AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
STUDENT-GENERATED QUESTION TECHNIQUE ON READING
ACHIEVEMENT OF THE FIRST YEAR NURSING

STUDENTS AT MAHIDOL UNIVERSITY

SANEH AUMPAYUB
1 .

A THESIS SUBMITTED IN PARTIAL FULFILLMENT OF
THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
MASTER OF ARTS

(LINGUISTICS)

AU HUINT
h Bii]

</ o =
IR N HUO S

LR L T R R L R I R L

e,
n

FACULTY OF GRADUATE STUDIES
MAHIDOL UNIVERSITY

1990



Thesis
entitled
AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
STUDENT-GENERATED QUESTION TECHNIQUE ON READING
ACHIEVEMENT OF THE FIRST YEAR NURSING

STUDENTS AT MAHIDOL UNIVERSITY

Sansh Aumpayub

Candidate

feapla Viregarppense. ...

Prapha Vittayarungrangsri, M.A.

Major Advisor

Dhanan Chantrupanth, M.A.

Co—-advisor

Maurice Broughton, M.A.

Co-advisor

Bkt ohrimnm_

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

Monthree Chulasamaya, M.D., Ph.D. Sosapin Bhumiratana, M.A.

Dean : Head, Dept. of Foreign Languages

Faculty of Graduate Studies Faculty of Science



Thesis
entitled
AN EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE
STUDENT-GENERATED QUESTICN TECHNIQUE ON READING
ACHIEVEMENT OF THE FIRST YEAR NURSING
STUDENTS AT MAHIDOL UNIVERSITY.
was submitted to the Faculty of Graduate Studies, Mahidol University
for the degree of Master of Arts {(Linguistics)
on
December 28, 1990

()

oooooooooooooooooo

Saneh Aumpayub

Candidate

Faple. \Utagmpangee. ...

Prapha Vittayarungrangsri, M.A.

Chairman

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

Dhanan Chantrupanth, M.A.

Member

Maurice Broughton, M.A.

Member

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

Monthree Chulasamaya, M.D., Ph.D. Pairote Prempree, Ph.D.
Dean Dean
Faculty of Graduate Studies Faculty of Science



BIOGRAPHY

NAME SANEH AUMPAYUB
DATE OF BIRTH January 10, 1965.
PLACE OF BIRTH ' Nakornpathom, Thailand.

INSTITUTIONS ATTENDED:

Chulalongkorn University, 1984-
1988 -
Bachelor of Education -
{(English}, 2nd class honours
Mahidol University, 1988-1990
Master of Arts (Applied

Linguistics)



ACKNOWLEDGMENT

I am deeply indeb£ed to my thesis advisor, Asst.
Prof. Prapha Vittayarungrangsri, who offered invaluable
counsel and continual support throughout the completion of
my thesis. Then my special thanks are extended to the
members of the advisory committee, Asst. Prof. Dhanan
Chantrupanth and Mr. Maurice Broughton for contributing

constructive comments and proof-reading.

My deep gratitude goes to Mr. William Fennell for
his highly valued criticism and generous encouragement. In
addition, I gratefully acknowledge my thanks to Mr. Robert

Burgess for his initial proofreading and suggestion,

I also owe much to Asst. Prof. Kanitta Vanikieti who
willingly helped arrange a convenient class time for me to
teach the control group. My sincere thanks are also due to
the English teachers at Watpradoonaisongtham School; Ajarn
Narumol Wanaa and Ajarn Arunrat Puangtipakorn for their kind
assistance in allowing me the facilitates to conduct my
pilot study. I really appreciate the M.6 students at
Watpradoonaisongtham school who were the sample of my test

pilot study.

Other persons whose assistance deserves gratitude



are Assc. Prof. Dr. Songsiri Tasombat and Mr. Preecha
Totrakoon at Kasetsart University Compﬁter Center, who
facilitated in calculating the data obtained. I am much
obliged to the first year nursing students at Mahidoi
University for their cooperation. My fhesis would not have

been completed without their willing participation.
Finally, I offer a word of special thanks to my
dearest mother, father, and friends for their love,

sacrifice and encouragement.

Saneh Aumpayub



‘A o 4 : a o ] I

FadnelNus  nISneaDY LHOMIUSE VBN INYDENISABUNITBIUNINIT IO S
15 l.l‘ N v o&ypa nu.r c; u.x
1HBRI NI IAE B LnAReN AR L Seudv e n LR v e
LSouRauRTuANLDY BoeindAnyanyuaadd 1
HWITINYIABNIEAR

Do e P 8 2y

Wiy LAUW B INWEW

S o v Ao 4

IRTR! ARUAIARSHBIUNTR (NMIFIATIRAS )

o o [
Hmznﬁﬁunﬁﬁﬁdugu1n81unuﬁ

szt IneideiSovas, M.A.

3

Meia  uTeRu, M.A.

TUNEUSINISANEY 28 SUNIAN WE. 2533

UNARHD

nwa?iuﬁﬁ“ﬂqussawﬁzﬁaﬁnuwuszﬁwénwwuaqtnmﬁnnﬁﬁaau
ﬁnuzﬂnﬂnt511QWuﬂ1séwunﬁuwﬁqnnﬁiﬂuﬁﬁét%ﬂuéuuuﬁaﬁQﬂﬂnwuﬁvyﬂu

10y VUSBULAY

o
=

Lnﬂﬂﬂﬁ@t?UudwuuﬁnﬂBUﬂﬂnwuanRE iRHANKIIY

1wﬂﬁﬂﬂnazﬁnaﬂﬁ§1%suﬁmunn11uLﬁﬁﬂawunwﬁénunwuwﬁqﬂn31§u1ﬂniwﬁu

[} [T -

UEH 10T 1 DubnfnEIweuNatN 1w Aneauieies  esuteibu 2

o
o

B s ] I 2 . &
WETASUNIGHN IR TUUATIN A MIYAIYAULIY  URE

Gea

] L -]

nauy aqaauiau1ﬁ§1 BUDIUNAINDUADINYDIAS 1aSaeRanIilunISnadaY

e

1
w &4 - |

AFUATINIU IR TRRTIINAINISD

& o

TUNITEIUNI FDURAERAINITNARDY d1u1ﬂsaquanﬂfnﬂaauﬁﬂuﬂﬁﬂaqgs§uu

g ) w o
NRHHHH@WWQﬂ?ﬁaﬁuﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬁlﬁuﬁbﬂﬂu%

[

x



ii

ﬁﬂdanﬂs1%ﬂunwsdwunwvwﬁannviﬂﬂgn%ﬂudwuuﬁqﬁqmﬂnwmﬁaﬂﬂusaa1ﬁu

2'

o 9 g 1 =) o ar o
RGN GRIT EETE VUHEIUHLOYINU  DISNARDLIBLIRN 1 AIBiISYHU

‘2E
m

FSUHANTISA N 1897 nﬁﬁwﬂaaaaauiﬂﬂwﬁﬂs%ﬂuéﬁuu515q9ﬁnwn

- e}
=

ﬁvuaulavawuwsnﬁuu%ﬁ@x%auﬁwuwﬂﬁjua§1ﬂa1unﬂsd1unwuﬁﬁhnnﬂiﬁ

uwnnﬁwnﬁﬁaauiﬂml ﬁt%auéwuuﬁﬁaauwﬁaﬂuuaaﬂﬁ TAHUAIIMUANA T AU

»
w

DU NANY AN ATANTEFUAIINL BB L 001 ns 3wy nl funedy

o

dau1ﬁ€hnﬁsﬁmuwn1ﬂﬁqﬂ TOUANNIAIN L S HUS s AUUIMNATNY LUY e T ﬁt%yu

k4
®

L 3 p¥l

33@ULHG1H3UH13§MHW§Q&§@@ ﬂﬁﬁ%Uﬂiﬂhﬂﬂuﬁﬁﬂﬂuﬂ1ﬁﬁQﬂﬂﬂ7M

Y * ¥ s ’n{: z '
FIHALL DI wuiiﬁLﬁﬂunléﬁunwsﬁnﬂﬁmoﬂﬁnwnaﬁuﬂﬁaﬂeﬂﬂnnuﬁaaﬂu

1
:u IJ i :J
-‘.'

