

Experimental Teachets ° . : o SR _ )
(n = 10) o S - L -

Mean R - :- b2 .53 . '.QL ek

¢ -

Standard Beviation S . .35 . .36 .08 47
Control Teachers [ - .)!' o |
(n =10) TR - _
Mean. - . | . 32 e © .03\ .09
% . - - . - «: 5 . .
. ryre .
*-Standard DeViation h A9 .27 ' .07 . .07
. ) .- # : - . ° . ® . . .
. ‘)'t<'.0'5 \ '
7’. ! !




\ , & | Critical 11 :
Q il \.P . ) [ *"ih‘ ' N
| oo
\ N
35 0 >
.30 ‘ \
.25 b
.20 |
A5
g0 | . |
005 ‘;}?‘ 'I
v .00 . ' . )
; - . Trial 1 o\ Trial, 2
| A Experimental . _
A, Control ---72-_..'-,--- _ .
w ns = no signlficance , ,
s = sjgnificance i _ L
. . _' . T . ‘ . B LA "'\" ot
Figure 3. Pre and Posttestings of Means on Critical 11 Teacher
Questjbns for Experimental and Control Students’
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¢ e '?
- : ,
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j[_ pﬁriods) and for trials or multiple measuremert for both.Crﬁ%ical | and

-experimental'group‘was asking about nine Criticai N questlons‘in.a 20

minute tlme span. The control group before trainingﬂeas r¢3ponding o i

v‘

with a, llttle more than two-thirds of ope Critlcal I quﬁﬁtibn in 20 .-

minutes, and after the training the control group was asklng slightly

more_than one and one-half Critical m questions in 20 minutes. Al-

: though‘there is a siight Improvement, it does not represent a statis- \\\\.

tically significant'difference. The data support a positiue response .
to question #1, ‘Critical 11 level; .the group of teachersi(A{)'who re-
ceived queﬁtion strategy Instruction did ask more Crltlcal Il level

questions than did the group of teachers who dld not -receive such

..
L)

question st.rategy instruction. )

o A TR
J W o i ’."ﬁ%ﬁﬁ_

Question 2 . RO
a f . : : —_————— . - N

":

Did the group of students whose ‘teachers received question
strategy instruction respond with more critical levei (I and’ll) answers -
per minute during post and maintegance testing than the group'of stu-'
dents whosé teachers did not- receiie such questi?n strategy inst(uction?

A MANOVA was conducted on the student variables The featukes

of this MANOVA were a 2 (group) by 3 (repeated measures) by 2 (dependeﬁt\

variables levels of questions). Two measurements were taken: respOnSes 3\

per minute which is the focus of thls'question ang percent duration of \‘\
4 AN

the responses. Table 8 presents the source table for bothbresponses per-

minute on Critical 1 and II level questions and percent of tlm‘

Critical | and ll.ieyei questions.' A significance ieveiﬁof-.OS was

“found between groups on Critical .|| responses (combining all measusément .

-,

’ , .
. i . ) ' LA
¢ o .
’ - o
*
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-~
Table 8. Multlvarlate Analysis of Variance of Student Response
Participation per Minute and.Percent of Time Duration
. for Critical | ahd Critical Il Questions
(Experimental n = 32; Control n = 28)
| y _ )
Source ; df MS fo.
. | , .. ®
¢ (Group) : : , .
Critical | response/minute 1 .09 . 2,65 _
~-Critical |1 response/minute ] .13 13.41% ;
Critical | percent of time ] 77 -2.07 ' a
Critical |l percent of time - ] .75 8.61*% h
(Error ' . . # !
i_-Crltlcal | response/minute 56 .04
" Critical Il response/minute 56 .01 y
, Critical | percent of time 56 .0k
- Critical Il percent of time 56. .01
H (Trials) : '
¥ Critical | response/minute o2 . 8.88 h.36*
‘Critical |l response/minute 2 -16.55 8.12*
Critical | percent of time 2 1.89 .93
- Critical Il percent of time 2 10.78 -5.30%
Error . \>
Critical | response/minute 55 A0l .
Critical Il response/minute - 55 . .01 ‘”3
Critical | percent of time 55 .02
Critical |l percent of time 55 .01
{T) x (6 Group) g
Critical | -response’minute .2 .59 .29
Critical Il respomse/minute. 2 7.1 3.49%
Critical | percent of time ~2 1.95 .96
Critical Il percent of time 2 6.00 ° 2.95
"Error . . - :
Critical | response/minute 55 .01
Critical |l response/minute 55 .01
Critical | percent of time’ 55 .02 .
Critical |l percent of time 755 .01
Ny .
*p <,05 '
&N
;4 " W
81 ~
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- -
Yd e

Critical ii questions (combining both grOUps-together);' However,:the
answer to the question is refiected in.the'lnteraction betms:iltriais’
and groups.r There'ls”a difference between measurement'periods (afteﬁ '
. b :
training) bétween the tWwo groups on the number of Criticai |r responses
per minute,for the experimental group. Tabie 9 lists the means and
f'standard deviations and Table 10 lists the results of the subsequent |
Tukey-post hoc test. It was Qbserved that ‘at the 05 level: (1) there\:
was no significant difference between the groups at the. pretest level
on Criticai 11 level questions, (2) there was no significant difference
-across measurements for the controi group on the responses per minute
“on Critical Il level questions; (3) there‘was.a significant difference

for the experimental group;from pre to posttesting-in terms of response

per minute on_Criticai Il level questions; (4) there mas no significanf
difference for the experimentai group%hetween post'and maintenance test~ )
ing, and (5) there was slgnificance between: pre and maintenance testing :FQ
on the type of answers given in terms of response per minute oh |
Critical 11 level questions. For exampie, the experﬂnentai group of
students prior to training was. responding with two-fifths of one Criti- ) l‘
cal II ievei response in 20 minutes, after training the experimental ?
'group was responding with Criticai\l,answers one and one-half times in
~. 20 minutes; at maintenance Cniticai,il answers equaiied two and one-half
_times in 20 minutes; Before traininslthe control group.gave one-fifth
of a 6riticai-ll reSponse in ib'minutes.--At posttesting they produced:
three fifths of a Critical Il reSponse in that period At maLntenance.“
~*two-fifths of a‘i{iticai I response in 20 ‘minutes was noted. These

changes-are slight and représent no statistical difference. o e

S




Table 9. Pre, Post,

.

and Maintenance Testing on Critical | and

- * '-.'. .‘
T bl
S e A
Seriheg
e
-
Y
5
s
W
9(.’,
e =
- . ‘.

per Mlnute for the Experimental and Control Studants ﬂg

Critical
Post

Maintenance "

Crlfi;éi I
Pre - Pogt

. 3t Maintenance
Experimental Students - ) : kS .
(n = 32) i, A
1 " - 23};31_
Mean 13 .20 15 .02 .08 .12
Standard Deviation A7 a9 RTERE o . 0,
) h . - ' [ ]
L _ v, .
" -Control Students ‘ . o ‘
(n =28) . : -
Mean A0 s o1 03 .02 o,
. . . . N . . 3 ) »
Standard Deviation .09 b .10 w02 v L0k .03 &)
) . : R -::‘.‘"j;

*
*
s L .
¢ o 4 ! '
. &
.
-
«
- 1 .
~
-
+
. .
b ),
. . .
\ ” v . .
.
b " -
. T
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Medn l | 1. 5303.5° 222,02 °

B A AP A

Table 10. Percént Durétfon-~$ummary.of Analysis of Variance’

" T MS O f Cp

: éroQ;' S REERRTRT 55 0 .6 NS‘
| Error | 57 _ '2#;11;" |
‘Trials | : 2 h;75- 73w 48 NS,
Error AR U 6.5
Trials X Group .2 '_‘ “2.22 3 71 NS
;Erro;. - | Rk IJH 6.5 | |

]

‘The group of students whose teachers received question strategy

instructlon was able to Increase the number of responses per minute

with Crltical ll ligel questions (X = .12) compared to the control- group .

of students whose teachers had no tralning (X = ,02) as-shpwn in

Figure 4. S '

e

Question 3
3 .
Did the group "of studénts whose teacﬁers recelved questlon
gtrategy instruction spend proportionally more obServation tlme glving

Crltical I and Criélcal Il leved answers duripng the post and mainten=

ance testing than the gqoup of students whose teachgrs_did not receive

such questlon stratedy Instruction?
Referrlng back to Table 9, there was ho slgnlflcant dlfference

on the group by frials interaction for percent duaat!on of.elthgr

oo .~ v
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o i

'-ertical ] or Critical ll'level queetiens. Although the treatment group

‘gave more respdnses-per minute at the Critlical k¥ 'level .during post and

maintenance festing, 1t did not take them mo!e total time to answer = -

»
t

. : : § . -
these questions. ) _ . - ‘j. _ % - -
. ‘\. .o . o . . ) 0 PR '\ ' ’

. Question k4

{Did the group of students whose teachers QQCefved question .

I

strategy !nétrdbtfon spewd ptoportlon 11y more observation time- in
discussion participation activities duning-post add maintenance testing

than the group of ‘students whose teachers did not receive such question

strategy instruction? - L

4

It was hypotheslzed that as the stD\ents began to ask quistions
“and as they answered higher level questions with more than ‘one word re-
sponses, the amount of total participation time would [ncrease relative'

to the total observation,time. Table 10 presents the analysis of‘vari-_

ance with 2 (treatments) by 2 (trials-~measurement penlods) measur ing
. i

percentage of student talk time during the observation time periods.

II

No signiflcant dlfferences were noted between the experimental and ‘con-

¢

trol groups in participation time .

