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ABSTRACT

This experimental study investigated the

effectiveness of the s tudent-generated question technique'

It aimed to find out whether teaching reading by students'

questioninq was better than answering questions posed by a

teacher in increasing students' readinq ability'

Two groups of first year nursing students at Mahidol
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,lV

University were randonly assi.gned to either control or
experinental groups. Each group consisted of 30 students.
The centrol group received practice it answering a.teacher,s
questions $rhi1e the experimental group practiced generating

their own questions after reading. They were taught for a

semester in the regular reading course. The tool employed

to determine the English reading achi.evement of both groups

was an English reading achievement test constructed by the

researcher. A seL f-genera ted ques t ion tes t vras also
adninistered to students in orders to deterrnine whether
trained and untrained students could generate questions on

their own. A questionnaire el,icitinq students' attitudes
tolrard the self- generated question technique was taken into
consideration.

The findings of this study can be summarized as

fol lows :

1. Teaching reading by the student-generated
question technique significantly increased students' reading
ability at a .001 level.

2. The weak and average students in the experinental
group achieved significantly greater results than did those

in the control group. cood students in both groups showed no

statistically signiticant differences from each other.
3. Trained students gained a significantLy higher

mean scores than untrained students at .001 Ievel.

Copyright by Mahidol University
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attitudes

v

The najority of stud.ents revealed positive
toward the s tudent-generated question technique.

The implications for teaching and reading.English
are as follows:

1. Students should actively be trained to generate

their own questions instead of answering a teacher,s
questions. They should be eguipped to be independent
readers. To facilitate this, extensive training should be

provided in reading courses.

2. lreak and average students should particularly
trained to monitor their state of reading conprehension

using the self-generated question technique.

3. Engl,ish teachers should arrange an appropriate
environment for training students to generate their own

questions and they themselves should be good models for
asking questions.

be

by
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CIIAP?ER I
INTRODUCTIOT{

Reading is one of the primary ski11s of
communication. Not surprisingly, teachers in general as

lrell as English language teachers in particular rely heavily
upon its use. According ro Mirrian (1950 : 125-L36:l ,

reading is the skill most used in a typical class of
English, Undoubtedly, most teachers would labeL reading the
nost essential ski1l for acquirinq knowledge or gathering

informati-on -

A number of studies have already been conducted with
regard to the English reading ski.11s of Thai students, a

number of studies have already been conducted. These studies
have not only examined the reading ability of Thai students
but also the reading strategies they enploy. I,rany

researchers have drgued that Thai students of English should

be able to read independently . However, it has been found

that the reading abi 1i ty of tertiary leveI students
(Subongkot 2 Lg57, Thammongkol :L971, Tuaycharean : 1912,

Manasuntorn | 7976, Suaysuwan : 197g, Sukhasern et aL : 19g0,

Mangproyoon : 1981, Ratanapinyopong : 19g3, Sinseubpol :

1984), as well as secondary level students (Iamsupanint :

1983, Tangbarchertsuk . \992, chatnarudom: 19g4.
Sunqthongjhin : 1985) is unsatisfactory. Although these
students mi,ght read quite well in class under a teacher's
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supervision, they cannot demoostrate this sarne ability under

test conditions.

There may be tero reasons for this failure. On the

one hand teachers may assume that students know how to read

English because they know hos, to read Thai language. On the

other hand, teachers may so direct the reading class that
students never learn how to take charqe of their own reading
process. Consequently, this experimental study was designed

to determine the extent to rrhlch instruction in a self-
access node enables students to demonstrate improved reading

ability.

To acconplish this goal. an experinental group of

students was taught to generate their own questions while

reading. A control group, in contrast, was neither
encouraged to ask their own questions nor given instruction
in constructing questions. The results of the study may

help to convince teachers that reading tnust be taught and

not just tested. and that an inportant way to teach reading

includes having students direct their own reading process

by neans of self-generated question.

The presentation of this study is divided into five
chapters. Chapter one discusses the rati.onale and

background of the study , statements of the problen,
purposes of the study, significance of the study, definition
of terms, linitation of the study, and basic assutnpti,on.

Chapter two reviews the literature and research related to

a Copyright by Mahidol University



thi.s study. ehapter three describes the subjects, toethod

including the research design, j.nstruments, and descriptive
statistics of the study. Chapter four presents the data

obtained. Chapter five sunmarizes and discusses the
findings and make suggestions for implementation and

recotnmendations for further study.

Rationale and backg;ound of the studv

It is undeniable that reading is an essential tool
in learning any language. Knowledge of any professional
area can be acquired through reading (Wilson et aI. 1951:

254;-and Tinker and Mccullough, 1958: 2541 , particular}y in
situations where Eflglish is learned as a forej-gn language

(carrelI. 1988: 1) and materials are extensively written in
English for acadenic purposes (Eskey, 7973: 1G9-184).
Carrell also emphasizes this role of reading:

Profess ionals in second languaqe
education should be vitally concerned with
approaches that can improve the reading skil1of learners.

(Carre11, 1988: 1)

Reading is paramount and Like1y to be " the most

attainable language ski11 ,, for students whose spoken

language is not English (Dubin. L9B2: L4).

I

Besides this general recognition of the signiticance
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of reading. the need of English by nursing students tnust be

taken into consideratj.on. According to A Survey of Needs,

Wants, and Expectations for the Use of English of Nurses :

Undergraduates at Uahidol University investigated by
siriwong (1984). reading was the language skilL most often
used in the nurses rrork (53.5t) (p.145) . fn addition,
reading was identified by the' teachers'group as the ski11
most needed (74.1t) (p.14G). From the information obtained,
the investigator concluded that, regarding English, nursing
stud.ents need to use reading skills in both their learning
and their profession. Consequently, reading was the skiI1
examined in this study.

Normal1y. the first year nursing students have oaly
four hours EngLish class a week, as one of their many

subjects. Moreover, they have to concentrate on their major
subject matter as reflected by administrative
considerations.

assigned a number

a result, students are inevitably
external readings because of the tine

constraint. Students are encouraged to use Robinson.s
(1945) technique (Se3R: Survey, guestion, Read, Recite,
Revi.ew) for the exterDal assignments. In traditional
English classes, as welI as in other subject areas. a

teacher as a professional question maker always asks
students guided {uestions leading to cornprehension whil-e
students perform as passive readers. To be active readers.
students should perforn as the teacher by asking their .own

As

of
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questions. Unfortunately. they may lack the ability to ask

their own questions because they have rarely been trained to
construct guestions ( S angaki t, 1989 : 108). It is,
therefore, reasonable for a teacher to transnit the ability
of asking questions to students since this ability leads to
the effective self-directed learning (Fraentel , 1980 : 160).

Furthermore, Henry (1984 : 29) points out that the advantage

of employing reader-generated questions is to enable
students to see reading as an interactive process between

the reader and the author. In this way, students can be

independent readers.

Statetnent of the problen

According to coodnan (L967 l, reading is "a
psycholinguistic guessing game,' in which the reader
constructs a nessage. Goodman views the act of constructing
rneaning as a cyclical process of sampLing fron the input,
predicting, testing and confirming or revisi-ng those
predictions, and further sampling. Cook and Mayer's (1993)

delineation of the encoding process is similar to this view.

Cook and ltayer explain the encoding processes which are
mobilized by specfic reading strategies. These encoding
processes are ca1led selection, acquistion, construction,
and integratj.on. " Selection " is defined as the process of
selective attention. ,' Acquistion " is the process of
transferring information fron aetention to long-tern menory.
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" Construction " is to establj,sh internal connections among

ideas frorn the text. " Integration ,' means relating the
relevant existing knowledge to the ideas and knowledge

acquired f rotn the text. coodman, and Cook and Mayer

similarly claim that the reading process involves both
accessj.ng existing knolrledqe and mapping new ideas into that
knowledge. Cook and Mayer suggest that the encoding
processes nay serve as the goal of various reading
strategies " (p.90). According to several attempts (Cook

and Mayer : 1983. Block :198G, Chamot and Kupper : 19g9,

oxford et a1 : 1989. etc). self-questioning instruction
need to be conducted. Hunkins ll977 :. 32), Tinsley (1973 :

710). and Nolte and Singer (1985 : 3O) remark that the
question is the most important instructional tool by r.rhich

students can develop knolrledge and skills in thinking.
Student questi..oning is the focal point of the discovery
process !,rhich actively involves students in the learning
process. Hunkins stresses t.hat :

Questions enable pupi I s toinvestigate productively. euestions canguide pupitrs thinking as they proceed f rorn
examining specific facts to analyz j.ng andevaluating generalized statements and vice
versa.

(Hunkins, 79722 L}l

Similarly. Goodman (7979: 20) and Hyman (19793 1) define the
question as the fundamental tool used for directing students
to think of or solve a probLem. ConseqUently, it is obvious
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that the question is a vital tool for acquiring knowledge. ,A

nurnber of educators (Gall: l-g7O, .Iohn: 19g3, Henry: !gg4,
Mikulecky: 1984. cordon: 1985, Block: 1988, McKay: Lgg7,
Langer and Neal: 1987, Redfield: 19g9, Mealey and Nist:
1989) unaninously agree that training students to possess a

question-asking ski11 is an inportant key for educational
innovation. But students need to be taught to ask proper
questions (Durkin: 1974, Torrance and Myers: 1974, Cates and

Swaffer: 1979, McNeil: 1984, Oxford et al: 1989, Chanot and

Kupper: 1989 ) .

rernark that:
Torrance and Myers (1974: 2371, for example,

Although chitdren very often askexcellent questions. they also ask questions
which are toolish, unnecessary, poorly
expressed, i.rrelevant, untirnely, irnpolite,
and airnless. These questions that do notlead to constructive thinking night be calLed
"unproductive',. True education, however, is
concerned with asking appropriate questions
and getting useful or interesting answers andso teachers should encourage their pupils to
ask guestions that wilt be instrunental intheir acguisition of knowledge and
understanding. We can call these questions
"productive".

(Torrance and llyers , 797 3:' 237 I

Students usually study passively. They rarely ask

about what they do not understand. Floyd (19G0; cited in
GaII, 1970) found that students questions were 3.75t, 5.14*,
and 3.64t ot total number of questi.ons asked during a taped

class period of the first. second, and third grade
classroom. respectively. In like nanner. Dode (19GG; cited
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in Ga1I. 1970) and Bellack et aI (19GG; cited in GalI. 1970)

report that the 1ow incidence of student questions also
occurs in social studies class at the elenentary Level,. and

at the senior highschool 1eveL. respectively. Moreover.
this circumstance takes place in highschool Enqlish cLasses,

as well (John, 1958; cited in Ga1I, 1970). The low
incidence of student questions may be due to tlvo reasons.

on the one hand, students lack training in asking questions
(Durkin: 1974. Torrance and ltyet: l974,.Cornwa1I: 19gG).

Often, students are not able to generate specific questions

since they are al.ways ottered opportunities to anserer

questions while a chance to practice asking questions is
really rare (Cornwa11. 1985: 12-13). On the other hand, the
importance of "the question" or "the best question" is
neglected since in school, at home, at work, on television
quiz sho$r, enphasis is instead placed on "the answer". "the
best answer", or "the right anstrer" (Otiz, Lg77 ? 14), That

is, the emphasi.s is nisplaced.

Because of the lon incidence of student questions,

several educators contend that attention should be shifted
to guestions asked by students rather than by teachers
(Wellington and l{ellington: 1952, and Carner: 1963; ci.ted in
Gal1: 1970, caI1.- l9'lO. Si.nger: 19?8, Sanacore: 1985, Nolte
and Singer: 1985, Zaher z L987, Willianson: 1988). Zaher
(1987: 36), for exanple, states that:

a
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Thi.s process (a teaching process that aims at
helping students becone active readers)
departs from the traditional strategy of
asking students questions before. during, and
after reading. Instead, it focuses on
teaching students to formulate their ownquestions. The purpose of such a process is
to help. students acquire a reading schema
that enphasizes the reader's purpose and the
dynanie interaction between the reader and
the printed page.

(Zaher, 1987: 35)

However, inspite of its seeningly obvious relevance,
question asking has not yet bedn extensively researched. So

far, self questioning has long been neglected and never

conducted in English reading classes at any 1evel of English

instruction in Thailand. This experinentaL study is
'therefore justifiable, in the target situation, to determine

whether students can be trained to be independent readers.

The outcome rnay benefit students who want to search for
inforrnation in print; moreover. some existing problerns

concerning reading ability nay diminish. For exanple,
Mangprayoon (1981). Sonnart (1982), and Chatnarudom (1984)

investigated the critical reading ability in English of the

teacher students at north-east c011ege, and the
interpretative reading ability in English of the tertiary
students, respectively. These researchers found that the

outcomes were unsatisfactory, Horrever, these problems may

decrease if students are trained to generate their own

questions to enhance reading comprehension.
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2.

3.

4-

Purpose of the Studv

The purpose of this experimental study is to
detertnine the effectiveness of s tud.ent-generated question
techniques on the reiding achievement of the first year
nursing students at Uahidol University. This study,
therefore. is conducted:

1. To determine the English reading achievenent of
students not recej,ving instruction of the self-
questioning technique.

To detertnine the English reading achievenent of
students receiving instructiolr of the self-
questioning technique.

To cotnpare the English readi,ng achievement of
students receiving conventional techniques and

that of students receiving instruction in the

sel f-ques tioning technique .

To conpare the English reading achievenent among

students of different English reading ability --
good, average, and greak -- in both groups after
instruction

To compare the scores derived from a self-
generated question test of students untrained to
ask questions and those of students trained to
generate their own questions after instruction.
To investigate students' attitudes toward usingthe self-generated question technigue in

5.

a

6.

Copyright by Mahidol University
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a

reading.

This study is designed to deternine the
effectiveness of the student-generated question technique on

reading achievement of the first year nursing students. The

results may have the following implicati.ons:

3.

1. English reading teachers may gain a better
strategy to facilitate teachingr reading.
Students nay better aequire knowledge fron
reading by developing this strategy.
Students nay be encouraged to have a more

positive attitude towards a self-questioning
strategy than they have at the present t.ime.

The self-access reading program might be set at
any English language institutes so as to foster
development of students usi4gI seLf-directed
learning.

Definition of ?erns

2.

4.

r]

This study includes the following terms:

A Self-Ques tioning Technique
'A $ray for students to ask their own

a

1.

questions in
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written forms.

t2

Questioning consists of both
question in spoken and written forms. Thi.s
terrninology includes other tertns such as self_
generated question. self-constructed questions,
s eI f -ini tiated questions. self-questioning,
student-posed questions. These terms refer to
questions asked by students.

A Taxonony of euestions

Tollefson's (1989) categories of type of questions

ernployed in training students to ask incLude tive
leveIs as f oll.ows:

1. Literal compreheDsion : euestions requiring
the reiognition or rbca11 of specific
infornation.

2. Reorganization. : euestions reguiring the

analysis, synthesis or organization of
infornation.

Inferential comprehension : euesti.ons requir-
ing guessing or f orrning hypotheses from
information explicitly stated.

4. Evaluation : euestions requiring naking
judgement of infornation.
Appreciation : euestions requiring students
to respond to information.

Lanquage functions

3.

5.

3.

Language showing f,unctions of process. shapes,

Copyright by Mahidol University
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4-

5.

5.

location, structure. neasurement, cornparison.
cause and effect, classification and definition,
and function -

Reading Conprehension

Students' ability to understand what they have

read -

The English Reading Achievement

Students' abi.lity to achieve English reading
comprehension.

Pre- and Post- Reading Test

The EngLish reading comprehension test constructed
by the investigator.

Students /Subj ects

The first year nursinq students studying at
Mahidol University.

The Control croup

Subj ec ts s tudying
instruction.

tn tradi,tional reading

7.

8-

9. The Experimental Group

Subjects trained to ask their own questions j-n

reading c1ass.

S tudent s

Students getting pretest scores from 25 to 29 (the

t

10. Good
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total scores are 40)..

11. Average Students

Students getting pretest scores from 20 to 25.

12. Weak Students

Students getting pretest scores from 16 to 19.

Scope and lrimit.ation of the Studv

1. The experinent was

class. The duration of the

sessions in the f i-rst senester.

year nursing

were randomly

experimenta I
1evels (good,

training, and

conducted in a

study was 12

normal reading

fifty-minute

2. Material,s for practice were taken from SRA

Reading for Understanding 2 and 3i and adapted frorn other
authentic materi,als.

3. The subjects in this experirnent were 50 first
students studying at Mahidol University. They

classified into either a control group or an

group. The inter-subject factors were ability
average, and weak) and treatnent (no questj-on

question traininq).

4. ?he nunber of subjects and ability levels in the

two groups was identical.
5. The

traditional
subjects in the control group

reading instruction while

prac ti ced

those in

1n

an

Copyright by Mahidol University
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experimental group were trained to ask their
Both groups, however, lrere instructed by the

own questions.

investigator.

Basic Assutnptions

In this experimental study, it was assuned that:

1. all subjects in both groups would have identical
acadernic backgrounds and English reading proficiency.

t
2. all subjects would be wilLing to

experimental study and would work to their best

attend thi s

ability.

3. the pret.est would have no inference on subjects,
posttest scores in both groups.

4. aI1 subjects in
study vrould respond to al,1

their attitude towards a

hones t1y .

the experimental group of this
questionnaire items concetning

selt-questioning technique

a
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CHAPTER Tt'O

REVIEII OF RBLATED RESE,ARCII AIID LITERATURB

This study ains to determine the effectiveness of
s tuden!-generated question techniques on English reading
achievernent of students at the tertiary 1eve1. The
experiment was conducted in a normal class of English
reading instruction at Mahidol University, Bangkok. The

underLying theoretical issues exanined are the folLowing:

Reading Comprehension and Levels of Conprehension.

Learning Strategies in the .Acquisj.tion of Reading

Ski11s.

III A Theory of Question Asking.

Mhe RoIe of euestions and the Student-Oues tioning
Technique -

VII

LeveLs and Types of Questions.

Suggestions on Self-euestioning Techniques

Enployed in Reading Instruction,
Research Studies in Sel f -eues tioning : theory

and practlce.

A. Stages of Reading Instructj.on
B. Theoretical Perspectives in Sel f-gues tioning

Instructional Research

1. Schetna Theory and ReLated Studies

2. Active Processing and Related Studies

3. Metacognitive Theory and Related Studies

I

IT

VI

I
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I.

Reading is defined as a complicated ski11 consisting
of several components and characteristics such as a

psychological component, physical state. or sociat
environment (Dubin, L9B2: t4l . Reading, therefore, is an

i,ntegrated language process. According to Smith lt97g: :-.2l ,

reading is an active activity in which readers rnust make a

substantial and acti,ve contribution whenever they comprehend

printed material. Sini1ar1y, Anderson ( 1984: 18G)

summarizes, based on psycholj.nguistic model., that ,,reading

is an active process', (p. 180).

declares that:

... reading
constantly involves
checking, and asking

Moreover, Grellet ( 1981)

is an active skil1 ... itguessing, predicting,
oneself questions.

generate good questions while
the crucial aspect of ac t ive
Nolte and Singer (1985) stress

(Grellet, 1981: 8 )

vie!', is held by Sanoccore (1984: 707 I whoS imi 1ar

claims that the

studying prose

comprehension.

that :

ability to

rnaterial is
In addi tion,

... active conprehension is a process
of generating questions throughout r6ading.In this process. the student establishes thegoal , deternines, what content is inportant,generates questions and searches for answersto them -

(Nolte and Singer (1985: 24)
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Background Knowledge (',Content Schemata', )

Iranguage Knowledge ( "Forrnal Schemata,,)

Conprehens i on

Text : Printed data

Schena that

fits the data

18

NoIte and Singer (1985: 30) further state that student_
questioning is a process of reading that enables students to
becorne independent in how to comprehend a text and that
results in conprehension. Therefore, conprehension as a

terninal goal of reading is widely emphasized because of its
importance in tl.r6 reading process. coodman (L913) , Smith
(t9731 , Spiro (1980) and many others, as stated by Mikulecky
(1984), have defined comprehension as ',an interactive
constructive process,, (p. i62l . The read.er sarnples the text
and makes guesses. As the reader makes guesses, he is
matching the sanpled input vrith previous knowledge so as to
conprehend the meaning. The reader also confirms guesses

through other samples. The process of reading comprehension

can be illustrated as follows:

Reader : Cognitive Abilities

(Mikulecky, 1,984 : 2531
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According to this illustration, readers enploy
severaL skiLls to reach the ultimate goal of conprehension,

since each reader, in terrns of reading conprehension, is
different. Comprehension, therefore. consists of several
levels. What is more, each category of cornprehension is
organized differently by a number of educators. Bloon et aI
(1955) categorize conprehension into si,x 1eve1s in order to
help students reach the goal of learning objectives. These

levels are arranged frorn the lolrest to the highest level as

follows:

1. Knowledge

This 1evel involves the reca11 of information
including these sub-categories:

1.1 Knoirledge ot specitics

-terminoIogy

-specific facts
1.2 Knowledge of ways and rneans of dealing with

specifics

- conven t ions

-trends and sequences

-c l ass i f i ca t i ons and categories

-cri.teria

-me thodology

1.3 Knowledge of the universals and abstractions
in a field
-principles and generalizations

-theories and structures

a
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language. form

2.2

2. Conprehension

This 1eve1 refers to
three types : translation
extrapolation.

2.L Trans l ati on

Comnunication is
of comnunication to

Interpretation.

summarization of a comrnunication.

2.3 Extrapolation

This type extends

given information includinq the
conclusions j.n terns of rnaking

predicting.

understanding divided into

, interpretation. and

transformed fron one

another.

Interpretat.ion refers to the explanation or

the tendencies beyond the

abi 1i ty to deal with the

inferences, and skitl in

to

3. Application

Application is the ability to apply abstractions
concrete s i tuat ions

4. Analysis

This 1eve1 concerns the constituent elenents and

the whole of ideas includi,ng analysis of
elenents , relationships , and organizational principles.

5. Synthesis

It is the 1eve1 of f ornj-ng the elenents, and

be the whol"e. This 1evel consists of :

Copyright by Mahidol University
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production of a unique conmunication
production of a pIan. or proposed set of
opera t i ons

deviation of a set of abstract relations

by

5. Evaluation

Evaluation refers to
using the internal evidence and.

judgernent of infornation
external criteria.

Sanders (19G6), adapting Bloom,s categories of
thinking. classifies cornprehension into seven IeveIs:

1 . lletrlory

Menory as the lowest level requires students to
recaIl or recognize information.

2. Translation

This 1eve1 caIls
information into a different

upon students to trans form
symbolic forn.or language.

to di s cover

by using the

3. fnterpretation

fnterpretation requires stuclents
reLationships among ideas or information,

4. Application

Students deal with solving a problem

appropriate generalizations and skills -

Copyright by Mahidol University
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5. Analysis

This 1evel
utilizing the conscious

concerns solvinq a

knowledge of thinking.

problem by

Synthe s i s

Synthesis requires solvinq a probLen in the sense

original , creative thinking,

7. Evaluation

EvaLuation emphasizes naking a judgernent

infornation according to standards students set.

Barrett ( 1958 ) categori zes the cognitive ( and

affective) dimensions of reading conprehension into five
leve1s as follows :

5.

of

of

.1 . Literal comprehension

Iriteral cornprehension

inforrnation expl ici.t1y stated in
includes these types :

concerns ideas and

the text. This leve1

1-.1 Recognition

Recognition ca11s upon students to locate or
identify ideas or information expl.icitly. Recoqnition
involves detaiL, nain ideas, sequences, comparison. cause

and effect relationships, and character traits-
1.2 Recall

This 1eve1 requires s tuden t s to recalI the
explicit ideas and information involving details. main

Copyright by Mahidol University



23

ideas, sequences,

character traits.
cause and etfect relationships, and

2. Reorganization

Reorganization requires students to analyze.
synthesize and organize ideas or information explicitly
stated in the text. Reorganization tasks are classifying,
outli,ning, sunroarizing. and synthesizinq.

' 3. Inferential cornprehension

Inferential conprehension involves thinking and

inagination which goes beyond the expli,cit ideas or
infornation. This Level consists of inferring supporting

details. main j,deas. sequences, compari.sons, cause and

effect relationships, character trai ts . outcornes, and

figurative language.

Eva 1ua ti on

In this Ievel, students deal with judgenent on

the basis of qualities of accuracy, acceptability,
desirability, worth or probability of occurrence. Judgement

involves reality or fantasy, fact or opinion, adequacy and

validity. appropriateness. and worth, desirability and

acceptability.

5. Appreciation

Appreciation requires students to be enotionally
and aesthetically sensitive to the infornation and to react
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to the worth of its psychological and artistic elements.
This leve1 incrudes the knolrledge and the emotional response

to literary techniques, f orrns, styles , and structures .

Appreciatioo deals erith enotional response to the content,
identification with characters or incidents, reactions to
the author's use of language, and imagery.

According to these taxononies, students are caIled

I
upon to conprehend rhat they have read since
not occur unless conprehension takes place

reading does

( Smith. and

Barrett, L97 9 : 61-59). The teaching of reading
cornprehension, therefore, is fundanental at atl leveIs.
Students not only cornprehend the 1ow levels, but they should
reach the higher Levels of comprehension (B1oom et al:195G).

Carin and Sund (t97tr, using Sanders'
classification, raise the categories of thinking arranged
into as hierarchy as in the following chart :

{
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The student makes a
judgenent of good or
bad, right or wrong,
accordinq. to standards
he designates,

The student solves a
problem that requir es
originaJ.. creative
thinking -

The student solves a
problem in the light of
conscious knowledge of
the parts and forns of
thinking.

The student solves a
lifelike problem tha t
requires the identifi-
cation of the i-ssue and
the selection and use
of appropriate generali-
zations and skil1s -

The student discovers
rel at i onships anong
f acts, generalizations,
definitions, values.and
ski11s.

The student changes
information into a
different syrnbolic f orrn
or language -

The student recalls or
reco{nizes inf ornation.

LOWEST 1 . Menory :

With regard to
(L9721 delineate the

G

t

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

I

i
I

I

I

i

I

I

7 . Evaluation:

t
I

I

6. Synthesis:

t
I

ation:

5 . Ana 1ys

f
I

I

4 . AppIic

2 . Translation :

I
I

15:

3 . fnterpretation:
4

I

I

(Carin and Sund , 7977:261

the readinq skiI1, Valette and Disick

stages of internal behaviors since

refers to the ability to perceive andreading in their vi.ew

comprehend the printed input. Ehese stages of reading
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t
behaviours are:

1. Mechanical

Perception is

differentiate the

Comprehensj,on is not

SkiLLs : Perception

the lowest stage requiring students to

spelling in the foreiqn language.

needed in this stage.

i

2. Knowledge : Recognition

This 1eve1 requires students ao "o*pj"n.nd what they

have read. Student can natch the pictures corresponding to

the sentences they have read, for exanple.