UNISHA LRBIAIINLANAT AN S By

a6 o . o 1 P
OﬂﬁﬁlﬁﬂuXﬂHlﬂﬂuﬂﬁ%lﬁﬂuaquuﬁlﬂﬂﬂﬁﬂﬁuiﬁﬂiﬂ lUNluﬂuﬂﬂlﬁﬂuuﬁi

3-4?&‘

. o ' Fil &
anvau ﬁvﬂnszﬁulﬁﬂ ADUA UL WS T8 AL L2UA HIYIINS TS L au

g z.: @ + u i et Fo }' a’g
ﬁjﬂwﬂﬂﬂl% VAN DI TAINMINTTIURON AN ALY LU BININI Y

&

[ L PN VI

IIMMHANTIIIIBTIUNA HITORTtANBUYE ) ﬂﬁaauﬂﬂywﬁqnnsﬁvﬁ

o

ﬁnmﬁ@ngauﬁqﬁﬁnwuﬁﬁﬂhutaﬂtﬁaﬁaaﬁﬁﬁufﬂuﬁmuWQJWMaWMWinuunws
éwuaunsmﬁq%ﬂn1ua1uﬁinﬂuﬁxﬁu%azéiuﬁnaﬁdlaqiﬁiﬂﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁaauﬁauaﬂ
uanaﬁnﬁﬂimnﬁﬁhUﬁiu1n7ﬂn1ﬁ;%Hunw1aau1ﬁlﬁuwzandanwﬁﬁﬂwﬁQL%Hu

AIAININRIYAUL D Sﬁuﬁ#ﬂﬁﬂ]ﬁ1%uﬁ?ﬂﬁ?@%ﬁ%uﬂ?ﬁﬂﬂnﬂﬂﬂﬁuﬁlﬂ



Thesis Title

Name

Degree

iii

An Experimental Study of the
Effectiveness of the Student-
Generated Question Technigue on
Reading Achievemeﬁt of the First Year
Nursing Students at Mahidol

University
Saneh Aumpayub

Master of Arts (Linguistics)

Thesis Supervisory Committee

Date of Graduation

Prapha Vittayarungrangsri, M.A

Dhanan Chantrupanth, M.A

Maurice Broughton, M.A

28 December BE.2533 (1990)

ABSTRACT

This experimental study investigated the

effectiveness of the student-generated question technique.

Tt aimed to find out whether teaching reading by students’

questioning was better than answering questions posed by a

teacher in increasing students' reading ability.

Two groups of first year nursing students at Mahidol



University were randomly assigned to either controcl or
experimental groups. Each group consisted of 30 students.
The control group received practice in answering a teacher's
questions while the éxperimentél group practiced generating
their own guestions after reading. They were taught for a
semester in the regular reading course. The tool employved
to determine the English reading achievement of both groups
was an English reading achievement test constructed by the
researcher. A self-generated question test was also
administered to students in orders to determine whether
trained and untrained students could generate questions on
their own. A gquestionnaire eliciting students' attitudes
toward the self- generated question technique was taken into

consideration.

The findings of this study can be summarized_as
follows:

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 experimental
group achieved significantly greater results than did those
in the control group. Good students in both groups showed no
statistically significant differences from each other.

3. Trained students gained a significantly higher

mean scores than untrained students at .001 level.



4. The majority of students revealed positive

attitudes toward the student-generated question technique.

The implicgtions for teaching and reading' English
are as follows:

1. Students should actively be trained to generate
their own questions instead df answering a teacher's
questions. They should be equipped to be independent
readers. To facilitate this, extensive training should be

provided in reading courses.

2. Weak and average students should particularly be
trained to monitor their state of reading comprehension by

using the self-generated question technique.

3. English teachers should arrange an appropriate
environment for training students to generate their own
questions and they themselves should be good models for

asking questions.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Reading is one of the primary skills of
communication. Not surprisingly, teachers in general as
well as English language teachers in particular rely heavily
upon its use. According to Mirriam (1950 : 126-136),
reading is the skill most used in a typical class of
English, Undoubtedly, most teachers would label reading the
most essential skill for acquiring knowledge or gathering

information.

A number of studies have already been conducted with
regard to the English réading skills 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 employ. Many
researchers have éfgued that Thai students of English should
be able to read independently . However{ it has been found
that the reading ability of tertiary level students
{Subongkot : 1967, Thammongkol :1971, Tuaﬁcharean s 1972,
Manasuntorn : 1956, Suaysuwan : 1978, Sukhasem et al : 1980,
Mangprovoon : 1931, Ratanapinyopong : 1983, Sinseubpol :
1984), as well as secondary level students (Iamsupanimt :
1983, Tangbarchertsuk : 1982, cChatnarudom: 1984,
Sungthongjhin : 1986) is unsatisfactory. Although these

students might read guite well in class under a teacher's



supervision, they cannot demonstrate this same ability under

test conditions.

There may be two reasons for this failure. On the
one hand teachers may assume that students know how to read
English because they know how to read Thai language. On the
other hand, teachers may so direct the reading class that
students never learn how to take charge of their own reading
proéess. Consequently, this experimental study was designed
to determine the extent to which instruction in a self-
access mode enables students to demonstrate improved reading
ability.

To éccomplish this goal, an experimental 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 must be taught and
not just tested, and that an important way to teach reading
includes having students direct their own reading process
by means of self-generated question.

The presehtation of this study is divided into five
chapters. Chapter one discusses the rationale and
background of the study , statements of the problemn,
purposes of the study, significance of the study, definition
of terms, limitation of the study, and basic assumption.

Chapter two reviews the literature and research related to



this study. Chapter three describes the subjects, method
including thé research design, instrumeﬁts, and descriptivg
statistics of the study. Chapter four presents the data
obtained. Chapter five summarizes and discusses the
findings and make suggestions for implementation and

recommendations for further study.

Rationale and background of the study

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'al, 1951:
254;- and Tinker and McCullough, 1968: 254), particularly in
situations where English is learned as a foreign language
(Carrell, 1988: 1) and materials are extensively written in
English for academic purposes (Eskey, 1973: 169-184).
Carrell also emphasizes this role of reading:

Professionals in second language
education should be vitally concerned with
approaches that can improve the reading skill

of learners.

{Carrell, 1988: 1)

Reading is paramount and likely to be " the most
attainable language skill " for students whose spoken

language is not English (Dubin, 1982: 14}.

Besides this general recognition of the significance



of reading, thé need of English by nursing students must be
taken into consideration. According to A Survey of Needs,
Wants, and Expectations for the Use of English of Nurses :
Undergraduates at Mahidol University investigated by
Siriwong (1984), reading was the language skill most often
used in the nurses work (53.5%) (p.146}. In addition,
reading was identified by thé1teachers'group as the skill
most needed (74.1%) (p.146). From the information obtained,
the investigator concluded that, regarding English, nursing
students need to use reading skills in both their learning
and their profession. Consequently, reading was the skill

examined in this study.

Normally, the first year nursing students have only
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 administrafive
considerations. As a result, students are inevitably
assigned a number of external reédings because of the time
constraint. Students are encouraged to use Robinson's
(1946) technique (SQ3R : Survey, Question, Read, Recite,
Review) for the external assignments. In traditional
English classes, as well as in other subject areas, a
teacher as a professional question maker always asks
students guided dJuestions leading to comprehension while
students perform as passive readers. To be active readers,

students should perform as the teacher by asking their own



questions. Unfortunately, they may lack the ability to ask
their own questions because they have rafely been trained to
construct guestions (Sangakit, 1989 E 108). It is,
therefore, reasonable for a teacher to transmit 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 gquestions is to enable
students to see reading as an interactive process between
the reader and the author. In this way, students c¢an be

independent readers.

Statement of the problem

According to Goodman (1967), reading is "a
pPsycholinguistic guessing game" in which the reader
construcﬁs a message. Goodman views the act of constructing
meaning as a cyclical process of sampling from the input,
predicting, testing and confirming or revising those
predictiéns, and further sampling. Cook and-Mayer's (1983)
delineation of the encoding process is similar to this view.
Cook and Mayer explain the encoding processes which are
mobilized by specfic reading strategies. These encoding
processes are called selection, acquistion, construction,
and integration. " Selection " is defined as the process of
selective attention. " Acquistion " 1is the process of

transferring information from attention to long-term memory.