: r‘" gaeStIOn 5 -j‘ $  l .‘ : E ] f_

Z/~\\; o Did the group of stddents whose teachers reéeived'queetion -

v . a oL : :
strategy instruction correctly label more questions on the written test

A, B . o Tt ,
- at post and,malntenance testlng_thén the group of students whose teach- .

ers did not recelve such‘questlon Sttategy Instructlon? ] A
X ,
The answers to this question are presented in tfble II" ‘and o B

&

dlscussed wlth QueétIOns 6 and 7 below.
‘ v

-




-f% : %able 1. Multivariate Analysis of Varfa'Le of Written

-

. ) Test Responses (Experlmental nf 32; Control n = 28)_
B Soyrcé df
' (Q.‘\(Group_) ’
g . - label SRR UL - 2.05. 34
. . Comp : 30.67 4.00%
Quest - o 1.18 .29
Error . )
Label : 57 6.10
. Comp ' 57 7.66
Quest 57 . 4.0l
” j T (Trials) Vo
Label 2 1 .9’9 5.88x
Comp - 2 1.15 .56
] . Quest 2 19.67 9.66%*
' T X6 (Gr@pg
o i Laber.. 2 1.61 .79
- Comp 2 .38 .19
| Quest: 2 3.09 1.52
LY %.- ) X .
| Error 7T T .
» ' Label 56 2.72
" * Eomp . . - .56 3.38
. Quest - o 56 1.66
/S wpmc0s
. o +
/- ¢
#




mea ured 3 different dependent variables in a MANOVA. fable.li shows

* that|there was no intergction between trials and groups on any of these i

.nor did they correctly gnswer more written comprehension questions.

ating questionv, there was a signuficant difference across triais but

P Question 6 ' o ' '
Did the group of students whose teachers received question " B | P

L4

strategy Instruction cor"ctiy answergmore written comprehension ques-
tions at post and maintenance testing than the group of students whose’ ' o ':l '

L]

teachers dﬁd-not receive such question strategy instruction?

- guestion 7

Did the group of students whose'teachers recelved question, R

- strategy instruction generatq more appropriate questions based on -a

criterion during post and maintenance testing than the group oF stu-
dents whose teachers did not receive such question strategy instruc- :

PR . : : ] o ' o o
tion? ' N T A . R g o .

-

‘ Questions 5, 6, and 7 are answered with 2- (groups) by 3 (trials) i‘
P . "] . 4 )

~,
'

Pon

RRGR

!

three'components of the-comprehension tests. The experimewiai group of -

students did not correctly Iabei more questions on the written test

They.did not generate.more appropriate questions than the §tudents in
S
the-control group. Becaus’of thiﬁ ?‘prpost ho¢ . tests were conducte.d
. ﬂ -
4!;+tant differences ac%oss triais
. ‘_ ‘ ": .

(groups are put together) In answering comprehension questions, there

'ln laheling there were slg

were significant differences between the groups but all trials were put

)

together._ The effects of the training cannot be determihed In gener=~

«




e

a @ - S . o CTh

‘B groups ddded to tﬁat difference. There Was nQ interaction of ‘groups.

by trlals with the written comprehension tests. b

b

» o " Interscorer Reliability Co o

The?two'inStruments used in the-séoring system were TICOR endf

b

the written'comprehension tests: The. use of a second rater was necese

P

. Experimenta) Group 1%

Control Group

.1,

- L
)
e
Q I3
%
V.
3 -
LI §
W “
F1 8

sary to establish the reliabiilty oﬁ the scoring system. The-qualifi-; ?k
cation and procedure for t:alning the secqnd rater ‘has been diseussed ’
in_the'Methods chapter. _ }" T ; L b o r -
- One=sixth of ali'TlCOR tapes were randomly chosen f;om_eeoh . 5
measurement period (lO tapes per period) They were transcribed and'”f; jﬁ“
coded by both the trained observer and the researcten .*{}ziii é '
K . The proportion of agreement ‘was computed uslbg the formula. %
) ' " number of agreemerits: : . :' 1? -
number of agreements +.number of disagreements q‘" ) ?:::.’.' _“;
D (Bljouet al., i969) s ok
\ Tbe results are reported in Table 12. = - o - if
P ' . ;NJ\; . ' :- + . . e ,“t: E
L m ReYJabi1ity on TICOR Data .«
} ~ Student Variables Teacher Variables
- o '’ . e
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i3

[ A

t" .:

i"ported

,prhe Interrater often would code. befo

.r':“_

[

The mean re1iphlllty for both tudent and teacher data is re-

e

;wlth this type of educational data. The major dlscrepancles in. the

@

_ teacher data are based on a dlfference between raters of Titeral level

1

'i'questlons and related comments made by the teachers. Many times a "

o . B ‘\{’ .
teacher would make a statemendwand then add a rhetorlcal questlon. For

‘. < >

example Teacher. “That dog was’ really cuee, wasn t he?”

.

A yes/no questlon was- always coded as a Ilteral ﬁevel question.

% va N , P

Only if there .was ‘a. verbal response t the above statément/questlou

- -
~ "

he researther,would code lt as a. comment

o

I

' the very end of the statement bé*ore the approprlate modlfﬁer was pushed

on’ TICOR The researcﬂer became very famlliar with the style of each

, o

:éteacher as well aE-waItlng that extreksecond before maklng the decision

'." - '_"\’ .'\

, llstenl,n‘gj—rto the__.answer_yvhlch_

follewed '_ ot JE Lo iy o
Nk T e . .
4y€f._ The mean relﬁabillty fbr written comprehenslon tests was com*

puted uslng tée same: formula as TICOR scores and ls reported in Table 13

'..

0ne~fburth of all the student tests were randomly selec;ed and scored by

r R .

v

both the reseercher and The second rater.

R
B .

1

\

Thls hlgh rel}ablliuy ls considened acceptable and commendé%le .

Thls.fequlred Ilstenlng to -




' o | | o
:This high reliability:is wery good and consistent with educational ,f o ;
standards. ._ , R - | .;
’ o - 3 ML IR N
-Summerx
(;‘ | .t This'results section wasrbased on seven questions concernlng" 4' S ‘}

this study. . Three MANOVAs (multivariate analysis of variance) and one

ANOVA (analysis of variance) were conducted “on the‘data coilected by : i

TICOR and the’ written comprehension. tests. \ . _ _

;‘Because_ali{df the Qpestions were asked in terms of -two treat-

ment groups and based on a repeated measure deslgn,’the interaction’
|}

effect ‘of groups by trials is tbe focus of this research
In two'areas this interactiom was found Based on post hoc’ Vi
tests it was determined that at the .05 level: (1) the experimental ! | |
g}oup teachers were asking signfficantly more Critical Il ievel.’qu_esi f
tions at posttesting (after treatment) than were the control group
' teachers; and (2) the ‘students in the experimental groups were respon-
ding with more Critical Il answers during posttesting ‘and maintenance ’
‘ A | than were‘the control group of students. |

P - x &
" There were no significant differences found between groups

acrasé trials in: (1 percent duratlon of responding to Critical l and .




oA

the_dlscusslon, educational impllcations, and implications for further

“how can the learning disabled’ student become actlvated thus be omlng an

R
T

CHAPTER 5.° ‘ S
- . SUMMARY, olscussroN_,AND IMPLICATIONS co

This final chaptardpresents a summary of this study followed by

research. . . ' ‘

\ . :‘- ¥ . ; . .

§ummarx °

Learning disableg children have been described ad "inactive" V7

>

_.learners (Tbrgesen; l977). As Torgesen COnt#astsmthe.a tive learner

7z

wlth the lnactlve learner, he suggests that the actlve learner has a

general cognitive awareness and a purposnve goal dlrecfedness Thls -

-”purposlve gOal dlregtedness" dea& wlth Torgesen s basic tenet that

learning disabled children do not realize that they should think of and

use task approprlate strategles .to aid their own learnlng.

The act lve- -learner-' $ -goa.l di rectedness i'S reflécted’ ‘

w

i
that the zatlvatlon (6f .the actlve learner) is characterlzed‘by an in-

s
L]

tent to learn that ensures sustalned and organlzed efforts at learnlng.

motlvatlon (WOng, l%&??) As Wong analyzéy Torgesen s vlew,‘she states'-

,Thls intent. to. learn leads to a plan of action flnally yleldlng effi-

clent purposlve learnlng This actlve learner saéms also aware of. the
task. demands whlch facllltate the ablllty to plan.' ' _ : . -

A questlon which has not been answered ln preylous re earch lsg

.




versely affectlng learnlng disabled students. :

“thirds of the remedfa] emphasls was In reading. _ .

-reading and Iearnin process.
g | 9 P

e
R N . . . . -

acuive_particlpant in tﬁeﬁlearnlng process? It Is lmportant>to investl-

gate Speclflc ways in which this characterlstic of inactlvlty is ad-'
' 3

)

Kirk and Elklns (1975) found that a predomlnate focus jacross

the country in the remedial efforts of 21 model_demonstrationLcenters

- ) 4

for learning'dlsabled students was In_the_area of readlngl Ahout tuo-

', ' Reading invplves two basic processes: decrding and comprehen-
-

sion.. Decodlng skllls enable the learner to pronounce words correctly,

»*

Comprehenslon enables the learner’ to take meaningﬁfrom what i's wrlttep

Although L.D. students have dlfflculty in learnlng to “break
the code“ or learnlng to decode words, comprehension seems to be more
4 K]

. complex and.lnvolves more students, Lerner (1971, P. 294) stated

;Dlsabulltles related .to comprehension, affect many more
children than disabilities In decoding. Because of this,
the goal has been to Identify a reading strategy that could: .
(1). improve reading comprehension; (2) aid teachers in in- '

" volving their stugents in the learning process; (3) help
students focus thelr attention and organlze information they

&ne to learn. ;-

V.o A major strategy that both focuses attention and demands that

\ .

~

the child become Irfjolved In organizing and setting up the ‘learning °

environment is the questioning skill orLstrategy. The purpose of thls

strategy Lnstruc-

tion "on the actlve rnvolvement and disCuSSTon part

\

dnsabled students, and on their reading’ comprehenslon.- The study

1 . v ,

aoug‘t to" determlne if trainlng teachgr. gﬁ to ask higher level que tions i

would produce increased partlcipatlon e

L)
r.greater invo] vement
[ b ’ .