3. Transfer : Reception

Reception or transfer requires students to

comprehend recombinations of the vocabuLary and structure

they have learned. Students, for instance. can answer a

variety of questions after reading several, paragraphs.

4. Communication : Cornprehension

At this level, students comprehend the gLoba1 ideas

from reading,

5. Criticism : Analysis

Analysis is the level which students und.erstand

connotational or implicit meanings, point of view.,

{

the

and

standard of language.
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6. Criticism I Evaluation

This Ieve1 calls upon students to nake judgenent on

the basis of provided criteria.

To reach any leve1s ia each taxonomy of thinking,
students may.use some strategies to gain cornprehension

(tevin:1986. Thonas:1985, chamot and o'ltaI1ey:1987) since

learning strategies are patterns of decision in the
acquisition, retention, and utilization of information
servinq to meet the certain objectives (Bruner. coodnow, and

Austin :1955). Based on this study, a student-guestioning

technique is employed as an independent varj-abIe. ?hus. the

viewpoints on learning strategies are briefly presented.

IT LEARNING STRATEGIES IN THE ACOUISITION OF READING SKTIJIJ

Dansereau (1978) proposed that a learning strategy

be considered as a learner-based technique enabling the

learner to function effectively when faced with a) the
identification of important. unfamiliar, and difficult
material; b) the application of techniques for
comprehension and retention of circumstances; c) the

efficient retrieval of information under appropriate
circumstancesi and d) the effective coping with the
internal and external distractions. A sirnilar view is held

by chanot and o'Malley (1987) who point out the learning
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strategy instruction as a cognitive approach facilitating
the comprehension, acquisition, and retentioa of new ski11s

and concepts. tearning strategy instruction, as raised by

Chanot and O'MaIley,is based on four propositions:

1. MentaLl,y active learners are
better learners. Students who organize nel,
information and consciously relate it to
existing knowledge should have more cogni.tive
linkages to assist comprehension and recal1
than do students who approach each nel, task
as something to be nemorized by rote
learning.

2. Strategies caa be tauqht.
Students vrho are. taught to use strategies and
are provided $rith suf f i.cient practice in
using thern will learn more effectively than
students who have had no experience with
learning strategies.

3. Learning strategies transfer to
new tasks. Once students have become
accustomed to using learning strategies,
they wiLl use then on new tasks that are
sinilar to the learning activities on which
they were initial.ly trained.

4.Academic language learning is nore
effective with tearning among strategies.
Academic language learning anong students of
English as a second language is governed by
sone of the sane principles that govern
reading and problem solving among native
English speakers.

(Chamot and O'Ma1ley, L987;2401

With regard to an infornat ion-processing viewpoint,

the nature of a strategy is that it enabLes a learner to
form an organizational structure in which inforrnation can be

stored and retrieved more efficiently (Brousfiel.d :1953,
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,

Mil1er :1955, Turving :1952. Mandler 2L967 , Borrer :1970 : in
Singer and cerson 21979). According to llandler (7957 I ,

Tulving (1958). and Boner (1970), this organization results

fron the strategies employed by the learner to construct
groupings or relations atnonq the learned inputs. These

learned inputs infer that menory is a constructive and

interactive process. In addition, the behavioral processes

are directed by the implementation of associated strategies
(Singer and Gerson zL979l .. Learning strategies, a,ccording

to Singer and Gerson, nay be categorized into two types :

the ins tructor-irnposed strategies which are external; and

the internal student-generated strategies. The forner may

help the learner to acquire a ski11 or may facilitate
transfer effectj.veness or problen solving. The latter can

only be achieved r,rhen the learner is capable of self-
generating learning strategies. However. these types can

facilitate both verbal learning (Gagne' : Lg77l and motor

learning (Roy and Die$rert : 1975)

Eor a self-initiated strategy, the learner can

deternine the procedure compatible wi.th personal cognitive

capabilities and cognitive style for learnj.ng the task. The

ultinate outcone is to instill in learners the abiLity to

develop their own effective cognitive strategies without

external quidance. IJearners, thus, shouLd acquire the

ability to construct strategies suitable to the cognitive

capabilities for learning the task since the learning

a
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experience is governed by the use of strategies (Singer and

Gerson : 19791. To activate conscious and subconscious

processes in learni,ng, Singer and Gerson exhibit the

relationship anong strategies, cognitive processes and

rnechanisms as follows :

1. A situation activates potential alterna-
tive strategies

2. A particular strategy infLuences a
corresponding cognitive process

3. A particular cognitive process is
associated with a corresponding nechanism,

4. Situation --> strategy --) process -->
mechanisn.

(Singer and cerson. 1979: 231-1

Concerning the illustration be1ow, Singer and Gerson

hypothesize that the situation activates the particular

strategies, grhich influence the cognitive processed

associated with particular rnechanisrn as the f o1l"owing

exanple relationship:

Hit a

Narrow focus

ba seba l L
I

{
( concentrat i on )

I
Ite attention
I
u
al mechanism ,

(Singer and Gerson, !919: 2321

SeIec tiv

Perc eptu

example. the situation of having to hit a
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I

ti

baseball activates a narro?r focus of attention strategy.
Then, concentration inproves the coqnitive process of
selective attention vrhich is associated with the perceptual

mechanism.

According to Singer and cerson ( 1979 ) , the
relationship between strategies and particular stages of
processing should be identified. Furthernore, they renark

that the relationship among mechanism, cognitions,. and

strategies can be elaborately delineated as the
representation of the mental operations hypothesized to take

place within any mechanisro. Corresponding to the perceptual

mechanism, for exampJ.e, several strategies may be working

when the learner filters the related Stimuli from the

incorning infornation. The learner may form strategies for
anticipation, detection, and cornparison of the related

stinuLi in order to aid in the selective attention
processes.. The' learner can provide meaning to the input by

invoking strategies for recognition, feature matching.

identification, coding and classification (Craik and

Lockhart: 1972, Craik and Tulving 1975, cited in Singer and

cerson: L9791 .

(

As mentioned by Singer and Gerson (

Learner may develop strategies to facilitate the

the short-tern storage systen betore generating

to long-term storage The learner may

]-97 9l , the

function of

infornat i on

apply the
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organizational processes and rehearsal strategies as in the

following figure:

t

Maze Learnj-ng Task
I

I

I
Inagery Chunking Coding Verbal Rehearsal

I

It
Selection of one strateqies,

a combination. or another strateqy
I
I

t
Transfer information

I

I
Short-term mechani-sm to

long-term nechanisn

+

(Singer and Gerson, \979:. 2331

According to Singer and Gerson. strategies are

produced by the learner to facilitate a storage and

retrieval of information, a comparison of incoming

infornation with references previously stored.
transformation of inforrnation, and decision naking which

will result in ichieving the desired goal . The Learner's

appropriate use of strategies is a significant determinant

'of notor learning and perf ortnance. Because of this.
training procedures should be designed, in three $ay.

First. the appropriate learning strategies should be

identified. Second, the methods for enhancinq the self-
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production of these strategied should be taught. Third. the

relationship between strategies and classes of notor skills
should be deterrained in order to enhance the acquisition,
retention, and transfer of strategies and ski11s.

More specifically. a questioning strategy is
conclusive in previously mentioned strategies. When the

questioning strategy has been acEj.vated by the situation of

reading. it influences a corresponding cognitive process.

Then, a particular cognitive process is associated erith a

corresponding rnechani-sm.. Fina1ly. comprehension occurs,

The questioning strategy, thus, enriches reading
comprehension (Hunkins: 1972; Tinsley: 1973; Singer: 1978).

Therefore, the relationship between the questioning

strategy, cognitive processes, and nechanisns in the

situation of reading can be identified according to Singer

and cerson (1979 ) .

III A ?heory of Ouestion Asking

' cenera11y, questions are statements for which

replies are expected (Kissock and Iyortsuun: 1982).

Accordinq to Poehlnann (1902) and GieI (1977)cited in
Flammer(1981), questions are able to enhance and lead to
students' thinking since "question asking is a way of
selecting inforrnation, and understanding question asking

should help us to understand how people regulate their

77372 I llr./r3trou
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interaction with their naterial, social. cu1tura1, and

mental wor1d. Such understanding rnay in the end contribute
to educational nethods aiming at taking nore mature
responsibility" (Flarnner, 1981 : 408 ) . Flamner further
elucidates that questions are employed by the questioners to
attain specific infornation helping them to plan suitabLe

actions toward certain goaLs. fn asking questions, the
questioners need sone information and also express that need

explicitly.

FLamner (1981: 407-420 ) proposes the theoretical
ground of question asking as the following set of
postulates.

Postulate 1 : 'Questions concern potential knowledge that the

questioner Iacks.

For this concern, questions are mainly used for
seeking explicit information necessary tor the questioners.

Postulate 2 : Questions presuppose sorne available knowtedge.

guestions asked in order to obtain certain
inforrnation consist of good and bad types. The quality of
questions. in other $rords, reveals the relevant knowtedge

the questioner already possesses.

However, the
postulates leads to a

combination of the previous two

paradox that the questi-oners must
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already gain some knowledge in order to be able to generate

questions (Miyake and Nornan, 1979: 357-354).

: Ouestions are fornulated in such a lray, or

expressed in context, so that the range

of the acceptable answers is smaller than

the range of all the statements the answerer

is able to make.

The questioners are abLe to realize their rnissing

knowledge and indicate the nature of this nissing knowledge.

Postulate 4: Knowledqe needed in order to ask a question

is, at least in part, knowledge about the

knowledge to be acquired, i . e . it is
specifically related to the knowledge sought.

To ask for specific information, the questioners

have to gain knowledge needed in indicating the lobation of

the infornation required.

Postulate 5 : The need to clear up contradictory kno$rledge

refers to a special case of missing knowledge.

guestions may be ast<ed because of a contradiction

between pieces of infornation as well as the nissing
information- Contradictory infornation, however. is
regarded as another case of nissing information because the

contradictory infornation can be dissolved and given the

a
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correct additional information.

Postulate 5 : The cl,ass of nissing knowledge. about which

guestions are asked. also includes knowledge

at a 1ow Level of confidence.

In a particlrlar situation, the guestioners nay not

feel sufficiently confident about information to rely on it
in further information processing. They may, therefore, ask

for more_ information.

Generally, these postulates as a theory of question

asking answer two questions : "What do people ask in what

situation. and for erhon?" and "tlhy do they sonetines ask and

sornetimes not?". For exanple, when a person loses the way,

he nay ask "How can I go to downtown?" in order to get

infornation he 1acks. Ho$rever, any postulate of questi.on

asking that a person asks depends on a particular situation.

From the Ouestion to the Askinq :. the Infornation-Prot essing

and Decis ion-Maki.ng Chain of Ouestion Asking.

starting with the realization that sone infornation
is missing and proceeding to the oneset of actually asking

for needed information, Flarnrner (1981 :414-418) sequences the

types of process chains fron a Latent question to question

asking as f ol,Iows:

{
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From the lack of information to the need for
J

Inf eEing bef ore, of instead of , asking

It
Confidence in knowledge

I

I

I
Knowing whon to ask

I

I
Tolerance for not (yet) asking

I

I

+
Further alternatives to questions

i.nf ormation.

staqe 1 : From the lack of inforrnation to the need for
inf orrna tion

"Lack of information can lead to a question only if
it is subjectiy.ely felt" (Flanrner; 1981:145). Hence, the

questi.oners must be aware what information they need.

NornaLly, persons are pursuing goals and subgoals

consciously or subconsciously. They reach goals by means of

obttining infornation that is rnissing. Moreover. the

restriction to explicit infortnation-seeking guestions allows

the charactbri z a tions of questions to reach subgoals.

Persons gain information in order to plan an action for the

superordinate goal. for instance. Hence, it is possible to
predict what nissing infornation the questions are to be

aware that they need.

Stage 2 : Inferring before. or instead of, asking
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When persons

inforrnation they need

by themselves first.
desired information
infornration by rneans

realize that they lack some specific
to obtain, they night try to find out

llhen a persons fails to retrieve the

from nenory. he can acquire that
of perception, or by inferential

reason].ng .

Staqe 3 : Confidence in knowledge

"The lack of inforrnation can also correspond to the

lack of confidence nay not only vary with individual
differences i.e. risk taking, anxiousness, locus control
etc. but also depend on the importance of the information

for further actions and current goa1s.

Stage 4 : Knowing whom to ask

The questions shouLd know both information they need

and the persons who are able and willing to answer.

Stage 5 : Tolerance for not (yet) asking

The questioners can wait to ask questions. However.

questions can be understood in terms of the search for a

balance between "costs and uti1ity". Ouestion asking
originates costs such as tine. the effort to ask, the effort
to understand the answer, the shame ot appearing ignorant.

In contrast. the utility can be considerable or relatj.vely

Copyright by Mahidol University



39

nanor .

Flamrner also adds that question

complex decision-making, process.

concerning achievenent or personal

important roles.

asking consists of a

Several f actors

developrnent play

Stage 5 : Further alternatives to questions.

When the questioners cannot infer information, they

can find it in books or perceive from nonsymbolic reality.
Iiowever, certainJ"y situational and individual differences

factors should be taken into consideration-

The process of guestion asking addressed by

Elammer(L981) is partially apt to be in accordance nith
Kissock , and lyortsuun (L982) presenting five steps in the

questioninq process. These are :

1. Recognize the need and purpose for
asking a ques tion.

2. Fornulate a question that responds
to the need -

3. Identify the opportunity and time
for asking the question.

4. Deternine the relationship of
anslrer to the ques t ion-whether it
answers the questi6n or not.

Make use of the answer or
determine a need for another
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t
questj.on and begin the process
again.

(Kissock and Iyortsuun ( 1982:119 )

To sum up, there are several stages concerning deep

processes in question asking. Questions must engage these

stages before questioning behaviors occur.

IV THE RO
a

With regards to the rol,e of questions. twq

viet{points will be outlined : the qeneral role of question:

and the specfic of the student-questioning technique,
respectively.

"It is truism for educators that questions play an

important role in the 'teachiner" (Ga11 , L970:7071 . This
statement is widety accepted since the question, itself, is
a vital instructional tool to stinulate student'thinking and

facilitate the learning process (Hunkins I L972, Tinsley :

1973, Ruddel : 1974, Pearson and Johnson :1978, Moore and

lrorley .!982, Balajthy:1983, Nuttall :1985)

Carin and Sund (197L:23-24) sumrnarize the functions

tl
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of questions posed by teachers as follows:

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

To arouse interest and rnotivate students to
participate actively.
To evaluate students preparation and check thei.r

conprehension.

To diagnose students strength or.weakness.

To review or summarize what_.has been read.

To encourage discussion.

To direct students to new possibilities in
problern-solving ,

7. To stinulate students to search for additional

date by themselves.

8. To build up positive self-concept in an

individual .

9. To help students apply previously learned
concepts in other situations.

10. To assess the achlevement of the lesson.

Hunkins (1972) puts questions into four functions :

centering. expansion. distribution, and ordering
respectively. ' Centering is usually empLoyed in the
introductory stage of a lesson so as to get students to
attend to the topic. In addition. it is used in the

developnent of a lesson when students are reguired to
collect information and to concentrate on particular aspects

of information. Expansion. as the second function, stresses
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divergent thinking. This function guides students not only
to identify elements and relationships, but aLso to supply

information in other situations. Third. The distribution
function is a managetnent function aimed at encouraging
students to participate in the class session. However, this
function 

.triggers thinking rather than a correct response.

The last function .is ordering. which exists as part of the

centering or expansj-on functions. euestions having this
function ask students the ruLes of class investigation and

rules of conduct such as "I{hen can we work with a teamnate?,,

or "llhat regulations are there regarding getting out of our

seats?". Moreover, questions having this function can

provide emotional support for students. This function
orders the environment so as to have students be effective
metnbers of the l,earning situation.

Ruddel (L974) is an educator who favors questions

as the fundanental tool of teaching-learning process.

Questions, according to Ruddel, not only stinulate thinking
and comprehension, but also cultivate the growth of
students' intellect as they intera'ct with the environment.

Furthermore, guestions force students to evaluate and

deveJ.op their concept of. thinking. Sirnilarly. pearson and

,rohnson (1978) advocate that questions are enployed to
evaluate reading eomprehension in both formal and infornal
ways. Inappropriate use. of guestions not only hinders
reading skills, but also leads to undesirable behaviors in
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learners, however. Moor and Morley (1g82'l remark on the
purpose of using two functions of questions : eva.Luation,

and motivation. The former is used for evaluating what

students.learn while the latter is employed to motivate
students' interest and in determine students'backqround
knowledge. Unlike lroor and Morley, Balajthy (1983) favoring
.the uss of questions as a tool for developing reading states

that questions affect interaction. anong sections finally
leading to the understanding of meaning.

Like BaIajthy, Nuttall (1985) emphas i zes the
purposes of questioning in naking students aware of usi.ng

language in order to convey ,"a.rirrn anal of the stxategies.

they use for finding meaning. Questions, as viewed by

NuttalL, are employed to teach rather than to test.

According to a number of educators (Hunkin:191 2,

Tinsley:1973, RuddelL:1974, pearson and .fohnson:1978, Moore

and Morley:192. Balajthy:1983.Nuttall:1985), the teacher

{f 
possesses the rnajor role of questioner whj,1e students take

the roles of passive responders. Hogrever, students should

be equipped to be active readers who should possess the
ski11 of asking questions. The use of quesEions as an

instructional tool employed by the teacher, should be taught

to students as a learning acquiring tool belonging students.

As students learn how to ask the relevant, appropriate, and

substantial questions. and to learn with guestioning skilLs.
they as independent readers can search for :nore and, rnore

t

Copyright by Mahidol University



44

additional knowledge (Postman and Weingartner :1959, Kissock

and Iyortsunn :1982a).

ltarksberry (1979) raises five reasons for empl"oying

s tudent-generated question techniques, First,. inquiry and

di,scovery techniques, and students asking questions are

required aspects of curriculum planning since questions

initiated by students facilitate the clarifying and setting

of dimensions for soLving problerns and fornulating and

hypotheses, and assisting in controlling of pretnature

inference in drawing conclusions. tlarksberry's first reason

seems to be in accordance with Kissock and Tyortsunn (1982a)

who advocate that students' questions are concern6d vrith

gathering data, solving problems, f orrning conclusions) and

developing opi.nions. .Second, it is believed that having

sCudents ask questions an.d find answer arouses their

interest and participation in self-directed learninqt. What

is more, students are required to learn to direct their own

Iearning in schooLs so as to realize continuous learning

throughout iife. The third reason originates from viewing

schools as places for dispensing infornation especially for
teaching students to think. To do this, schools need to

concentrate on those kinds of learning which involve

developing cognitive ski11s, providing experiences necessary

to reach the expected conpetence, and developing concepts

and principles essential for everyday life. Eour th,
students accelerate, throuqh ques t ion asking, their
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perception and their ability to. think and express ideas on

many Ievels. Eventually, students should be independent to

search for more knowledge by means of asking their own

question.

self-acquired knowledge is therefore emphasized.

It is reasonabl-e for students to acquire knowledge by

themselves. To do this. students should generate their own

questions since questions are tools for eliciting more

infornation. This Last reason seems to correspond to

Singer's (1,978:994) statenents. As Singer cites:

the objective of teaching
comprehension is to have students learn to
ask their own questions and guide their ovrn
thinking so that they can becone independent
in the process of reading and learninq from
text.

(Singer. ]-978 9941

In the questioning process posed by singer, students

not only select and retain infornation, but also set their

purposes and interest with that informaEion (Sinser,1978).

Einally. students becorne independent. (Singer:1978, NoIte and

Singer:1985).

The effectiveness of s e 1f -gues tioning is well

illustrated by Andre and Andersor, (1978-79 : 605-523) who

expl,ain that self-questioning as the conbination of
rnetacognitive and cognitive characteristics forces students

to " (a) pause frequently (b) deal with an understanding
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question (c) determine whether or not cornprehension has

occurred and (d) decide what strategic action should be

taken next " (p.520). Ilhat is more, this technique
encourages setting the purposes of study, identifying and

underlining the.important segnents of the naterials,
generating questions requiring the correct comprehension,

and thinking of possible answers to those question (Andre

and Anderson, (!978-7926201 . Anderson (79791 and Brown

(1979) advocate Andre and Anderson 'vj.ew that this strategy

leads to an active monitorinq while learning and achievement

of ).earninq. A similar view is held by cavelek and Raphael

(1985:103-105). question-asking represents the primary means

by which students are eapable of fostering their own

cornprehension. Furthernore, it is , durinq knowledge

implementation, likely to be a powerful netacognitive

activity by which students can nonitor and regulate their
comprehension.

Concerning the quality of questions, effective self-
questioning may invoLve students in active comprehenslon

(Singer:l-978), and engage thern in a deep processing of text
materj-a1 . This processing enhances reca11 of information
(Craik and Lockhart, !972:577-684) . Furthermore, effective
self-ques tioning may heighten self-awareness of students'

conprehension adequacy, and f arniliarize then lrith the

cognitive and linguistic demands of question answering
(Davey and McBride, !986 z 255-2521 Davey and McBr ide
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further clarify that knowledge of the linguistic forn of
acceptable question stems and of the relat j.on between

questions and acceptabl.e responses is required in generating

qood think-type questions.

Sinilarly, Zaher(1987:35) advocates that question

initiated by students reflect their perception, background

knowledge , and cognitive development. Moreover, students

can be vieered as a feedback device since they require a

reply fron the teacher (Knapczyk and L,ivingstorl, 1974:115) .

Furthernore, the teacher can ascertain fron students'
questions, their levels of comprehension so as to natch the

difficulty of instruction to their ability (Knapczyk and

tivingston. 1974:115) .

In a teaching-orj.ented situation, students ' questions

are particularly looked on as a specific component of
reciprocal teaching. coqnitive apprenticeship, and several

artificial intelLigence teaching systems. Besides, self-
questioning helps students organize or rehearse knowledge.

Furthermore, errors or failures typically occurring during

inpLementation are usually corrected. This correction
finally Leads to growth of knowledge (Fishbein et a1,

1990:153-170) .

Such a view concerning the role of student
questioning has been taken into consideration. To sun up,

self-questioning techniques can primarily reflect both
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curriculum planning 1evel (Marksberry:1979) and learning-
oriented level advocated by several educators (singer:19?8,

Andre and Anderson: 197 8-7 9 , Anderson:1979. Brovrn:1979. Nolte

and Singer:1985. Gavelek and RaBhael:1985, Davey and

McBride:1985, Zaher:1987. Fishbein:1990).

At the l earni ng-or iented 1eve1, self-questioning
effectiveness appears to take the roles j.n prereading,

during-reading, and postreading phases. For the prereading

phase, self -ques tioning enables students to set purposeg of

study and select inf ormat j.on. During reading, this
technigue helps students not only identify the important
part of materiaL. enqage in a deep processing, organize or

rehearse knowledge, and monitor and regulate comprehension,

but also heighten self-awareness of eomprehension adequacy

and foster their own active cotnprehension. Besides, self-
questioning resultinq in post-readinq effectiveness enables

students to decide what strategic action shouLd be taken

next. enhance and retain recalI of information, and

ultinately becone independent comprehenders.

For the teacher, self-ques tioning takes the role of

feedback devices that Let her ascertain students' level of
perceptioni background knowledge, and cognitive d.evelopnent.

However, the effectiveness of question generating can

primarily be influenced by three factors : the extent to

which questions reflect true conprehension failures, the

48
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positive effects of clarifying comprehension failures, and

the positive effect produced by active learners ' involvenent
(I{einstein and Mayer. 1985:315-327 ) .

IV LEVEIJS AND TYPES OF OUESTIONS

It is true that the role of questions is lrorthvrhile

for both the teacher and learners to enploy. For thi-s

reason, it is necessary for questioners to discrininate a

questions ' category since each category indicates different
1ev e 1s of understanding. The leveIs of reading
conprehension stated j.n the earlier section are related to

the leve1s of questions.

Sand.ers (1955). Snith (1981), and Crouse. Everall

. and Henderson (1983) categorize reading comprehension

questions into seven types which are:
1. Memory

Memory questions cal.l upon students to recal1 or

- recognize information fron the text,t
2. Translation

In this leveI, students are required to transform

ideas or infornation into different forns.

3. Interpretation

This leveL of questions

interence from the rel-at j.onships

calls upon students to rnake

of ideas in the text-
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4. Application

Application questions require students to use their
acquired knowledge to solve a problem in a unique situation.

5- Analysis

This 1eve1 reciuires students to determine the parts

of the whole idea.

5. Synthesis

Analysis questions involve the generalization of the

inclusive idea frorn the several components -

7. Evaluation

Evaluation deals with

the external evidence and the

naking judgnents in terms of

internal cri teria.

Based on Bloom'

of comprehension, Carin and

elassify questions j,nto six

s et a1 (1955) category
Sund (1971), and Hunkins (19121

levels as follows :

1. Knowledge

Students are asked to recall the text to which they

have previously been exposed. RecalI of knowJ.edge invoLves

specifics and universals. methods and processes, patterns,

structures,or setting.
2. Comprehension

questions in this type are concentrated on student

their owndeveloping skiIls'in putting the major ideas into
ideas and words .
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3. Application

Students are required to enploy

comprehension to solve problems

situations -

4. Analysis

Students are asked to
conponent parts and to exhibit
reLationship of the parts,

their knowledge and

in nev, or unique

reduce ideas into their
that they understand the

students to put parts toqtether to

Reca11

5. Sythesis

Sythesis requires

I

new patterns.

5. EvaLuation

Evaluation blends knowledge, conprehension.
application, analysis, and synthesis. Students are required

to make judgements in terms of values and cri,teria.
Valette and Disick (Ig7 2l raise a taxonomy of

subject-matter goals in foreign-language instruction. Each

stage in a taxonomy includes two substages: internal and

external behaviors as the following tigure:

Mechani c al
sk i 11s

Knowl edge

Perc eption Reproduc ti on

Re cogni ti on

,

Internal Behavioi External Behavior
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Internal Behavior

Rec ept i on

Comprehens ion

Anal ys i s

Eval uat ion

(Valette and Disicl, 7972: 321

Regarding reading comprehens ion, the internal
behaviors refer to thg levels of comprehension stated
earlier while the external. ones involve speaking and

writing. Questioning nay be taken into account as part of

speaking or writing. Therefore, questioninq may be viewed

as the external behavj.ors raised by valette and Disick.
These levels of the external behaviors are:

1. Reproduction

Students menorize information and copy sentences

accurately.

2. Recall

Students produce facts by answering questions or
making identification, etc.

3. Transfer

4. Comrnunication

5. Criticisn

52

External Behaivior

Appl ic at i on

SeLf-Expression

Synthes i s

to apply their knowledge to

3. Application

Students are requ j.red
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the new patterns.