" Construction " is to establish internal connections among
ideas from the text. " Integration " means relating the
relevant existing knowledge to the ideas and knowledge
acguired from the text. Goodman, and Cook and Mayer
similarly claim that the reading process involves both
accessing existing knowledge and mapping new ideas into that
knowledge. Cook and Mayer suggest that the encoding
processes may serve as the goal of various reading
strategies " (p.90)}. According to several attempts (Cook
and Mayer : 1983, Block :1986, Chamot and Kupper : 1989,
Oxford et al : 1989, etc), self-questioning instruction
need to be conducted. Hunkins (1972 : 32), Tinsley (1973 :
710), and Nolte and Singer (1985 : 30) remark that the
question is the most important instructional tool by which
students can develop knowledge and skills in thinking.
Student questioning is the focal point of tﬁe discovery
process which actively inﬁolves students in the learning‘
brocess. Hunkins stresses that :
Questions enable pupils to
investigate productively. Questions can
guide pupils thinking as they proceed from
exanining specific facts to analyzing and
evaluating generalized statements and vice

versa.

{Hunkins, 1972: 10)

Similarly, Goodman (1979: 20) and Hyman {(1979: 1)} define the
question as the fundamental tool used for directing students

to think of or solve a problem. Consequently, it is obvious



that the question is a vital tool for acquiring knowledge. ‘A
number of educators (Gall: 1970, John:'1983; Henry: 1984,
Mikulecky: 1984, Gordon: 1985, Block: 1986, McKay: 1987,
Langer and Neal: 1987, Redfield: 1989, Mealey and Nist:
1989) unanimously agree that training students to possess a
question-asking skill is an important 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, Chamot and
Kupper: 1989). Torrance and Myers (1974: 237), for example,

remark that:

Although children very often ask
excellent questions, they also ask questions
which are foolish, unnecessary, poorly
expressed, irrelevant, untimely, impolite,
and aimless. These questions that do not
lead to constructive thinking might be called
"unproductive”. True education, however, is
concerned with asking appropriate questions
and getting useful or interesting answers and
so teachers should encourage their pupils to
ask questions that will be instrumental in
their acqguisition of knowledge and
understanding. We can call these questions
"productive”.

(Torrance and Myers, 1973: 237)

Students usually study passively. They rarely ask
about what they do not understand. Floyd (1960; c¢ited in
Gall, 1970) found that students questions were 3.75%, 5.14%,
and 3.64% of total number of questions asked during a taped
class period of the first, second, and third grade

classroom, respectively. 1In like manner, Dode {1966; cited



in Gall, 1970) and Bellack et al (1966; cited in Gall, 1970)
report that the low incidence of student questions also
occurs in social studies class at the elementary level, and
at the senior highschqol level, respectively. Moreover,
this circumstance takes pléce in highschool English classes,
as well (John, 1968; cited in Gall, 1970). The low
incidence of student questions may be due to two reasons.
On the one hand, students lack training in asking questions
(Durkin: 1974, Torrance and Myer: 1974, .Cornwall: 1986).
Often, students are not able to generate specific questions
since they aré always offered opportunities to answef
questions while a chance to practice asking questions is
really rare (Cornwall, 1986: 12-13). oOn the other hand, the
importance of "the question” or "the best guestion" is
neglected since in school, at home, at work, on television
quiz show, emphasis is instead placed on "the answer"™, "the
best answer", or "the right answer" (Otiz, 1977; 14). fThat

is, the emphasis is misplaced.

Because of the low incidence of student questions,
several educators contend that attention should be shifted
to gquestions asked by students rather than by teachers
(Wellington and Wellington: 1962, and Carner: 1963} cited in
Gall: 1970, Gall: 1970, Singer: 1978, Sanaéore: 1985, Nolte
and Singer: 1985, Zaher: 1987, Williamson: 1988). Zaher

{1987: 36), for example, states that:



This process (a teaching process that aims at
helping students become 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 own
questions. The purpose of such a process is
to help: students acquire a reading schema
that emphasizes the reader's purpose and the
dynamic interaction between the reader and
the printed page.

{Zaher, 1987: 36)

However, inspite of its seemingly obvious relevance,
question asking has not yet been extensively researched. So
far, self questioning has long been neglected and never
conducted in English reading classes at any level of English
instruction in Thailand. This experimental study is
"therefore justifiable, in the target situation, to determine
whether students can be trained to be independent readers.
The outcome ma§ benefit students who want to search for
information in print; moreover, some existing problems
concerning reading ability may diminish. For example,
Mangprayoon (1981), Sommart (1982}, and Chatnérudom (1984)
investigated the éritical reading ability in English of the
teacher students at north-east college, and the
interpretative reading ability in English of the tertiary
students, respectively. These researchers found that the
outcomes were unsatisfactory. However, these problems may
decrease if students are trained to generate their own

questions to enhance reading comprehension.
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Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this experimental study is to
determine the effectiveness of student-generated question
techniques on the reading achievement of the first year
nursing students at Mahidol University. This study,

therefore, is conducted:

1. To determine the English reading achievement of
students not receiving instruction of the self-
questioning technique.

2. To determine the English reading achievement of
students receiving instruction of the self-
qﬁestioning technique.

3. To compare the English reading achievement of
students receiving conventional techniques and
that of students receiving instruction in the
self-~questioning technique.

4. %o compare the English reading achievement among
students of different English reading ability —-
good, average, and weak -- in both groups after
instruction.

5. 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.

6. To investigate students' attitudes toward using
the self-generated question technique in
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reading.

Significance of the Study

This study 1is designed to determine the
effectiveness of the student-generated question technique on
reading achievement of the first year nursing students. The

results may have the following implications:

1. English reading teachers may gain a better
strategy to facilitate teaching reading.

2. Students may better acquire knowledge.from
reading by developing this strategy.

3. Students may be encouraged to have a more
positive attitude towards a self—questioning
strategy than they have at the preseﬁt time.

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

learning.

Definition of Terms

This study includes the fellowing terms:

1. A sSelf-Questioning Technique

"A way for students to ask their own gquestions in
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3.
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written forms. Questioning consists of both
question in spoken and written forms. This
terminology includes other terms such as self-
generated question, self-constructed guestions,
self-initiated questions, self—questioning,
student-posed questions. These terms réfer to

questions asked by students.

A Taxonony of Questions
Tollefson's (1989) categories of type of questions
employed in training students to ask include five
levels as follows:

1. Literal comprehension : Questions requiring
the recognition or recall of specific
information.

2. Reorganization,:' Questions requiring the
analysis, synthesis or organization of
information.

3. Inferential comprehension : Questions requir-
ing guessing or forming hypotheses from
information explicitly stated.

4. Evaluation : Questions requiring making
judgement of information.

5. Appreciation : Questions requiring students
to respond to information.

Langnage functions

Language showing functions of process, shapes,



10.

13

location, structure, measurement, comparison,
cause and effect, classification and definition,

and function.

Reading Comprehension
Students' ability to understand what they have

read.

The English Reading Achievement
Students' ability to achieve English reading

comprehension.

Pre- and Post- Reading Test
The English reading comprehension test constructed

by the invéstigator.

Students/Subjects
The first year nursing students studying at

Mahidol University.

The Control Group
Subjects studying in traditional reading

instruction.

The Experimental Group
Subjects trained to ask their own questions in
readihg class.

Good Students

Students getting pretest scores from 26 to 29 (the



14

total scores are 40).
11. Average Students

Students getting pretest scores from 20 to 25.

12. Weak Students

Students getting pretest scores froﬁ 16 to-19.

Scope and Limitation of the Study

1. The experiment was conducted in a normal reading
¢lass. The duration of the study was 12 fifty-minute

sessions in the first semester.

2. Materials for practice were taken from SRA
Reading for Understanding 2 and 3; and adapted from other

authentic materials.

3. The subjects in this experiment were 60 first
year nursing students studying at Mahidol University. They
were randomly classified into either a control group or an
experimental group. The inter-subject factors were ability
levels (good, average, and weak) and treatment (no question

training, and question training).

4. The number of subjects and ability levels in the
two groups was identical.
5. The subjects in the control group practiced in

traditional reading instruction while those in an
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experimental group were trained to ask their own questions.

Both groups, however, were instructed by the investigator.

Basic Assumptions

In this experimental study, it was assumed that:

1. all subjects in both groups would have identical

academic backgrounds and English reading proficiency.

2. all subjects would be willing to attend this

experimental study and would work to their best ability.

3. the pretest would have no inference on subjects'

posttest scores 'in both groups.

4. all subjects in the experimental group of this
study would respond to all questionnaire items concerning
their attitude towards a self-questioning technique

honestly.