78

.ipation of learning
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Subjects'" ' . : o
. . : S I

"~

Part | Teacher Training Component. Twenty randomiy seiected

.-

resource teachers edﬁioyed by a large urban southwestern school district

v were selected to participate in this study. These teachers were con-. ~
. . . K ' ) ) ) s
. tacted to see if they.had at least three learning disabled students who v

- were in the fifth or sixth grade and who met the specific student cri;'
. - teria. | |
Each teacher was contacted by the researcher and asked If he/she
would be willing to participate in a study" dealing with reading compre-
hension. Teachers_were contacted until there was enoqgh for 10 in each
group. The experinentai'group Ay was toid of the observationlprocedure.

and the five weekend wOrkshops and the sbecific datesfinvolved ihe

contraol group A2 was told of the observation procedure and the one- day

inservice that was provided after the completion of the data‘toliection. B

Part Il Student Component. The student subjects were 68 learn-

ing disabled students attending'the samé urban southwest school dis-

trict. Thecriterja used to select the student population were as.

fol lows : (1) learning disabied students 6f the random) 'seiecteq,re-(’}g\“ .

source teachers who had-agreed‘to participate in ‘the stu Y- These stu-

é dents had been designated as iearni\bxdisabied students based on
b
' PL 9h ~142 and the scgbol district ] criterla (2) fifth or sixth graders, .

L]

(3) tdentified as Having reading difficulties stated by teacher on

the iEP, (h) reading on at least a third
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Materials and Instrumentation L _ '
."‘ . . ‘ ' v .
Materials included: narrative sto?ies, writtezﬂon_a\third grade

levei; TICOR,ETime Interval Categorieal Observation Recorder, a mlcroe

computer with ﬁypewritervlike keyboard; tape'recorder; and written ,_ -';

T

' .cOmprehension‘t#sts. - ' ) : . o .

! »
) ; ‘

- ' sProcedures

Al teachers and students-were-assessed'during three different

™ W * .

. measureément periods. A measurement period (pre, post, maintenance) con-
sisted of five days. The flrst.three days the researcher wouid observe N
: _ the verbai interaction between iESCher and students during a. discussion

foiiouing the reading of ‘a story. The fourth day'the students were

asked to read a story, answer the comprehension questions and label what N

type of question each was. The fifth day, students read a story and :
made up questions based on specifiqbcriteria. The experimental teach-

ers Ai were trained in five weekend workshops. covering: (1) Bloom's  °
taxonomy, (2) six phase strategy where the student beco the discus-ﬁ
sion leader, (3) Specific strategy invoiving students a:ZYLg tne ques~-
", o 'tions; (h) Taba's level of questions adapted to tne narrative story;l

(5) acquisition and generalization of learning'.strategies. The control

’ . .

" group Ay received no tMyning. = - : .

" ' : ' . .
Scoring the Data - . ] L7

N - . }_ TICOR was used to. record the interaction between the teacher and

»

. : ‘'students, TICOR measured: (1) ievei of estlons asked; (2)-number of

- © responses per minute based%xn\the length of the observation time; (3)

-~
. . ®

-
. .
-~ L ) N . ~ .




strumental in shifting ‘the leadership roles of the teachers and the

can become catalysts for total. staff involvement and student. activation.

« N S 81

]

14

- . . ) L)

¥ .
percent duration of each student in relationship to total observation |

thme; (h) percent duratidn for each level of question answered.

.

Comprehension tests were scored. Each portion was graded-

-

separately: (l).ahswering the ten comprehension questions' (2) label- h ‘

- ing each question; (3) generating six comprehension questions, ‘two In

. e

each, specifuc category.

»

Results o - o - : o
" . . < » . ’
- - A significant interaction between groups by trials occurred.

-

The experimentai-grouplof teachers Aj asked‘significantiy more

Critical 11I ievel questions than did the cont;oL group of teachers A;.

The students In the: experimental group A, answered more Critical I " ?
o . : _ o

level questions than did the control group There was no sibnificant

difference in either of the duration of participation measurements. - ;

¢ i
. ?

There was no’ significant difference with the rnteractlon of groups by

trials in the different components of the written comprehension tests.

<0
Discussion ; o : |
. | —— - Y . o 8
;  Six major conclusions of this study are discussed in this '
. . . . : ok

section: (1) a relationship exists between teacher questions and stu- ,
' ‘ R

dent responses; (2) teachers can modify their levei of asking questionsi
(3) Iearning disabled 'students have difficuity'deVeioping written com=- s - -
prehension skills without direct instruCtion°-(h) teachers can be -in-

. w

students; (5) enthusiasm is. caughf’not taught, (6) ‘resource teachers

The first three findings are directiy\taken from the statist)cai
ks "X LALISLIED

L)
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a alxses of the study.'- The last~three conclus{ons are indirectly based ' ' ¢
" . oh the study and ‘from observations. throughout the study. .As each of o
- 8 . . ’ N . a . o |
« . these areas is discussed, it is suggested that the reade( note*the role
g ~ . s i : ' B
Q ’ - of the teacher. - ” o e g
. . ' There is a welationship between questions asked by theot_eachers oy
_ ' ' S »
« " and response§'glven by'the students. In this study, when teachers in )
the*experlmental group asked more questions requirlng synthesis and
. - LY
9 - evaluatlon (Critical II) thlnkdng. students responded more often at.the d
T - . . ' ° - . v
same cognltlve level requiring the use bf Crltlcal Il answers.' Crltl-
AN ’ ,
:3  ’ cal 11, synthesis and evaluation questlons. requlre the hlghest cognii =
. tive level of thinking (Bloom, l956) The question 'Why didn't the
- . <
‘Critical I Tevel questnons aldo rise at a significant level?” may be
) R : a§ke3. especially"beeause. accordlng to BYoam, thosex JXQ are at
; an easier”Tevel . There are two possible reasons: A\ : . !
| R
' : "], The critical thinking six~phase strategy presented by Rossl C
N ' . » -~ » |
. (see Appendix J) emphaslzéﬁ‘a procedure that agked the students _ e
-~ [ 4 1
4 T tp.labe vha ,klnd‘of questions had been asked. In the study
this tfpe of question was scored as Critical Il level because L,
. ~y ' '
) 4§ ' . the stydents had to employ evaluative criteria that they h:d' »
» . ' . ’ ’ : '
learned from 'the Ross! strategys The students werg usually
R T - : - ' . :
L} [} - . . . R - : . N
— then agked. to prove or justify the label given to the questions.
. This also was scored'as ﬁrltlcal i level questions and answers.
. : S . Rs the teachers used this strategy. enthuslasm for the use of '
: 7
* the. strateg;\Thcﬁeased as the teachers saw their students become
' [
actlvely lnvolved in this .activity.’ The Strategy caused the
e, ' teachers to focus on Critical Il cognltlve level of questIOnlng
» hy ' ‘ » B 'l
., L \ .
] J A ¢ . - ‘;
N ’ R J e

- E i . .
SOV .97 c - o
\. } R . y -,
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\;;\q i With more time spent on Critical Il'qugstions} there was less

time for other levels. T S . _ s

Vo

2. Cr}tical | (comprehension-interpretation, appllcatlon\and'analy-'

sis) questions séemed'to be more gifficult for the teachers to - .
~. ~ ./ : e | : . - ‘ . - .
PR develop than C€ritical |l questions. The difficulty may bé due '

._'f- .  ' to the fact that in devéloging Critical | qugggfons,'the ln%er* ‘

ence, relationships or prediction must be made by _the teacher’ -

. before the,question'can§be constructed, e.g., !'Based on what you
have read, how do we know the coyote was smart?'' The teacher

4

must be certain that this.siory gives enough clues and hints to
7 answer- this question before she can ask it. Also, the range of

posslblb answers must be.surveyed in the teacher's mind. How- .
_ L . .

ever, Bloom's taxonomy does seem appropriate when looking at the

-process of answering questions. Because the hints aré in the

v v, .

story, it is assumed 'that this 1nformat]op is text implicit and.
epsier to extract than g Critical |l.question where a range of ’
. ‘answers is possible and no one answer is solely'cqrrecf. Thus,,

Critical 11 level questions ask the reader to go beyond_the 7/
N\ _ .

\ -

" text, whileé Critical 1|.questions draw from té§t~based informa- -~ .

., tion.” This explanation may show why Critical || questions for
the experimental groups of teachers and students increased per

minute froni prétest to posttest, but Critical | questions and"
- answers did not. _
) ’

o . . .oy

. The second major.conclusion is that teachers can be taught to

ask higher level questions. Research cite earlier'in this study

”n

& . o " -
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(Gall, 1970; Guszak, 1972) Indicates that 59 to 70 percent of all the
v ) o :

'~

qyeétlons asked in the cfassroomkﬂ?e,ll}erad level questionslﬁth ha§
. - . . ] . ' .

qunwdgmonstrated that xeaéhers’can_be taught strategles to increase

°

the cognitive level of thelr questibns. Because of tMe relationship

"

" between teacher :questions and student answers, it is hypothesized that

inservice and short workshops have the potential of raising)the thinking

level of learning disabled students. |f the foregbing f; true, the - ' -

'

quality of such - inservice becomes an issue.
. Joyce and Showers (1980) set up criteria for Inservice by first
. ) . '

identifying four levels of impact on teachers from-lnygpvlcei aware-
n ) s i t
- ness, concepts and organized knowledge, principles and skills, and ap-
{ . ’
plication and pfoblem sofilng. "Only after this fourth level has been
réaﬁhed can‘We,expect impgc;'on the educat}oﬁféf ch}ldren& (Joyce énd'

“_Shower;,,!980, p. 385).