4. Self-Expression

Students express their own ideas

information.

5. synthesis

Synthesis involves

students can speak or write

related to provided

a conscious personal style that
the language.

i .To1lef son (1989) develops a taxonony of cognitive

difficult of questions from Barrett's taxonomy of reading

comprehension. Tollefson categorizes questions into five
1eveIs as follows:

1. Literal comprehension

Ouestions in this leveI require students to
concentrate on ideas and infornation explicitly stated in
the text. Literal comprehension questions involve the

recognition and recall of the specific information such as

details. main ideas, sequences, conparison, cauge-effect

retationships, character traits, and the author's
organization.

2. Reorganization

Reorganization questions call upon students to
analyze, synthesi.ze, or organize information. This leveI
involves classifying, outl j.ning. sunmarizing, and

synthesizing.

it
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3. Inferential Cornprehension

For this leveI, students are required to guess and

forn hypotheses fron information explicitly stated in the

text. Inferring concerns supporting detail. nain idea,
sequence, cornparison, cause-effect relationships, character

traits. the author's organization, predicting outcones, and

figurative language.

4. Evaluati.on

Evaluation questions deal rrith judgernents of
information including reality and fantasy; fact or opinion;

adequacy and validity; appropriateness; and $rorth,

desirability, and acceptability.
. 5. Appreciation

Questions at this Ievel require students to
respond to the text in a sense of feelings, i.dentif y

characters or incidents, and react to the author's
connotati.ve and denotative use of language.

Qqestions are classified, based on 1eve1s ot reading

conprehension, into several types, For this experii,nental

study. the investi.gator has decided to employ Tolletson's
taxonomy of cognitive difficul.ty of questions because of the

revelance between leve1s of questions in this taxonony and

the target. situation of this study. For the target
situation, the first year nursing students lrho are the
subjects are required to attend the reading class set by the

s

i
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English curriculun at Mahidol University. In the reading

course. students are exposed to the authentic materials

bases on language function. Frotn those function-based

texts, sone J.anguage functions are selected so as to have

students train to pose questions. Those language functions

include definition, process, comparision, classification.

cause and effect, function, and nain idea. Thus, the

lanquage functions seLected and Tollefson' taxonony of

-- questions are revelevant- Therefore. ToIlefson'si
classification of questions are justitiably enployed in this

study .

SUGGESTION ON S EIJF-OUES'iT ON I NG TECHNIOUE EMPLOYED IN

READING TNSTRUCTION

IT IS BETTER TO ASK SOME OF THE QUESTIONS

THAN TO KNOIJ ALL THE ANSWERS.

.Ianes Thurber

Questions and questioning techniques are a crucial
part of the instruction process. During the school day,

teachers use questioning techniques in various ?rays to

facilitate and assess comprehension. In order to comprehend

the lessons, students should be active conprehenders lrho

ernploy strategies to guide thenseLves while reading.
consequently, it is helpful to illustrate the questioning

strategy used by teachers. Even though teacher questioning

v.

t
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is not the subject of this study, it can be used as a

fundarnental rnodel. "To learn fron exarnples is a natural $ray

of life for people, including students" (Ilynan, 1919l.54)..

Hyman (1979:57-95) unanbiguously exernplif ies specific
strategies whi.ch. shouLd not be considered as the rigid
patterirs. For classifying, the question nay ask "What items
(events, factors) go together? What do you call each of the

various groups which you have forned?. For example,

. However, the role of the question may substituted by

students. That is to say. students can ask questions of any

purpose according to the nodeLs. Regarding the student-
generated question technique, a nunber of educators suggest

several techniques for having students ask their own

questions .

Manzo (1959) presents the strategy ca1led ',The Re

Quest Procedurei" aimed at irnproving reading conprehension

and students asking behaviors. As Manzo states:

1. Students, as well as the teacher, read one

sentence, one paragraph, or passage.

2. The teacher stimulates students to ask any

question they predict the teacher will ask then. In this
step. every book must be closed. The teacher will respond

to students 'ques tion and will reinforce. good question.

3, The teacher asks questions aftei students have

completed asking questions. The teacher nay re-word the
inappropriate questions previously asked by students by

!
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illustrating the correct forn or function
4. Students lnay be assigned to add nore infornation,

or to pract j-ce further.

Manzo's technique. however, is 1ike1y to concentrate

more on memory as shown by evidence that students predict
the teacher's questions without opening the book. They

reca11 what they have read. It may be better if students

have a chance to reread information before asking questions.

The main purpose should concentrate on having students ask

questions from information explicitly exhibited rather than

from recognition since students have a chance to notice the

clues of language to make sense of a text.
. Regarding teaching students to formulate questions,

several suggestions are provided for the teacher to improve

students'questioning behaviors. The f o1-lowing

recomnendations were conpiled by Carin and Sund (1921) -

1. The teacher should encourage students to propose

the questions.

2. All students 'ques tions should be accepted
without judgernents no matter how far out those questions may

be-

3. For responding to students ,question, the teacher

should first introduce then to the class such as "Can anyone

answer Sidney's question ?.

1

4. If the student's questions are likeIy to be
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irrelevant to the topic or too difficult for nost students,

the teacher can ask that student to discuss privately after
cIass.

5. direct the. good

He may s ay, for
see who is tuned"Excellent question, Jean. L,et's

in and can answer it" (p.43).

5. If the student's questions cannot irnnediately be

answered, the teacher should assign students to further seek

inforrnation so as to discuss it the following day.

Ortiz (L9771 suggests some techniques which can

provide students opportunities to become aware that they can

generate questions as follows:
1. The teacher writes the first sentence of

text orl board, then, asks students to hrrite at least
questions about that sentence.

2. The teacher selects a difficult passage, and has

students ask questions for each sentence or for the first
sentence of every paragraph.

3. The teacher teI1s a story a1oud, stops in the

middle of an explicit part. Then, s tudents ' responses are

recorded.

The teacher should praise and

to the 'cIass for discussion.questions

example.

4. An

read silently -

guestions, then

ask questions,

the

ten

interesting story is chosen for students to
The teacher observes whether they ask any

has then put an "x" whenever they thenselves

then has them discuss their experiences.
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5. A comic strip r.{ithout words is handed out to

students. The teacher has then write the story, and ask

them to report how they get that story . Students may find
that they get the story fron asking questions. For this
reason, they can ask questions while read j_ng printed
materials.

5. Students are given a photoq,raph or picture of
any person. ?he teacher has them ask quest.ions as they. can

about the person in that picture, and other pictures as

we1l. For this technique, real people,places, or things can

be used.

Singer (1978) illustrates the "Three-stage Mode1,'

for enabling students to inprove their question-asking skil1
leading to developnent of active cornprehension; furtherrnore,

students can eventually become independent readers. Singer

states the three following steps:

1. Modeling behavior

It is requisi.te for the teacher to denonstrate

students how to ask questions before having students ask

questions on their own. Thus, a lesson should progrress fron
teacher-posed to student-posed guestions.

2. Phas e-out/phas e - in strategy

This step starts ?rith teacher-posed
guestions, then the teacher goes through a l-esson in which

students are stimulated to fornuLate. their own questions

before, during, and after reading so as to coroplete the

I
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intructional procedure. Finally. the teacher is phased out

whiLe students are phased in anong asking questions.

3. Active comprehension

Having students learn to ask their own guestigns

and guide their oyrn thinking are the objectives of teaching

reading comprehension so that they can becone independent in
the process of reading. This process involves fornulating
questions and searchinq for answers before, during, and

after reading.

Singer appears to have identified an ef f ecti.ve way

of establishing student questions although the specific
student-posed questions are not explicitly stated. A1so.

Singer does not specify how to stinulate students to ask

questions. Ho$rever, Singer's perspectives are worthwhile,

as a theoretical mode1, for developing student guestioning

abi 1i ty .

Marksberry (1979) also discusses the ways to improve

students 'questioning behavior on the basis of three main

considerations: environnent. modeling. and involvenent.

Coneerning the environment, students wiLl work

together on nundane problems in the appropriate learning
environment leading to an opportunity to develop question

asking. fn addition, Marksberry renarks that a spilit of

inquiry should be emphasized fron the earliest years.

chil"dren, in other words, should be encouraged to ask

50
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questions $rhen they are very young.

For nodeling, the teachers ' behavior can be observed

as a model to direct students 'behavior. The teachers,
hence. need to clarify the distinction between lower and

higher order guestions which should equal].y be ernployed in
the c1ass. lrarksberry further points out that teachers

should sequence the learninq situations in several ways i,n

which the question asked and the kinds of information are

weIl reIated,. provide instructions explicitly to students,

and expLain how certain questions solve the problem.

The last main consideration,. involvement
Marksberry delivers that students learn to ask questions by

asking questions. They must be involved in the actual
question-asking procedure. The teacher can teach students

to ask the various kinds of questions and he should
fornulate the criteria for judging students'questions
considered as a way to improve theirs. Good questions, as

suggested by Marksberry, should :

deal grith the problen

be asked before calling

be unambiguously worded

students.

- be stated in that the purpose of asking is served

- advance the- partitular characteristics of the
problerns.

- direct students to understand the problems
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c1early.

Furtherrnore, it is suggested that teachers should

make the new point to students, answer s tudents 'ques tions
when possible, realize whether it is clear enough, and

discourage students 'general answers such as " I don't
kno9r", or " I don't get it".

Fraenkel (1980:150-161) suggests sone techniques for
having students ask guestions. As Fraenkel point out;

1. The teacher presents the answers, such as name,

concept, generalization, relationship, etc: to students. i

then asks then to ask questions related to those anserers.

2- The teacher encourages students to ask

themselves what they need to know before they begin reading

or working on any activities.

3. The game of "Twenty Questions" can be employed

for students to ask while the teacher responds only repties
of "yes" or "no". This means that the teacher has an answer

in mind and has students ask questions concerned wj.th that
answer .

4. The teacher presents the patterns or sequences

of question stressed on the learning topic so that students

may perceive the various kinds of replies and thinking that

different questions call for.

Since the aspects of metacognition can improve

+
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reading comprehension, Sanacore (1984) recomrrend tt{o
classroom approaches concerning the student-questioning
technique.

1, Teactr students to generate questions while
reading and studying expository text. Students can be

taught to recognize the nain ideas of a passage , then

develop questions about the rnain ideas to the new exarrples.

Sanaeore also stresses that this technique should indeed be

transnitted to especially 1ow and average verbal ability
students since this technique can help them to be more airare

in reading.

, 2. Teach students to initiate story-specific
questions from schema-general questions during reading the

cornplex narrative text. That is, students learn to convert

story-general questions to story-specific questions, then

they answer their own questions.

Henry |'L984:.291 who sees the "reader-generated
question" as a tool for improving reading comprehension

suggests four techniques used for having students ask

questions as follows:
1. The first-Sentence StinuLus

The first sentence of a passage is written on

the board. Then, students are taught to pose ten questions

about that sentence.

The Thenatic Stinulus

The teacher writes the therne of the text on the

!

*

2.
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students are asked to pose questions related to

The Picture Stimulus

Fron the picture. students ask what they lrant to

64

board and

that theme.

3.

knovr about those pictures.

4. The Reading Stimulus

Students generate the interspesed questions as

they read a f airly l arge portion of reading. During
reading,they can ask questions about what they have read or
predict vrhat they wil-1 read-

As origi.nated by Henry, these technigues are sti1l
suggested by sorne educators (Mckay:1987, tfillamson:1988)

Without specifying the concen!rated technique,
Miyake and Norman 1L979:357-364 ) ,, and Davey and McBride

similarly raise the fundamental awareness that students
should gain enough knowledge stored in their perception so

as to ask questions relating to what they do not knolr,

Fron the various technJ,ques of student-generated
questions, Singer's (1978) "Three-Stage Mode1,, is prominent

in a sense of a theoretical model. The ,'Three-Stage Model,,,

namely nodeling behavior, phase out /phase in strategy, and

active comprehension is viewed as the guidelines for the
teacher to transnit the questioning ski11 to students. The

teacher should exemplify asking questions before having them

initiate their onn questions. Therefore, Sinqer's '.Three-
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Stage Model" is enployed as theoretical guidelines teadi.ng

to practice in this study. The investigator iLlustrates
asking different types of question, then, encourage students

to generate questions by thenselves.

VI . RESEARCH STUDIES TN SEI,F-OUESTIONING TNSTRUCTION:

THEORY AND PRACTICE

55

.In this section. three ongoing

concerning se 1f-ques tioning instruction
stages of reading activities, theoretical
on those stages, and research studies
theoretical perspectives.

and cycJ.icaI steps

are delineated :

perspectives based

related to those

A, Staqes of Readinq Instruction

Throughout much of the reading instruction, three

stages of reading activitives are widely used prereading,

during reading, and postreading activities
( lle ischbach :1987 l. Anderson (1979) argues that prereading.

during, and post-reading activitives involved in the process

of studying. Anderson emphasizes student-directed studying

more than teacher oriented instruction.

Stage I : Prereading activities

According to Anderson, prereading activitiEs consist
of two substages : clarifying the criteria and objectives of
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studying, and surveying. for the first substage, students

deternine what the topics will be from the course outlines

and objectives. In surveying, students use three levels of

infornation gathering in the process of studying. The first
1eve1 of information is the saLient, information-rich,
nonsentence parts of the text. Students attend to these

parts including the titIe, subtitles, marked words,

highlighted sections. pictures, charts etc. After attending

these parts, they answer : ,

1. How much do I already know about this topic and

text ?:

2. How interested.am f in this topic and text ?.

3. How difficult or tine-consuming vriLl it be for
me to learn what I need to know from the text ?.

The second Ievel of activity invol-ves the

inforrnation-rich portions which include the introductory and

summary paragraph. the first and Iast paragraph in the

subsections, and the first sentence of any paragraph. This

level requires students to engage 10-L5 minutes. In the

third leve1 during the survey substage, students engage in
selecti.ve reading of largrer parts .of the text. They may

reread most of a subsection, for exa:np1e.

Stage II : During-reading activities

As soon as the pre-reading activities are completed,
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extended reading of the text can beqin. In the stage of

during-reading activities, students involve a sequence of

instructional episodes incl"uding four conponents:
infornation gathering. student responding. response judging

and feedback, and naking decisions concerning ?rhat to do

next. For this stage. information gathering begins when

students start reading to extract rneaning fron sentences and

paragraphs, Then, students stop gathering inforrnation and

engage in response-demanded events After some responses

have been noted. students make a decision regarding the

appropriateness of the response. Then. decisions concerning

what to do next must be made.

For during-reading activities, Anderson aLso lists
the consequence of a logical analysis based on interview
data of the actions students take when they fail to
comprehend. Those consequences are :

1. If a reader reads sonething that
is understood, some immediate action may
occur or the information may be stored in
memory as a pending question

2. ff the reader stores it as a
pending question, a possible rneaning (usua1Iy
one) may be formulated. which is then stored
as a tentative hypothesis.

. 3. ff the reader forns a pending
question, reading continues,

4. If a triggerinq event (i.e. too
nany pending questions. or repetition of the
same pendJ.ng question) occurs after the
r.eader f orms the pendi-ng question. some

61
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additional strategic actions nay be taken.
By agreeing to take some strategic actions,
the reader may:

a. Reread some portions of
the text in order to collect more information
that will either answer a pending question or
form a tentative hypothesis that is related
to a pending question.

b.
see whether there
that refer to the
answer it.

,rump ahead in the text to
are headings or paragraphs
pending question that might

c. Consult an outside source
(e.g.dictionary, glossary, encyclopedia,
expert) for an answer to a pending question,

d.
pending question.

Make a written record of a

e. Think-reflect about the
pending question and relate it to inforrnation
that is in nemory.

f, Quit reading the text.

5. The reader may continue to form
the point at which conprehension failure was
last encountered, whether the strategic
action is successful or not.

(Anderson, 197 9 z 97-92l.

Stage ffI : Postreading activities

At this stage, students enploy activities to enrich

the learning which has already occurred, to increase the

probability of retention. and to generate alternate texts

such as notes or outlines (Anderson:1979). Students should

engage in activities of organization (outline,innemonics).

translation (paraphrase, generate question) , or repetition
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(recitation, rehearsal) . These activities can help students

return what they have learned..

Regarding these three staQe of reading activities,
it is apparent that studying j.s an interactive process

invoJ.ving students'prior knowledge, or study guides. In a

process of studying, students ' cornprehension of a topic is
expanded, sharpened, and made nore relevant. In brief, the

process of studying, as concluded by Anderson. is a

cri teria-re1ated, self-directed forn of reading text.

Theoretical Perspectives in self-Ouestioning
fnstructional Research

Generally, students' background knowledge related to

schema theory influences reading conprehension at a pre-
reading stage since students may use their past experience

to interpret vrhat will be read- While reading, active
processi.ng is useful for active readers erho always ask their
own questions about the text. Final1y, students nonitor
themselves whether they understand what has been read. at a

post-reading stage. To sum up, the prereading, during-
reading. and postreadi.ng activi,ties can be seen para11e1

with the theoretical perspectives of schema theory. active
processing, and metacognitive theory, respectively,
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In the prereading stage of reading, scherna theory
takes the salient ro1e. Basically, schena theory is a

theory about knowledge (Rurnel-hart: 1980). This theory
concerns "how knowledge is represented and how that
representation facilitates the use of the knowledge in
particular ways" (p. 34). However, a schelna theory of
reading emphasizes how readers.prior knowledge influences
their understanding of a text. A1so, this enphasis of
schema theory takes on a crucial role in reading.

According to a number of educators (Russel1 z L96L,

pechant: 1954, Widdovrson: 1979, and Carrell and EisterhoLd:
1988 ) , background. knowledge influences reading
conprehension. UnIess readers have background knowledge.

they face difficuLty in understandinq the new infornation.
Consequently, to teach reading, it is necessary for the
teacher to include background knovrledge as the vital elenent

for understanding. According to coodman (L9671 , reading is
described as a "psychol,inguis tic guessing gane" in which

readers reconstruct a rnessage that the writer has encoded as

graphic synbols. ?he construction of rneaning, as viewed by

Good.man. acts as a continual-cycI icaI process of sanpling
the text, predicting, testing. and confirming or revising
those prediction, and further sampJ,ing of the text.
Readers, in this model, need to predict informa!ion

70
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correctly rather than to use the.textual cues (Goodman,

1973b: 154).

reading,

readers '

Concerning Goodman's psycholinguistic model of
coady (1979) further suggests a rnodel in which

backgqound knowledge interacts with conceptuaL

so as to comprehend theabilities and process s trategi e s

text as in the following figure:

Conceptual ability # Background knowledge

Process strategieg

Coady's (1979) modeL of the ESL reader

' According to coady, efficient reading depends on the

interaction of these three factors. Conceptual ability is
qenerbl intellectual ability such as the ability to analyze,

synthesize, and j-nfer. Process strateqies are defined as

the abilities and skil1s to reconstruct the rneaning of the

text through sampling based on the knowledge of several
conponents (grapheme-morpho-phoneme correspondences.

sy 1l ab1e-norpheme infornation, syntactic information,
lexical meaning, eontextual meaning, and cognitive

strategies), For background knowledge, Coady states that:
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. . background knowledge becomes aninportant variable when we notice, as many
have, that students with a }lestern background
of sone kind learn English faster, on the
average, than those !rithout such a
background .

" (Coady, L979r 7 in CarreLl et a1 . 1988: 75)

Moreover, Coady suggests that students' interest and

background knowledge can enable them to comprehend. the text
even though they. face syntactic diffigulty. That is
background knowledge conpensates for difficulties
encountered. According to Coady, students understand a text
through the intersection of these three important factors.

The schema theorv model

Concerning schema theory, CarreLl and Eisterhold
(1988) state that understanding a text is an interactive
process between readers background knowled.ge and the text.
The abi 1i ty to re 1a te textual ma teri a 1 to one's own

knowledge j.s required for efficient comprehension.
Regarding this ability, two basic nodels of inforniation
processing can be taken into consideration : bottom-up. and

top-down processing.

For botton-up processing, coodman (1967) described

this nodel as "The common sense notion', in which it is
assumed that readers move theii eyes from Left to right
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through the page by takinq the letters, cornbining these

leEters to forn words, and conbining the words to form the

larger features, respectively. The bottoto-up processing

starts with the printed input and works its processing up to

the higher 1eve1. Schemata in this processing are

hi.erarchically organized from the most general data to the

most specitic knowledge (Carrell and Eisterhold, 1988).

Therefore, this processing is ca1led "data-driven" (Carrell.

and Eisterhol.d, 1988 z 77).

In top-down processing, on. the other hand, higher-

level processes interact with lower-Ieve1 processes. That

is, the top-down processing starts with hypotheses and

predictions based on general schema, then tries to prove

then by working down to the printed input (Stanovich: 1980).

Thus, this processing is ca11ed "conceptually driven"
(Carrell and Eisterhold, 1989.- '171 ,

However, both rnodels have some shortcomings
(Stanovich: 1980). Stanovich argues that the bottom-up
processing is incomplete in the sense that it is difficult

to account fof sentence-context and the role of background

knowJ.edge as facilitating variables in word recognition and

comprehension because there is no rnechanism to provide for
processing stages. Concerning the top-down model, Stanovich

points out the problems that readers have Little knowledge

of a topic and they cannot make hypotheses or predictions.
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Moreover, skilled readers need to recognize word,s rather
than to generate predictions because of time-restrictions .

In other words, although the top-down rnodel rnay be able to
explain beqinning reading reading ernploying slon rate of
vrord recognition, it faiLs to describe skilled reading

behavior. It nay not be suitable for skilled readers.

Regarding these shortconings of the bottom-up and

top-down processing, Stanovich presen,ts a new nodel to
conpensate for their limitations. He terms this new modeL

an interactive-cornpensatory model whose key concept is'"a
process at any 1evel can compensate for deficiencies at any

other leve1" 1p. 35). Stanovich states his reasons for
setting an interactive-cornpensatory nodel as follow:

fnteractive rnodels of reading appear
to provide a more accurate conceptual i zatj-on
of reading perfornance than do strictly top-
down or botton-up models. When combined with
an assunption of conpensatory processing
(that a deficit in any particuLar process
wilI result in a qreater reliance on other
knowledge sources, regardless of their 1eve1
in the processing hierarchy) , interactive
nodels provide a better account of the
existinq data on the use of orLhographic
structure and sentence context by good and
poor readers.

(stanovich, 1980:32 )

For poor readers, Stanovich points out that
down processing may facilitate comprehension to poor

who have background knowledge in spite of i-naccuracy

the top-

re aders

at word
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recognition. In contrast, the bottorn-up processing promotes

skilled readers to conprehend the text by recognizing the

words altho'ugh they lack background knowJ.edge. This rnodel,

thus, is interactive at any stage without considering the

position in the systen, and it is compensatory in a sense

that any readers can be helped from several sources of
knowledge.

Theory

From a theoretical perspective of schema theory.
instructing students to generate questions which wil"l.

activate relevant prior knowledge to enrich students, prose

processi;rg is a central importance,

Singer and Donlan (1982) were interested in inducing

the generation of story-specific questions and vrhether

direct instruction in the generation of specific questions

about story content would enhance students'comprehension of
a complex story. Their point is that when students are

faced with a conplex story, they need to construct
particular questions about the story so as to actj.vate their
prior . knowledge. Otherwise, they would be unable to employ

this knowledge while reading a compLex story.

rn their experiment, thirty eleventh-grade students

as the subjects irere randomly assigned to two instructional
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qroups. However, subjects who missed two or more

consecutive days of instruction were eliminated fron the

groups. There were. then, fourteen and thirteen subjects in
each group. Both groups received special instruction for
three weeks. The format of the six lessons was identical
for the schema group rneeting on Mondays and Wednesdays,and

for the traditionaL group neeting ofl Tuesdays and Thursday.

Both qroups were provided background infornation and

vocabulary explanati-ons for each story imnediately before

reading. A11 subjects received a copy of the story. The

schema group then was taught one st.ory element per day, and

to generate story-specific questions on it by using story-
general questions provided by the investigators. ?he

traditional group, on the other hand, received story-
specific questions generated by the investigators, and wrote

50-50-word essays to respond the teacher's questions. Then,

both groups ans!.rered 5 identical-daily quizzes of \O

multiple-choice i tens .

The resuLts of the experiment showed a significant
difference betneen the t$ro groups . The schena group

surpassed the'traditional group in the guizzes. The results
indicate that students can be taught to generate story-
specific questj.ons related to Story content. I*loreover,

Singer and Donlan enphasize that their instruction on

generating specific questions of a story promoted students

to activate their prior knowleflge and to apply that

b
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knowledge to their reading of complex stories with desirable
outcornes. In other words, students would not have been able

to extend their background knowledge to facilitate conplex

stories unless they had been tra j_ned to generate story-
specific questions.

Similarly, Finn (1986) investiqated the effects of
t$ro questioning strategies on comprehension of narrative
texts. Nine students drawn from third, fifth and seventh

grade students as subjects !.rere randomly assigned to three

instructional treatments in the quas i -experimental study.
fn the f j.rst treatnent, based on Singer and Donlan(L992) ,

three schena-general questions were asked by the teacher so

as to generate subjects'own schema-specific questions.
Subjects in the second treatment group were trained to form

questions from one part of the text. The third group or the

control treatment received only the pre- and post- tests. It
eras hypothesized that .the questioning strategies would

facilitate readi.ng comprehension. It was expected that the

schema-specific questioning would surpass the general
comprehension questioning approach. Furthermore, it eras

predicted that an interaction betlreen treatment and grade

Ievel would exist.

Briefly, the results indicated

1. The use of questioning

reading comprehension.

that:

s trategies promoted
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2. The schena-specific questioning was

the general comprehension questioning approach.

3. A significant interacti.on between

and treatnent was found.

superior to

grade leve1

4. There was no significant difference be.twe.en the

two experimental groups for third grade.

5. The schema-general/ story-specific questions had

significantly higher means than the general comprehension

group at the seventh grade,

6. A second post-test administered two weeks after
the procedure exhibited a lasting effect for the
experimental groups.

7. A significant difference betlreen the means of
the experinental groups was not found.

According to Singer and Donlan (l9g2l , and Finn
(1986), their results are s1i.ghtIy different although they

draw the sane assumption concerninq the importance of the

schema theory, Unlike Singer and Donlan's study. Finn
deals with three. different grade subjects who are younger

than those who are in the same grade 1ege1 i.n Singer and

Donlan's study. Thus, these differences tnay lead to
different results. Furthermore, it is possible that the

third, fifth, and seventh grade students in Finn,s study
have stored less prior knowledge than do the eLeventh grade

students in Singer and Donlan's study. Because of this.
younger subjects r,rho lack prior knowledge may not gain
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conprehension from the schema-specific questioning. Based

on schema assunption. there is sti11 a need for more

research studies to explore its effectiveness, however.