CHAPTER TWO

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH AND LITERATURE

This study aims to determine the effectiveness of
student-generated question techniques on English reading
achievement of students at the tertiary level. The
experiment was conducted in a normal class of English
reading imstruction at Mahidol University, Bangkok. The

underlying theoretical issues examined are the following:

I Reading Comprehension and Levelg of Comprehension.
IT Learning Strategies in the Acquisition of Reading
Skills.
III A Theory of Question Asking.
IV The Role of Questions and the Student-Questioning
Technidue. | |
v Levels and Types of Questiqns.
VI Suggestions on Self-Questioning Techniques
Employed in Reading Instruction.
VII Rese;rch Studies in Self-Questioning : theory
and practice.
A. ©Stages of Reading Instruction
B. Theoretical Perspectives in Self-Questioning
Instructional Research
1. Schema Theory and Related Studies
2. Active Processing and Related Studies

3. Metacognitive Theory and Related Studies
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I. Reading Comprehension and Levels of Comprehension

Reading is defined as a complicated skill consisting
of several components and characteristiecs such as a
psychological component, physical staté, or social
environment (Dubin, 1982: 14). Reading, thereforé, is an
integrated language process. According to Smith (1978: 12),
reading is an active activity in which readers must make a
substantial and active contribution whenever they comprehend
priﬁted material. Similarly, Anderson (1984: 186}
summarizes, based on psycholinguistic model, that "reading.
is an active process" (p. 186). Moreover, Grellet (1981)
declares that:

... reading is an active skill ... it
constantly involves guessing, predicting,
checking, and asking oneself questions.

{Grellet, 1981: 8)

Similar view is held by Sanoccore (1984: 707) who

claims that the ability to generate good questions while

studying prose material is the crucial aspect of active
comprehension. In addition, Nolte and Singer (1985) stress
that:

--. active comprehension is a process
of generating questions throughout reading.
In this process, the student establishes the
goal, determines, what content is important,
generates questions and searches for answers
to them.

{Nolte and Singer (1985: 24)
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Nolte and Singer (1985: 30) further state that student-
-questioning is a process of reading that enables students to
become indepgndent in how to comprehend a text and that
results in comprehension. Therefore, comprehension as a
terminal goal of reading_is widely emphasized because of its
importance in the reading process. Goodman (1973), Smith

(1973}, Spiro (1980) and many others, as stated by Mikulecky

(1984), have defined comprehension as "an interactive
constructive process"” (p. 262). The reader samples the text
and makes guesses. As the reader makes guesses, he is

matching the sampled input with previous knowledge so as to
comprehend the meaning. The reader also confirms guesses
through other samples. The process of reading comprehension

can be illustrated as follows:

Reader : Cognitive Abilities

Background Knowledge ("Content Schemata")

Language RKnowledge ("Formal Schemata")

Schema that

fits the data

Comprehension

Text : Printed data

(Mikulecky, 1984 : 263)
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According to this illustration, readers empley
several skills to reach the ultimate goal of comprehension,
since each reader, in terms of reading comprehension, is
different. Comprehension, therefore, consists of several
levels. * What is more, each category of comprehension is
organized differently by a number of educators. Bloom et al
(1956) categorize comprehension into six levels in order to
help students reach the goal of learning cbjectives. These
levels are arranged from the lowest to the highest level as
follows:

1. Knowledge

This level involves the recall of information
including these sub-categories:
1.1 [Knowledge of specifics
~terminology
-specific facts
1.2 Knowledge of ways and means of dealing with
specifics
-conventions
-trends and sequences
—¢lassifications and categories
—criteria
~-methodology
1.3 Knowledge of the universals and abstractions

in a field
~principles and generalizations

~theories and structures
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2. Comprehension
This level refers to understanding divided into
th:ee types : translation, interpretation, and
extrapolation.
2.1 Translation .
Communication 1is transformed from one
language, form of communication to another.
2.2 Interpretation. ‘
Interpretation refers to the explanation or
summarization of a communication.
2.3 Extrapolation
This type extends the tendencies beyond the
given information including the ability to deal with the
conclusions in terms of making inferences,‘and skill iﬂ

predicting.

3. Application
Application is the ability to apply abstractions

to concrete situations.

4. Analysis
This level concerns the constituent elements and
the whole of ideas including analysis  of

elements,relationships, and organizational principles.

5. Synthesis.
It is the level of forming the elements, and

parts to be the whole. This level consists of :
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= production of a unique communication
- production of a plan, or proposed set of
operations

- deviation of a set of abstract relations

6. Evaluation
Evaluation refers to judgement of information by

using the internal evidence and external criteria.

Sanders (1966), adapting Bloom's categories of

thinking, classgsifies comprehension into seven levels:

1. Memory
Memory as the lowest level requires students to

recall or recognize information.

2. Translation
This level calls upon students to transform

information into a different symbolic form-or language.

3. Interpretation
Interpretation requires students to discover

relationships among ideas or information.

4. Application
Students deal with selving a problem by using the

appropriate generalizations and skills.
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5. Analysis
This level concerns solving a problem by

utilizing ‘the conscious knowledge of thinking.

6. Synthesis
Synthesis requires solving a problem in the sense

of original, creative thinking.

7. Evaluation
Evaluation emphasizes making a judgement of

information according to standards students set.

Barrett (1968) categorizes the cognitive (and
affective) dimensions of reading comprehension into five

levels as follows :

1. Literal comprehension

Literal compreﬂension concerns ideas and
information explicitly stated in the text. This level
includes ﬁhese types :

1.1 Recognition

Recognition calls upon students to locate or

identify ideas or information explicitly. Recognition
involves detail, main ideas, sequences, comparison, cause
and effect relationships, and character traits.

1.2 Recall

This level requires students to recall the

explicit ideas and information inveolving details, main
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ideas, sequences, cause and effect relationships, and

character traits.

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

outlining, summarizing, and synthesizing.

3. Inferential comprehension
Inferential comprehension involves thinking and
imagination which goes beyond the explicit.ideas or
information. This 1level consists of inferring supporting
details, main ideas, sequences, comparisons, cause and
effect relationships, character traips,outcomes, and

figurative language.

4. Evaluation
In this level, students deal with Jjudgement on
the basis of qualities of accuracy, acceptability,
desirabili;y, 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 emotionally

and aesthetically sensitive to the information and to react
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to the worth of its psychological and artistic elements.
This level includes the knowledge and the emotional response
to literary techniques, forms, styles, and structures.
Appreciation deals with emotional response to the content,
identification with characters or incidents, reactions to

the author's use of language, and imagery.

According to these taxonomies, students are called
upon to comprehend what they have read since reading does
not occur unless comprehension takes place (Smith. and
Barrett, 1979 : 61-69). The teaching of reading
comprehension, therefore, is fundamental at all levels.
Students not only comprehend the low levels, but they éhould
reach the higher levels of comprehension {(Bloom et a;:1956).

Carin and Sund (1971, using Sanders'
classification, raise the categories of thinking arranged

into as hierarchy as in the following chart :
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HIGHEST 7.Evaluation: The student makes a
¢ A judgement of good or

' bad, right or wrong,

according, to standards
he designates. :

6.S5ynthesis: The student solves a

A problem that requires
original, creative
thinking.

" 5.Analysis: The student solves a

A problem in the light of

conscious knowledge of
the parts and forms of

thinking.
4.Application: The student solves a
A lifelike problem that

requires the identifi-

cation of the issue and

the selection and use

of appropriate generali-
zations and skills.

3.Interpretation: The student discovers
A relationships  among
facts, generalizations,
definitions, values,and

skills.
2.Translation: The student changes
A information into a

different symbolic form
or language.

LOWEST 1.Memoxry: The student recalls or
: recognizes information.

{Carin and Sund, 1971:26)

With regard to the reading skill, Valette and Disick
{(1972) delineate the stages of internal behaviors since
reading in their view refers to the ability to perceive and

comprehend the printed input. These stages ¢f reading
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behaviours are:

1. Mechanical S8kills . : Perception

Perception is the lowest stage requiring students to
‘differentiate the spelling in the foreign language.
Comprehension is not needed in this stage.

2. Knowledge : Recognition

[ ]
This level requires students to comprehend what they
have read. Student can match the pictures corresponding to

the sentences they have read, for example.

3. Transfer : Reception

Reception or transfer requires students to
comprehend recombinations of the voéabulary and structure
they have learned. Students, for instance, can answer a

variety of questions after reading several paragraphs.
4., Communication : Comprehension

At this level, students comprehend the global ideas

from reading.
5. Criticism : Analysis

Analysis is the level which students understand the
connotational or implicit meanings, point of view, and

standard of language.
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6. Criticism : Evaluation

This level calls upon students to make judgement on

the basis of provided criteria.