1

W

Further definition ot this conéept'ts found in the major coﬁpo- ‘ 4

.'hents of training suggested by Joyce and Showers which have similar

1

. characteristics to the experimental treatment used with group Ay in
this study: - (1) presentation of theory or description of skills and

strategy; (2) model ing or demonstration; (3) practice In simulated and: .
’; -

-regular tlassroom settings; (4) structured and opeﬁ-endgd_feedﬁack# _

(5) coaching for application.

. 1y \ e 4 I|
o Each of the five workshops-was- organized to address these
o . - ’ ‘ \
compohents: the Friday night was used to present an overview of the
' - . : . . s ,

session, basic theory and presentation of the basic elements of the
weekend's content, The first hour on Saturday involved feedback (hand-

ing back asslgnmen;sj and discussion of any problems concerning the

¢

(Y . ) . . "

. . "'- ‘ ' . S ‘;.'»
' . ) :-‘l' . X .99 & N N . . "\
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previous week's assignment. The rest of Saturday was spent in modeling

4

. .or demonstrating a questfoning technique ‘with simulated practice.,

Coaching occurred as a result of feedbalk to the experlmenfal group on ~
. ) t -

. assignments and at the times of classroom observation. The componenfs_

of the tfélning'sess1ons offer a possible explanation.of the sugpesé in N

modifying teachers' questioning behaviors found in this study.
The‘fhlrd conclusion is bqsed'dn the fact there were no signifi-

cant differences in performance .on the written comprehension tests taken. -

by students-pre‘and post treatment and one mohthrlater.'JThis study em-

4

. ) \ . L : o
phasized oral discusdion and the strategies used to involve students in ’

Y discussion participation, not in written responses. The research con- St

. g N

] \ : .
cerning the inactive learner indicates that learning disabled students
. . . ' " . <“ ’ \ —

do not pick up incidental strategies on their own. In the strategies

- !

.taught, no attention was'placed on the use of written language. The'

‘léarning disabled stddents did not improve in_anSWéring.written compre-.

_hension quéstions, labeling those questions and generating questions of C e
siﬁilar types. It seems.probable that these students did not develop S

"the written language skills nécessary for success on the written com-"

p}ehension.tests because they did not transfer those strategies learned

-in the oral discussion format. Had the'comprehenéion tasks been admin-

istered orally, students may haOﬁ,beén able to answer these questions

L}

satisfactorily.

-

- 'The.foﬁrth conclusion baged indirectly.on'phis study and on '

oo

observatiods throughout thé_étudy is that teaghers can be instrumental

L] - -

in shifting the roles of -the students ‘and the “teacher. I a-cfassrdbm

- -

atmosphere, teachers are traditionally viewed ‘as: (1) sum%arizfng or ., -

¥ - (I
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restatihg_student comments ddﬂ'hg discyssions; (2) asking questions- to

Y

maintain discipline, check attention, and evaluate student_compfehen-w

sion; (3) being: the authority; (4) knowing a)l the
' . . - . T

right answers; and.
] . s
(5) keeping control by butlining.the rules and consequences.

A co
For the teachers to breaﬁ’away_from this behavior pattern, affer

¢

_much modelfng, the teacher must make a ‘conscious decision to: (1) en- -

. ‘ . _ .
courage students to ask questions, no question being labeled inappropri-
& . . - . . . .

ate or fopllsh; (2) allow the students the bpportunfty;tOQ;hmmarize each
‘othiers' comments, trying not to repeat student answers; (3) let the stu-

- dents probfém sqlvé and.come up with the answers, seldbm Offering an

qbinion or judgement; (4) share the leadership role; and (5) inVolve;the

students ‘in outlining the class rules,and resulting corisequences.

- .

The.fhird phase of Rqssi's.ctittcal thinking technique éllowsf
the student to'becomé the discussion leader. The phase encourages stu-

dents to listen to each other, begin to justify and tMust their own

thinking and to realize that the teacher is no Tonger the authority.

-The.studehts begin to talk to each other with respect and interest; .

. . - -

_leadershlp qualities begin to-develop. This technique is'a way (o

! ! - . .
‘switch the roles of student and teacher. This change will not occur
. . reo - '
overnight. At first the sessions may be somewhat automatic as student

leaders-try'to_fqllow models established by the teachers. At first
this, discussion process_is”the.important-focus. Later acéuracy,'as
M ’ , . ! N . . ’

'dete’rmic’{ the students, becomes the .focus. Teachers may: neel to _do'

»
.

.'adqitional modeling perjod]Cally¢-'
o | This study gemonstrqted that' teachers were able to share the *

Ieadérsth role and four of, the ten

experimental “teachers were able ‘to:
. . 1

1




-~
3

. . L 2 ¢
, ‘ : ‘ 87
e ' -
turn over the entire/discussion,period The - focus of the classroom was
' ‘
-V no longer on the teacher, but she was responsible for making the switch

n

to student directed involvement

The quth conclusion is based on the old saying, “"Enthusiasm is

. . 0 \ to
. ' ” caught and not taught " Throughout the study, session after session,
the truth of this statement was demonstrated If the teacher would’ say:

“Thas is a terraf}c story, | know you will like it," “This story reminds

me of another story that we've read,“.This story is really strange, |'m

Ad -

- not ‘sure if | believe it really happened; you read it and tell me what
Yo _ . you thank " “Have fun wath thas One,“ students would come alive as they “
" started to-read. This is part of a purpose settang technique used be-

fore reading. that enhances comprehension and helps to focus student

attentaon on the important components of the story. |If the teachers

enjoyed_re-reading the story while the students were.reading, as 0pposed ]

to checking papers: the studentscknew the teacher was interested in thei
> story. I f teachers hadigood eye*contdct.with'the students during the

. . discuss-ion and literally sat on thé‘edge of thelr seats and listened to

. what each student said, the students felt thaf the dascussion was lmpor-;
4 L] . 4 .

tant.

he students viewed the "teacher-less- discussion“ phase df

technaque as a time when their ideas were important and enthu-

-
i 'siash was high For example one boy had been ill and still had a )
e ight fever but he lnsisted that his mother bring him to schObl
: A -.during the resOurce.hpur becaus;'he did not want to miss his turn as
% B discussion leader, ho one can teach a student to Be excited or enthu* \ i
v siastic ahout the rggdlng or.thlnklng process, bu;-lf the teacher sets’ \\

1]
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t

the stage, laughs abr cries with the class at a story, and respects e

. >
" L .

“their’ reaction, the enthusiasm ls shared

1 LI

The sixth concluslon'ls that resource teachers can begome cata-

:lysts for total staff'development,-staff involvement,a:}‘student activa-

.

tion. Many of the experimental teachers asked.prlnclpals,'parents, énd
counselors to come in and watch some of - the strategies being-used.

Students went back to the classroom and explained what they were able

to do. - Parents verballzed'to-the teachers that their chlld“now loved

| . , , L ' _ E
reading. Seven dlfferent inservice workshops have been planned by- the - .

experimental group'of'teachers, six of them:on a.bulldlng léevel, and one *

by the: teachers fn‘the_pilot‘study on a dlstrlct)level. After the-oneh

day lnservice, one additional control group'teacher'got in touch with
1

the researcher and viewed many of the vnﬁeotapes of the varlous‘weekends

1 0% «

and is plannlng to present a two- day workshOp for her teachers ‘ln-"

1 .l

.volving learning disabled Studentb in reading cqmpiehensloﬁéls not'just_

a resource room goal, it should be a schobl-wldefobjectlve for all sto-
dents. These teachers feel prepared and able to’ share ‘what they.have.
learned wlth their peers and thelr students t; S

Each of these concluslons emphaslzes,the lmportance of the

. -

_teac'her, t_eachers hlgh:\level questlons yleld hlgher level student

; approprlate tralnlng and experiences. R - N

responses. Teachers can change. Glrect lnﬁtructlon by the teacher is
n 3 : W e

vital for the: lnaetlve learner.= Teachers establlsh .an approprlate cll—

*

mate for student lnvplvement. Teachefs' enthuslamm ls infectlous

B3

-“. -

Teachers may become staff tralners and currlculum developers after_

a e S - .. -.' o N

e
T

|
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Implications for -Education .

' ' o :}It has been fPUnd that as,the_teacher employed higher ieVeY'

-, questions, students wouid.engage‘in higher cognitive thinking to'respond

to. those queStlons. It has also been demonstrated that wel developed

L

workshop or |nservice pianning can affect teacher change.' For these '

reasons, itis suggested that teachers be provided inservuce experiences v
. .

. concerning the ieveis of thlnking and que§tioning Téphniques in ques--,'(;

tLonung shouid be provided for the purposes of (i) modlfying teacher

. - behaVIor’ (2) eiiciting higher cognutive level responses frombstudents,
(3) activating the inactive learner’ through‘participation in the learn-

ing process. When workshops are conducted, it is recommended that the _
» -h ’ ’ . . . ’ V v ’ A

steps outlined by Joyce and Showers (1980) be*dsed ' ', .o . s

When programming to: teach new Iearning strategies or SpelelC

.
¥R 4

Wa,

"skiiis, it is recommended that the acquisltion steps (Deshier, 19837 be d
cioseiy followed (see Appendix L) If a series,of rorkshops or inser- E
: ’ vice programs are scheduied over an extended period of time, ‘the acqui-'r

sition ‘steps shouid be presénted first As each of the-’ iearnlng

1.

strategies are presented the teacher wili know how to impiement them

systematlcaiiy in the ciassroom vy

.o . "':
. . N ‘"‘l-‘

Teachers may be aware- “of the research on the lack of incidentai
Liearnlng among the students wuth iearn[ng probiems hut.fali to imple-

. .

) :_§='1§jsfment this knowiedge in their teaching practices. For th's reason, It ;\=
C s necessary for teacherd .t examine the ObJeCt‘Ves of their lessons
S &and then teach to accompiish thase objectives. L o o ’

¥ L)
-

: . !
. e . e .
Y - . .