Schena-specifi.c questioning has a crucial role in
the prereadiag stage. Next, the theoretical perspective on

student questioning concerning the during reading staqe is
examined .

Active Processing

With regard to during-reading activities, students

employ active process ing to aid thei,r comprehension
(Anderson: L919) - Students have to generate questions that
shape. focus,and guide their thinking while reading so as to
be active comprehenders and independent readers (Hunkins:

L972, Tinsley: 197 3, Singer: 1978 ) . Regarding this
assumption, readinq is viewed as an active process requiring
readers to be active comprehenders (Smith: L973) by means of

I thinkinq, feelinq, and inagining ( Strang : 1,967 ) . In
addition. readers can interact with the text by answering

questions they have constructed so as to interpret and

comprehend that text (Snith: L982, cited in Dubin et a1:

1985). Moreover, active, attentive, selective readers are

required in reading comprehension (Schmidt: 1987). The term

" cornprehens ion " refers to a process, product, or potential
according to Singer ( 1978 ) A process is "the act or action
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of grasping with the intellect"; a product is ,,knowledge

gained by comprehending"i and a potential refers to "the
capacity of understanding" (Singer. 1978: 991).

Apart from Singer's view, Cook and tr{ayer's (19g3)

ideas nay be taken into consideration of active processing.

Cook and Mayer describe the encodi.nq processes of specific
reading strategies deployed by readers the encoding
processes 1i s ted by them are selection. acquisition,
constructio$., and integration. SeLection is ',the process of
selective attention". Acquisition refers to the process of
inf orrnatj.on transferred from attention to long-term menory.

Construction is the information connections which .r.
established among ideas learned from the text. fntegration
refers to "locating relevant existing knowledge and building
external connections betvreen that knowl.edge and ideas

acquired from the passage. This process involves both

accessing existing knowledge and mapping new ideas onEo

that knowLedge" (p. 90). students' reading strategies, as

stated by Cook and Mayer, include underlining, summarizing,

and question-answering.

f'rom a theoretical perspective, the centrality of
self-questioning as an active process is an assurnption that
for students to be active comprehenders and independent

thinkers, they nust initiate questions shaping, focusing,

and guiding thei.r thinking in reading (Hunkins z L972,
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Tinsley: 1973, and Singer: 1978)

Self-Oues tioning Research Studies on Active Processingt

'Concerning the nature of the active processing, the

related studies are grouped as the student-quanti tative-
qualitative ques tions; student questioning with self
response; student questioning concerned with types of
materials, and a comparison betneen teacher-and student-

posed questions.

For the first group, Sadker and Cooper's l\97 4l

study is j.nportant because the quality of s tudent-generated

questions and the nature of the questions generated after
training were enphasized. Sadker and Cooper successful Iy
induced in the generation of five types of .higher order
questions including evaluation, cornparison, problen-solving,

cause-and-e f fect . and diverqent questi-ons. For the lower

order questions. Sadker and. Cooper defined them as the

questions requiring students to recaIl fron memory. Eight

f i f th-gr ade -he t erogeneous students were selected as the

subjects of the study. Four of then were randomly selected,

as . experimental subjects, for after-cIass training in the

asking of higher-order questions consisting of two ski11s:

a) s tudent-ini tiated, content-rel-ated question asking; and

b) student-initiated, content-related. higher-order-question

asking. The subjects in the experimental group read the
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description of each ski11 and its importance. Then they

watched a videotape of students denonstratj.ng the generati.on

of the tro types or. question. Subseguently, they were

taught to ask these tto types of questions in a series of
10-rninute lessons which erere videotlped to provide useful
feedback and a basis for discussion of their performance.

After four rnicroteaching session, the subjects' question

generation was considered to reach crlteriori. Token

reinforcement was used to rnotivate sel f -ques t ioning behavior

when training iras finished. The experiment was designed in
five phases: baseline. microteaching, reinforcement T,

return to baseline, and relnforcement II.

Regarding the outcome, the trained students mean

hiqher order questioning rate during baseline.
rnicroteaching, and return to baseline was .07 while their
mean higher order question-asking rate iras .52 per five
minute interval during the reinforcement periods. The

untrained (control) students' rate of higher order question
generation r.ras between 0 to .15 in all phases of the study.

Concerning frequency of types of questions asked by the
trained students. cause-and-effect, problen-so1ving.
eval,uation, cornprehensive, and divergent questions were

asked 109, 49, L6, 9, and 3 titnes, respectively.

Concerning quantitative and qualitative questions

generated by students, Frase and Schrsartz (Lg75l reported
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two experiments. In their first experiment, 48 high school

students read a 1218-word-biographical passage which was

divided into 3 sections of approximateLy 400 words each.

Subjects were assigned to 24 tutorial. pairs and received
instructions to ask their partner guestions on one third of

the test. ansvrer their partners' questions on another third,
and study the other third on their own. a go-item short-
ansrrer post test was provided to all subjects. The questions

generated by students $rere conpared to post test items which

were categorized as"targeted" (simi1ar to student
questions), "non-targeted" (differenL fron.student
questions) , and "control" (naterial students read without
questions). The resulting nean total recall for answering.

questioning. and studying conditions !{as 54.7, 52.4, 'and

46.8 percent, respectively. The result did not support the

hypothesis that students would learn more from generating

questions than ansvrering then.

In their second experiment, Frase and Schv,artz

enphasized the quantitative and qualitative effects of
student-generated questions. Sixty-four college freshrnen

read the same passage and took the same test as in the first
experiment, except that only the first two sections instead

of three and the first 50 itens instead of 90 items of the

test $rere used. The subjects were required to read one text
secti.on and pose guestions about that section, then to study

i

J

the second section without questions For the se c ond
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experiment, the results vrere as fo1low:

- The mean proportion correct on the posttest for
the ques tion-generation and the studying-only condi.tion were

significant at the .005 1eve1 .

- The rnean of the targeted,
control items were .72, .55. and .53

difference which is significant at the

non-targeted. and

respectively with a

- 001 1eve1 .

Evidently, posttest scores on test items related Lo

s tudent-generated questions were higher than those unrel.ated

to student questions.

' Apart f rotn stressing students ' questions Yopp

(1987) studied active comprehension in s tudent-generated

questions and answers to those questions. In Yopp's study,

51 fifth-grade students were randomly divided into three
treatment groups. The Question Only group, was taught to

generate questions throughout reading. The second group,

the Question-Answer group, was taught, besldes generating

questions, to answer their own question. The Iast or

control group received reading instruction. Yopp

hypothesized that students who were taught to ask questions

would outperform students t.rho partj.cipated in the
traditional reading instruction. In addition j.t was

hypothesized that students who were taught to anslrer their
ovrn questions would outperform students who were taught only
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asking questions and. Chose who received traditional
instruction. This study was designated for four weeks.

Then, an imrnediate and delayed criterion test were provided

for transfer and maintenance of the instructional effects.
The results revealed that Question only and euestion-Answer

students outperformed Control group students on the
irnmediate and delayed criterj.on tests. Hovrever, there was

no difference between the Question Only and euestion-Anserer
groups. As indicated fron these results. s tudent-generated

questions throughout reading improves their reading
ability. Anslrering their own questions, in contrast. did
not further accelerate their reading ability.

Coneerning types of rnaterials, Valentin and .fosef ina
(1986) investigated the effectiveness of the acquisition and

naintenance of self -ques tioning technique based on Bloom' s

taxonomy in the reading conprehension of science materials

by poor students selected fron the seventh grade. The study

consisted of four phases: baseline, interventj.on 1,

intervention 2, and maintenance. During the four phases,

students were asked to read passages and answer questions,

and to generate questions. They were instructed to nodel

the question types and practice making those after teacher'

s instruction. During phase four, maintenance, students
read and answered questions independently. The result
indicated that traininq in question generation increases the

1evel of reading comprehension. In addition, the results
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indicate that an increase in the Ieve1 of conprehension was

rnaintaj,ned over the short period of time.

o While many others investigated the effecti.veness of

questions generated anong groups of students, Kay (1983)

compared teacher-posed and s tudent-generated questions as a

neans of faciLitating college students' comprehension of
a

short stories. Fifteen students of the first experimental

group read short stories and generated their own questions

about the stories they read. The secsnd experimental group,

sixteen students read short stories wi th the help of
teacher-posed questions. The control group consisting of

thirteen students read short stories with instructions for
iroproving their writing ski11. after six 15-itens multiple-
choice tests had been administratered to students, the

results lrere as f ol-Lows:

1. Instruction in reading short stories e,rith

s tudent-generated questions did not significantly improve

students' comprehension.

2. Instruction in reading short stories vtith the

help of teacher-posed questj,ons did significantly inprove

students' conprehension.

3. Teaching students the element thene of stories
as well as the instruction designed to improve students

writing ski1l did not significantly improve their reading

â

conprehension.
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As a result, teacher-posed questions surpassed.

based on this study, student-generated quest j.ons. This
result nas- not surprising because the teachers had long been

the pro'fessional'question makers while stud.ents were

unsophisticated question generators.

In 1985. Nolte and Singer unvestigated whether

instructing fourth and fifth graders in active
comprehensi-on lrould result in conprehension superior to that
of a typical control group for passages on which students

erere trained. Subjects were assigned to either a control
group or an experi.nenEal group.The control group answered

the qdestions posed by a teacher while the experirnental
group was trained to generate their ovrn questions. The

result exhibits that the experirnental group outperforned the

control group significantly at <.01 1eve1.

Based on these rnentioned studies, .the researchers

need to explore the different viewpoints. Sadker and Cooper

(1974) ained to determine the difference between trained and

untrained subjects in asking questions. Undoubtedly,

trained subjects outperform the untrained subjects in asking

questions. Sadker and Cooper' study is irnportant since it
concentrates on the quality of s tudent-generated questions.

However, they ignored to measure the effects of student-
generated questions on studerlt achievement. In addition,

they provided token reinforcement to notivate self-

I
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guestioning behaviors.

extraneous variables -

Token reinforcement may bring about

Regarding Frase and Schgrartz' (1975) study. they

emphasize the quanti.tative and quaLitative effects of
student-generated questions. As a result, posttest scores on

test items related to questions posed by students were

higher than those unrelated to the questions. However, they

did not examine types of questions students constructed.

According to Yopp (1987) , three conditions are

compared: the question only group , the question-answer

group, and the traditional instruction group. Not

surprisingly. the first two groups surpassed the last

condition on the criterion tests. However, there was no

difference betvreen the first two groups. Although Yopp

failed to deternine the effectiveness of the question-answer

condition, the result of student-generated question was

sati.sfactory as they were conpared to the traditional

condition.

Interestingly, Valentin and .rosefina (1985)

considered helping poor students gain and retain ,nore

conprehension. SeLf-questioning may benefit poor students

rather than good students since good students may already

kno$, how to gain more comprehension. They nay employ self-
questioning techniques autonatically or they nay conprehend

language leading to content conprehension. For poor

,
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students, instruction on self-monitoring appears relevant

because they seem to be unaware of their deficiency in
reading conprehension (Whimbey and tlhinbey: 1975). Thus, as

they are suggested to use the questioning te;hnique or any

techniques aiding their reading conprehension, they become

aware of their levels of comprehension. They rnay be more

active by asking thernselves..." Is there anything I don't

understand in this paragraph ?", for example. Consequently,

poor students nay gain more benefit f rotn the questi.oning

technique.

Concerning teacher-and student-posed questions, this
area is stiIl controversial. Kay (1983) found that the

teacher-posed questions surpassed student-posed guestions

while Nolte and singer (1985) pointed out that' students

trained to ask questions outperformed those vrho practiced

through questions generated by a teacher. Aecording to the

contradictory finding, both Kay's and Nolte and Singer's

findinq needs t.o be eonfirmed.

Because of these different emphasizes on student-
t

generated questions, the results ot these studies are also

varying- In general , the effectiveness of s tudent-generated

questions on reading achievenent appears to be satisfactory.
Besides influencinq the during-reading stage, self
questioning can also be used in the postreading sEaqe.

Questions i.n the third stage of reading concern

+
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metacognitive theory.

iii.. Metacoqnitive Theorv

In the postreading stage, studehts enpLoy activities
to enrich what they have already learned, to augment

retention of the learned naterials, and to construc!
alternate forns of the Eext (Anderson: t9791 . Furthermore.

one of several activities questions, students employ

metacognitive knowledge concerning memory (FLave1l :1981) .

F1ave11( 1975 ) defines netacognition as one's

awareness of one's own cognitive process and products, and

s el f-regulation. Readers have to use particular strategies

to be aware of the importance of these strategies, and to

assess then (McNeil: L9841 , to be aware whether they have

understood what they have read , and to comprehend the

significance of the strategy. However, McNeil says that the

ways of helping readers become aware of whether they 'have

understood are important because they will knol, when ehey

can continue to assimulate further infornation or when they

should reread to clarify j.nf ormation before going on the

followinq s tep.

The importance of netacognition is evident.

However, readers are rarely aware of their sel f-regulatj-on.

Brown (1980) states the difficulty readers alirays face.

These difficulties are i
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1. recoqnizing that problem difficulty
has increased and that therefore there is a
need for strategic intervention ( Brown, L97 5l i

' 2. using inferential reasoning to
assess the probability that an assunpti.on is
true, given the information they already
have ( Brovrn, 1978) ;

3. predicting the outcome of their
be f oreatternpts at strategy utiLization both

and af ter the f act ( Brown and Lar,rton , L977) i

4.
a varity
situations

5.
strategic
Canpione.

predicting the task difficu).ty in
of memory and problem-solving
(Brown, 1978i Tenny, ]-975]- ;

planning ahead in terns of
study-time apportionrnent ( Brovrn and
1977; Brgwn and Sniley, 1978);

5. monitoring the success of attenpt
to learn that termination of such activities
can be made when they are successful (and no
longer necessary) or unsuccessful, so that
new activities can be tried (Brown and
Barclay, 1975: Brown. Canpione, and Barclay,
1978 ) .

(Brown, 1980:457)

According to Brown. readers are insufficient iri

awareness, They just f o 11ow ins truc tions aimlessly.

consequently, Brovrn points out the basic aspects of thinking

efficiently and effective reading including predicting,

checking, nonitori.ng. reality testing, and coordination and

control of deliberate attenpts to study, learn. or solve
probLems (p. 4541 . Good .readers demonstrate all these

ski11s in their reading and studying. They plan and use

strateqies, and awareness of task demands and whbt strategy

they employ to neet those demands (Brown: 1980).
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Unfortunately. the reason readers face those difficulties
previously stated by Bro$rn resuLts from inadeguate self-
questioning skills (p. 451 ). Thus se1f,-questioning
techniques can be employed so as ti enable readers to

determine their weaknesses Brown: 1980). For poor readers.

Vlhinbey and Whinbey (1975) point out that instruction on

self-monitorinq questioning is particularly relevant since

they are always unasrare of their lack of comprehension.

However, metacoqnitive theory in the sense of self-

questioning strategy, accordinq to McNeil, can be applied in

two broad senses. First, regarding the strategy of self-

instruction stated by lrcNeil (1984: 87). it is possi.ble to

teach students to be aware of irnportant parts of the text by

asking about the theme of the text . Second, according to

ltcNeil (1984: 85) on process of self-knowledge, it is

possible to teach students to nonitor their state of

understanding. They nay, for example, ask the question "Is

there anything I don't understand frorn this story?"

self-ouestionino Research studies concerned with

Concerning tnetacognitive theory. it is predicted

that students' prose/discourse processing wilL increase when

they are trained to be sensitive to the important part of

the text and to monitor their conprehension of these parts.

t
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This predicti6n is supported by Andre and Anderson (1978-79)

who denonstrated two findings:

text

about

1. Studentss can be trained to identify parts of the

whi.ch contain irnportant points and construct questions

them.

2. The self-questioning process enhances students'

learning material.

Andre and Anderson did two experiments. The first

experiment was designed to determine whether the treatnent

was effective while the second experiment was conducted to

replicate the first finding and to cornpare the achievement

of students srho were trained to generate questions to those

who were told to use the sel f -ques tioning technique.

In Experinent f, tvtenty-nine seniors of a high

school were divided into tt{o groups: trained. and untrained

groups. The trained group received self-questioning

training in the following procedures, First, students were

instructed to locate the rnain ideas in each paragraph of a

three-paragraph passage. Second. they generated questions

about the nain ideas by asking for new exarnple of each. For

the untrained group, students read and reread the same

materials as the trained gr6up. There were two sessions in

the Experinent I. In the first session. a verbal abiLity

test (Wide Range Vocabulary Test) was administered to all

subjects; in addition, two qroups studied i,n the different
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conditions of trained and untrained subjects. For the

second session, both groups were required to read trro

passages and take a 2o-item criterion test. Half of the

itens assessed main ideas and half assessed detaiL in the

passage. The results showed that:

1. The nean of trained students

ability, and thai of untrained students

ability rere 13.55 and 8.26 respectively.

2. The mean of trained students with high verba 1

with high verbalabi1j.ty, and that of untrained students

were 18.57 and 20.88 respectively.

The results indicated that students llith low and

average verbaL abilities benefited rnore from the self-
.questioning training than students erith high verbal ability.

In Experiment ff. eighty-one juniors and seniors

from a high school were classified into groups with hiqh,

S niddle. and low verbal ability; ques tioning-wi th-training,
questioning-without-traininq, and rereading. The

gues tioning-with-training, and the read and reread control

groups received the sane experinental procedures as those

enployed in Experinent I. Students in the questioning-

without-training group were asked to generate four questions

in each passage. The questions were those students expected

the teacher would ask- A 24-item criterion test $ras

with low verba 1

with 1ow verbaL

\}
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administered Lo all groups at the last session.

The tneans ot the questioning-with-training,

ques tioning-wi thout - tra ini. ng , and rereading groups were

14 -19 , 13.70, and 11.42 respectively. The results indicated

that the two questioning groups did not differ significantly

on the criterion test. In addition, it failed to replicate

the Treatment X Verbal Ability interaction in Experiment f

since it was obvious that the middle ability qroup had

consistently larger standard deviations than the

approximately equal standard deviati-ons of the high and 1ow

ability groups. The results further indicaEed that Ehe

questioning-with-training group generated more good

comprehension questions than the questioning-without-

training group.

concerning the effectiveness of the questioning-

generation training, Andre and Anderson suggest that

studentS can be trained to generate the main-point
questions. In training procedure is effective to enhance

students' abtlity to generate good questions. The

investigators advised that training procedure facilitates

1ow and middle verbal ability students rather than high

verbal ability subjects since high ability students already

kno$, how to construct good questions.

Similarly, Hytnan ( 1981) investigated the

etfectiveness of self-generated questions on readinqt

o

Copyright by Mahidol University



95

comprehension. Eorty-two junior college students were

classified into question cueing, and no question-cueing

groups. The between subject factors t{ere lo}, and average

ability based on the college's placernent exam. There were

three phases in the experitnental procedure, During phase

one, the question-cueing group was told to ask question.

then students wele provided a 20 ninute training sessj.on on

how to ask questions during phase two- Durinq phase three,

they were reminded to ask questions. Then, a cornprehension

test was adninistered. There was no significant difference

between the conprehension test scores of the question-cueing

students while reading and the non question-cueing students.

Neither low nor average ability students gained nore from

generating questions Furthermore. the correlation betvreen

performance on a main thought paragraph tes t and the

proportion of self-qenerated questions about the thoughts of

paragraphs was 1ovr. tr'or the quality of questions, the

proportion of good questions generaEed by the average

abil"ity students did significantly correlate with the

performance on the comprehension test while that of 1ow

ability students did not significantly correlate with the

perfornance on the conprehensioo test.

Hyman suggested that, based on his study,
questioninq is likeIy to be "a rote activity" for 1ow

ability students.
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With regard to the

solvinq skilLs, .Iay ( 1981)

questions based on Bloom's

problem solving.

j.nportance of deveLopinq problern

identified a relationship between

taxonomy level and functions, and

Seventeen graduate edueation majors registered for
surntler schoo]. were required to ask self-generated questions

so as to gain information for solving a set of six problerns.

All procedures of solving the six problems vrere tape.

recorded. Besides participating in the problern-solving
activities, subjects took the tlatson-Glaser Critical
Thinking Appraisal . Students' scores on this standardized

test provided a neasure of their ability in solvi.ng the
problems.

The results indicated that there was no significant
difference in the types of questions asked by subjects who.

obtai.ned high. niddle, or low scores on the Watson-Glaser

test. For the problen formats, there ?rere three
significantly different types of ques tions : questions

requesting information about the sys ten, ir"or.r..t
conclusions about the system. and incorrect conclusions
about specific symbols. For problem sotving ability, the

occurrence of self-generated questions related to the
overaLl structure of questions $ras the prinary indicator.

Concerning the relationship of training of self-

a
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generated questions with passage difficulty and the extent

of retention, Balajthy (1982) deternined whether covert-

construction of interspersed prequestions affected reca11 of

a science-orj,ented passage. sixty college freshmen were

classified into three groups. Group 1 received f i.ve hours

of practice generating questions. Group 2 received one hour

for training while group 3 were allowed no training. All

subjects, then, received a final test consisting of two

science passages. Subjects were instructed to read. The

treatment groups (qroup 1 and group 2) were additionally

required to construct questions. Each passage of the final

test was immediately followed by a multiple choice and a

fill-in test so as to determine availability of knowledge

and these two criterion tests of each passage were again

administered, one week 1ater, to deternine accessibility of

knowledge.

There are five najor findings as follows:

1. There was no overall effect on subjects who

received training in generating questions.

2. Subjects who were trained to generate questions

scored higher on the difficult passage and lower on the

easier one than the control subjects who received no

training. In thi.s findings. subjects in group 1 who

received five hours for training scored highest and lowest

on the difficult and easier passage. respectively.

3. Subjects who spent five hours for training

t
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scored highest, and lowest on delayed, and imnediate

measures, respectively.

4. There was no significant difference between the

two lraining groups.

5. There eras no between-group difference resulting

fron the tvro types of criterion posttest.

t

The results indi c ated

question prornotes the improvenent

rnaterial for college students.

recall.

that student-generated

of retention on difficult

and facilitates de l ayed

In the same year, olson et aI (1982) $rere interested

in developing a process model that woul-d be found in reading

skitls. Tb exanine the assumption that questioning and

answering is an integral part of the process of reading

c6mprehension. Olson et at had one group of subjects read

each sentence of a story, and think aloud whatever guestions

the sentence responded. The number of questions asked peri
sentence was counted. This procedure was repeated on four

. stories. A second group of subjects read the sentence on a

computer terminal . They were told to write a five-sentence

summary of the story at the end. They were also asked to

recall the stories. A third group of subjects read each

story and deleted 50t of words, phrases, or sentences ttiey

considered trivi.aI. The relative importance of each story

$ras measured by the proporti.on of remaining words. Olson et
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aL found that the first group of subjects outperforned the

others. Fina11y, they sunmarized that sentences that

elicited questions would be inportant in reading processes.

According to Thistlethwaite (1983), college students

face a major problem with comprehension since they are

inactively involved in the material while reading. Thus,

Thistletheraite investigated t$to techniques for involving

students in reading the text: self-questioning, and using

text structure.

follows:

Thistlethwaite posed five research questions as

1. Do students view self-questioning and using text

structure as useful study strategies?

2. What is the relationship between students

evaluations of self-questioning and text structure

strategies and the independent use of these strategies?

3. Do students using self-questioning or text

structure strategies (which have been taught) to study text

evidence greater cornprehension and reca11 than those who do

not ?

renember

s tructure ?

Do students who use different strategies

inf orrnation fron different leve1s of text

5. Do directions to respond. rather than sinply

reca1l affect the recaIl of factual infornation fron the
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text ?

The subjects were 1.35 coLLege students who

reqistered in a reading improvement course. They r.rere

taught to study a passage with two strategies, A 48-hour

detayed recall, lras then used to assess comprehension of a

200O-word passage.

Regarding the findings, the najor conclusions were:

1. The self-questioning and the text structure
' strategies were positively evaluated by subjects at the end

of teachi.ng.

2. There $ras 1itt1e transfer to an independent

learning situation.

3. The subjects who were taught the text structure

did n6t recal1 a greater nunber ofstrategy while studying

idea units than did

s trategy .

students who did not employ the

4. Subjects who used the text structure strategy

recalled a significantly greater nurnber of idea units fron

the superordinate Ievel of text structure although subjects

who used no strategy recalLed the greatest number of idea

uni ts .

In addition to s tudent-generated questions, Knapezyk

and Livingston lL974l considered student questions'
pronptness. The purpose of their study was to investigate a
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teacher-implemented prornpting procedure for trai.ning
students to ask questions. Two mentally retarded students

fron grades 8 and 9 who asked no question lrere selected as

subjects. For the experimentaL procedure, subject 1 was

assigned reading naterial in the baseline 1 phase,

instructed to ask questions which were promptly answered by

the teacher and aide in the phase of train j-ng 1, In
baseLine 2, the teacher's response was entirely withdrawn

but prornptly responded in training 2. fn contrast, subject

2 was instructed to ask questions while reading. A11

. questions asked were immediately answered. throughout this
condition. As a result, the t$ro EltR subjects' questioning

behaviour increased. The results indicated that pronpting

was effectively employed to initiate ques tion-asking .

A study conducted by Wittmann (1985) involved the

construction and evaluation of a cognitive setf-
ins truct iona I training progran aimed at enhancing

metacognitive a$rareness and control in the area of reading

conprehension. This program was compared to a cognitive
strategy training program and a program of traditional
comprehension instruction on the basis of improving reading

comprehension perfornance.

' Sixty-three students in grades five and six were

randomly assj,gned to three groups: a metacognitive training
qroup, a coqnitive strategy training lrroup. and a tradition
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instruction group. All groups were administered a pretest,

then they received three sessions of traini-ng in either
melacognitive processing, seLected cognitive strategies, or

traditional instruction. final1y, they were retested both

immediately after training and a! a five-week fotlow-up.

The results indicated that there.were no significant
differences among the three groups on the reading

comprehension measures. The findings failed to support the

hypothesis that there was a direct causal relation between

tnetacognitive functioning and comprehension perforrnance.

In 1985. Davey and McBride explore the effects of

training in question generation on cornprehension question

performance, on quality and forn of generated questions, and

on accuracy of predicted comprehension. The subjects who

were 125 sixth-grade students were assigned to five groups:

question training, no question control , question-generation

practice, inference question practice. and literal question

practice. These five qroups met for five 40-minute lessons

overa2weekperiod.