To reach any levels in each taxonomy of thinking,
students may .use some strategies to gain compfehension
(Levin:1986, Thomas:1986, Chamot and o'Malley:1987) since
learning strategies are patterns of decisicn in the
acguisition, retention, and utilization of information
serving to meet the certain objectives (Bruner, Goodnow, and
Austin :1956). Based on this study, a student—-questioning
technique is employed as an independent’variable. Thus, the

viewpoints on learning strategies are briefly presented.

IT7 LEARNING STRATEGIES IN THE ACQUISITION OF READING SKILL

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
circumstances: and d) the effective coping with the
internal and external distractions. A similar view is held

by Chamot and 0O'Malley (1987) who point out the learning
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strategy instruction as a cognitive approach facilitating
the comprehension, acquisition, and retention of new skills
and concepts. Learning strategy instruction, as raised by

Chamot and O'Malley,is based on four propositions:

1. Mentally active learners are
better learners. Students who organize new
information and consciously relate it to
existing knowledge should have more cognitive
linkages to assist comprehension and recall
than do students who approach each new task

~as something to be memorized by rote
learning.

2. Strategies can be taught.
Students who are taught to use strategies and
are provided with sufficient practice in
using them 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 them on new tasks that are
similar to the learning activities on which
they were initially trained.

4.Academic language learning is more
effective with learning among strategies.
Academic language learning among students of
English as a second language is governed by
some of the same principles that govern
reading and problem solving 'among native
English speakers.

(Chamot and 0O'Malley, 1987:240)

With regard to an information—processing.viewpoint,
the nature of a strategy is that it enables a learner to
form an organizational structure in which information can be

stored and retrieved more efficiently (Brousfield :1953,
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Miller :1956, Turving :1962, Mandler :1967, Bower :1970 : in
Singer and Gerson :1979). According to Mandler (1967},
Tulving (1968), and Bower (1970}, this organization resulté
from the strategies employed by the learner to construct
groupings or relations among the learned inputs. These
learned inputs infer that memory is a constructive and
interactive process. In addition,. the behavioral processes
_ ﬁre directed by the implementation of associated strategies
(Singer and Gerson :1979{.. Learning strategies, according
to Singer and Gerson, may be categorized into two types

the instructor-imposed strategies which are external; and
the internal student-generated strategies. The former may
help the learner to acquire a skill or may facilitate
trénsfer effectiveness or problem solving. The latter can
only be achieved when the learner is éapable of self-
generating learning strategies. However, these types can
facilitate both verbal learning (Gagne' : 1977) and mofor

learning (Roy and Diewert : 1975)

For a self-initiated strategy., the learner can
determine the procedure compatible with personal.cognitive
capabilities and cognitive style for learning the task. The
ultimate outcome is to instill in learners the ability to
develop their own' effective cognitive strategies without
external guidance. Learners, thus, should acquire the
ability to construct strategies suitable to the cognitive

capabilities for 1learning the task since the learning
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experience is governed by the use of strétegies (Singer and
Gerson : 1979). To activate conscious and subconscious
processes in learning, Singer and Gerson exhibit the
relationship among strategies, cognitive processes and
mechanisms as follows

1. A situation activates potential alterna-
tive strategies

2. A particular strategy influences a
corresponding cognitive process

3. A particular cognitive process 1is
associated with a corresponding mechanism.

4, Situation --—> strategy --> process -—--—>
mechanism.

(Singer and Gerson, 1979: 231)

Concerning the illustration below, Singer and Gerson
hypothesize that the situation activates the particular
strategies, which influence the cognitive processed
associated with particular mechanism as the following

example relationship:

Hit a baseball

Narrow focus (concenfration)
Selective attention
Perceptual mechanism

{Singer and Gerson, 1979: 232)

From the example, the situation of having to hit a
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baseball activates a narrow focus of attention strategy.
Then, concentration improves the cognitive process of
selective attention which is associated with the perceptual

- mechanism.

Accordiﬁg to Singer and Gerson (1979}, the
relationship between strategies and particular stages of
processing should be identified. Furthermore, they remark
that the relationship among mechanism, cognitionsh and
strategies c¢an be elaborately delineated as the
representation of the mental operations hypothesized to take
place within any mechanism. Corresponding to the perceptual
mechanism, for example, several strategies may be working
when the learner filters the related stimuli from the
incoming information. The learner may form strategies for
anticipation, detection, and comparison of the related
stimuli 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 Singér and

Gerson: 1979).

As mentioned by Singer and Gerson (1979), the
learner may develop strategies to facilitate the function of
'the short-term storage system before generating information

to long-term storage. The learner may apply the
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organizational processes and rehearsal strategies as in the

following figure:

-Maze Learning Task
Imagery Chunking Coding Verbal Rehearsal

|

Selection of one strategies,
a combination, or another strategy

|
Transfer information

v
Short-term mechanism to
long-term mechanism

{Singer and Gerson, 1979:-233)

According to Singer and Gerson, strategies are
produced by the learner to facilitate a storage and:
retrieval of information, a comparison of incoming
information with references previously stored,
transformation of linformation, and decision making which
will result in achieving the desired goal. The learner's
appropriate use of strategies is a significant determinant
‘of motor learning and performance. Because of this,
training procedures should be.designed, in three way.
First, the appropriate learning strategies should be

identified. Second, the methods for enhancing the self-
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production of these strategies should be taught. Third, the
relationship between strategies and classes of motor skills
should be determined in order to enhance the acquisition,

retention, and transfer of strategies and skills.

More specifically, a questioning strategy is
conclusive in previouély mentioned strategies. When the
questioning strategy has been activated by the situation of
reading, it influences a cbrresponding cognitive process.
Then, a particular cognitive process is associated with a
corresponding mechanismn.. Finally, comprehension occurs.
The gquestioning strategy, thus; enriches reading
comprehension (Hunkins: 1972; Tinsley: 1973: Singer: 1978).
Therefore, the relationship between the guestioning
strategy, cognitive processes, and mechanisms in the
situation of reading can be identified according to Singer

and Gerson (1979).

IIT A Theory of Question Asking

Generally, questions are statements for which
replies are expected (Kissock and Iyortsuun: 1982).
According to Poehlmann (1902) and Giel (1977)cited in
Flammer (1981), questions are able to enhance and lead to
students' thinking since "question asking is a way of

selecting information, and understandingl question asking

should help us to understand how people regulate their

17312 1 350,
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interaction with their material, social, cultural, and
mental world. Such understanding may in the end contribute
to educational methods aiming at taking more mature
responsibility” (Flammer, 1981: 408). Flammer further
elucidates that questions are employed by the questioners to
attain sﬁécific information helpipg them to plan suitable
actions toward certain goals. In asking questions, the
questioners need some information and also express that need

explicitly.

Flammer (1981: 407-420) proppées the theoretical
ground of question asking as the following set of

postulates.

Postulate 1 :'Questions concern potential knowledge that the

questioner lacks.

For this concern, questions are mainly used for

seeking explicit information necessary for the questioners.

Pogtulate 2 : Questions presuppose some available knowledge.

Questions asked in order to obtain certain
information consist of good and bad types. The quality of
questions, in other words, reveals the relevant knowledge

the questioner already possesses.

However, the combination of the previous two

postulates leads to a paradox that the questioners must
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already gain some knowledge in order to be able to generate

questions (Miyake and Norman, 1979: 357-364).

Postulate 3 : Questions are formulated in such a way, 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 missing

knowledge and indicate the nature of this missing knowledge.

Postulate 4 : Knowledge 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 gquestioners
have to gain knowledge needed in indicating the location of

the information required.

Postulate 5 : The need tc c¢lear up contradictory knowledge

refers to a special case of missing knowledge.

Questions may be aékea because of a contradiction
between pieces of information as well as the missing
information. Contradictory information, however, is
regarded as another case of.missing information because the

contradictory information can be dissolved and given the
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correct additional information.
Postulate 6 : The c¢lass of missing knowledge, about which
questions are asked, also includes Kknowledge

at a low level of confidence.

In a particular situation, the gquestioners may not
feel sufficiently confident about information to rely on it
in further information processing. They may, therefore, ask

for more information.

Generélly, these postulates as a theory of qﬁeétion
asking answer two questions : "What do people ask in what
situation, and for whom?" and "Why do they sometimes ask and
sometimes not?". For example, when a person loses the way,
he may ask "How can I go to downtown?” in order to get
informatiop he lacks. However, any postulate of gquestion

asking that a person asks depends on a particular situation.