. . X . . ) | ‘ | - .. \ » ‘. - . ) . ._ - . )

T . .
L g . . ' “

.ii__ : _;. ‘. . - }-' il(){i
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Impllcatﬁons for Research .o '

Research implications will be discussed in two parts: re- e
'exam{patlod of the data from this study and suggestions for further o 1f

" research, . - _ e o | e
< . * ) =

Re- examlnatlon of the Data- - .

* 5

Ma'y additional possibilltnes exist in’ re- examinnng the*data ]

Each of the written comprehenslon stories and accompanylng comprehen- b

R
gte

sion tests needs to be looked at to see If there were any story effects

Thefrandom;zatloh:of-story presentatlon for wrltten testing was_employed S
to control for story efTecthut.each story at_each measurement period

~should he statlstlcally examlned _ . ot
e L, | 0 -

A second area in re-analyzing the data would address each area

[y N , -
- of the_COmprehension tests. Did the students improve on-any type oﬂ . C

question asked? In this.study the data were not analyzed by level of
' S . '

question, thus posslbl¢_obscqring data ipdicatfhg change at one’of the

levels. - Upon observation, the students seemed to be able to generage

fagt and opinion questions more easily. Data on the various types of
y - ' : . ‘ '
questions, generated needs to be explored more fully. -
. - ~ _\\“ ) ‘ ] .

. - ‘-, .

Further-Research' -~

If a similar traln;ng Pfogram were to be adopted thrJ' basic - o

- Ig 'Acqulsltlon and generallzatton steps should be taught in the
first workshop. As the teaqhers wereulntroduced to new tech-

niques, they could in turn teach their students, having in mind
’ » ‘ . / : ' ) ) .
* . the sequential steps nécessary to assure success.
. . . ° .

. . - . . - . - - .
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w

2. Greater-emphaSis should; be placed on direct instruction deaiing

. wlth answerlng and asking questlons in written form.

3. AII giudents particlpating should be given pre and post readlng ’

w

4 .
. tests with a comprehension component. Analysis of high and 1ow

readedl might be done. ':_‘ .

"The'use of expository stories\$nsf%ad of narrative is a natural

extensiqn: “Age Ievel“ interests and ackground knowledge may all be .

'factors that might be. consndered and-bullt |nto the design. .

. ]

When usnng twoggrougs3 it qlght be appropriate .to compare Fhé“

normal students to learning disabled students }nstead of two L.D:..
‘ -

*
groups. peshler (1983) has indicated that some teﬁhniques Ilke the

»

research on advance organlzers, were helpful for L. D. students but did
[ 4

not seem to benefnt th% regular ‘Student very. much

)

Many strategles haVe systematlc, very . structured components.

Learnlng disabled students who have dufficulty organ|2Lng may find this

, \ - .
helpful whereas normal students may ‘do certalm organlzlng naturally

and’ addltnonal structurlng may not affect their performangé.

— ’ 1 4 -

-
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. 3-.

b,

-

i

Chronologlcal age range

21 25 e
- 26 -30

31-3

— T 36-k0

-~

.

_Educatioh o

College (2 years? '
T College (4 years

s

¢
>

B.A. or B.S. + 1-10 Hours
—  B.A. or B. S + 1l-more hours

m———

-

" APPENDIX A
TEACHER DATA SHEETS

-

l

4i-ks .
46-50 ., -
751-85 ..

56-60

6]465

' / . ) Q

oy

. . ) ., B
Master (M.Ed., M.A., M.S.)

Maqxer’s + 1-10 hours !

Master s + l1-more hours.
~ Educational Specualnftf

.

Total years of teachlng (excludlng student teachlng) ‘count this

Number of years in the L.D. Resource Room .

) /o . . . L
Number of y€ars teaching in your current district

Salary sgale (this year)

__*aﬁ 9, 999 or below
—___$10,000~$11,999
T $12,0004$13,999

76 Th,000-$15, 999 .

“516,000-517,999r

____le-18

|9 =21
22 24

~

—_25-27 .

Ld

\

_ 28-30 ¢
¢ 31-33
_ - 34-36 ¢
37+

L,

l

|

4 . .
.. * .
t e . , o
. - . i -

$18,000-$19,999". -

““'320 000-$21,999

$22 000-$23,999 .
—__$24,000-%25,999 -
$26 000+ :




[ 4 = ' ‘ 7 ) '.°‘
f ‘ . 93 '
_ . _ . . . . AR ) - ) . - [
6.' S; -Number of_readlng-cdhrses beyond B.A. or B.S. degree:
Lo '(appcoxldate hours ) ‘
+ Number of imservice hours in reading '(in district) e Q
. . -~ R . B , L ) ; ;:/

' - i ~ approximate hou_rs’ : . ' - : : —

P M ‘. * 2
- * oA : ) ! . - . N :
. » . , v . . . e . . ]
6. Rate your level of competency in teaching reading to learfjng S
" disabled students ' . o _ :
K .“. s . J‘ - , . . . :‘0 .
_ . .. o .5 - ' 3 2 . v 1 L .. T,
Ce Strong - o Meak :
a . . - " - - ~ .
. . ; - . . . ) ) , °
. - ‘ . ’
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. v . i
K . e
t » . — o
”~ . . e .'
Ie T . .
» - N . .
L S N
- Y') . A - ! o
1 ' v Ry A
« - el '
] " ’ » . . .
., . ] Vs - > s
’ « ' a . . > . . q
% .
. f ’
N ¢
- . [4 !
. i .
N ‘., R .
‘. Te Py s .t - N
L3 v .
2 » ¢ ] .
o » . ) _.. ) . . .
-‘. . P
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o ! y\\ . . .
- el ’ ’
. ’ - \
' 2
’
[ - .
\ - ’ .
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el L o R ) - \ ._.\\ _
U DI§T«RICT PLACEMENT. suweum—fs - LNy
@ ._"' 0 ‘ PP .'a-,. ’ ‘_" =l " ) ’
. e ' SR Definitlons. Federal anfi Statg A ; , r
_ , N _ :
o\ ¢ '{" 1
' “Specific learnlnguddsabllity means a disorder in one or more -
- of the .basic psychological progesses involyed in understandimg-or in
using language, spoken or written, which may manifest Itself in an im-
perfect ability to listen, ‘think, speak, read, write,: sﬁell or ‘do’
mathematical calculation- (U.5.0.E., 1977). “The term 'does' not .include
children who are having - learning prob ems which .are prlmarlly the ‘re-
sult of visual hearing or motor handicaps, mental retardation or .

e , envlronmental, cultural or economic disadvantage''. (Stpte Revised
|
\

™ Statutes 151013) L “ .
— ":' - ) o "Criteria ' . f:_‘ o ot

1. Discrepancy between |ntellectual abillty and. actual achieve- Cor

A

\]

. ment (performgnce)
22, Information proeessing abilities and disabilities. _
. .. 3, Elimindtion of exclusionary factors." T
g . The need for special education services that are required '
4 L because the student cannot learn’ through prdlnary methods

"+ of instruction. _ . _

! v

Terms- .,

o

Intel lectual. abillAy--student must obtain a global score no more
than two .standard deviations below the mean oif. an indlvidual test of

intelligence.

¢,'\.

- ! . Discrepancy--significant’ dlscrepancy be tween ablli}y and perﬁq;-
oo mancé must be present. Some guidelines suggest functioning at or below
50% expected achievement level in relation to abil{ty and age. When .
standard scores are used, at least 1 to 1/2 standard dev‘ption from mean
(stanlne 2? ' :

o Process-~basic psychological processes: (a) visual (b) audi=
_tory, (cl haptic, (d). receptive or expressive languege and (e)
-sensory integration. '

L]
W
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] . . , . / ; ﬁ
, MICROCOMPUTER APPLICATIONS W ) .
' AN . . T
INTERACTION ANALYSIS o SR v

> -« : !
' [ ., .
’ Interaction analysis data ave typieally collect ~using ;faper
and pencil measures. With such measures there M considerable.-diffi- -
culty in identifying the sequential flow of behaviors, the simditateous - #
+_occurrence of-several behaviors, and the durdtion of the behaviors. To
" overcome thesefproblems, the Timed Interval Calegorical Observation . |
Recorder (TICOR) was developed. The TICOR is.a portable, battery - C
powered microcomputer deslgned to automate the. collection of sequential ' '
-apd simultaneous. behavioral observations and their associated durations.
Up to 64 variables may be defined by the researcher (e. g., instructing,
questioning, gor illustrating) and coded by depressing one of. the 64 _
’keys on the. ’pCOR keyboard. Second and third order modification of ' 4

variables are also possible by depressing the two or three keys which '

é’

have been previously defined. The data are recorded electronically on ~\\
a microcassette which is later analyzed by the TICOR Data Analysis \L)
Computer (DAC) to provide summary reports of the, varjable” frequencies

and durdtions and profiles of sequential and simultaneous 'variables.
Advanced interobserver reliability and data analysis procedures (e.
SPSS) .are available. The microcomputer is programmable in FORTRAN an
has the capability for collectlng covert responses from student response .
pads)and analog input from autonomic responses (e.g., heart‘*ate GSR,
etc . -

_ . ) y :

The system has been uUsed g teacher effectiveness studies,
bilingual -education studies, mental ‘heal th research and physical .edu-
.cation research -
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APPENDIX D
) - . - l . - -l.-
v S ' TEST T ' ' S
» ‘ : ’ .0 - o . ’ . ‘ ' o L )
-" S . Coyote! . o A e
" y . r [ 2 1 L
Directions: Read the story.”' Answer the questions. Then tell what §
kind of question Is being asked. '
1. whlt do coyotes eat? T ' . - '%E
-2. How dld Gramp and Jenny know that the Qoyote was sqilﬁ alivel. .
éf How many baby coyotes did the mother have? ¥ '
h. wWhy do ranchers fear coyotes? T o . S .
5. What was Gramp and Jenny's special secret?
6. How do you khow that the poison and traps might kill the coyotes?
. . . \ : -
7._-Baby cows are called calves. Baby coyotes are called Ca
8. How do we know this coyote was pretty smart? -
. 9. How do you feel about Gramp going agalnst the wishes of the other .
ranchers? And why? _ e, _ ’ o0
10.” What is-the name of.the place where coyotes live? S C.