Regardinq procedures. the inference question
practice and literal question practice qroups read three
250-word passage and answered four free-response question of
each passage per session. The inference-practice group

responded only to inferentia] questions while the literal
practice group responded only to Literal questions. The

?

a
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question-training qroup was trained to generate the
questions linking inforrhation across sentences and those

tapping the tnost inportant infornation. The question-
generation.practice group read the passage and was

instructed to generate two good think type questions. The

no-guestion control group read the sane passages but
completed a vocabulary activity instead of generating or

answering questions. As a result, all tests were conducted

at the .05 leveI of significance. That is. the findings
point out overall positive effects of training in question

generation on the nature of the generated questi.ons, on the

accuracy of compfehension question responses, and on the

accuracy between actual and predicted eomprehension question

per formance

Regarding to the quality of the questions generated,

MacDonald (1986) exanines the difference between trained and

untrained subjects on conprehension and reca11 after both

were told to construct questions while reading text passage.

The subjects were 52 seventh-and eighth-graders. The

control group received instruction and practice frorn their
regular reading teacher in using a dictionary, a thesaurus,

'and in writing book reports. Ilowever. the subjects did not

receive direct instruction in generating good ,questions
though they irere encouraged to do. In contrast, the
experirnental group was told to a) identify the rnain idea in
each paragraph, b) find out the nost important idea atter

?
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reading all paragraphs, c) nake up questions about $rhat they

need to find out this rnain idea, and d) read further to see

whether they can anslrer the questions the treattnent lasted a

total of 7.5 hours.

The results exhibit that the experinental group

produced a significant enhancing effect on question quality,

but only for subjects with above average ability (75t) on

the pretest. The researcher interprets that poor subjects

lacked the vocabulary skill to understand the training. He

also recommends that poor conprehenders should be trained to

ask questions to inprove their recaI1 of text.

Like the previous theoretical perspectives, some

controversies stilI occur because of different emphases.

According to Andre and Anderson (1978-1979). students can be

trained to construct the main-point questions. Moreover,

low verbal. ability students get advantages from self-
guestioning technique. In contrast, Hynan(1981) fails to

train students to generate questions although his subjects

are junior college students. However, it is difficult to

mention any linitation leading to failure since his data is
presented in a forn of abstract dissertation. He did not

elaborate any data i.e. duration of training.
Interestingly, Olson et aI ( 1982 ) successfulLy train
students to generate questions responded to statement.s

prgvided. They also clain that this method works well in
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reading conprehension.

Regarding 1eveIs of subjects, Thistlethwaite (1983)

dealing with college students and tlittrnan (1985) whose

subjects are fifth-and sixth grade students get

unsatisf actory results.

?wo interesting points, one is Knapezyk and

Livingston 11974) results ind j.cated that pronpting was

effectively employed to initiate ques tion-askj-ng. The other

is Balajthy's (1982) study involving passage difficulty and

the extent of retention. According to Balajthy, subjects

who are trained to generate questions get lnore benefit on

the difficult passage and on delayed neasures.

According to these three theoretical perspectives:

schema theory; active processing; and metacognitive theory,

there are some controversies among educators explorinq 'the

effectiveness of student-generated questions. The results

are stiLl inconcLusive. Andre and Anderson claim thaE low

verbal ability students can be trained to cons truc t
questions promoting conprehension while Hyman argues

strongly that training students to initiate is in vain, for
instance. Thus, 'further investigation especially a study

dealing erith Thai students needs to be undertaken.

A s tudent-genera ted question technique has never

been conducted in English reading class for Thai. students at

any Leve1 of English instruction. This experimental study,
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conseguently, determined the effectiveness of student-

questioning technique on reading conprehension of tertiary

students. It is expected that the outcomes of this study

can guide tertiary students and other-leve1 students to

employ the questioning technigue so as to enrich their

reading conprehension. Final1y. the use of this technique

may direct students to becot0e independent readers. That is,

they can acquire nore and more additional knowl-edge by

thenselves.I

(
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CEAPTER TEREE

THE RESEARCE METHODOLOGY

This study vf as conducted to determine the'

effectiveness of the student-generated queslion technique on

students' reading achievenent at the tertiary 1eveI. The

study included two groups: the control, and experinental

groups, The forner was taught with the traditional reading

instruction. The latter was instructed usj.ng a student-

generated question technique. Prior to the experinent, both

groups itere tneasured in their reading ability by a pre-

reading test. After the experinent was conducted. a post-

reading test was given to all subjects. Then. the data

obtained etere analyzed to find out whether the tsto groups

were significantly different on the basis of the progress on

readinq achievement.

This chapter explains hot, this study

The procedures used in this study included

components:

vra s

the

conducted.

followingr

I. The subjects

A. The sarnple characteristics

B. The sampIing procedure

The method

A. The research design

B. Instruments

II.
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i. An English Reading

ii. Lesson Plans

iii,Teaching Materials

iv. A Student-Genera t ed

v. A Questionnaire

C. Procedure

III. Descriptive S tatis ti cs

Achievenrent Test

Question Test

I. THE SUBJECTS

THE SAMPTE CHARACTERISTICS

Sixty first year nursing s tudents at Mahidol

University, Banqkok vrere the subjects of this study. The

actual number of students in each group is 48- Thirty

students were s elec ted. from each group . They were

comparable by neans of their pretest scores. All students

participated the first course of English instruction.

THE SAMPLING , PROCEDURE

The sanpling procedure was carr'ied out as the

following steps:

1. Two iroups were randomly selected fron 6 groups

of first year nursinq students.

2. Prior to the experinent, both groups

English Reading Achievement test' constructed

investigator so as to discriminate students' English

took an

by the

reading
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ability.

3. Both randonly selected groups were comparable on

the basis of English reading ability exhibited in the

followinq table:

Pretest Scores (Total = 40)

Group 1 croup 2

No. S core s No. Scores

J
,t.

3.

5.

5.

7.

9.

10.

11.

L2.

13.

!4.

15.

1-6 .

77.

18.
10

29

27

2'1

26

25

25

25

25

25

25

24

24

24

24

23

23

'ta
22

1.

4.

5.

5.

't.

o

10.

11.

L2.

13.

t4.

15.

L5.

77.

L8.
19.

29

27

a'7

25

25

26

25

25

25

24

24

24

24

23

23

a')
-21

2
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Pretest Scores (Total = 40)

(Cont. )

croup 1 Group 2

No. Scores No. 'Scores

21 .

'))

23.

26.

27.

29.

30 -

21

2l
,n

20

20

19

19

18

!7

16

16

21 -

),

23.

24.
,tE

26.

27.

,o

30.

2L

20

20

20

t9

19

79

18

77

Ib

16

x

s.D

22.50000

3 . 4114 41

22.30000

3 . 445536

4. Both groups r{ere paralleI in three

levelsi gooa, irrerage, and weak according to their

scores on aD EngIish, Reading Achievernent Tests

criteria illustrated in the following fiqure:

abiLity
pretest

as the
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Ability Levels Criteria

Good

Average

We ak

25-29
20 - .25
15-19

5, In both groups, six, ei.ghteen, and six students

r^rere randomly selected from the good, average, and weak

students respectively.

6. The students were randomly assigned to be

either the control group consisting of thirty students

the experimental group consisting of thirty students

shown in the foll,owing fiqure:

Ability l,eveL s control Group
(Group 1)

Experimental grouP
(Group 2)

1n

or

as

Good

Aver age

tleak

5

18

5

6

18

5

tota I 3030
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II. THE METHOD

A. THE RESEARCH DESIGN

Both control and experimental groups were instructed

by the investigator in the normal class of the first

semeter. Furthernore, they were provided the same materials

including the reading passage in the regul arly used

textbook, and the supplementary reading passages showing the

identical language tunctions as in that textbook' The

method of teachinq was different, however. The control

group was traditionally tauqrht by being asked questions

concerning the reading passages. whereas, the experimental

group was instructed by neans of the student-generated

question technique. that is to say, the subjects in the

experimental groups were trained to ask their own questions'

Since the investigator intended to deter ine the

effectiveness of the s tudent-!enerated question technique.

the questionnaires concerning students' attitude towards the

s tudent-generated question technique were adminstered to the

experimental qroup at the end of the course- The research

design can be illustrated. as follows:

t}

a

Croup Teacher aeachins Technique At.li tude torards

teachino technicrue

The control ahe

a !at inq-scalc

Tradi tional !eadlng

I student-qenerated

question techniqueexpurimental investigator
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B. fNSTRUMENTS

An Enqlish Readinq Achievenent Test

An English reading achievernent test constructed by

investi.gator' was ernployed as a pre-test and post-test

both groups of subjects.

The Enqlish reading achievement test was conposed of

a multiple-choice, true or false, and short answer item'

Regardinq the reason for employing the various types of test

items was that students dealt with materials concerning

language functions. Thus, they should be evaluated by an

Enql,ish reading achievement test that includes the same

language functions they have practiced. Therefore, types of

test itens depended upon 1-anguage functions. The nultiple-

choice type was empLoyed in the language functions of

definition, cause and effect, and func t ion while a

cl-assification-chart conpletion was used in classification.

In addition, arranging orders or sequences, true or fa1se,

and short completion were ernployed in the language functions

ot process, conpari6on, function and cause-effect

relationship, respectively.

Test construction and a pilot gtudv

Regarding

textbooks were used

the construction of

as guidelines:

the test, two
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- Testino Enolish as a second lanquaqe by

Harris (1959)

Lanquaqe testinq workshop by Bachnan (1985)

Reading texts consisting of 6 language functions in
.which the diffi,cuLty and subject tnatter were appropriate to

the firs t year nursing s tuden t s $rere s elec ted by the

f ol1owi,ng procedures :

1. Five reading texts were selected on the basis of
+' language functions as follows:

Text 1: "Batting insomnia with good habits"

consisting of language f unctions

showing definition, cause and effect,

and function, extracted f rorn Banqkok

Post daily newspaper (MaY 5. 1987)

Tex t : "Knowing more about medicine for

younqtsters " cons i s ting of language

functions showingi function, and cause

and effect, extracted from Banqkok Post

dailv newsoaper (Decernber 22, ]-987)

"Pandas" consisting of a language

function showing conparison. extracted

from Foundation Enqlish Readinq Text I

ccrnstructed. by the staff of

chulalongkorn university tanguage

t

Text 3

, Copyright by Mahidol University



L76

Text

Institute (1985)

consistinq of a language f unction

showinq classification, extracted f rorn

world constructed bY the staf f of

Foreign Language Departnent of Faculty

of Science. MahidoL University (1988) '

"Conditioningi' consistinq of a languaqe

function showing proc'ess, extrac t ed

fron communicate in Writing written by

Keith Johason ( 19.81 )

A11 reading texts containing 200-500 words each were

appropriateLy adapted on the basis of length and types of

test suitable for each languaqe function'

2. To administer the pilot study, the test was

constructed as exhibited in the following table:

l,aDquag€ functions

CL .! DE

Text 5

1

2

31
46

58

to

9

7

5

I

nutiPle choice

short cohPletion

a classitication
chart completion

arrange orders

40

DE:

c6:co:

CL: classification

cause and Effect
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3. The contents and items of the constructed test

were refined and the language was corrected by Assist'

Prof. Prapa vi ttayarungrang s r i and Mr. Robert Burgess,

English instructors at Mahidol University.

4. .A pilot study was conducted with 50

mathayomsuksa-six- student at watpradoonaisongthun School'

Based on the data obtained from t'he pil'ot study, an item

analysiswascarriedout.TheITEMANI,PRoGRAMusedwithIBM

{'435lcAlgcomputerforAssistinglnstruction)wasemployed
to examine the 1eve1 of difficulty (F), and the

discrinination power (r) by neans of an iten facility and

. the point-biserial correlation coefficient suggested by

Associate Professor Dr- Boonreang Khachonsin, the lecturer

onEducationalMeasurenentandevaluation,Kasetrasart

University. The criteria considered for selecting the

apprdpriate test itens noted by Nuttall and Skurnik (L9691 '

and Khachonsin (1987) were as follows:

- the leveI of difficultv (F) was between 20-808

- the di'scrimination power (r) was equal or nore

than 0.2

Any inappropriate test itens were revised to be

acceptabLe ones.

5. Kuder Richardson Eormula 20 (KR-20)

to compute the reliability coefficient of the

Lg72l . Tts reliability also calculated by

a

was employed

test (Ebel:

thE ITEMANL
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PRoGRAM was 0.728. It is acceptab'le to be the test

constructed by'a teacher since, mentioned by Harris (1969)

and Harrison (1983), a reliability of at least 0'70 is

satisfactorY.

ii. L,es son Plans

Both control and experimental groups studied the

regular course materials- Since the investiqator intended

todea].withareadingstrategy:thereadingpassagesin

thelearnedtextbook..andthesupplementarymaterials
constructed by the investigator were planned irl order to

provide to both grouPs -

To plan the lesson, the investigator employed the

following books as guidelines:

- Read and Think bY MunbY (1958)

e

a
Study Skil1 and Learning strategies" in

o'Nei1 ( L979 )

A Teacher 'Training course bY Hill

( 1979 )

Reading in the L,anquage Classroon

(1984)

sgsnalivg

edited bY

and Dobbyn

by-WiLliams

All contents in the lesson plans e{ere arranged into
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9 units based on the sequence in the Nursing Science

textbook used in the reading course. A11 units were in

Functions for The Future by the staff of foreign language

departnent at faeulty of science, Mahidol universitv (1988) '

Sone suppleroentary materi-aIs were adapted fron sRA Readinql

for Understanding 2 & 3; and some authentic material fro'[

English newspapers. The units were sequenced as follows:

Unit 1 Process

Shape

Loc ation

Structure

Measurment

Cornpar i son

Classification and Def inition

cause and Effect

Func ti on

Since this experinent aimed to determine the

effectiveness of the s tudent-generated question technique'

each unit of 1es'son plans for the experimental group was

class if i ed into 2 sessions: the teacher ' s model and

practice, The teacher iLlustrated how to generate questioris

as a rnodel in the first session while the last session

enabled students to practice asking their own question' The

teacher-nodeled session included three stages: prereading'

during-readinq, and postreading, respectively'

f
.)

3

4

5

6

7

o

9

I
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staqe 1: Pre-reading activities

Prereading stage was ained:

- to introduce
in the toPi c

and arouse interest

Stage 2: During-reading activities

The airns of this stage were:

- to help understandinq of the text

structure or language functions -

- to clarifY the reading content-

- to help unders tanding of the

author's Purpose '

In this stage, students engaqed in sequences of

instructional episodes including four activities:

f nf ormation qtathering

Information gathering referred to the stage in

which students gained infornation from silent reading

practice. They could extract meaninq from sentences and

paragraphs in a rnore or l-ess sequential order'

Student responding

After qathering information, students were

required to engage in a response-denand event by asking

their own questions in written forms. The questions asked

by students, nain idea of a topic, tshe author's purpose, and

2.
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their judgement and enotional response to that topic.

3, Response Judging and Feedback

Ilhen students posed questions. they were required

to nake decisions whether their questions were appropriate.

The criteria for' making judgenents enphasized the

correctness of neaning they needed to convey and of question

forms .

4. Decision qbout what

As students posed and

might stil1 fail to comprehend.

night reread, form a pending

sources such as a teacher or

that pending question.

Staqe 3: Postreading activities

to do next

judged their questions, they

To solve this problen, they

question, or consult outside

classmates for an answer to

The aims of a posreading stage were:

- To enrich $rhat has been read.

- To retain what has already been read.

- To relate the text to the readers' own

knowledge.

Regarding the control group, all act j,vies were

entirely identical as those in the experirnental group exlePt

that the control group was neither encouraged nor trained to

ask their own questions.
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iii. Teachinq Materials

Since the concentration of this study is reading.

reading passage were extracted fron the learned textbook

namely Functions For The future. These passages consisted of
' ten language functions: process, shapes location. structure,

tlleasurement, coroparison, classification, definition, cause &

effect and function. Apart frorn these passages. others were

selected fron SRA Reading For Understanding 2 & 3 and fron

I the articles of authentic texts such as Bangkok post daily

newspaper.

These function-based naterials were included for use

with nursing students. L.,anguaqe functions were taken into

consideration. That is, the teaching materials used in this

study were valid in terns of curricular and concurrent

validity.

IV, A S tudent-Generated Ouestion Test

Some function-based issues extracted from the

reading passages enployed in a reading achievement test were

posed as answer provided whiLe the questionsterns of these

answers were missing. ?his test comprised 6 four-items
functions: process, conparison, definition, classification,
cause and effect, and function. The direction of this test

explained in Thai and example was illustrated so that

lt

was

the subjects in a control group who were neither encouraged
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to ask their own questions nor given iristruction in

constructinq questions could understand how to deal with

this test -

V. A Questionnaire

A rating-sca1e questionnaire was developed to

determine the effectiveness of a s tudent-genera ted question

technique using in readinq instruction on the basis of

students'opinion.

In construction and developnent of the questionnaire,

the procedures were l-isted as follows:

f- Compile the issues concerninq self-questioning

technique especially the strength of this

technique.

2. study the form of a questionnaire as well as the

type ot sEatistic devices corresponding to that

form of the questi.onnaire '

3. construct the questionnaire based on the issues

conpiled from sel. f -ques t ioning theory-

4. consult wilh a thesis advisor.

5. Check any ambiguous wording with an educational
expert '

5. Revise the questionnaire.

The questionnaire consisted of three main parts. The

first part consisted of six items', concerned

tr

t
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s tudents ' per sonal data and attitude

and the way they were taught reading

duration. The second part rir6 €; c onpo s ed of

strenqth, limj-ttation, and suggestion of thirtheen, seven

and six i tems respectively. This part was aimed at

elicitinq students' attitudes toward

technique. Five-point Likert scales

attitudes were as follows:

towards reading ski11,

ski 11. s in the previous

the s€ 1f-ques tioning

used for raEing their

5

5

4

3

2

1

strongly agree

agre e

unde c i ded

disagree

strongly disagree

The third part of the questionnaire concerned

students understanding of each reading passage in each

teaching unit. Students were required to self-evaluate

t.heir extent of comprehension in each unit.

obtained were taken into consideration whe

questioning technique was appropriate to any

functions, or whether sorne limitations .should be

The rating scale used in part fII is the following

J

The data

ther the

l anquage

revised.

criteria:

5: Totally understand
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3

1

Mostly uoderstand

Moderately understand

Slightly undersLand

Do not understand

I

In rating attitudes, alL students in the

experimental group were taken into consideration since they

were viewed as students receivinq training of the self-
questioning technique. Some of thern were mJ-ssing, so 43

students elicited their attitudes to!'rard this technique.

S tudents $rere not required to write their names on a

questionnaire so that they could respond honestly. This

made the data obtained reliabIe. Since this study was

nainly dealt with the sel f-ques tioning technique. thus the

questionnaire was adninistered to only the experimental
group aC the end of the study.

Reliabilitv of the Ouestionnaire

The reliability of t.he questionnaire was checked,

using cronbach 'rnethod nanely Coefficient Alpha suggested by

Katsing ( 1989: 115-119). The data obtained from an

administratj.on were conputed by Prime conputer 9955TI at
Kasertsart University Computer Center. The value of

reliability calculated was 0.715, which was acceptable
(Cronbach: 1950 ) .

t
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carried out as

Questionnaire

a

C . PROCEDURES .

The experinental procedure was

follows:

experinental

phas e

Post-reading test

{

Experinental procedure

ExperiIrlenta1

s tuden t -generat ed

question techniqire

Post-readinq
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1. Prior to the experi.nental . phase, a pre-readingr

test was adminstered to both groups in discriminating
students Eng).ish reading ability.

2. During the experimental phase, both groups were

taught by the investigator. The control group studied in
the traditional, reading class while the experimental group

was trained to ask their own guestions. AfEer being taught,

both groups received a self-generated question test in
order to exalnine 'rhether trained and untrained students

could generate questions by themselves.

3. At the end of an experinent, a post-reading test
gras provided to both groups so as to determine students'

progress on English reading ability.

4. A questionnaire was adninistered to the

experimental group at the end of the course so as to
deternine students attitude towards using a questioning

technique in reading .

A11 questionnaires obtained from this group vrere

considered to be data of a whole class. The investigator

did not select only the subjects of the experiment since

students !rere not required to write 
- 
their names in

questionnaires so that they could respond to items
horlest1y.
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The descriptive statistics used in this study $rere:

1. Coefficient Alpha

Coefficient Alpha of Cronbach method was used to
exarnine the reliability of questionnaires as neII as the
extent of students' attitude towards the s tudent-generated

qudstion technique.

Iten analysis

An item analysis was employed to examine the
level of difficulty (F) and dicrimination power (r) of an

Enqlish reading achievement test constructed by the
investigator.

3- KR-20

The

reliability of

KR-20 fornuLa was employed to deternine the

the English reirding achievement test.

4. Arithmetic means

The arthmetic means were used to provide the
average Ieve1s of English reading scores of the control and

the experimental groups; and the average extent of students

attitude towards the s tudent-generated question technique.

5. T-Test

The T -Test was employed to determine whether the
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mean of the EngLish reading achievement test of the control

group and that of the experimental group were significantly

different.

6. Frequency count and Percentage

Frequency count and Percentage were used to

deterrnine the data obtained f rorn the questionnaire

concerning students' attitude towards a self-ques tioning

technique and self-evaluation of reading comprehension.
{l

a
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CIIAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of the study.

These f indi"ngs are derived from the results conputed and

analyzed fr_om the data obtained from students' pretest and

posttest scores on an English reading achievement test, a

self-generated question test, and a questionnaire eliciting

students' attitudes toward the self-questioninq technique.

The purposes of the study indicated in chapter One serve to

organize the presentation of the findings.

The findinqs of the study are revealed in six parts

as follows:

1. The English reading achievement of students not

receiving instruction

technique.

of the self-guestioning

2. The English readinq achievement of students
A receiving instruction of the se trf-ques t i oning technique.

3. A comparison between the English reading

achievenent of students receivinq conventionaL techniques

and that of students receiving instruction in the self-
questioning technique.

4. A comparison of the Enqlish reading achievernent

among students of different English reading ability -- good.

average, and weak -- in both groups after treatment.
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t

5. A comparison between scores derived from a self-

question test of students untrained to ask questions and

those of students trained to generate their own questions

after treatnent.

6. Students ' attitudes to$rard using the self-
qenerated guestion technique in reading.

The Enqlish reading achievement of students not receiving
j-nstruction of the se lf-quest ioninq technique.

The. subjects participatinq in a control group were

given. with an English reading achievement test twi-ee:

pretest and posttest in order to determine whether the

subjects made any progress in reading after being untrained

in the self-generated question technique. The scores

obtained from these tests were calculated and analyzed by

means of the t-value as exhibited in TABLE 1-

t
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TABI.,E 1

A CO}.{PARISON OF THE CONTROIJ GROUP'S

SCORES GATNED FROM THE PRETEST AND POSTTEST

Tests }IEAN s.D. T
Val-ue

Tlro-tai1
Prob .

Pretest 22.5333 3 - 411

-7.85 <0.05

Posttest 27.4667 2.658

N = 30

As a result. there was a statistically significant
difference at the .05 tevel between the mean score obtained.

from the pretest and that obtaj.ned from the posttest of the

control group.

qtqdins !4q

The data presented in ?ABLE 1 indicate that the mean

score of the posttest is higher than that of the pretest.
ft indj,cated that there gfas significantLy reading
achievement in the subjects in the control group. This
suggests that the subjects can develop their English reading

achievement after practice in the conventional technique.

Therefore, it night be concluded that the questions posed by

the teacher have an important role for enhancing students,
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readinq improvenent.

The English reading achievement of students receiving

instruction in the se If -ques tioninq technique.

In order to determine whether students improve their
Engl,ish reading after practice in the self-questioning
technique, an English reading achievenent test was given to
the subjects in an experimental, group twice. pretest and

posttest. The scores fron the pretest and posttest were

cornputed to find out the deveLopment of students' English

reading achi,evenent as illustrated i,n TABLE 2.

IABLE 2

A COMPARISON OF THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP'S SCORES

GAINED FROM THE PRETEST AND POSTTEST

Tests MEAN T
Va 1ue

Two- tai 1
Prob .

S:D

Pretes t

Posttes t

22 .3000 3 -446

30 . 4667 2.700

-Ll . S7 <0 - 001

N = 30

The

significant

da ta . in TABL,E 2

difference betlreen

that, there was a

score of the pretest
indicate
the mean

Copyright by Mahidol University



t34

and posttest at a 0,001 level

Findinq ?wo

From the data presented in TABI,E 2. the mean score

of the posttest is significantly hiqher than that of the

pretest at 0.001 1eveI. This indicates that students

improved their Engtlish reading achievement qreatly after

they were trained to generate their own questions on their

own .

3. A comparison between the Engl j.sh reading achievement of

students receiving conventional techniques and that of

students receiving instruction in the sel f -ques tioninqt

technique .

In order to determine which of the t$to techniques, a

conventional technique and a se 1f-ques ti oning technique,

resulted in superj,ority of English reading achievement, the

difference of rnean scores (posttest scores - pretest scores)

obtained from the pretest and posttest of both groups were

compared by means of a t-test. The resul,ts are exhibi,ted in

TABLE 3.
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A COI.IPARI SON , OF

THE CONTROI, AND

TABLE 3

T}IE ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT OF

THE EXPERIMENTAI, GROUPS

Groups }.{EAN T
Value

Tr,ro-tai 1
Prob .

s.D.

contro 1 4.9333 3.443

Ex.perirnental 8.1567 3.770

5 - 50 <0.001

N = 30 (in each'group)

The data in TABLE 3 indicate that there was a

statistically significant difference between the mean scores

of the control group and that of the experinental group at a

0.001 level of significance.

Findino Three

Regarding the analyzed data in TABLE 3. the nean

scores of the experimental and the control grouPs were

significantly different at a 0.001 1eve1. The subjects in

the experimental group did score siEnificantly higher than

those in the control group. It can be concluded that the

subjects trained to initiate their own questions. did

outperform those participating in a traditional reading

technique.
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4. A comparison of the English reading achievement anong

students of di,f ferent reading ability -- good, average

and rveak -- in both groups after learning.

In order to find out whether the subjects with

different reading ability in the experimental qroup improved

their Engl"ish readj,ng achievement differenttry from those in

the control group, a t-test vras conducted to each pair of

mean scores. The results are revealed in TABITE 4.

TABLE 4

A COITPARISON OF THE ENGI,ISH READING ACHIEVEMENT OF THE

STUDENTS OT DIFFERENT ENGI,ISH READING ABILITY

IN BOTH GROUPS AFTER LEARNING

Reading

Abili ty

Control

MEAN S. D.

Exper inent a1 T Two-tail

MEAN S. D. Va 1ue Prob.

cood

Average

Weak

3.t667 0.983

4.3333 3.464

8,5000 2.588

5.8333

7 .5555

12.3333

2.539

3.571

1 .506

2.L7

4 .96

3 .46

>0.05

<0.05

<0.05

N = 6, 18, 6 (for good, average. weak reading abiLity)

The data in TABLE 4 reveaL 'that al-though good

students in the experimental group scored higher than those

in the control group, the difference betlreen the mean scores
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of those two groups was not significant (p > O,05). The

averaqe students in the experimental group outperformed

those in the control group significantly at 0.05 1eve1 of

significance. Regarding weak students, those in the

experimental group gained a significantly higher nean score

than those in the control group (p < 0.05).