From the Question to the Asking : the Information-Professing

and Decision-Making Chain of Question Asking.

Starting with the realization that some information
is missing and proceeding to the oneset of actually asking
for needed information, Flammer (1981:414-418) sequences the

types of process chains from a latent question to gquestion

asking as follows:
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From the lack of information to the need for information.

|

Inferring before, or instead of, asking

Confidence in knowledge

Knoﬁing whom to ask

|

Tolerance for not (yet) asking
Further alternatives to questions

Stage 1 : From the lack of information to the need for

information

"Lack of information can lead to a question only if
it is éubjectiygly feit“ (Flammer, 1981:145). Hence, the
questioners hﬁst be aware what inforﬁation they need.
Normally, persons are pursuing gcals and subgoals
consciously or subconsciously. They reach goals by means of
obt%ining information that is missing. Moreover, the
restriction to explicit information-seeking questions allows
the characterizations 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 missing information the gquestions are to be
aware that they need.

- Stage 2 : Inferring before, or instead of, asking
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When persons realize that they lack some specific
information they need to obtain, they might try to find out
by themselves first. When a persons fails to retrieve the
desired information from memory, he can acquire that
information by means of'perception, or by inferential

reasoning.

Stage 3 : Confidence in knowledge

"The lack of information can also correspond to the
lack of confidencé may 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 goals.

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 utility". Questi;n asking
originates costs sﬁch as time, the effort to ask, the effort
to understand the_aﬁswer, the shame of appearing ignorant.

In contrast, the utility can be considerable or relatively
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minor.

Flammer also adds that question asking consists of a
complex decision-making, process. Several factors
cencerning achievement or personal development play

important roles.

Stage 6 : Further alternatives to questions.

When the questioners cannot infer information, they
can find it in books or perceive from nonsymbolic reality.
However, certainly situational and individual differences

factors should be taken into consideration.

The process of gquestion asking addressed by
Flammer (1981) is partially apt to be in accordance with
Kissock and Iyortsuun (1982) presenting five steps in the

questioning process. These are :

1l. Recognize the need and purpose for
asking a gquestion.

2. Formulate a question that responds
to the need.

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

4. Determine the relationship of
answer to the guestion-whether it
answers the questidn or not.

5. Make use of the answer or
determine a need for another
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question and begin the process
again.

(Kissock and Iyortsuun (1982:119)
To sum up, there are several stagés'concerning deep
processes in question asking. Questions must engage these

stages before guestioning behaviors occcur. .

IV THE ROLE OF QUESTION AND THE STUDENT-QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE

With regards to the role of gquestions, two
viewpoints will be outlined : the general role of question:
and the specfic of the student-guestioning technique,

respectively.

"It is truism for educators that questiohs play an
important role in the "teaching” (Gall, 1970:707). This
statement is widely accepted sincé the question, itself, is
a vital instructional tool to stimulate student’'thinking and
facilitate the learning process (Hunkins : 1972, Tinsley
1973, Ruddel : 1974,Pearson and Johnson :1978, Moore and

Morley :1982, Balajthy :1983, Nuttall :1985).

Carin and Sund (1971:23-24) summarize the functions
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of questions poséd by teachers as follows:

1. To arouse interest and motivate students to
participéte actively.

2. To evaluate studénts preparation and check their
comprehension.

3. To diagnose students strength or.  weakness.

4. Toc review or summarize what has been read,.

5. To encourage discussion.

6. To direct students to new possibilities in
problem-solving.

7. To stimulate 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 achievement of the lesson.

Hunkins (1972} puts questions into four functions :
centering, expansion, distribution, and ordering
respectively. "Centering 1is usu%lly 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
development of a lesson when students are required 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 management function aimed‘ét encouraging
students to participate in the class session. However, this
function triggers thinking rather than a correct response.
The 1ast-function is ordering, which exists as part of the
centering or expansion functions. Questions having this
function ask students the rules of class investigation and
rules of conduct such as "When can we work with a teammate?"
or "What 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 studenté be effective

members of the learning situation.

Ruddel (1974} is an educator who favors questions
as the fundamental tool of teaching-learning process.
Questions, according to Ruddel, not only stimulate thinking
and comprehension, but also cultivate the growth of
students' intellect as they interact with the environment.
Furthermore, questions force students to evaluate and
develop their concept of thinking. Similarly, Pearson and
Johnson (1978) advocate.that gquesticns are empioyed to
evaluate reading comprehension in both formal and-informal
ways. Inappropriate use of questions not only hinders

A

reading skills, but also leads to undesirable behaviors in
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learners, however. Moor and Morley (19823 remgrk on thé
purpose of using two functions of questions : ewvaluation,
and motivation. The former is used for evaluating what
students learn while the latter is employed to motivate
students' interest and in determine students'background
knowledge. Unlike Moor and Morley, Balajthy (1983) favoring
-the use of questions as a tool for developing reading states
that questions affect interaction. among sections finally
leading to the understanding of meaning.

Like Balajthy, Nuttall (1985} emphasizes the
purposes of questioning in making students aware of using
language in order to convey meaﬁing and of the strategies

they use for finding meaning. Questions, as viewed by

Nuttall, are employed to teach father than to test.

According to a number of educators {(Hunkin:1972,
Tinsley:1973, Ruddell:1974, Pearson and Johnson:1978, Moore
and Morley:192, Balajthy:1983,Nuttall:1985), the teacher
possesses the major role of gquestioner while students take
the roles of bassive responders. However, students should
be equipped to be active readers who should possess the
skill of asking questions. The use of guestions as an
instructional tool embloyed 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 questioning skiils,

they as independent readers can search for more and more
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additional knowledge (Postman and Weingartner :1969, Kissock

and Iyortsunn :1982a).

Marksberry (1979) raises five reasons for employving
student-generated gquestion teéchnigques. First, inquiry and
discovery techniques, and students asking guestions are
required aspects of curriculum planning since gquestions
initiated by students facilitate the clarifying and sétting
of dimensions for solving problems and formulating and
hypotheses, and assisting in controlling of premature
inference in drawing conclusions. Marksberry's first reason
seems to be in accordance with Kissock and Iyortsunn (1982a)
who advocate that students'’ questioné are concerned with
gathering data, solving precblems, forhing conclusions, and
developing opinions. Second, it is believed that having
students ask questions and find answer arouses their
interest and participation in self-directed learning. What
is more, students are required to learn to direct their own
learning in schools so as to fealize continuous learning
throughout life. The éhird reason originates from viewing
schools as places for dispensing information especially for
teaching students to think. To do this, schools need to
concentrate on those kinds of learning which involve
developing cognitive skills, providing exXperiences necessary
to reach the expected competence, and developing concepts
and principles essenﬁial for everydaf life. Fourth,

students accelerate, through guestion asking, their
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perception and their ability to think and express ideas on
many levels. Eventually, students should be independent to
search for more knowledge by means of asking their own

guestion.

-

Self-acquired knbwledge is therefore emphasized.
It is reasonable for students to acquire knowledge by
themselves. To do this, students should generate their own
questions since questions are tools for eliciting more
information. This last reason seems to correspond to

Singer's (1978:994) statements. As Singer cites:

* The objective of teaching
comprehension is to have students learn to
ask their own questions and guide their own
thinking so that they can become independent
in the process of reading and learning from
text.
‘ {Singer, 1978:994)
In the questioning process posed by Singer, students
nect only select and retain information, but also set their
purposes and interest with that information ({Singer,1978).

Finally, students become independent. (Singer:1978, Nolte and

Singer:1985).

The effectiveness of self-gquestioning is well
illustrated by Andre and Anderson (1978-79 : 605-623) who
explain that self-questioning as the combination of
metacognitive and cognitive characteristics forces students-

to " (a) pause frequently (b) deal with an understanding
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gquestion {c) determine whether or not comprehension has
occﬁrred and {d) decide what strategic action should be
taken next " (p.620). What is more, this technigue
encourages setting the purposes of study, identifying and
underlining the important segments of the materials,
generating questions requiring the correct comprehension,
and thinking of possible answers to those question (Andre
and Anderson, (1978-79:620). Anderson (1979) and Brown
(1979) ad?ocate Andre and An&erson 'view that this strategy
leads to an active monitoring while learning and achievement
of learning. A similar view is held by Gavelek and Raphael
(1985:103-106), question-asking represents the primary means
by which students are capable of fostering their own
comprehension, Furtﬁermore, it is , during knowledge
implementation, likely to be a powerful metacognitive
activity by which students can wmwonitor and regulate their

comprehension.