. he ] 1 . A
Look at each question. Write on the life beside each quéestion - R
whether the question is fact = F, inferenck = |, or opinion = 0. :

r
JE
Lo




Story Number

N L St ) ’
.i}! ] w ' .
- ‘ APPENDIX E’
4 \ | . “‘
QUESTION FORM  * ~ -~ _ e
o ’ _ )
Name-. - ' L. R .
T ry '
School

T

Qirectiohs: "Read the story.

\ . "
Make up some questions about this’story. Ky
- ’ ]

1

Two fact questions: ’ - | ﬁ .
1. ,
2. Q '
Two inference cjuestioné" - - ‘

[ . N ] A
1. '
\ . . "
2. _
Two opinion questjions:
1. -y '

) '
2 o :
B




. APPENDIX F-

. , ¢ 4
r . RANDOM ORDER OF STORIES USED FOR DISCUSSION ~, .
l /
Teacher S
- Experimgntal . Pre - . Post Maintenance
v . . 5 . 1, 14, 16 17, 18, 8 ‘12, 5, 10
_ ’ 10 16, 1, 17 18, 10, 5 14, 8, 12
K 12 . 18, 10, 14 . 8, 1,12 7, 5, 14
13 - ~ 8,5,12 1,17, 16 8,.10, 5 Co
14 10, 8, 14 18, 5, 12 - 17, 16, 1 o
18 16, 17, 18 - 8,-5.10 . 12, 14,0
19 - & 14, 18, 17 - "5, 16, 12 1, 8, 10
20 « - - 5,10, 12 17, 18, 8 16, 1, 14
22 . 16, 8, 5 0, 12, 7 18, 14, 1
23 S 10, 5, 16 12, 14, 18 17, 8, 1
Control
1 18, 8, 5 10, 12, 17 14, 1, 16
L 2 17, 12, . 8, 14, i8 5,16, 10
3 14, 17, 10 .8, 1,12 16, 18, 5
6 - 8, 16, 18 1, 12, 14 5, 10, 17
7 ' o 17, 18, 1 8, 12, 5 10, W, 16
-8 ' 1,718, 8 “12, 10, 14 5, 17, 16
11 v 16, 8, 12 - 18, 10, 1 17, 5, 14
17 g, 18, 1 16, 10, 12 © 14, 8, 5
21 - Iy, 16 8, 18, 17 12, 10, 5
e 24 . 10 5, 1 14, 12, 16 18, 8, 7




"~ “F = Fact - ' ‘
) A fact question can be answered by lnformation that is dlrectly

~

Short Story:

1~ HDld Tom miss the bus?

- APPENDIX G

SAMPLE USED FOR INSTRUCTION

AN LABELING QUESTIONS |
N ’ *

_Tom was- golng to school He saw the bus coming and ran

as fast as he gould.  But Tom missed the busi He. got on

- the next one. Then Tom dropped. his money. The coins
- ro}led all over. Tom had to pick .up his money. At last,

he put it all in the fare box. He sat' down.' He.relaxed
and looked out the window. Then Tom got a surprise He
saw-his school. Tom had forgotten to get off.the bus . in

time (World Book Reading Development Program, 1981).
“ _ > : A _

L4

‘ 2. What tells’us that the boy didn't have -his mh” on what he
: was doing? . -

Bf Based on what you read, what do.ybu think mlght have

happened before Tom went to school?

n.\ .

written In the story.

| =.Inference

An inference question is a thought question that can be

answered by puttjng together clues in the story--l?(e putting

pleces to a puzzle together

0= Oplnion ;

\

An opinian questlon Is also a thought question b this
~ question can be answered by telling what you think or how
you feef. There is more than one right answer.

7 . LA S
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'Teacher 'Numbers

Exper!ménta]
5
10
12
13
L
18
19
20
22
23

Cbntrol

"

L]

L]

Pre .

22, 21
9, 21
15, 22
"3, 15
13, 9.
15, 22
3,9
22, 9

21, 3

3, 21

9, 13

15, 3

3005

21, 9

15, 3.
'3115‘

13, 21
22, 15

"9, 15
9,3

- APPENDIX 'H

13, 15
22, 13

3, 22
22, 3
-9, 22

13, 21
3, 15
21, 3

21, 13

15,13

* STORIES USED: FOR WRITTEN TESTS *

M3 intenance

--3. 15
15, 22 °
21,49
l3,,22
15, 22

. 13,3

21, 15
13, 15
15, 13
15, 9

21, 22

21,9

'13, 15
13, 2}
9, 22
9, 13
- 3,22
'21, 22

.

6oL,
45

On the stories Visted first in eachlcolumn, the students were’
» asked to answer comprehension questions and label the type of question

it was.

100

A

On the stories listed second in eagh. co]umn, students were
. asked to generate their own questions




_require students to use their informati0n and, understanding to solve

R SR " APPENDIX | A

A ;&” WORKSHQP {--BLOOM'S TAXONOMY
Presented by Deiva_Dainoéh,Brigham'Young University, Qrovo, Utah _

‘ Recognizingmgpestions at Six Cognitive Leveis

Knowiedge level questions place emphasus on recall or memory _ :
processes. Responsé! include the recall of: Specific facts, termi-¢ .
nology, trends and ‘methods, specific ideas, principies, theories, -and S
generalizations. - ) _ S . e,

Comprehension questions focus on the students knowing what is 'F
being expressed in the ljteral message contained in'a communication. - P
Responses to such questions include the translation of a message into

another form of communication; an interpretation of interrelationships-

among major ideas,; and the extension of ideas to make an inference or -
prediction. | : '

ARRLication questions focus on having students use previously
acquired knowledge to solve problems In new or unique situations. Part
of the challenge lies in the students being able to determine the appro-
priate process to use. Responses to questions at the application level

problems.

Analysis questions egﬁpaaize the breaking of gfven information
or materials.into their compofient parts, and focusing an the relation-
ships between these parts and the total organization ..Responses to

'3uestions at ‘the.analysis. level require an analysis of elements or

arts, the analysis of reiationships, an analysis of arrangements or

gorganization and the determination of cause and effect.

. S nthesis is the opposite of anaiysis. Synthesis invoives the
placing. o¥ parts together to form a whole, a combining of parts in

such a way as to form a pattern not: cieariy evident before. This cate- -
gory .provides for divergent or creative thinking, andhstudents are ex:
pected to work within the 1imits set by the particular problems or

,materiais. Responses- ‘at' the synthesis level are expgcted to include
_the production of & unlque c0mmunication -a-productio of a plan or

‘proposed set of operations, and the derivation of a_set of abstract S
ﬂ*eiatibns. : _ _ e ' T




S
{g:;gﬁ‘..":ﬁ-‘l
N .

Evaluation questions are conhidered to’ ge the most complex part -
of the taxonomy. The evaluative process ‘may in some situations’ bek

- prelude to séeking new knowledge, compreheniion, appl Pcation, ‘a ne

analysis or synthesis. Evaluation, to some degree, can be used at each
level of intellectual activity. For example, students need tQ evaluate
the effectiveness of his understandings or application etc. .Responses
to evaluation involve the making of judgments about -ideas, solutions,

thods, and values. The judgments are to be based either on internal
or external standards (on criteria) : . - :

The Affective taxonomy published by Krathwohi and his associates
consists-of five divisions.” Since the emphasis of this workshog is on
Bloom's taxgnomy of cognitive processes, the processes for aff e
questions are'condensed into general statements. Teachers using @ fec--
tive questions elicit responses from students that related tg some fonm
of their value system. @n affective taxonomy, or classifﬁi\tion System
is used to deal with questions about interests, appreciatiohs, atti- .
tudes and’values. All levels of an effective system have a cognitive
component, and the cognitive categories contain affective components.
Affective questions should be present in oral. and written dialogue,
although not all divisions-need to be utilized'in any particular iesson,

Definltions taken from Delva Dalnes, Reading in the Content Areas:

!Strategies for Teachers Glenview, I11inois: Scott,\Forésman and
‘Company, 1982.

It is easier to recognize guestions when they are grouped -
according to particular categories than when questions at various cogni-
tive levels are intermixed, Read the following questions, identify . the
cognitive levels. and record the reasons for your decisions (judgment) .
.lam_wh¢!9md[ﬂ Amelia's parents spend the_afternoon?

2. Determine the unknown inghedient used in the compound .

3. Draw a pictuce of .John's make believe piaymate as described by the - : o

qauthor. »
. _ . ¢ | ¢
b, Read this editorial-and'identify-the views with which you agree. ] -
5. Dgfend the conciusions Ben made about Jack. )
6. Examine the city map and determine where toirecommend the iocation
of the next playground,: : e
.- A - . "y
7.7 Write a sketch of the heroine's father, - .- - .‘ .
8. Determine what caused Ben to have’such bitter fee]ings about Josh.
) , : "

9. List the procedures to follow in writing almosaic‘poemu )

-
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Explicating Patterns of .Organization X

PRatterns of organization in written materials are used to help N S
writers communicate their thoughts -in print, and to assist readers .com- - . s
prehend, analyze, and recafl textual ‘information. Knowing the structure- Do
of connected discourse-serves as a guide .to help students deal with the .° a\'
information before they are required to utilize it in answering ques- '
tions. A few of the patterns of organization dre shown below.

g o

1. Arrangement/Sequence: - This pattern requires a reader to place L T "g’
a logical arrangement and sequence ‘ 2 Ce 0 N B o
Example: Knn was. well Iiked by her peé?s, and she volunteered t6 = o - .