Findinq Four

Based on the data from TABLE 4, the irnprovernent of

good students in both groups exhibited no significant

difference in achievement scores from each other. Yet.

average students in lhe experimental group were

siqnificantly superior to those in the control group.

Similar1y, sreak students in the experinental group also had

significantly higher scores than those in the control group.

It can be loncluded that the student-generated

question technique benefits weak and average students to

improve their English reading achievenent much better Ehan a

traditional technique. on the other hand. good students in

the experirnental group showed no signi.f icant difference in

English readinq achievement from those in the control group

though the forner gained higher scores than the Latter.

That is, good students trained to .initiate their own

questions were not different in English reading improvernent

r

{

frorn those unguided the sel f -ques tioning technique,
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5. A comparison between self questioning scores of students

untrained to ask questions and that of students trained

to generate their own questions after treatment.

. To explore whether the students trained and

untrained in the self-ques tioning technique can generate

their own questions independently, a self-generated question

test was adni,nistered t-o students in both groups at the end

of the experinental phase. Frequency count and percentage

were used to analyze the data obtained fron the test.

Questions based on language functions generated by students

in both groups are presented in TABLE 5.

TABI,E 5

PERCENTAGE OF QUESTTONS GENERA?ED BY STUDENTS IN BOTH GROUPS

Questions Generated

by students

Percentage

Con tro I
Group

Exper imen ta1
Group

f
PROCES S

CO}lPARI SON

CIJAS S IF ICATION

DEFINITION

CAUSE & EFFECT

FUNCTTON

44.91

11.11

29.53

9l .20

28.70

69 -53

57.4L

44.44

51.57

97.69

55 .56

75.93

jr

N = 27 (in each group)
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In addition. the mean scores gained fron both groups

vrere cornpared by a t-test, The consequences are illustrated

in TABLE 5.

TABI.,E 5

A COMPARISON BET}IEEN SELF-OUESTIONTNG SCORES OF TRAINED

AND I'N?RAINED STUDENTS AFTER TREAT}4ENT

Groups }lEAN s.D. T-Va1ue Two- ta i 1
Prob -

I
contro 1 LL.777A 3-083

4.94

t

<0.001

Exper inental t5.4444 4 .4L7

N = 27 (in each group)

The data presented in TABLE 5 indicate that the

students in the experinental group gained a significantly

higher mean scores than those in the control group. There

was a statistically significant ditference at the 0.001

1eve1.

Findinq Five

tlith regard t6 the data presented in

TABLE 5, it was found that the nean scores

questions between the control group and the

group were significantly different (p(0.001).

TABI.,E 5 and

of generating

experi ental
The students
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in the experimental group gained a significantly higher mean

scores than those in the control group. Questions based on

process, conparison, classification, definition. cause and

effect. and f uncti-on qenerated by students in the

experimenta} group were 51 .23!g, 44.44e6, 5t.57e6, 97 .59?r,

66.56*, and 75.93t respectively. For the same language

functions, questions generated by students in the control

group were 44.9l-*, 11.11*, 29.63\, 91 .2Os6, 28,70\, and

59.53%, respectively. The resulEs indicate that trained
students outperformed untrained students in generating their

own questions.

Students' attitudes toward usinq the self-generated
question technique in reading.

To elicit students' attitudes toward the the self-
questioning technique, a questionnaire was administered to

the students in the experimental group aC the end of the

experiment. The reliabilj.ty of students' response conducted

by Cronbach's (1960) alpha coefficient was 0.715. What ls

more. frequency count and percentage were employed to

analyze the data. The questionnaire consisted of three
parts: students' personal data, attitudes toward self-
questioning technique, and self evaluation of readingt

passages they had studied. Each part is revealed separqtely

except the first part which served as personal data is
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omitted (see in the appendix)

In the s econd part.

express thei"r opinion by using

s trongly

agree

unde c ided

5

students were required to

the following criteria:

agree

The results

disagree

strongly disagree

are presented in TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE OF

TABI,E 7

STUDEN?S' RESPONSE TO

THE SEI,F-QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE

NAD
n

SD
1

u
3

A
4

SA
5

Item
No.

1
..,

3
4
5
5

'o
9

10
11
t2
13
L4
15
15
17
18
19
20

11.6
27 .9
18.5
L4.0
25.5
27 -9
25 .5
37 .2
34.9
27 .9
20.9
14.0

2.3

62 .5
58.1
53.5
79.1
53.5
58.1
51 .2
46.5
53.5
62.8
53.5
37 .2
L5 .3
30.2
11.5
!4.O 

.

34.9
57.2
5t -2

25 .5
14.0
20 .9
7.O

18.5
14.0
20.9
14.0
11.6
9.3

25.6
46. s
27 .9
20 -9
32 .6
20.9
20.9
23.3
2.3

11- 6

7.0

2.3

2.3
2.3

2.3
44 .2
3d.9
48.8
48.8
52 .8
34.9
2.3

18.6

9.3
lt.5
7.0

14.0
15.3
2.3

2.3

2.3

4.7
44.2
18 .5
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TABLE 7

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS' RESPONSE TO

THE SELE-QUESTTONTNG TECHNIqUE (Cont. )

SD NA
1.

DU
3

A
4

SA
5

I tem
No.

27
aa
23

18.5
30.2
47.9

20.9
2.3
9.3

44.2 15.3
58.1 9. 3
44 -2 4 -'7

N=
SA:
SD:

43
Strongly agree. A : Agree, U : Undecided, D
Strongly disagree, NA : No answer
The iterns in the second part are listed as

: Disagree

follows:

s tuden t-genera ted technique enables

1. be satisfied after Iearning.

2. think before going on detsails.

students to

3. predict what a teacher will ask in testing.
4. concentrate on what is being read-

5. clarify any dubious issues.

6. get the therne of reading.

7. menorize details more precisely.

8. review granmar usage.

9. participate in learning and teaching.

10. comprehend the content

11. be active in reading.

1-2. be confident while reading.

tinitation

The sel f-questioni.ng technigue _
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13.

74.

a time consuming.

is an unusual ac tivi ty
familiar with a teacher's

is unpractical.

creates unsnooth reading.

since students are

ques t ions .

scores' of students' response

using the following criteria:

strongly agree

agree

unde c i ded

disagree

: stronqly disagree

Teo: 1986; cited in Hongritipun: 1980)

15.

t6.

L7.

18.

makes students forget what has been read.

does not make students skillfuI in asking
questions since students don't know what/ when

questions will be asked.

Suqges t i on

2t.

22.

23.

In addition, the mean

for each itbm r.rere interpreted

4.5 - 5.0

3.6 - 4.5

2.5 - 3.5

L.6 - 2.5

0.05 - 1.5

In self -questioning practice. there should be

19. nore practice by thenselves.

20. more training by a teacher.

more practice in pair work or group work

nore practice a variety of contents

greater duration for practice
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The results are presented in TABTE 8

TABI,E 8

MEAN SCORES OF STUDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD

THE SEI,F-QUESTIONTNG TECHNIQUE

Iten No. MEAN s.D,

I

1.
)

4.
E

5.
7.

9.
10.
11.
t2
13.
14.
15.
15.
t1 .
18.
19.
20.
21 .
).)
23.

3.860
4.140
3.837
4.070
4.O23
4.L40
4.000
4.153
4.233
4.785
3.593
3.628
2.57 4
2.767
2.488
2.5!2
2.047
3.047
4.312
3.598
3.605
4.163
4.1-85

0.501
0 .639
0.814
o.457
0.740
0.639
0.755
0.843
0.549
0-588
0.688
o.757
1-322
1.088
0.798
L.352
0.515
0.999
0.555
0.989
7.027
0.688
0 - 905

i
43

According to data in TABLE 8, students generally

responded positive attitudes toward the seI f-ques tioning
study technigue.
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Part III

Students were required to self-evaluate their level
of reading conprehension after practice a se If-questioning
technique by using the following criteria:

f

5

4

3

)

1

totaLly understand

nostly understand

moderateLy understand

slightly understand

do not understand '

Frequency count and percentage were conducted to
analyze the data gained frotn students' assessment. The

results are illustrated in TABLE 9.

TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE OT STUDENTS' EVAI.,UATION OF THETR CO}IIPREIIENSION

ften
No.

DU
1

su
1

MU
4

TU
5

!lodU
3

NA

i
-1 .
2.
3.
4.
R

5.
7.
8.
9.

4.7
7.0

11. 5
2.3
4.7
2.3
7.O

11.5
18-5

53.5
58.1
51 .2
48.8
32.6
30.2
27 .9
23.3
48.8

39.5
23 .3
32 -6
39.5
46.5
48.8
5L.2
4t .9
23.3

2.3
11.5
4.1
9.3

14.0
18.6
11.5
18.5
7.0

2.3

2.3
4.7
2.3

N=
TU:
ModU
DU:

43
Totally understand, MU :
: Moderately understand,
Do not understand. NA :

l4ostly understand,
SU : Slightly understand,

No answer
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The items in Part III concerning the. subject tnatter

' students learned are listed below:

1. PROCESS : How Tea Is crown and Processed

2. SHAPE : Shape of Tri.chornonas Vaginalis

3. IJOCATION : The Location of the Stornach

4. STRUCTURE : The Structure of the Mouth Cavity.

5. MEASUREI'{ENT : volcanic Eruptions and Their

Power

5. COMPARISON : Types of Contraceptive Use in

Tha i I and

7. CTASSIFICATION & DErINITTON : Categories of

Drugs

8. CAUSE & EFFECT : Types of Diseases by Cause

9 - FUNCTIoN : Vitanins and Their Functions

Besides. the mean scores of students' response for
each iten were analyzed by using the f ol.lowing criteria:

a
4.5 - 5-0

3.5 - 4.5

2.6 - 3-5

t.6 - 2.5

0-05 - 1-5

totally understand

nostly understand

noderately understand

sliqrhtly understand

. do not understand

The results interpreted are revealed in TABLE 10.'
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TABL.E 10

I{EAN SCORES OF STUDENTS' EVALUATTON OF READING PASSAGES

TAUGHT BY SEI.,F OUESTIONING TECHNIQUE

Item No. s.D.MEAN

i

3. 605
3.605
3.598
3 .442
3.4L9
3.153
3 .255
3.185
3 .7 44

o .623
0.791
0.7 4t
0.700
1- 159
0.754
0.848
1.029
0.928

43

t

The data revealed in TABLE 10 indicate that the

leve1 of students' cornprehens j,on was satisfactory.

Findinq Six

Fron the data revealed in TABLE 7 a sel f-gues t ioning

technique was considered to please students after learning
(52.8*) - In terns of self-awareness, this technique
activates s tudents ' thinking before going on details (58.1t).

Students can predict what a teacher will ask in testinqr
(53.5t). Most of them (79.1*) stated that this technique

enables thetn to concentrate on what is being read, and to

clarify something doubtful. (58.5t). Some said that the

sel f -ques t ioning technj.que can help thern to get the theme of
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reading (58.1*) and to memorize details more precisely
(51.2r) Furthermore, this technigue enables students not
only to review gramnatical usage (46.5t) and to participate
in learning-teachinq ac tivi t ies (53.5t), but also to
comprehend the text (62.8e6) and to be active in reading
(53.5*). Concerning sel f -conf idence . some agreed that this
technique helps them to read wi.th confidence.

Regarding Linitations, 44-2% disagreed that the

sel f-questioning teehnigue takes time, they did not state
that it is an unusual activity (34.9t). On the other hand,

they agreed tha t it is practical in nature (48.8t).

Furthermore, they disagreed that this technique causes

unsmooth reading unsnooth (48.88) and makes students forqet
the previousl| read content (52.8*). Some (34.9t) agreed

thad they do not know what/!.rhen questions will be asked

while others (34.9e6 ) did not. In brief , the self-
questioning technique is not regarded as having linitations.
According to s tudents ' response , it is not time consuming

and unpractical. Concerning the continuance of reading, it
does not slow down reading and make readers forget the

content. Generally, this technique is not viewed as a

f ruitless one.

wi rh

they shouLd

trained more

regard to recommendations , students agreed that

either practice lnore by themselves (51.2t) or be

by a teacher (51.28). Some (44.2t) said they
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should practice nore in pair work or group work. They

further reconrnended that a variety of contents (58.1t) and

the duration for pract.ice (44.2t) should be provided nore.

For selt-evaluation indicated in TABLE 9 on each

language function, 53.5*. 58.18, 51.2* and 48.8t stated they

mostly understand PROCESS, SI{APE, LOCATION, and STRUCTURE

respectively. Some moderately understand MEASUREMENT

(45.5I), COMPARISON (48.8I) . CTASSTF]CATION & DEFTNTTION

(51.2t). and CAUSE & EPFECT (41 -92l.. For FUNCTION, 48.8t

said they mostly understand.

In conclusion, students had good attitudes tordard the

self-questioning technj.que. That is, this technique is
generally viewed to be beneficial.. Furthermore, most of

them comprehend the text moderately and nostly.

Summarv of the Findinqs

This study is designed to deter ine six findings
concerning a self-generated guestion technique. These

findings analyzed and interpreted from the gained data were

as follows :

I

1. These was
a

between the pre tes t
group at the 0.05

a statistically significant difference

and posttest of students in the control

Ieve1. This finding implies that
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students'reading inprovement could be enhanced through being

taught by a teacher's question.

2. A. statistically significant difference between

the pretest and posttest of students in the experimental
group was found at the 0.001 1evel. It can therefore be

inferred that practice in the se 1f-ques ti oning technique

enables s tudents to improve their English reading
achievenent greatly.

3. The mean scores of the experimental group was

significantly different fron that of the control group at a

confidence l-eve1 of 0.001. The students in the experimental

group did inprove higher mean scores than those in the

control group. That is, students trained to generate their
own questions gained more improvement than those trained by

a teacher's questions. It can reasonably be implied that

the se I f -ques tioninq technique is superior to a Eeacher's

questions.

4. There was no statistically significant
difference of Enqlish reading achievenent test between good

students j-n the experitnental group and those in the contiol
group (p > 0.05) though the forner's mean scores was higher

than the latter's. Average and weak students in the
experimental group, on the other hand. gained siqnificantly
greater j-mprovement than those in the control group (p <

O.05). This infers that the self-questioning technique was
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benefitial for average and weak students rather than good

students -

5. The nean scores of generatinq questi.ons between

trained students in the experimental group and untrained
students in the control group were found to be significantly
different (p < 0.001). Trained students obtained a

significantly higher mean scores than untrained students.

Thi s implies that trained students were superior to
untrained students in askirig their own questions.

5. For students' attitudes toward the. self-
questioning technique, most students responded with
f avorable attitudes toward this technique. Moreover. they

self- evaLuated to understand the lessons dt
satisfactory 1eve1.

the

a
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CITAPTER V

SUI.IUARY, DTSCUSSION, TUPIJICATIOI{ AND RECOT'IUE$DATIONS

FOR FI'RTIIER STUDTES

Chapter Five presents a sunmary of the study and- a

discussion of the findings, as well as implications for
teaching and learning. Reconmendations for further studies
are also s tated

, ,rlmmary of the studv

Several research studies conducted to exarnine Thai,

S tudents ' English reading ability report that English reading

ability of students at any levels is unsatisfactory. This

nay be due to the reason that students are so directed that
they rarely think by thernselves. For this reason. many

educators havb suggested that students be trained to deveLop

strategies that allor.red them to think independently. A

strategy widely advocated is a s tudent-generated question

technique. This technique has a crucial role in reading.

Nolte and Singer (1985) advocate that a process of question

asking throughout reading is active conprehension, for
instance. Student questioning is a tool for acguiring
knowledqe not only in prereading and during reading phases,

but also in postreading acti.vities. Concerning prereading

activities, this technique helps students set purposes of

I
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reading and sel ec t inf ornat j.on ( Singer : 1978). fn
addition, this technique enables students to identify the

important part of naterials (Andre and Anderson :1978), to
engage in a deep processing (Singer : 1978). to organize or

rehearse knowledqe, to monitor and regulate comprehension,

to highten self-awareness of conprehension adequacy
(Anderson 2L979, Brovrn : L9791 , and to foster their own

active comprehension (Gavelek and Raphael :1985) in during

reading phase.

Furthermore. the role of self-questioning in
postreading effectiveness helps s tudent s decide the
strategic action will be continued next (Andre and Anderson

: L978-79l-, increase recalL and retention of information and

become independent finally (Singer : 1978). What is nore.

this technique also helps a teacher to know students' leve1

of perception, background knowledge and cognitive
developrnent.

A number of research studies concerni-ng self-
quest.ioning have been conducted to determine the efficacy of
questions generated by students. The beneficiaL results of

the student - initiated question technique were found.

Andre and Anderson 11918-79), for example, clain that the

self-generated guestion technique leads to greater effects
on English reading conprehension than does the traditj.onal
technique. Andre and Anderson also stress that 1ow and
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average reading abiLity students benefit greatly from thj-s

technique. A research study conducted by Nolte and Singer
(1985) also ad.vocates that s e1f -ques tioninq enables students
to perform better in English reading activity.

Though a number of research studies have been

extensively conducted to examine the effectiveness of self-
questioning, so far relativel"y few research etforts have

been directed in this area in English reading classes for
Thai students. As stated by Sangakit (1990: 108.), students

have rarely been trained to generate their own questions in
the readinq class. Therefore, this experimental study was

designed to determine the effects of self -generated
questions on English reading comprehension in the Thai
context.

The sample comprised 50 first year nursing students

at Mahidol University. They participated in this study in
their regular English cIass. The subjects were randomly

assigned to either a control group or an experimental group,

The design of this study involved 2 between-subject factors
and 1 within-subject factor. The between-subject factors
were t$ro study techniques ( s tudent-generated question, and

teacher-posed question technigues) and readinq ability
(good, average, and $reak). The within-subject factor was an

English reading aehievement test given as pretest and post

test. Prior to the experimental phase, both groups were

Copyright by Mahidol University



--'1

155

administered a pretest so as to assess their English reading

ability. The subjects in the experimental group were

trained to generate their own guestions $rhile those in the

control group were required to answer questions posed by a

teacher. Both group, however, were instructed by the
researcher -

The treatment was provided to both groups throughout

one semester. Then. a se1,f-generated question test was

contributed to them in order to eximine whether trained and

untrained subjects could generate questions. by thenselves.

At the end of the experimental phase. a post test was

administered to both groups; moreover, a questionnaire
elicitinq students' attitudes toward self questioning was

provided to only the subjects in the experimentaL group.

The findinqs were as follows:

1, Students in the

Eng1i. sh reading achievement

traditional technique.

control group increased their

through the practice of the

2. Students in the experimental group enhanced

in thetheir English reading achievement after practice
sel f -ques tioning technique.

3. Students in the questioning-with-training
group performed English reading achievernent better than did
students in the untrained questioning group.
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4. Average and weak students io the experimental
qroup generated a significantly greater mean score on

English reading achievement than did those in the control
group. Good students, in contrast. in both groups showed no

significant difference in Eng3.ish reading inprovernent.

5, Trained students could generate more questions

than untrained students.

5. Students in the questioning-with-training
group expressed favorable attitudes tohrard seL f -ques tioning .

They also self-eval,uatgd their reading comprehension opening

that they understood the texts moderately and mostly.

Discussion of the Findinqs

1. From Finding One, it was found that students in
the control group enhance their Enqlish reading achievenen't

significantly through the practice of answering teacher-
posed questions. This supports Tinsley (1973) who remarks

that "through the use of effective questions and questioningr

by teacher, students can participate in active involvement

of their own learning " (p.710). The reason for this might

be due to the effective questions asked by a teacher since

the teacher as a professional question naker knogrs what
j.nportant points s/he should ask Guiding the main point . an

investigator asked questions concerning content-related

t

I
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functions. Thus, this may be concluded that
English reading inprove:nent results from the
questions posed by the investigator.

2. According to Finding Two. the data reveal that
students' English reading achievement could greatly be

improved after practice in the s tudent-generated question

technique, through the experimental phase, students were

trained to generate their own questions concerning tanguage

functions exhibited in the theme of reading passages.

Whenever each language function is presented in sentences,

students were required to pose questions corresponding to

the perused stat.ements. Before generating questions,

students had to understand the staternent cIeafly. 
"his

enables them to retain inforrnation (Singer : 79781 . This

f indi.ng is in accordance with the study of Olson et aI 1982)

conducted to examine the assumption that questioning and

answering is an integral part of the process of reading
comprehension. Olson et aI (1982) found that the sentences

that elicited many questions would particularly be salient
to reading processing. Olson et a1 reconnended that one way

to conceptual-ize reading processes is to consider each

sentence in the text to generate certain questions and

simultaneously to answer questions posed by previous

sentences. This is so since each question may reflect a

mentaL operation that the readers must carry out for the

particular sentence as part of understanding it. Moreover,
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Olson et a1

understood and added to a qrowing representation of the
story, the inforrnation being needed to have the developing
story nake sense. This inforrnation needs to interact with
what is presented in the next sentence to generate a new set
of informational needs -- or if you $ri11, a new set of
questions -- that guide the reader's comprehension through

the succeeding parts of the text (Olson et aI , 19g2: g).

(1982a)

learn to

For these reasons, it can be concluded that students

in the experimental group benefit frorn practice generating

their own questions. Therefore, this technique is at value

in teaching reading comprehension.

3. The results in Finding Three show that students

trained to initiate questions by themselves ouiperformed

those required to ans*rer teacher-posed question. This
finding, appears to be in accordance with the study of Nolte

and Singer (1985) conducted with fourth and fifth graders.

This result also supports Nolte and'singer'finding that
student -generated questions surpassed teacher-posed
questions. Some reasons concerning ttris finding can be

elaborated to explain this finding one reason might be due

to the process of question asking that facilitates transfer

al so stress that as each sentence is

Supporting Olson et aI ' view. Kissock and fyortsuun

advocate that "learning is enhanced when pupils
ask their own questions' (p.118).
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of infornation gained from the text into long-term memory

(Craik and Lockhart z 1972, Singer : 1979). Thus, students
are more apt to memorize and use the inforrnation obtained

trom the text. And this rewards then for their questj.on

generating.

Another reason could be th'e effectiveness of self-
questioning itself. This is so since s el f-ques tioning not
only arouses students'interest and participation in self-
directed learning (trtarksberry z L9191 and expedites their
perception and ability to think and express ideas on several
1evels (Singer : 1978, Marksberry ,:l.9791 but also monitors,

regulates, and hightens self-awareness of their
conprehension (No1te and Singer :1985, Gavelek and Raphael

:1985. Davey and McBride :1985). Furthermore, this technique

faniliarizes students $rith the cognitive and linguistic
demands of question answering (Davey and Mcbride :1986).
That is, while practicing generating questions, students

were exposed to linguistic forms and functions of the
question words. I{hen they faced the test items, they could

understand the purpose of those test items and respond.

pertinently and correctLy. This might lead then to gain

more EngJ-ish reading inprovement. Moreover, as students
asked their ovrn questions while reading the text, their
questioning helps them organize and rehearse knowledge

enabling them to comprehend the text and achieve the test
i tens finally (Fishbein et a1 1990) Based on the
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effectiveness of the self-ques tioning study technique. it
may be concluded that the use of self-questioning does

enrich students'cornprehension. ?his finding, thus , is
evidence to support a greater use of the sel f -ques t ioning
study technique.

Apart fron the use of sel f-questioning itself, the

reason for this finding could be the learni"ng atmosphere.

That is to say, self-questioning is a new activity for
students in the experimental group. Thus, they were

interested in learning through this technique, as far as the

investigator lras concerned. They had opportunities to
participate in learning-teaching activities. fnstead of
answeri.ng guestions passively. they were alert and activated

to ask questions thenselves. Moreover, they were notivated

to renedy the inappropriate questions they posed. In other

words, they were required to revise their mistakes untit the

correct ones were acceptable. This did not make them feel
embarrassed when any errors occurred. It could be concluded

that the new teaching technique as wel l as Iearning
atmosphere ,ras affective rather than fornidable.
Conseguently, this may be one of the reasons that explain

why students in the experimental group improved better in
Engl-ish reading achievement.

Students in the control group, in contrast, did not

have any opportunities of exposure to the se t f-ques tioning
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technique. They could not monitor their awareness in order

to hasten perception. They just answered a teicher's
questions rather than asked questions curiously. Concerning

learning atmosphere, students attended a traditional way of

teaching reading. That is, a teacher asked questions which

students answered unavoidably. So. s tudents ' perception was

restricted by the teacher's questions, In other words. what

they would know was what the teacher asked, They might not

create thinking other than teacher-asked questions.
)- Moreover, when they were asked to read in order to answer

questions, they might have created tension. They night have

been worried about hesitant or unknown answers.

To sum up, the reasons why students in the

experinental group significantly surpassed those i.n the

control group mi-ght be due to the process of question

asking, the use of self -questioning itself. and the learning

atmosphere.

4. students trained to ask thenselves questions were

superior to those answering a teacher ' s questions.

Concerning Finding Four, it was found that low and average

students in the experimental qroup achieved a significantly

higher mean scores than than those in the control group. On

the other hand, no statistically significant difference
a

between good students of both groups was found, This

finding was also identified by Andre and Anderson (1978-

'
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t979) who affirm that students hrith l-ow and middle verbal
ability benefited more from se).f-questioning training than

those with high verbal ability. There may be some possible

explanations for the benef ici al effects of the self-
questioning study technique. . One explanation could concern

the combinations of netacognitive and cognitive
characteristics. According to Anderson (]-979) , the self-
generated question technique may be an effective reading
strategy. because students were coerced to pause frequently,

) deal with understanding questions, determine whether

comprehension has occurred, and decide what strategic action

should be taken next. Thus, this technique fosters students

to set purposes for study, identify and underline itnportant

part of naterial, generate questj-ons requiring answers, and

think of possible answers to the questions.

These netacognitive and cognitive characteristics
and thej-r effectiveness may enable poor and average students

to irnprove their achievement of Iearning since pri.or to
possessing the sel f-ques t ioning technique, they normally

tend to be unaware of their l"ack of reading conprehension

(Whinbey and Whinbey : 1975). That is, they do not self-
nonitor their state of reading comprehension. Moreover,

poor readers with their passive learning style seem to be

unaware of task denands and 1ow deficient sel f-ques tioning
ski11s (Brown:1980) Thus, when they were equipped to use

this technique, they possessed netacognitive and cognitive

)
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characteristics enabl,ing them to set purposes of reading in
nind. underline the main points of reading, ask themselves
questions, and create the possible answers. Eventually,
this technique leads poor readers to an active monitoring of
the learning activity and to the engagement of strategic
action to achieve reading comprehension (Anderson ,Lg19,

Brown : 1979). ?his seens to be a plausible reason why poor

readers profited from this technique.