Concerning the quality of questions,.effective self-
gquestioning may involve students in_ active comprehension
(Singer:1978), and engage them in a deep processing of text
material. This processing enhances recall of information
(Craik and Lockhart, 1972:671-684). Furthermore, effective
self-questioning may heighten self-awareness of students'’
comprehension adequacy, and familiarize them with the
cognitive and linguistic deﬁands of qguestion answering

"(Davey and McBride, 1986:256-262). Davey and McBride
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further c¢larify that knowledge of the 1inguistic form of
acceptable question stems and of the relation between
questions and acceptable responses is required in generating

good think-type questions.

Similariy, Zaher (1987:36) advocates that question
initiated by students reflect their perception, background
knowledge , and cogﬁitive development. Moreover, students
can be viewed as a feedback device since‘they require a
reply from the teacher {EKnapczvyk and Livingston} 1974:115).
Furthermore, the teacher can ascertain from students'
guestions, their levels of comprehension so as to match the
difficulty of instruction to their ability {(Knapczyk and

Livingston, 1974:115}.

In a teaching-oriented situation, students'questions
are particularly looked on as a specific.component of
reciprocal teaching, cognitive apprenticeship, and several
artificial intelligence téaching systems, Besides, self—
questioning helps students organize or rehearse knowledge.
Furthermore, errors or failures typically occurring during
implementation are usually corrected. This correction
finally leads fo growth of knowledge (Fishbein et al,

1990:163-170).

Such a view c¢oncerning the role of student
questioning has been taken into consideration. Toe sum up,

self-questioning techniques can primarilj reflect both
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curriculum planning level (Marksberry:1979). and learning-
oriented level advocated by several educators (Singer:1978,
Andre and Anderson:1978-79, Anderson:1979, Brown:1979, Nolte
and Singer:1985, Gavelek and Raphael:1985, Daﬁey and

McBride:1986, Zaher:1987, Fishbein:1990}.

At the learning-oriented level, self-guestioning
effectiveness appears to take the roles-in prereading,
during-reading, and postreading phases. For the prereading
phase, self-questioning enables students to set purposes of
-study and select information. During reading, this
technigque helps students not only identify the important
part of material, engage in a deep processing, organize or
rehearse knowledge, and monitor and regulate comprehension,
but also heighten self-awareness of comprghension adeguacy
and foster their own active comprehension. Besides, self-
questioning resulting in post-reading effectiveness enables
students fo decide what strategic action should be taken
next, enhance and retain recall of information, and

ultimately become independent comprehenders.

For the teacher, self-questioning takes the role of
feedback devices that 1ét her ascertain students' level of
perception, background knowledge, and cognitive development.
However, the effectiveness of guestion generating can
primarily be influénced by three factors : the extent to

which questions reflect true comprehension failures, the
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positive effects of clarifying comprehension failures, and
the positive effect produced by active learners'involvement

{Weinstein and Mayer, 1986:315-327).

IV LEVELS AND TYPES OF QUESTIONS

It is true that the role of questions is worthwhile
for both the teacher and learners to employ. For this
reason, 1t 1is necessary for gquestioners to discriminate a
questions'cétegory since each category indicates different
levels of understanding. The levels of reading.
comprehension stated in the earlier section are related to

the levels of questions.

Sanders (1966), Smith (1981), and Crouse, Everall
and Henderson (1983) categorize reading comprehensién
guestions into seven types which are :

1. Memory

Memory questions call upon students to recall or

recognize information from the text.

2. Translation
In this level, students are required to transform

ideas or information into different forms.

3. Interpretation

*

This level of questions calls upon students to make

inference from the relationships 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 level reduires students to determine the parts

of the whole idea.

6. Synthesis
Analysis queétions involve the generalization of the

inclusive idea from the several components.

7. Ewvaluation
Evaluation deals with making judgments in terms of

the external evidence and the internal criteria.

B&sed on Bloom's et al {1956) category
cf comprehension, Carin and Sund (1971), and Hunkins (1972)

classify questions into six levels as follows

1. Fnowledge

Students are asked to recall the text to which they
have previously been exposed. Recall of knowledge involves
specifics and universals, methods and processes, patterns,
structures,or setting.

2. Comprehension

questions 'in this type are concentrated on student
developing skills in putting the‘major ideas into their own

ideas and words.
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3. Application
Students are required to employ their knowledge and
comprehension to solve problems in new or unigue

situations.

4. Analysis
Students are asked to reduce ideas into their
component parts and to exhibit that they understand the

relationship of the parts.

5. Sythesis

Sythesis requires students to put parts together to

new patterns.

6. Evaluation

Evaluation blends knoﬁledge, comprehension,
application, analysis, and synthesis. Studenfs are required
to make judgements in terms of values and criteria.

Valette and Disick (1972)7raise 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 figure:

Stage Internal Behavior External Behavior
1. Mechanical Perception Reproduction
Skills

2. Knowledge Recognition Recall
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Stage Internal Behavior External B;hav;;f
3. Transfe; Reception Application
4. Communication Comprehension Self-Expression
5. Criticism Analysis Synthesis
Evaluation

(Valette and Disick, 1972: 32)

Regarding reading comprehension, the internal
béhaviors refer to the 1levels of comprehension stated
earlier while the external ones involve speaking and
writing. Questioning may be taken into account as part of
speaking or writing. Therefore, guestioning may be viewed
as the external behaviors raised by Valette and Disick.

These levels of the external behaviors are:

1. Reproduction
Students memcrize information and copy sentences

accurately.

2. Recall
Students produce facts by answering questions or

making identification, etc.

‘3. Application

Students are required to apply their knowledge to
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the new patterns.

4. Self-Expression
Students express their own ideas related to provided

information.

5. Synthesis

Synthesis involves a conscious personal style that

students can speak or write the language.

‘Tollefson (1989) develops a taxonomy of cognitive
difficult of gquestions from Barrett's taxonomy of reading
comprehension. Tollefson categorizes questions into five

Y

levels as follows:

1. Literal comprehension

Questions in this level require students to
concentrate on ideas and information explicitly stated in
the text. Literal compréhension questions involve the
recognition and recall of the specific information such as
details, main ideas, sequences, comparison, cause-effect
relationships, character traits, ang the author's

organization.

2. Reorganization

Reorganization questions call upon students to
analyze, synthesize, or organize information. This level
involves c¢lassifying, outlining, summarizing, and

synthesizing.
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3. Inferential Comprehension

For this level, students are required to guess and
form hypotheses from information explicitly stated in the
text. Inferring concerns supporting detail, main idea}
sequence, comparison, cause-effecf relationships, character
traits, the author's organization, predicting outcomes, and

figurative language.

4. Evaluation
Evaluation questions deal with judgements of
information including reality and fantasy; fact or opinion{
adequacy and wvalidity; appropriateness; and worth,
desirability, and acceptability.
5. Appreciation
Questions at this level require studeﬁts to
respond to the text in a sense of feelings, identify
characters or incidents, and react to the author's

connotative and denotative use of language.

Questions are classified, based on lefels of reading
comprehension, 1into several types. For this experimental
study, the inﬁestigator has decided to employ Tollefson's
taxonomy of cognitive difficulty of questions because of the
revelance between levels of questions in this taxonomy and
the target situation of this study. For the target
situation,,thé first year nursing students who are the

subjects are required to attend the reading class set by the
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English curriculum at Mahidoi University. In the reading
course, students are exposed to the authentic materials
baseé on language function. From thoée function~based
texts, some language functions are selected so as to have
students train to pose questioﬁs. Those language functions
include definition, process, comnparision, c¢lassification,
cause and effect, function, and main idea. Thus, the
language functions selected and Tollefson' taxonomy of
gquestions are revelevant. Therefore, Tollefson's
classification ¢of questions are justifiably employed in this

study .

V. SUGGESTION ON SELF-QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE EMPLOYED 1IN

READING INSTRUCTION

IT IS BETTER TO ASK SOME OF THE QUESTIONS
THAN TO KNOW ALL THE ANSWERS.

James Thurber

Questions and questioning technigues are a crucial
part of the instruction process. During the school day,
teachers use quesfioning techniques in. various ways to
"facilitate and assess comprehension. 1In ofder to comﬁrehend
the lessons, students should be active comprehenders who
employ strategies to guide themselves while reading.
Consequently, it is helpful to illustrate the questioning

strategy used by teachers. Even though teacher questioning
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is not the subject of this study, it can be used as a

fundamental model. "To learn from examples is a natural way

of life for people, including students” (Hyman, 1979:54)r'.