- - .participate and assist others in many activities. Her LU
teacher gave Ann a recommendation to serve.as a tutor for ’
some of her classmates. Ann never missed schooM™unless’ ¥. -y -
she was ill. She was a high achieving student. O

These. ideas could be placed in the'iollowing order: - e

Ann w$s a high achieving student.

Ann never missed school unless she was ill

Ann was well 1iked by her peers.

She volunteered to participate and assist others

in many.activities, ,
. 5. Her teacher gave Ann a recommendation_}oJ;erve as *

T a tutor for some of her classmates.. -

»
W N -

~

2. CauseiEffect: This: pattern links at ‘least two reasons with conse- e
quence or results This is afaction and a result from that actlon ‘ s

Examplei Because the Iake flooded the fiekds” the crops were
' pIanted |ate in the season

..
ﬁ‘

3. Compare/Contrgst These patterns make evident the apparent Vike- .
nesses and differences between -two ‘or more things.. - | o

Exgmple:_ The robin is ciassified as‘a diurnal anlmal;'however,
the bat is a pocturnal animal. - L e'-
b, TiMe Qrder This pattérn shows a sequential relatlonship between
ideas or. events over a passage of time.. "
Example: Jobhn and Mary moved west to homestead 5 large ranch,
_ First they planted cro %2 and now. fhey are. erecting
fences around the ranch. _ . ‘ .

2

5. Problem Solving: . This pattern is ezemplified by an interaction‘ AR
" between at least two factors. -@ne factor clftes a problem, and '
another factor suggests a potential answer to the problem.
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Example: The plants were not growing well. Therefore, the soil .

. " * was analyzed,. and then the needed minerals were added
‘) .. to the soll. The plants are now maturing and showing a

coL healthy color. . :

-

6. Simpie Listing: This pattern consists of a iisting of ideas, i tems

or events. The’ ‘arder of what: is*iisted is not considered signifi-
cant.,

*  Example: ‘Before the Roland fami ly-went on a picnic, they loaded -
food, chairs, sweaters, balls, and finaliy s0me- fishing
: equipment in thelr car. .
“
terns. Sample words are:

Arrangement/Sequence. order,- first, second, next, last.
Cause/Effect: because, consequently, since, therefore. s
Compare/Contragt .as well as, but, owever, "mot only, unless.
Time Order (date): 'after, as before,’not long after, now, when.
Problem Solving: because, consequently, therefore. e
Simple Listing: before, begin with, finally, next, secondly.

:_Ways to .teach patterns of 6rganization in materiais are: .

r’ii Modeiing the ideas by the teacher before students are expected.

to recognize them

2. MTeaching students about the patterns before they use. them in
S assignments. . _ o _

3. Practice in using the information under a teacher 's guidance. .

Teaching chiidren some basic eiements about iiterature is another
JSfactor in assisting them to answer higher level questions. A few .of
these many eiements are: k¢ '

. - C ) . r

1. . Setting:- types and functions .

2, Character: appearance,_soeeﬂh, actions, comments'by others,
' h' . stereptypes, dynamics, etc. .

3. Plot: chronological order, fiashback confilct against self,

- ‘others), soclety, and nature, patterns of ciimax

'h._,Style: vriting through imagery, figurative language,’ simile,
personification, connotatios, cadence, humor, motif

5. Tone: author's feelings about subjects and readers ¢

T T N T P

Key or signai words heip students recognize the above iisted pat-
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"tionship (QAR) is a question-answer strategy for students. When teach-.

+

) VR

- ; |
N , -Expii%atingpLdveis of Comprehension -

-

When studqnts encounter difficulty answering questions, it may
be sthat they need’ to be taught how. to analyze the question to answer it.
Pearson and Johnson (1978) suggest a procedure to follow in. teaching
levels of ‘comprehension to help studenys answer questions and recall.’
information frem.gext materiaiz ‘The foiiowing Question-Answer Rela-

ing QAR the teacher should provide students with immediate feedback
let students progress from using group to independent activities, and
provude progression from working with single tasks to. more difficult
tasks. : Ll :

A

- ) .

'Levels of Comprehension. . ' : o Ty
. [} o N .

“

1. . Textually explicit: = The answer to the question is taken directly
' .~ =7 from the text. Students can point to and
read the answer as ‘stated by the author.
Sample question - -'"What was Joan riding?V;
' Sample answer: '""Joan -was riding her brother s bicycie

o . .
2. -Textually implicit: The answer to this type of Juestion is not
. _ g _ - -as obvious as a teXtually explicit question,
' . ' ',  _ However, the answer will. be derived. from the.
N ' text. After students read facts from a pas-
) - " sage” an-inferenCe, based on the facts, is ¥
- S A made. . a '
Samdle question: . 'Why did Joan have the problems riding her a

‘ - brother's bicycle?"
" Sample: answer: ""She zigzagged down the street,“ and '"Her .
- , - feet just barely reached the pedals." '

3.. Experientially-based: . An answer to thisktype of question is derived
;o ) from a student's existing schemata. An in-
s - ference is made that is based on their pre-
. vious knowledge and experiences. The
o - . information is relevant to the passage but

o , S does not appear in it. Dlvergence in student
o answers would be expected.
Sampie question : .'Vhy'diSDJoan find herself on the ground?'"
might assume "from their experience ™

Sample ahswer: .Student
o that riding a biqycie necessitates maingann-
ing balance. -

~

< L
'f

Textuaily implicit comprehension requires some: thought on’ the

Jpart of the students. The answers are not explicitly stated by the

author, but the answer is derived from the language of the text. There
are .no obvious clues in the passage and students have to infer what was
‘meant by the author. The’ less the text provides cues, the more students
reﬁy on their experiential background. S . ‘.

r




Experi'ntialiy based comprehension necessitates that when a
question is asked the answer is derived from previous knowledge. - The
.answer is- nof’di;ectly derived from the reading test. It goes beyond"

rdading between the. iines, and inferences are drawn from previous
knqwledge._ - .

*
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ARPENDIX J | R

WORKSHOP 2--QUESTION STRATEGY. - .. . @
_ A " "" J , . _ : . T
- Presented by Joan Rossi Foster City Reading Institute, Foster City, o
California . 7 _ S L e L

- . .
- " A L) X A B 1]
- . - .

; s QUe'stion,'ingfénd-'Wr%A Device for _. ' .
v Developing Critiéa.;ﬁhinklng Skills - -~ =~ ..

. i . ..
. ’ . K
-t ] L] . -

- PR

Phase |: lntroduction to Questloning--Fact, Thought \ggl:;:n. : _ ¢:= “

» :

- Much use has been made of - taxonomies, however, very often ey have_béén_
the to of the teachers, many of whom feel xbst comfortable approaching -

questions deductively.. wrth the current goal of the development of in-

dependent thinkiffg~and problem solving, we feel tha& students attain this

goal by being iffivolved at the ground level, This calls for an’ inductive L .g

approach. ' : L

. o o o SR )
During Phase |, differentiating among the three levels of questions, we *. ‘
recommend the use of familiar fairy tales in ordgr to remove the reading -

variable ‘and focus on the" process. YWe advise startlng with a smal |

_group, not more than ten. - . I

i SN T . L
: Svas _ _ .- : o B
" Choose a_fairy tale--e g., "Cinderel]a“ and read Pt to the

. gropb.

2. Askyfor questions centered around., the,fairy tale, for example

What did Cinderella lose as she ran from the ballroom?
Why did the step-mothér and step-sisters lock Cinderella in 4
her room when they tried on the slipper?, '

“What do -you think happened to her -step- mother and step sisters

) after Cinderella got married? .

3. a, Ask students which questions coul answered directly by -~
" - using the story. - o
B, Ask which ones must, be answered by putting .facts tOgether

% - and coming up-with a conclusion, _ .
~ ¢. Ask which. questhns requi re stepping out of the Qtory and
‘drawing one's own condlusions.
(a) fact (directly written)
(b) thought (retrace)
(c) opinfon (brainstOrm)

. C L ']01_
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“ﬂm{.” S ) " RSk students to suggest lgbels for each category. Discuss and
A N L- modi fy cagegory - labels. A pre-activitaf is to ask students to
B " categorize objects in more than one wa‘& and chdose specific
+'%+ language to label these categories. ' '
e " 5§, Choose another story--e 9. ""The Ugly Duckling''-and have the
© T students read it silently go themselves. Ask them to ''think
S -write' abou material” they read. They record what fis
: : ;going on in their ‘head as .they are reading. They want to cap-
&-thre any .impressions or questions that come’ to mind. o
‘Divide the students into pairs angd ask them to share their - _
""think write' responses and then find, or make up two questions. ... .. ...
for each category. Each question should be labelled and hqnded -
in. . . -

Phase Il:  Teacher Mode!ing e o, ooy _!D
l. Assign a basal stdry to one readlng group with questlons from. the
manual. Ask palrs (at their seats) to ldentlfy the type of question,
give the answer, and. put gown page. and paragraph numbers where
andwers .can be found. (May not 'have evidence with opinion ques-.
tions.) 0
2. After the pairs have completed the assignment, meet wlth the group
~in a circle on the floor or at a table to dlscuss "Group Guide-~ _ )
o lines." -
3. , Lead a discussion asking 'or the kind of question: each pair decided '
- upon, referring to their answers as evidence. C
k. The group discusses their jnteraction and sets up goals for future
‘discussion according to '"Group Guidelines." Sometjmes role phaying
the, fol lowing types of b&havior can be enlightening as welt as .fun:
dOmlnator monopollst hostlle-aggresslve silent, playboy clown.

This process may need to be repeated several times uslng di fferent
storles to allow students to become proficient in group lnteractlon.

. .
A . :
.

Phase T Teacher*leSs Dlscusslon . .
. ;
1. hAsslgn a story ‘or short readlng ln sclence or social studies
2. 'Individuals respond with think writing.
* 3. Ask pairg to share their responses and make up one question in each S

" .7 category. | v

L. Ditto questions. 4 ' % T T
.5, Individuals answer’, cltlng references and labelllng questions. _
s %.af.  The group meets in the discussion setting and the teacher reviews .-

© "Group Guldellnes" and goals' set at the last discussion. , W "

. ’ . : . " n‘ # . L _ : i




Teacher Objectives

Students will not insist on
agreements in discussion in
the category of ophnlon
questions..

q

Students will judge the
answer, not the person
responding.