However, the se 1f-ques tioning study technique did
not alter the performance of high verbal ability students.

The reasons for this may be due to t!,ro reasons, On the one

hand, good readers already spontaneously monitor their own

state of reading comprehension (Brown : 1980). They coul-d

understand. the linguistic patterns leading to understanding

in contents. Thus, they might slightly profit trom this
technique. On the other hand, high verbal abiLity stud.ents

might already have the component ski11s included in the
self-questi,oning technique. Therefore, when they were

trained to use this technique, it was redundant for thern.

For instance, when they were told to pause frequently in
order to deal with understanding questions, they might have

felt it tiresorne because they already possess this technique

automatically. fnstead of hastening their thinking, this
technique retards their process of reading. They ,

therefore.were not affected by the use of this technique.
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Regarding another explanation, poor and good
students in the experinental group might react to the
generation of questions dif'f erently. As far as the
investi.gator observed, poor students aheays wrote down some

important things when their questions were revised, i.e.
forms or functions of questions.

?his repeated nanner nay engage them in deep
processi.ng and retain information more and more. This may

help poor and average students in the experirnental qroup
gain more reading achievement than those in the control
group. Unlike Door readers, good readers in the
experinental group who already have competency in guestion

forns and functions were apt to ignore noting anything So

they nay not engage i.n deep readi,ng processing. As a

result, good students in the experi.mental group achieved
approxinately the same leve1 of English reading aghievement

as those in the conLrol group. This inplies that the self-
questioning study technique may benefit 1ow and middle
verbal ability students rather them high verbal ability
s tudents .

5. The results in Finding Five reveal that students

in the experiment.al group could generate a significantly
higher number of questions than did those in the control
group (p.<0.001). This indicates that trained students
could ask more questions than did untrained students. Like

I

T
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Findlng Three, thj-s findinq aqrees l^,ith olson et a1 (1982).

This probabLy results frorn the sel f -questioninq training

itself- Througrhout the practice, trained students were

required to generate questions corresponding to the

sentences provided. Again. they had to make sense of

stinulated sentences before converting thern into questions.

This enriches skills i-n generating correct questions.

Untrained students, on the other hand, were told to answer

questions posed by a teacher. They were neither instructed

nor encouraged to initiate questions. Consequently, they

could generate less questions than those trained to ask

themselves questions.

6. The results revealed in Finiling Six indicate

that crained s tudents general ly responded favorable

attitudes toward the se lf -questioning study technique. This

finding is consistent with. Thistilethwaite (1983). He found

that the sel f-ques tioning strategy $ras evaluated positively

by the subjects at the end of the teaching unit. Concerning

this finding, stualents expressed that this technique was

beneficial for them. It activated them to think before

readinq other details. Most of then concorded that this

technique enabled then to concentrate on readifig passages.

acquire the main points of reading, clarify any arnbiguous

contents, and part i cipa te in 1e arni ng activities

Regarding grammar usage. students had an opportunity to

review forms and functions of questions. Moreover, they

I

t
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could menorize the previously Learned passages. Most said

they felt enthusiastic and confident in reading and finally

they could comprehend the text.

concerning limitations. the sel f-ques tioning study

technique is not regarded as a useless one. It did not

consume much class tirne. It neither retarded reading nor

made readers disregard the content. In short, it was viewed

as a practical Eechnique. Furthernore, students recommended

that they should either practice more by themselves or be

trained rnore by a teacher. Moreover, pair work and group

work activities were denanded for practice. Apparently, they

needed more time for practice in a variety of contents.

Theretore. this finding serves as an indication that

the self-questionj-ng study technique is regarded as an

auspicious technique assisting students in comprehending the

text. This also provides evidence to support several

attenpts that unanimously affirm that this technique is a

vital tool for acquiring knowledge ( Singer : L978,

Marksberry :7979, Andre and Anderson: 1918-79, Gavelek and

Raphael: 1985, Nolte and Singer: 1985, Davey and McBride :

1986, Zaher: 1987, Fishbein et aI : 1990).

Supporting the evidence of

toward self questioning. students

they understood the lessons well

having pos i t j.ve attitudes

evaluated themselves that

. That is to say, they
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pointed out that they nostly understood PROCESS, SHAPE,

LOCATION, and FUNCTION. Concerni.nq STRUCTURE, MEASUREMENT,

COMPARISON. CLASSIFICATION & DEFTNTTTON, and CAUSE 6. EEFECT,

they indicated that they conprehend those moderately,
GeneralLy, their leve1 of understandinq the lessons was

satisfactory. fn conclusion, students' response to the

sel f -gues tioning study technique as weIl as their assessment

of comprehension is a testimony supporting a greater use of

s e1f-ques tioninq .

Implication for Teaching and Learninq

This study was designed to compare two different
questioning techni,ques for the teaching of English reading,

viz s tudent -generated question, and teacher-posed question

techniques. Taken together, the findinqs from this study

point to overall positive effects of traininq in the self-
questioning study technique, Consequently, it is likely !o

t be worthwhile to unj-te this technique and the teaching of

English readj.ng together. In the light of the findings of
this study and other related studies, the investigator would

propose the following suggestions,

1. Based on the findings, it can be concluded that
the self-generated question technique activating students'

thinking and enhancing students' retention of information is
nore ef fect ive for teachinq English reading than a
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traditional technique leading students to answer inactively'

In recognition of this fact, teachers of English reading

should equip students to be independent readers. That is,

teachers should train students to generate their own

ques tions whi te reading. Basically, teachers should

instruct students to be sensitive to j.nportant parts of the

text by asking questions such as "What is the thene of this

passage?". Moreover, they should also quide students to

rnonitor their state of reading comprehension by asking

questions such as "Is there anything I don't understand in

this passage?"- Such self questioning assists student

highten their sel f awarenes s when they encounter a

-.cta t t l- cuI ty rn reacllng.

2. As indicated in Part If on a questionnaire, nost

respondents requested more practice in s elf-que s tioning by

themselves. Sone indicated that they should have been

trained more by a teacher. Moreover. they needed two

activities f or practice, vj-z. paiLrrork and group work. It

could be inferred that the durability of traininq should be

provided in order to have students maintain and transfer

readinq skiIls from this technique.

3. the findings in this study indicate

and average students greatly benefited from

questioning study technique. They nost improved

that weak

the seLf -
the 1eve1

pose theirof Enqlish readinq achievernent offer practice to
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This was also supported by Andre and Anderson

(1978-791 who point out that 1ow verbal ability students

profit most trom question generation. Hence, it is
worthwhile to train poor and average students to monitor

themselves by asking their own questions enabling them to be

aware of thej-r state of readinq comprehension.

4. Several educators suggest that students should

ask their own questions in reading activities since

t questions assist then to comprehend the text and retain
information. Final1y, they can be i.ndependent readers
(Singer: 1978, NoltLe and Singer:. t982, Singer and DonIan:

7982\. Eor this reason, questions enabling students to be

. independent readers may be usefut for English teachers who

always assign students some external reading activities.
That is to say, in reading courses, students are usually

assiqned to read a great deal of outside reading. Thus,

independent readers can effectively deal with out.side

reading activities because they know hovr to monitor their
conprehension and retain the target informaLion. That is,
they ask their own questions before readinqf in order to
predict what r"rill happen in the text. ltoreover, they can

generate questions while reading in order to activate their
thinking. They, in the same way, pose their own questions

after reading so as to review the content or mooitor their
1eve1 of reading conprehensi-on. In conclusion, the self -
questioning technique may be beneficial for both English

a
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teachers assigning external reading activities and students

provided wi-th large rlunber of those activities.

5. Marksberry (L979) raises three ways to inprove

questioning behavior : environment, modeling and

involvernent. vlj,th regard to environment, students should be

assigned to work together on ordinary problens. This will

lead them to develop question asking. Moreover, students

should be trained to ask questions when they are very young.

?his is so because in childhood it i.s easy to culti,vate any

behavior including self-questioning. Apart from

environment, model.ing is also emphasized, Teachers should

instruct students to generate questions explicitly. They

should illustrate how to ask pertinent questions before

having students ask Eheir own questions since teachers'

behavior can be direc t ed to students' behavior. Por

involvement, teachers should encourage students involve in
self questioning. They rnay ask the question eliciting
students' questions such as "what do you want to know about

this topic?". They may have students anticipate what will
be the questions in test itens. Teachers may sometimes

exclude themselves from classroom act.ivities. That is, Lhey

may assign students to act as a teacher and ask their
friends questions. Then other students take over the role.
This activi ty expos es students to se 1f questioning.

Gradually, they will aut.omatically ask their own questions.
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Reco@

1. The findings indicate that self-questioning

technique affected the low and middl-e ability students more

than hish ability students Other research studies

should be replicated to determine whether this result can be

generalized for any Thai students,

2. Replication with students .of other 1eve1s should

be done to examine whether pracEice throuqh the self-
questioning technique benef j-ts other educational leveIs.

3. This study dealt with nursing students who are

all female. Replj.cation of Ehis study shoul,d be coDducted

r4,ith other groups 6f ttre tertiary IeveI that consist of male

and f ernale in order to see whether sex affects the results
of self- questioning training.

4. Since this study concerned training students to
generate questions in terms of language functions : process,

shape, Iocation, structure, measurement , comparison,
classification and definition, cause and effect, and

function. Further study needs to be repeated with other

types of questions such as questions based on behavioral
objectives-to explore whether students can be trained to
generate other types of questions. For exanple, secondary

school students are requi"red to study the Enqlish lesson

]

ll
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based on the behavioral objectives and may be trained to

pose questions concerning these objectives. In such a

lesson where students learn about the quality of things,
they may be trained to ask "How many kilograns of vegetables

did Oanq buy fron the market?.
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l!_E$Glrsil REApril€ AqIt_q@Err TEsil

rext'j

: Read the foLlo&'ing infonoation. ?hen ensr,rer. the questioDs \r chooeing

the best alteniative. Ifuite X on the letter a, b, c, or d on youl

anElrer sheet.

Battllng lnsoEtia with good habits

INSOUNIA dlriveE its victirE to clE€e th. nifl.tlt ani! frequeDtly sends tiren

'to a doctor'. It is the third rcEt connon reason r,e"ple seek llEdica]. he]p-- behind

colds aDd head aches.

Most e4)erts agJ?le that people who e:perietci: frequent bouts of insorrria

cou].al be helped by.nrrintaining a stniet 
.reBrnen 

cf s !.eep fryg.i;e, that is.
avol.dl.ng bad habits such as napping, or, &inking aLcohol or caffelnd too close

to beatire, fo? 'er(arp1e. A atai].y .reutiDe glr,Bs Fire body cues about hor sle€py

o! an ake it shouial fee]. at certaiD titres ia tile day.

InsoIE[a is nci a AiEease but r€ther a sJrrptotr] of an under.I'yilz probJ.em,

sudr as a cough Day be a ayiDton of a coltl or an aller[f.. Tha car.Ee of Lrsonia

ray be phislcal ol psychoiogical

. Insoflria is defiDed as the iDabtlity to get the sleep necesaary to'

frDctLo,n rrell during tile day. This aDrEt varies fron peraon to person. Some

indtvidrEl,s feel refreshed on six horrrB of sJ"eep, irhile othelB do Dot feol Eight

urlesa they sleep nLne LolEB a ni!fit. Insornia is na:ely a strlng df ni..&ts in

rrhlcb tbe iDaliviittEl gets absolrtely no sleep. Ihe prrcblen r.BuaILy appeat€ as

dtff!.culty falltng asleelF-toseiag ad turBing Dore than 30 nlnutes after

:retir,.iDg - difficulty staying asleep, or raking q, too early.

, 
lasomia iE Lale].led accondLlg to.its drE atioD aDd caEe:

Ibansient lnsorrria is the t3rpe of oclasional sleep problen rpst of ua

e:g>er:1ence, eepeelall.r tbe night befole €trtercilg a Dfl school, say, or er,$o::kirig

cr a vaeation. trip.

It lEy a1,so be tr?iggered by the dfucotstrorts of a passlng illnesE, sr:ch as.

a co1d. Other earses of. transient insoumia lnclude jet trEveL across selera] tiue

zooea and hospLtalisstion f,or su.tgerlr. .This tq,e of iDicrqlia laats f,non one tc

thr€e ni.sh i:i -
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Short-terE i:rsoturia endlE es Lp to three r{eeka. It ,Day steB ft,on illness

or per€onal prpbleEs such as the dealtt. of a f,oved one or tire loss of a jot'. This

tlDe of insomia rnrnlly disappea::s with the end of 
-stress 

.

foDg-te}n insormia persista mrE tban three ,eekB ancl rnaj be liqked to

rmusua]. Hor* scbedu.les, chronic illness, dep:cessioa or other psychiatl.'ic probierB'

a sleep z€lateil re8pirEto1lr or novelEDt disor,der, a].cohol or caffeine alr.Ee j a:ld

even anciety about sleep, and poon sleep hablts.

Sone sleep eTperts believe that alnDst :1atf of sleep FlDblems stem f:'c,n

e:(cesgive efforts to faIL asleep ard association of sleeplessness wlth the beattpoD

envi:looEnt.

&roitqr oru)-t1tl.nd of sleep plob1erc a::e linked'to paychological o!

psychiatrtc dl.sor.rlers such as anxiety o?. dqp"ession.

People lrith intemq,ted sJe€p rlay euffb!' fton one of three plobleoa 
' sleep

aprea noctrtraDal nyocolnlr3 and restless Ieg syniL'orr.

Sleep apnea, which has. sevelqf fo:tr invo\ns parses in breathLng that

last 10 seconab on mre and occaaionaLly exceed ttrree ninutes. Ihe Par8es IEy

occE hurdreab of tioe a nigtt .ra ane folLowed tF/ anorts or' laaps for breatt!,

dr.rlDg rdllc.b the victirD partially awakeqs .

Restl6s 1eg slmdrore is a creeptng sensation r.atder- the skln of the 1eg8.

Thosi sho suffe! frca leatless Leg slmibome usuarly get these feelinSg befor€

bedtfuE.or rhen thel, lie iLnrir. The sensatioDs pre'vent the lndividuals fro:ir :relaxlng.

Uatry rrho have 
"estless 

leg sFiLbD6 a].so bave noetutrDal njtocloDt.a ' a.

dLsord€r that causes leg unrsclea to trdtcb aod tegs to klck'ih.!':ng 31eeP. AIL of

thts thlashing disr:'tpts s1e€p, but llke the vLctins of Eleep aPnea, those Hith

noctrEnal Eyoclonua Da:' D€rt reall.ze thelr have attakened huribe& of tiES a nigbt t

becaBe the arousale arE vety brief.

The eldenly are often plaCtEd by poor.sleep. Despite beliefs to the-

corttrary, olier LDdLvldrEls a{,pea.r to Deea jlst about as Buch sbep aB tirey

aeeite'il throughout thefu adult lives, but the ability to sleep seeG to lessdr.

Tlis may be., iD part, because their bodSr cloel< r,echanisErs became less !,!ecise in

deternrining rrhen to sleep ard,when to wake.Copyright by Mahidol University
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The older perBon rD:!r cotrDensate fon tbe nightly sleep

during the daytine--a h65it tbat trlay aggrErrate ir.sosrnia.

1. Hhat does insoiini.a nean?

by nal4ing

The diseasee of sleeplessneas.

Tl)e state of dleeplessness. dueing tie rliEht.

ttte physicai f'.u:ctioir of sleepl€s$ness.

.The sy[ptoE of psycho.trogical iurr6ss.

Hltat Gy be tha ca'Jse of interqrted sLeep?

The pauses in breathiBg several tlrEs a nlgbt..

ihe feeliag of AqressioD before sleeDirg.

Coffee driDking before bealtfioe.

Andety before worklng.

3. How m:ry kinib of insoraia arE claselfieal on ttre basis of ditatloD ara cause?

three klnib ; sIe€p apnea r rpcturBl lrlrocolnus, atrd restless 1eg syndrone.

Ihlee kinits : trEnslent, Ehort-terD, aJril long-tet'fi lnsormia.

Tr{o klnds I 'terq)orEry and penrEnent insorrria.

1\ro klnats : physical ed psychotoglcal insoioia.

4. According to the info:rEtlqr ln the text, fftro haa the problan of tnso@ia?

a. A nrrrEe canllot Sledp.beca!.Iae abe nust taka eare be!' patlenta.

b. A 6o-yeat*old-rpnan carDot sl'eep becarEe Ehe a}rays takes a nap dei-ng

the atay .

". ryC is i1l fo? thr€e lreeks beca&e of alcoholLstrr.

d. Durl has just haa an operutioa and no-r. he @Dllqt sleep because of paio.

5. flho haa sleep hygiene?

a. 'Boom a&rays gets r{> dud.ng the light.

b. Suchat takes a lap after *onking.

ADong likes drinking coffee befor€ beatine.

Suda speads only si:< hours per rriglt sl-eepi-ng.

loss

2.

a.

b.

g.

d.

b.

c.

c.

a.

b.

c.

d.

l

t
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lr.

6'. Whi.dr is th6 cas3 of insormia?

_ a. AnDa camot sleep fo:: four: xeeks .

b. Ji:m5r cannot sleq> becanse of the noise frorn air?Ianes.

:. 
Susan s uffe]rs frorn sJ-eqtessness and feel dqnessed.

il. Tom does rrot fall asleep becar.se of an infeetion.

7. tlhat would the corisequence be if lrou ould not ftlI as leep becatre of :ro:ckiag

at the nen cotr,pany?

a. . Tlansient inso:mia

b. Short-tem! insosrria

c. I,cng-terfi insormia

d. A11 above a?e @rr€ct.

8. Hhat is the furctiolt of the body cfock nedrar:isnE?

a. They lessen the tirne of sleep in old,ages.

b. They rbnitor the time to sleep du:ring the ni$rt.

c. Ihey detenmlne when to sleep.and wake.

4. Ttrey pnecise the time to al, any activiiics after wo!'king.

9. What is the nnin idea of thi.s passage?

a. the fuctions of good sleep.

b. Itre effects of s erious sleeplessness

The cause:r of serious sleeFl€ssEess

at. The causes of sleq>lessness and teeomendation for: good sleep.

10" In yorr opinion, what is the authorra purpose?

a. To warn aBainst using sore pi}ls in orde:r to fa1l sleep.

b. To perE uiae readens to have good habits in sleeping.

9: To duggest ways to solve the plabler of sleeplessness.

it. To evaluate sone bad habits in sJeeFing.
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c.
?E \'1' !)

-1.:structions : Read tit,: f-ollo;:i:'rg passage carefuli-t.

@8DI?IO}IHiG

l,rhen anirnals (ineluLiing nEn) aat i-t is aonal frrr. ti.e r:plth to ]ratet,. Thi:;

is calIed sali\ratioi1. It is a natural :reflex" and vras stu-.ded fu the Russian

physioJ.ogiqt Payfov witose farcrs e:per:i.$ents on .t-he salivation of dogs are

i poitant in the his'roz5, of rmtlern psycholopy.

thoug-h sa.]-iwati-on is natu:na] j pavlov nc,tice.i .that a dog woulC salirrat.3 not

jGt vri:en it was eatirrg, but alsc when it saw the i..:an r.,hc us tElt]' feC it. In

Pavlov ! s ea:oly eloez'ire:rts he siqly shovred the do1_ some b:ead, which;:e tlcts

a.IloHe(l it to eat. Afrer a ,iit" tt" sitit of thi erperinentez, vas enotryla t+

nake the dog saliiatc. tie cannot ca1] t;.Iis a na.tuj:el rEfl,ex be cause a dog

iO does not norr,oliy siLi:rete at the sigirt of man. It is what psychologists

ca}} a ? conditioned ::eq>or:.se i . fne .{o6 has been ti.ur,-ht , or ::conditioled.r:.,. .to

sallvate when he serti the Dan.

' Ilaving decioed. to etudy this, pavlov deve-lopcd scieitific rnethods'for.

doing so. In ordei, 'to rnake swe the er;reninrcnten ditl not disturb the do3- t.':e

15 Qog and eper:imenten t ere put in separate noor,rs . pavloV even put the alog

in a kind of frB[]e to make it stand sti1]., [!e inv-cirte<i a svstem of tube-c fo:r

givj-ng the dog foo<l, q:.,d watcirecl lrhat happened fbon .:,., outside the lroon. Hc

' foutd that he coul-d conditioD the dolr to'sa1Lvai3 at al,Illost arI/ errent-wheEl

a bell rang or a I:ght f.lashe d, for exarrple-as bi]g as thie event was

20 ftllowed by food.

The Aner.ican psycllclogist Sl<inne:r deve1c1.,ed this idea of coaC.J.tioniali.

ile fornd he could condition allimals to do quite conr,-j,icated things by ueing.

a technique he ca]-led I shapingr!. He could teach r:igeons, for e)GrDLe, to plal'

tible tennis. At first ho gave thero a reward fo.r Knocking the ball a short

25 distance in the:riFj)'i: .iirection. Slowty he i.noneased the distance they r,rtst

knock the balt before gettlng the r€ward, and eve!:trELl-y theSr r"eceived it
only when they knoc;:ed. tire t,alL past thei:r lonDc:.lcnt !.
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Directions :

, ']r

Ar,r ange the following events, based on the text. ildte tie

11.

!2.

13.

1t+.

The e:ce:'ipente, g.ave ibod to tl1e

the dog salil,ated.

dog.

a. rerrard for knockinSl the baL.l-

a rE!.Iard for kno*ing the balL in

distance that pl['eoDs rust icnock

The e:penirenter put the dog in a :coon aLone.

15. The e>perir,renter put the alog in a fIane.

18. T?re e>pe:rirentor. increaseC the

the baLl.

Skirrrerls e:per,iment

t7.

The eryerim€nter gave pLgeons

Dast thefu opponent.

Ihe. e:q>erirenter Er,ave pigeons

the right direetion.

)
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TIIT C

Di:.ections : Read the passage below. then, ccq).Lete the sentenies tased or r-lre

information fzor,r the texts rEing the choicos tiiven. lirite only the let:e?

(4, ts, C, ..,) of yoru' choice oi the ans',rez' sheet..

fast becordng a &qs.-

and rrnvoidably, . this

general.ly contaj.n

lQrowing none about. nedicine for: votnesterB

fiI,AILA!,ID, like .narry other developing. cotrr&ies ,, is

Drugs ane.being used rrrrecessanily and .ce.re1essly,

prBctice sometimes Load.a to death.

Concerrr by authonities fon drug abuse ar.rn5 a-dults.is less irtense tilan

that concesring nisuse armng children wiIL ot take drugs r.nless told to ib so by

parents or other adul"ts .

Siace adulte gene:ra1ly. knot rrbre about d:'ugs theyt[ be takins themselves

thaa about those thel/ ?re giviirg to thei:r child:en. ihe Co-ordinating Corr,rittee

for Pninary Health Car'e of l}ai Non-Gove!:rurEntal Orr-anizations has:recent.].,

published booklet on drugs which are ttot suitabLe f-or chifdnen.

. &e emaJ.l handbook lists, the nauEs and corqpoditions of nanv sucb drui(js ..

arrenged iBto the eight eategor:ies, fevet".nedtrcing nedicines, cold nedication,

cough preparqti6ne, antibiotic, diarrhorea nEdicaiion, !,.as, anil lndigestior:

nerlicine tg treat opef,! sores. '.

Ttre fever*.r:edue-ng pnq>aretions'. [Dst favortred'\ those in the lcBr-incoEe

secto:? of publLc are genenally in powiter: form. they carr inclu& powdered

paracetatDL, aspi).io phE caffeiDe, and llquid parBcetarlDl.

Liquiil &ugs, popular. with a lange part of the pUbl.ic,

Aeconding to the booklet, Dipyrone is nofrna.I.ly used when other feven-retiuci-ng

dt ugs fail to work, but Dipyrone produces side effest in the fo:'n of ag;ranuJ.ocytosis,

or l@roXid whl.te blood ceIL cottrlt, whlch can oecur immediately and can carEe death.

funthermcre, Lt ean cause other. blood diseases - srrch as thDombocytopenig

putpuia and haerplyEic anaeni<i .
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I 8.

, P€su-It of the stue'i of the fntetnaticEral j.grElu1ocytisis anil AiLaslic

-4n €rda Stury sho$eci tt at Dipyrole iejttre reaior ca'Jse of agrErulocJrtosis '

For aspirin plus caffeine ' the booklet poiats out that fixe&dose

co$lnalion with caSl''.:eine does not incr€ase Parece i:aPol rs or aspirints effec$'woness '

Ponder€d aspilin is sola rdthout wa:T ring consr:neB tbat ct'jI&en rn'dee tlle

age bf oae or chil&elr suffering fion' fLu, astbr.E ? storEch ulcdr' haenno:trf-lc

fever or cil^cken pox shouifd not use it. I

ParacetarDl i.n Dorder?ed forr is dlfficu.It to masure, an'l rpst of, the tirre

chililz"en do not get the right dosage. In lio-uid form it usrlally coDtains Dor'e than

two'pectceDt alcchol. alii].(ben ts drugs should not contain rDre than t!'o peq cetrt

of alcohol.

Por aatiSiotic &ugs ' rrury Thais are 3ti1-'t- 6ing Chlorarph€lrlco]. aad
o

Tebacycline) a.

I

chloraryheDicol i.s aD artibiotic rhich iDfects the pleductioD of blood ceIls

anA to overtse it on prEratrre iofatts can carEe GrEy rs SyDtlroB '

Tet!€.cycLine car a-cclrtt'ulate in niLk teeth or pelrrEnent teeth carEilg thin

t: cbaDge colour and nerhning riiterBllzatlon - To use TetrEcycl'itre oD ctll].&re'

r,ltbr eight cao dlsrtErt boae gnctrth.

For cold treahent drugg ' the booklet bas pointed out that the aDticholl-

nerglc qrnlitlea of antLhistaninea can be harnfito patielrts suffeniag f:on
.:

aatbma o! broDshltis .

OraIIy aahiDist€['eat nasal decongest*F ,*y Ptoduce effecta on the 
-

c.i!c. ufatory sy3ten' spesafug uP ttte hea?t beat and causing hiEh blood Pr€€stre'

ftade nales of ,.rr the &ugs in each catalprfr nhich should either be

.eiDti:tely awltreit lo b?':atlng childen on should be used !'ith cautLcr bav€ bae!

prioteil ia the booklet.

.:
-. Cautlolt should be te,lren irr rsing Powdered aspirin

because ...... " 23' 
--_-'

- A side effect of Chlorauphenicol is

19.

20.

2!.

22.

)
24,
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c
J

-. the accunulation of Teb:acycline in ieeth are. ..,.. 25.

zo.

- Caution should be talcen in using aatihistanines

t
A.

B.

c.

D.

E.

r.

t.
J.

I,.

throrrbocytopeni c p urp r:re.

the iDfe ction of tire production of blood cell-s,

patients suffe?ing from broochitis shoul-d not use

the LoweriDg of the white blood ce].l count.

to cause a change of teeth colorr. anil redrletj-on of ninenalisation,;

&ey ts Syndrome.

to reduce fever.

s Lqpports teetl: grqiih .

children suffening j:Iom f]-u shou.Id not use it.

to disrrpt bone grr*rth.

haermlyti c anaeiria.

to nedrrce blooC d-i.seases.

i+

t
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7a.

TE)iT rr

Instructions: Read the following passage ca::efu-I1y.

WHERE DO DRES COIE FROU ?

Drugs can be eithcr nan-mde or have naturEr.l oz,igins. Ttre rnn-riade

o:r cher,rical drugs arc r"ar fq1en, the nost comlc:l ones beinrz barbituiates .
aqrhetanines, solvents iinhalants) and LsD, Tirese a're arl cherrically

I
nEnufactuPed. By cont:ast, the drWS fron natrr,a.] sources are nuEErous|,

the lmst con"n:ron of aIJ- being aLcohoL, r+hicb can bc r: de by fenrenting any

s tarehy food rBtteu,, e.specially grain and fuuj.t. TirezE, alre mild drugs

such as nicotLne which is contained in tobacco, antl caffeiae whiclr is:

pr€sent in the coffee bean and the tea leaf. L,css ;.rilcl a:re ma:lL j rona and

ha.hish ' which are resDectiver-y the leaves a.n d ti.:e :resin of the cannibis

pl,aEt. llor€ potent ate cocaine, fuorn the coca lctrf of South Anerica, and

the derivatives of the opiu-,r poppy, narnely opiua itself, norphine and

hqnoin. This poppy is grown in an ar:c extendinq al-I the wal, frcn l\Etkey

to Laos. Iastly, tro l-ess well-knc,vrn but e>.trenel.y potent natu.al drugB

are rpscaline from the neseal- cactua of t{exico and psilocyhin fron the

so-called raagic rn:shroom r which gzous wild iri rar:y Darts of the wonld.
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Di::ections : Corplete

H:oite the

the info::r,aticn frcr: tl:ie te-::r-'.':Jrg table be-l-ow, txling

answerE on your a!':slJer

ORIGIN DRI.E

t!
A
u

I

Z
t

barbiturates

anphetanines

solvents ( inhal-ants )

LSD

l

lJt<

stalch alcohol

29. nicotine

coffee bean caff-eine

tea leaf caffeine

cannabis 30.

31. cocaule

cpiun poppy cpiun, norphine, heroine

nz. rnescaline

mgic rnrshnoon 33.
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llirections i P,cad tile i!:lIEE'tioD belor. Hri'ie T j.f the

tha': ite;r is false oD yoBr 3.r!sltei? ;heet.

:' PAIIDAS

Panda is the r]an of two ]'.iDds of Asian a:ri'-iIs. They are qrite

uoiike eaclr othe{ in.appearaDce. lte Eiant ,a!d:. is a larEe ' bearllke

anina-r,. The ned panda, a].so cal1ed the lesee:. ponda' ts nuch sDaIIer'

Doth' kiaC-s live o4 pper tprntain slopes 6f soulir-'jeelero chiDa- and eattelu

?ibet. But the reC pa!d3 is also fornd in t{ePal r-SikkiE, and northern Burna'

ltre giant panda has a rhite, chulby bo@ wiih black legs aDd a broad.

band acrosa the shotaaa]rs. It has a larege ' rorsd heid; suP'rl' black ca!s;

aad ii wirite face.with bl.ac* paicbes arorDa each eye. Ttris palda gtDlrs fron

*.to 5 feet loDg eod hes a short toil. lttst :rcigi fror 200 to 3oO PorDa<'

ctaht pandas leserbie bea!3.1.n sbape aad slze air(i in their sloe clr!6y

rDverent, l,ike iears, t:ro7 can stand Qrxight or tb€i!'trina ieg! ' ttre

pe!:da eatE chlefly bar,boo shooB, thougb it eats othi?r plaDts as !'ell '

occasionally feedS ol fish aDd amIL rodats.

the r"atl panila has reddlsh blcdn frE ald a loag brBLy tall !'ith lthgs

like that of a naccooa. ftis pari<ta lreighs fron 6 to 12 PotDitrs and Er9&rg

about 2 feet long' Dot including the tail.' it iras a pale face nlth a

r.\Ety-red sdeak that crrves doYrnward fTorn eacu eye' Its size, redCish fin,

and polnted ears and. nose gLve this aainat a io)ry took ' 
In f€ict, soue people

callltthefirefo:l.otherpeoplethiaktt]oo:agr.o!elikearaccoonbecalEe

of lts rmsked face add !'i!ced taiL. Like the giart patda' the red Pan& f,ceib

o,n barboo sbootg. It a]6o eate acotre aail !oo*.s and aonetires fiei! ' 
iBec--ts l

aa<t dce. The rqil pelda ..sity ctirDa t!ee8 ithe"e it sleepE rcst'of the aa}"

It sealches for fooa dt itawo aat ihEt -

Both sp€cies of paadae car'grasp obj ects between theii fingers anii a

so-called r?extra lhusr.. Itris .thrrrb' uhich is.a boee oveed hr a fleshy pad,

'gtrEt{s fron the wrist of each fo:?e!r&r. Pandas rse tici! trrie thunba as fin4ere ' '

?he red penab !s :r6:.t1v,. thun',bi is rrot so fu1ly devel@ed as the fi lt Pand' :s '

Both aninels have sttong 'i ans and teeth to !)el-p tireir cbetr '

,ta

iteB ls .true 
a:t<l l':l:l

gfalrt

It
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34.

35.

36.

37.

l'he giant panda has redais:I brorm frs' while the )re a pand'a

ha,s a ned body .

Both the giant panda ancl the x€d Perila have strong-jaris

anci extrE thumbs .

iloth t-he giant pan<Ia ana the 4ed palda look like a la:oge bea'? '

Both tlle giant panda anal .tire red Panda eat mainly ba,r6oo shoots.

ihe giant panda has black patches a::ourd each eye while tlre

r.eC panda has a leusty-red stee,]i Hhich curres clcwnward- frcr

ea-ch eye.

39. The gjant panda is smaller than lie red panda.

40. Fish is the panda rs favorite food.

a

o
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a
iins|rer she.-i

Text A

1. a

2. a

4- a

6. a

7. a

8. n

9, a

lo. e

€d

'c al

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

b

Pavlovr s e4periflapt,

skinner i s ereeriEent

36.

3?.

2't .

-'---:i- 
-_::

2.J.

a
30.

:1L.

33-

Text ll i'c;:i E

3/L

35
tt.

L2.

13.

14.

15.

{l
16.

t7.

18-

Text C'

t

19.

2L._

22-

23..
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SeIf-cenerated Question Tes t
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tnnrnhrlounr r#^r rf .urrr

n'rd.l

flr oiir.r

lfr':lrfrrnEr tj itrth elbarf rnou1 !rrja:veh

d{,n r AirlEirlrudr ot,ii -r

(lrle:;t:r.on:

ru fir rfir d"nlt rr;i"n-rf'u d'rn ovti il t r

Ansver : Students s-t udy

q.inrf Ttoud0 nr lfu 1;' Ao

llhere do stuCentb study?

;ltr rt t nrY'r ri'n1ll nrt

at schoo-l .

at schoo]
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Grouo

-re).t Ar Battlinf i;sijmnia "itt ii halits,.

Insonnia is .the inabili ction well dur{n
,)

1'he iirter:ruptidn of slebp in people na.,/ be caused bll sleep apnea.

There are three kinds of
insomnla,

The function 6f the boE's clock mechanism is. to determine when to sLeep and
. when to wake.

Text B: CondLtioning

,),

t.
n conditionecr. response is a reflex action as a resrir-t of conditioninE.

l+.

3.

In Pavlovrs ei<peniment, the

!v--&eq.
dog salivatecl gt the event which waS folLowed,

After Pavlov put the dog in a .roon alone., he rang the bellr
Ir

Befo::e living pigeons a rewar:d fon t<nocl<lng the ball past thein opponen.t.
].ncneas e

Pavlov kas the .fii,st aninnL condittonin[.
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I

T";xt C: Knowlir! rbna about medicine for: youngsters,

7.

The function cif Dipyrone.ls to :reduce fever.

,
Dipy!one can calse s

uch as ura and haenolvtic aDaemia.

3.

Agranulocvtosis id a lolrere(I lrhite hlood cell co\rnt.

s
lt.

/rn aritit:iotii iriituits.t

5.

, Grey?s Syndircnre is caug'ed by -an overdose of Chloranpheni col.

6.

is effective a t a vari

7.

A change in the colour of teeth resurts from ^an accirmutati.on of retracycline.

) B.

can be used for treatins cold.

The frmction of paracetainol is to re duce fever-

lasma and Il.ie,'<ettsia.
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ISIL I), Hhene do drugs.come fhon?

2.
Mild ibugs incLude i:icotine ana caffeine.

3-

The exalples of 'lti,onger O""G

Text [ : Panrlas

1.

In terrs of habitatr. the giant pan de. is si.r:r,i l-a:: ao at" .ua p.nau

2.

ID tern of food, the giant panda <jiffets from the reil parda iu that flrc
latter ea

P* ( rnice,

+.

The giant panda is.simiia:r to
end teeth.

the ned pa.:r da !n
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Questionnaire (Thai / Enqlish )
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Itullf,0un1I

lRt ilr r nla lumo

t. dnfrnur rSlrl0unrtrdlnqudlludtyllttfu

alu'ra

run!finurnar ars

s, infintrfln'jrflntynrrdrunrurdlnrlu

tr
tl

E il:unlflnurnaufiu

D .ilaurfintr

t
flnrudri{ru 'lt:vCiu

E ,J',un.',0

fl o",n{iao

z. dnfi nurfl n'iri{nuunr:iirunrurdlnrlula'tdnflntraqi'ltrYrlu

l-l da'rrJ{rrl:r D ,l',unr',l

tl fl [ fi*rn

E
tl

natd r llilnfllnrrnal{onrudoti{nlrnmlr f,tqt,r

u{rianrrlfln: lfluiolata l ilnflnur

rlau

x'1fl

a. l rnrr r t ounrurd ln0tlidr ur r r dafl.riirtl lnrriir tnrtrd lnqlt nt?uf,oufl11

eir umur J lnqudrul6

I arfi ,rrlrntr riiatlilnflnurnolrlrnu

f] l,ttnano',fi rdrnu rdontr riiaudu'il

E lilmnnr.rfirdrnriltdonrldirrarribuijru,{iatnrt{ro',ndm t
tr l{rlnflnurfi .,rrirnrlrdonrlfl'r t allnriiru tdarr:ruav t 30n

f] liltnanrlfirdrnrlt{ianlrchtorudlnrtrirl riiadrutlqndrrlior',fid",fi,n

s . :rnrrddnflnrnldlunr:flnilnrynr:rir u dh ul0nrtd{rdrnu t fionrlfir t a l'tu

nrnnr:fi nr, li iln0lnur t dr'lc{nnil:va'rrllo,rnrzfl nf; rdrnrl ula1ri

tr trtnl te D r{rlc

6 . dnfinurfln'ir t rntnnr:dr urir t1flnr:d,tr1r nuihailr r o 't *rg'lililnflnur t ir
1a{nnrj:va ldla lnt: tSarnr:flou r duri{u t dour'l u Resd l;g P B B s B ge

nSati

D Lit{',1q fl tdrla
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floufl 2

5.

6.

f.

nrufln r fi 1,a ldnfintr lfl nr:fl nflnuunr:drlnrurdlnq,lnsnr:dldro,r6ruCir fi

rlflrrar rf,u1frli' ' '

flrdaflrl:v riu

r. dnfinrrt!.oludr{fintan't

z. n:udit'irltflnnrrflnriouiirutdourrrflautStneiro 1-

drfl1ilr:r uumdr nruo ln:'t tnt:dout

ilr1ilrirnr uau'lc1 ufl ,'rfl drd riir u

ilr {ario't l'fi r f, tdrnlrd r dtrfl unrufl o r fi t rJ:Yaunr:ni uav{a r auourv

dfido r rninnrriirtnrurdlnqudhulfl nrrdldrotr t 6unrur Jlnqudruih

drSarrt olhldnflntrttdolnruflntfi uarn lvalnr:otd'tel{ucrnnr:fln

n",oo'r',, , $ua1l ltngrh r nio lulra * a ll uda 'rfinr litunrlrfin t fi uta I

dnflnm1ns'l d r nortAal rr'il

s ulrsflr rdudhsadrrlil

r{tdrfl
liurila

iru'liln:u,ir r'l tfl lfl alduuloio i'lc
ilr'hln:uri:v r fi ufid',alturo o t i, odfl rdoti',,r-
rirLI4r r iar rl C{ uri utlr'i u---
iro'hlfllonranuyllt il1n11x t {r'la'trurn:rfinndu-

rl, lrIlCruiu1 unr: t tstnr:aou
r o. r1r'tilfllanrauayrlrnru t dr'lo, {rrru'rn'fiu-
r r . rtr'hlinrrln:uflolo{u'lunr:iir ulrnfln-
r z. dr01il r flnnrtr r tadtlulh r a'tlovfl;irr-
ts.tr 1 (T rniuu)
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r {r'la r f;nrloB

'I " ldrir'lqra!,

TOP I CS

l.PRoCESs:How Tea ls Gror,, Bnd Processed

2,SHAPE!The ShBpe of Trlchomonas Vsginalis

3. LOCATI0N!The Locetlor of The StonBch

4,STRUTURETThe Sl,ructune of The Mouth Cevlty

5. MEASUR}IENT: Vo l cBnl c Enuptlons Bnd Thelr

Powen

Use In

t

. .,i -: l
?. CLASS IF ICATION &, DETINITION : CBtegoP I eS of

Dnugs
t

B. CAUSE & EFFECTs TyDeB of Dl seirses

Cause

L FUNCT l0N: V I i, Bm tns Theln Funct I ons
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APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAI RE

Part I instructions : fndicate
following items by puttion x in
most represent your opinion,

your opinion towa rcls the

fr:ont of Lhe data that

?

At what- level- did yorr st-art I earning Engl i sh'i

[]elenentary[].towerprinary

[]rrpperprimaryIJsecorrclary

rvhat cto you l-hinh of your owrr reading abi l.ity?
[]weak[]average

[ ] good [ ] .sery good

Jn yotrr opinion; to rvhat extenL is the reading skil. l
i nr por t- ant ?

I I li t'tle [ ] fairly

[]muchf]most

In your previous English reading learning cl;rsses;,

t-eachers would teach reading b.v using the techniclue t_hat"

[ ] fne teachers asked questions while strrdents
answered them.

a

[ ] St,udents asked Lheir classmates questions.

[ ] Students asked their own questions before
in order to predict contents.

I J St-udents asked their own questions whi]e
. i.n order to get details

]. Students asked their own clustions after
in order to memorize the details

reacl i n E

readinq

o

reacl i ng
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2

,,
While belng trained to generate your own quest:ions in
this semester, do you understand the purpose of
generating quest i ons'/

I I not understand t I

Do yor.r think whet-her or not the

t.echn j. que helps you understand

passage i'

[ ] noL understand t 1

tunderstand

self-generat-ed quest i on

the content- j-n the rezrr:li.ng

understand

a Pa.rt IL lnstructions : Indi.cat-e t_he extent ol. :-our

agreement or disagreement, Prrt X in the space

corresponding to your opinion hy using the foIlow:lnq

criteria , *.
5 refers to strongly agree

4 " ag re€:

Z " d i sag ree

1 " sLronqly clisaqree

Jn your opinion, the student-generat.ed quest.ion ter-:hnj.c1ue

enables sttidenLs to------

Aspects to be evaluatecl

I

1 be sati sfied

2 think be fo re

3 predict what

"l concent rate

5 clari fy any

af ter -Iearning.

going on details,
a teacher will ask in testing

on what i.s being read,

dr.r b iou s issues.
a Copyright by Mahidol University



2

6

7

o

1()

11

1.2

5

6

7

fi

Aspects to be evaluated

get the theme of reading.

menorize detai-l s more precise-Ly.

review grammar usage.

participate in Iearning and teach.ing

comprehend the cont ent .

be enthusiasti c in reading.

be con {:'i dent while reading.

13

14

Limitation

'i s t ime consumi ng

.i s an rrnusuaI acLivi t,y since sLrrdenl_s

are familiar widh a teacher,s questions.
is unprac t- i cal .

creat.es rrnsmooth reading,

makes stuclents forget what- has been read,
cloes not nalie students skil.l fr.rl in asking
questions since students do noL knorv

what/when <luestions will be asked.

1

1

1

I

Sueges Li on

In self-questioning practice,
19 Students should practice more bv

thernselves,
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]

Aspects to be eva Iu atecl

shouLci. be trained nore bv20 Students

a teacher

Students should prac t i ce

work or group work,

more In pal r

22 Students should practlce a variety
contents more.

23 The dLrration for pract.ice shou[d be,

increased more

of

a

Part IIf Instructions : I nd i. catg_li,ou r level of readin€i
comprehension towards each trnit t-atrght with the se_U,_

qeneraLed questi on techni que l, ). r:sing t_he f o1-towing

crit-eri a :

a

5

4

3

2

1

refers to Lot.ally unders Land.

nlost I l, und e rs t-antl

urodet.ertely u nd e rstanri

slightly understand

do no t- understand
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5
)

a

1

2

4

5

(j

7

8

I

TOPICS

ITROCESS : How Tea fs.Grown and processed

SIIAPE : The Shape of Trichomonas Vaginalis
LOCATION : Tlre l,ocation of the Stomach

STRIICTIIRE : The ^stnrcture of the iilouth Cav

|.1iiA S IJRI;ll{ ENT : \rolcarric Enrpt ions ..ind Thc_.i.r

('OMPARISON : T.v1,es of Contracept.i vc Use in
CLASSIFICATION &, DEFINITION : Cat.egories of
CAUSE & EFFIiCT : Types oi Diseases by C:ruse

FUNfi'IION : V i tarn i.ns and Thei r. Frrrrr- t i r_rns

Powe r:

Thailarrcl

Drlrgs

I
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A samble of

APPENDTX D

Materials Used for Practice
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a

Directions :1,

, Z.

Conparison : Practice 1

Read the passage caref ul-.1y,

Conplete the passage by choosing the begt

aLternative.

Ger)erate questions coneerning thene and

language functicn of comparison.

a 1.

J.

One reason that the intelligent riorker is more

vsiuable than the unintelligent one is that the

intelligent F)erson is less wastefu.L of materials. In
\,

some manufacturing processes, the cost of the material

used is man.'* tirnes the amount paid in wages, In 6uch

cases, a very little difference in worker's ability

to comprehend and to foIlow instructions nay make a

great difference in the

A stability of employment, C wages of the worker,

B use of complicated nachinery D net profit to the

owne r .

a

Questions Ansi're rs

lhe vafue of the

worker and that of the

worker are conpared '

The intel I i gent

valuable than the

Ans:-

intell igent

unintelJ. igent

worker is more

unintelligent one.

t.

o

Z.
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t

4.

The unint.e.lli.gent i^rorker i.s fess

valuabie Lirrin tire intef f igent one

because the former is rnore wastfu.L

of msterials.

The inain iCea i s the ' reason r,ihy

the intelliqerrt worker is more

valuable Lhan Lhe unintelligent one.

2, To the !lind'.r,the corn' is a sacred animal whose life must

not be taken, Although India tras nore cattle than .any

other eountry in the world, these cattle bring little

econornic return, for they ere

A never kilIed. C a valuable natural resource.

B a source of food D slaughtered in times of fanine.

Ansi-

Quest ions An swe rs

Cattle in lr:dia and thoose in

other countries are compared,

There are morc cattle in India

then other countries,

It is about Hindu'belief cohcerning

cow,

3, The anount of food that one farmer can produce is nuch

more than it used to be, I.rechanicaL inventions .and
scientific agriculture have made it possibJ.e for
farners to produce enough food to feed many peopole.

a

o

3.

a Copyright by Mahidol University



.t
Some countries that
A exPort foods,

B bui 1ri rlams .

used to have food shortages can llow

C Import foo ds

ft cotr!rol t.he i r" clinate,

,Ans : -

Qut: s t ions Answers

1'he alrollnt of food produced

one farmer at present and that

1,

the past,

The amolrnt of food produced by

one farner at present is more

than that in past,

One farmer can produce more food

because of mechanical inventions,

BraSs is an alloy mace chiefty of copper and zinc,
Bronze is a similar al1oy consisting prinrarily of
copper and tin. The Bible refers to brass, but the

al1oy was probably bronze, as was the brass referred
to in other ancieit writings, These two alloys, aLrnost

identical in appearance, r,lere often calLed by the sane

nane until- a chenist nade a distinetion between

A copper and zinc. C copper and tin,
D a11oys and netal s.B zinc and tin.

Ouestions Ar)swe rs

1, Brass and bronze are compared,

by

an

a
,

4,

a
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D

,

Both bronze and brass consist of
copper arrd they are alrnost 'identical

in appearance.

Brass'eonsists of zinc while bronz

is composed of tin,

The possessicn of a high degree of i-ntelligence is Lss

irnportant than the judicious application of the
irrtelligence thal one does possess, The more brilliant
&n individual is, the more cat.astiophic is the ruin
resulting frorr the mischannelli,ng of these abilities,
Those: who pJ.od siowl1- tlown Lhe righ road are likely to
;o lurrher u] L i ma rel .r- than ar.e '-hose who

A a1*'a"v-s t::a ve 1 rapidl"r',

fi nrisdir,,:,cl orhe],s ;.rlii Ie f oi.lowing the right load,
C follorv s;rot,t cuLs tL\ t he right goal ,

ir run rapi,111.- in the lrrong direction,

Ans : -

Questions Answers -

The possession of i nte 1I i genee

and the judieious application of
the intelliBence are compared.

I'he judicions application is more

important tharr the mere possesgion

of a high deglee oi i.ntelligence,

J.

5.

a

t
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6. Ideas can sonetimes be communicated better by

than l:"1' .r\rords, It is mueh less ef fective to
pe.rson to leave the room than to
A ask hirn to go, C point to the rloor.

ts sa1: riothing at all , D get up and go out.

Ouestions Answers

l. deaa communicated

those cornmunicated

compared,

r'he trut.hor. .:mphasi zes the .jutiicious

applieation of the intell igence

one possesses,

ge s tures

te l1 a

by ges-tures and

by rvo rd s are

Idea can be more effeetively
communicated by gestures than bs

r+orrls,

The main idea is that ideas can

sometines be better communicated

by gestures than by words.

o

2,

a
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Copmparison: Practice Quest ions

1. What .are compared in this passage?

2, How ar''e those two things conpared?

3. Hhy is the uninteiligent raoi,ker 
-considered 

in

1. *hat two things are conpardd?

2. Hoe, afe these conpared?

3. What is the main idea?

L, Iihat is compared in this passage?

2, How is th'e amount of food at present different

fron that in the past?

3. What is the nain idea?

1. What two things are cornpared?

2 How is Bronze sinilar to Bras.s?

3. How is Brorrze di.fferent from Brass?

f. i{hat is. compared in this passage?

Z. How are they compared?

3, What is the author's purpose?

1. What is conpared in this. passage?

2. In what r{ay are the two things cornpared?

3, What is the main idea?

1.

II

a

]II

IV

v

a

YI
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Subjects in the cont,:o [. group

Name

Scores

Pretest Pos tte s t

NiNan Nan ta str lrasem

Sili Irrcl< Ho ras i t
Sa i r: hon [lemprat_chayaliu L

Sai clron S r i Lral<oon

Ni 1-aya P) I ak-udompaisarn

'IIritifrorrr S i 1i suwa luck
Vira Boonr iw

Ni dzrwan Ju n I ar.,an

Anphorn Thongon

Ni sa r'a t- Ratana

Thi t ima .lunrnongJ eat_

Sarv;r ro t lrleekrrsorr

(llrtr t- ima Ir i boorrhtrn

Anclra Iee P iI'apan1.ar.rc_rng

Anchalee Patanathanorn

Nong luclt Sateaw

Somsakrr.l Boon-.4mnuy

Do I -l adee Thanasarnchai

Sopida S i boonnum

Supatra Tanti sr:ikrisang

Apiradee Natnitivi taya

Dararut- Srithamapi.nit

?o

27

,-l

26

z6

2ti

ZI\

.,R

25

2+

24

22

22

2'

2t

2L

20

31

, 3]

29

30

,)o

30

30

24

Z6

2N

2u

26

,.7

2R

24

28

23

29

26
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Name

Scores

Pretbst Posttes t

Narumon Saithong

Sunanta Tantikanokporn

Aranya Vareecharion

Chutitham Ni tkhamhan

Sareeha Sa-a

Dutrgrat Wa reechar i t
Suntaree Onseabsa i
Nuchanat Snguanc ha i

20

20

1(l

l9

18

L7

l6

16

34

)(l

Z:)

28

24

Z6

20
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Subjects in the experimenta.I group

Scores

Narne Pretest- Postt.est

1

Z

3

4

5

ti

7

8

9

l0

Ll

12

73

14

l5

Iri

17

18

19

ZO

21.

Anchalee Chat.kitisarn

Suthasi nee Ropyan

Strga I Iaya Charcons ri
Si rir.,an Sas i ars

S iriporn Errdoo

Cl he e rawa rr llxliasuL

Amphon S eetl akh um

I(an i tha Iiei t-.si r iv.inon

,Iar i ya Moung-Ngam

Krvan [rata i Leowai.ku l_awat

\ripaporrr Duangsomkiti

Chaveervan Vannadee

Srrpal>orn Nar,ibtrut:

Srtpz,rp Hap j 2 p6;g

C'haweewan Boonchai

Iirrlab Plabpla

lJrai rvan Mul<atan

Chunlani t Janchompoo

\iasr.r nan Chumchua

Sineenart Pongsuwan

Xanjana Benjasrni th

29

27

zo

26

26

25

24

'?.4

24

24

z.)

2t

21

2t

:t3

3.1

29

35

3o

3l
,2 

.r)

29

30

3l

27

30

Z5

27

30

26

31

29
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Name

Scores

Pretest Pos Ltest

Apiradee Strriyachan

Supaporn Gulrvarottama

Charunee 'teabphot i

Karrokwan Chrrchatthai

Siriporn Nasomjai

Sri.pr:apa'Ihreerasumthronpon

Chamaipo rn \re j suwanmanee

Chontida Keadcheu

Sunate Tasa nasorn

2A

20

20

19

19

18

LI

lb

16

35

31

30

Z9

30

28

.tt

77372
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