)

Students ‘and leaders will"_
ask for bagk-up to answers.

-

i - .
~A. We will not label answers

~.one has said,

Grodp Guideliné$

to opinfon questions right
or wrong.

' B. Fact and inference labels

will be agreed upon after
all evidence is shared. °

We will talk about answers, not

" the -people giving them. °

If we disagree, we will ask

for back- “upy k.

If we don't understand what. some-
tell him or her
what -you think the person. s
saying.

[

ﬁVbiuatlﬁn~

Given a. copy of-"Groub Gulidelines"
students answer the question, ''How

did we do?"' for each guideline!

b

N . ) ° 4
’
4 -

Discussion Suggestions

We may not be able to .come
up with an answer on which
we al) agree, but we would
like to hear as many opin-
“lons as possible. =

l"what makes you think so?'!

'"Would you show us where
in the story you found
this?"

"What additional lnforma-
tion Is there to support
your answer?"

!

"| hear you_séylng this

Is that correct?"




Changing Role of the Teacher

/ . lo ':'.'."'-':.".. "

7.. The teacher appoints a group leader. - b
- Leader's guidelines: . v :
a. Read the questions. ' R
b. Ask for back-up. , e .
« ¢. Ask for agreement and disagreement. - .
. d. When all opinions have been_heard, summarlze what the group .
has said, whether they have come to a conclusion or not.

8. Videotape a dlscusslon session,
.9‘

. Play back the tape and havé the groqp evaluate thr0ugh discussion
again setting goals for the future. _

The teacher progresses thraugh each phase. wlth the goal of shlftlng the
responsibility of developing and answering questions, and interacting

1_ as a group, to the students without his or her active particlpatlon.

This may seem simplistic, but after the ''Téacher Modeling Phase' (which
may take anywhere from two weeks to a few months), the students should
be familiar enough with the process to function independently. In the

~ '"Teacher-less Discussion Phase' the teacher must refrain from making any

comments and answering or asking any questions. We suggest that the

group sit on the floor or around-a table to provide maximum eye contact

and group Interaction, The tenqher should be part of the group in the 7
'Teacher Moded ing Phase,' but ‘shduld sit to the side in the "Teacher-

less Discussion Phase." |f the teacher finds that there are too many

problems with- this last stage, he or she -may return to the ''Teacher

Modeling Phase.' :

-

“Once thg group feels comfortable with the 'Teacher-less Discussion,"

this process need not be confined to the area. of reading, but may be
implemented in science, so€lal studies, etc. A natural extension to
the process is to have studénts wrlte well-wrltten paragraphs to answer
their own questions. :

Phase Iv:- Nritlng v

The reading group now begins to function as a writlng group. The
thitial groundwork for working together has been set.. By this time
there is a”feeling of clodeness among group members, yet they appreciate
their individual personalities and opinions. They can be more direct -
with one another and are more willing to take risks. -They are better
listeners and are able to follgw-a train of thought attentively for a
long time. There is a feeling of '"let's explore together.' - '

- N

Steps ,
1. . After the "Teacher-less DIs usslon Phase," the ggdﬁp revlews .
thair.inference and opinfoA questions and selects questions
they mlght like to write gbout. They may wish to.add new
questions If the discussibon has exhausted all possibilities
for original ideas for writing.

“&



' : . 2. Or, dependlng on the materlal, they may want to meet in a
' ' teacher-less discussion: for the sole purpose of selecting
questions. At this point their think writing can often take
¢  the place of- discussion and provide enough ideas for re-
: spondlng to questions In writing. '
3. Students have the option of Indlvldually chooslng questlons -~
+ or all writing on the same question. : '
4. They write an initial draft concentrating on quality of '
- . thought, not mechanics. ;
Steps .to Follow (wrltlng Answers to Easy Questlons) _
1. Children make up thelir own questions (either inference or
oplnlon) Teacher checks. (Teacher may glve questlons to
younger children.)
2. Children put down all possible ideas to answer questions.
These should be words . or phrases in random order Teacher
checks. . . o
3. Children delete all ldeas that don't ﬁlt, they can sequence
ideas and group into paragraphs. Teacher checks. *
L4, Children put ideas-Into sentences and paragraphsﬁ\-Teacher
checks.
5. Put on ditto for discusslon and editing " Do not put names
next to paragraphs. '

“»

Phase V: Response

Once roup I's ready to begin their writing, the teacher needs to re-
entfr for a short time as a participating member to discuss ''Advice to
the Reader/Listener/Responder'' and "Helpful Response Questions.' She
ih#lp the group to engage in the writing by’model ing response ques-
and the techniques of "pointing," ''telling,' etc. When first
. workihg as a writing response group, students tend to rush through one
« ' member's paper so theirs can be shared. She must help students eliclt
) suggestlons for change without giving answers. |t usually requires
about: Zb ~30 minutes to comfortably respond to one plece of writing.
Breaking the group of ten or so In half can wark, so meetings can be
hour sess!ons for two days.

I8

Steps _

1, One member dlstrlbutes a copy of his wrltlng to each person in

. the group. | He or she reads orally as the group, reads silently. °

2. Membene#bo#ht out specific phrases:or ldeas whith strike them,

"« ask the writer questions, tell what happened to them as they
"tried to listen, offer igdeas for changing the speaker, etc.
1t is important to start with positive, comments .

3. The writer may ask for specific help on certain things and

~ make some notes on ldeas- for. revision. .

. The writer. has the last say as far as what changes he or she v
wishes to make. The object is not to conform to the group. " -

t




~ goad focus for revision and wlll maintain: lnterest im the worklngs of

g

#a . :
s, . .l)Z-

S.I.UHen the group feels.COMfortaBld In moving on (or If time needs
‘' to be consldered), another memher may share.

e

Phase VI: Revlslon

The goal is for the audience (the response group) to provide énough'
feedback to encourage the writer to revise through several drafts if
necessary. |f the response has heen thorough, the writer will have a*

his or her paper.

Steps '
1. Members work on second drafts and experlment--they m'? change
their focus, include dialogue, change speakers, wrlte a letter--
..whatever feels more honest and exciting.
2. The revised writing gan:
- a. Go back to the groGp for more response. -

b. Go to the .teacher who may want to comment on its progress, -
in a private conference or collect it for comment. (Some- _
times the teacher can keep it for a while if the student -
needs some distance from it.) -

3. Finally the teacher.may meet again with the group, set.up
- individual conferences, or write comments and make corrections
on drafts to improve mechanlcay
4., In a group meeting:

a. Members reread their copies silently as the writer reads
aloud. (Many children do not place periods between sen- -
tences yet read as if they were there.) i

b. The teacher begins poslng questions Vike, “Where do you .

~ hear the first sentence ending?" - . S

- ¢. -All members make corrections on their cogies. ' *\\'

The teagher needs to determine what specific mec ics should be
worked on first, as correcting ‘every single error is not only too
tedious, but detracts from learning and being able to apply a new

sk 1 well. It is amazlng how- mechanics Improve ]ust through tt7~»’f

prooess of revision.
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APPENDIX K - o o fol

Lt

TABA'S COGNITIVE THINKING LEVELS

[ 4

Focus on'speclflc facts to be later

Ask students to compare contrast, _
form relationships, make predictions,
draw conclusions based on factual data

-

experiences, or synthesis of jdeas

Asks students to_form a relationship
between concepts ‘and to make a state-

‘?‘ ' . .
. "Presented by Margaret Dixon, using notes and materlals of Dr. John v
Bradley, University of Arlzona, Tucson, Arizona’ : - '
o Taba's Levels of Questions
1. Opening Question Elicits a universe of facts
2. Focusing Questions
E . compared or related
“3. Lifting Questions
L, Subpoft{ng Questions - Call for clarification, examples,
5. Generélizlng Que§tion
ment about it ~*
»




- APPEND IX L
- . ;\ ) oo
" WORKSHOP 5-=LEARNING STRATEGIES

-

Presented by Donald beshier, University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas

P

o . \ :ﬁ _ . .
: ' Aquisition Steps

Anaiysis of current learning habit
Make student aware of inefficient/ineffective habits
Provide baseline data of-current functioning
L] .v
Describe the new-. strategy ' ’ ‘
Provide a description of an aiternative approach '

Describe steps in new strategy

Model the new strategy
Demonstrate entire strategy, “Thinking AJoud”‘
: \
Verbal rehearsal ‘of the steps :
Verbaily rehearse steps to an automatic level

Practice in control led materials "
- Materidls ‘at student's reading level
Materials conducive to learning. strategy without content
. demands _

‘Feedback

Positive and corrective feedback specific to steps of strategy

~~-

-

Practice Yin content materials
Materials from regular classroom
Generaiization .of strategy to content material

Feedback _.'.

- v "

"Post-test®

Provide rnformation on mastery of strategy

V z. . .
¢ .

3 ) - . “l.i ' - .
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APPENDIX M N
. o - i"
L . RECORDING FORMS .FOR INTERRATER . = N
' - RELJABILITY FOR COMPREHENSION : -
Class , ‘ o
# in class *
Name | Name. [
L = label . C = comprehens ion -
. v —_
2 ' -2
-3 - .
L L .
5_. 5. . ¢
5 | i
7 ] 7
—8 A .
— R R
10 - v
Total Total -
Lt C ‘ L C'_ ' v
] ] ‘ ~
Name | ¥ Name "
l' - 8 [\ l . 8 L.
al 9 L2 .5
i S— 1o S S 10
LN et L .
5. Total . 5 Tota) .
6 L . 6 &
I L c —_T L=
. ’ * "‘ﬁ\".;
- b , ) !
- 1 S '
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