Hyman (1979:57-96) unambiguously exemplifies specific
strategies which should not be considered as the figid
patterns. For classifying,  the question may ask "What items
(events, factors) go together? What do you call each of the
various groups which you have formed?, For example.

However, the role of the gquestion may substituted by
students. That is to say, students can ask questions of any
purpose according to the models. Regarding the student-
generated question technique, a number of educators suggest
several technigues for having students ask their own
questions.

Manzo (1969). presents the strategy called "The Re
Quest Procedure” aimed at improving reading comprehension_
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 them. In this
step, every book must be closed. The teacher will respond
to étudents'questi&n and will reinforce.good.question.

3. The teacher asks questions after students have
completed asking questions. The teacher may re-word the

inappropriate questions previocusly asked by students by
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illustrating the correct form or function.
4. Students may be assigned to add more information,

or to practice further.

Manzo's technique, however, is likely to concentrate
more on memory as shown by evidence that students predict
the teécher's gquestions without opening the book. They
recall 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 récognition since students have a chance to notice the
clues of language to maﬁe sense of a text.

Regarding teaching students to formulate questions,
several sugggstions are provided for the teacher to improve
students’'questioning behaviors. The following

recommendations were compiled by Carin and Sund (1971).

1. The teacher should encourage students to propose
the.questions.

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

3. For responding to students'qguestion, the teacher
should first introduce them to the class such as "Can anyone
answer Sidney's guestion ?.

4. If the student’'s questions are likely to be
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irrelevant to the topic or too difficult for most students,

the teacher can ask that student to discuss privately after

class.

5. The teacher should praise and direct the good
questions to the class for discussion. He may say, for
example, "Excellent guestion, Jean, Let's see who is tuned

in and can answer it" (p.43).
6. If the student's questions canncot immediately be
answered, the teacher should assign students tolfurther seek

information so as to discuss it the following day.

Ortiz (1977) suggests scome technigues which can
provide students opportunities to become awaré that they can
generate gquestions as follows:

1. The teacher writes the first sentence of the
tex; on. board, then, asks students to write at least ten
questions about that sentence.

2. The teacher selects a difficult passage, and has
étudénts ask questions for each sentence or for the first
sentence of every paragraph.

3. The teacher tells a story aloud, stops in the
middle of an explicit part. Then, students'responses are
reéorded.

4. An interesting story is chosen for students to
read silently. The teacher observes whether they ask any
questions, then has them put an "X" whenever they themselves

ask questions, then has them discuss their experiences.
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5. A comic strip without words is handed out to
students. The teacher has them write the story, and ask
them to report how they get that story . Students may find
that they get the story from asking questions. For this
reason, they can ask questions while reading printed
materials.

6. Students are given a photograph or picture of
any person. The teacher has them ask questions as they  can
abogt the person in that picture, and other pictures as
well. .For this technique, real people,places, or things can

be used.

Singer (1978) illustrates the "Three-Stage Model"
for enabling students to improve their question-asking skill
leading to development of active comprehension; furthermore,
students can eventually become independent readers. Singer
states the three following steps:

1. Modeling behavior

It is requisite for the teacher ;o demonstrate
students how to ask questions before having students ask
questions on their own. Thus, a lesson should progress irom
teacher-posed to student-posed questions.

2. Phase-out/phase-in strategy

This step starts with teacher-posed
questions, then the teacher goes through a lesson in which
students are stimulated to formulate their own Queétions

before, during, and after reading so as to complete the
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intructional procedure. Finally, the teacher is phased out
while students are phased in among asking questions.
3. Active comprehension

Having students learn to ask their own questions
and guide their own thinking are the objectives of teaching
reading comprehension so that they can become independent in
the process of reading. This process involves formulating
questiéns and searching for answers before, during, and

after reading.

.

Singer appears to have identified an effective way
of establishing student questions although the specific
student-posed questions are not explicitly stated. Also,
Singer does not specify how to stimulate students to ask.
questions. However, Singer's perspectives are worthwhile,
as a theoretical model, for developing student questioning

ability.

Marksberry (1979} also discusses the ways to improve
students'questioning behavior on the basis of three main

considerations: environment, modeling, and involvement.

Concerning the envirconment, students will work
together on mundane problems in the appropriate learhiqg
environment leading to an opportunity to develop question
asking. In addition, Marksberry remarks that a spilit of
ingquiry should be emphasized from the earliest years.

Children, in other words, should be encouraged to ask:
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questions when they are very young.

For modeling, the teachers'behavior can be_obéerved
as a model to direct students'behavior. The teachers,
hence, need to clarify the distinction between lower and
higher order questions which should equally be employed in
the class. Marksberry further points out that teachers
should sequence the learning situations in several ways in
which the question asked and the kinds of information are
well reiated, provide instrucﬁions explicitly to students,

and explain how certain questions solve the problem.

The last main consideration,. involvement ,
Marksberry delivers that students learn to ask gquestions by
asking questions. They must be involved in the actual
question-asking procedure. The teacher can teach students
to ask the wvarious kinds of questions and he should
formulate the criteria for judging students'’'gquestions
considered as a way to improve theirs. Good questions, as
sﬁggested by Marksberry, should :

~ deal with the problem

- be asked before calling students.

- be unambiguously worded

— Dbe stated in that the purpose of asking is served

- advance the.partiEular characteristics of the

problems.

- direct students to understand the problems
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clearly.

Furthermore, it is suggested that teachers should
make the new point to students, answer students'questions
when possible, realize whether it is c¢lear enough, and
discourage students'general answers such as " I don't

know", or " I don't get it".

Fraenkel (1980:160-161) suggests some techniques for

having students ask questions. As Fraenkel point out:

1. The teacher presents the answers, such és name,
concept, generalization, relationship, etec: to students ;
then asks them to ask questions related to those.answers.

2. The teacher encﬁurages 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 replies
of "yes"” or "no". This means that the teacher has an answer
in mind and has students ask questions concerned with that

answer.
4. The teacher presents the patterns or seguences

of question stressed on the 1éarning 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, Sanac9re (1984) recommend two
classroom approaches concerning the student~questionin§
technique.

1. Teach students to generate guestions while
reading and studying expository text. Students can be
taught to recognize the main ideas of a passage , then
develop questions about the main ideas to the new examples.
Sanacore also stresses that this technique should indeed be
transmitted to especially low and average verbal ability
students since this technique can help them to be more aware
in reading.

2. Teach students to initiate story-specific
questions from schema-general gquestions during reading the
-complex narrative text. That is, students learn to convert
story-general questions to story-specific questions, then

they answer their own questions.

Henry (1984:29) 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 Stimulus

The first sentence of a passage is written on
the board. Then, students are ﬁaught to pose ten questions
abouﬁ that sentence.

2. The Thematic Stimulus

The teacher writes the theme of the text on the
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board and students are asked to pose questions related to
that theme.
| 3. The Picture Stimulus

From the picture, students ask what they want to
know about those pictures.

4. The Reading Stimulus

Students generate the interspesed questions as
they read a fairly large portion of reading. During
reading, they can ask questions about what they have read or

predict what they will read.

As coriginated by Henry, these techniques are still

suggested by some educators (Mckay:1987, Willamson:1988)

Without specifying the concentrated technique,
Miyake and Norman (1979:357-364), and Davey and McBride
similgrly 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 know.

From ;he various techniques of student-generated
questions, Singer's (1978) "Three-Stage Model" is prominent
in a sense of a theoretical model. The "Three-Stage Model”,
namely modeling behavior, phase out /phase in strategy, and
active comprehension is viewed as the guidelines for the
teacher to transmit the questioning skill to students. The
teacher should exemplify asking questions before having them

initiate their own gquestions. Therefore, Singer's "Three-
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Stage Model™ is employed as theoretical guidelines leading
to practice in this‘study. The investigator illustrates
asking different types of question, then, encourage students

to generate questions by themselves.

VI. RESEARCH STUDIES IN SELF-QUESTIONING INSTRUCTION:

THEORY AND PRACTICE

In this section, three ongoing and cyclical steps
concerning self-questioning instruction are delineated
stages of reading activities, theoretical perspectives based
on those stages, and research studies related to those

theoretical perspectives.

A. Stages of Reading Instruction

Throughout much of the reading instruction, three
stages of reading activitives are widely used prereading,
during : reading, and postreading activities
(Weischbach:1987). Anderson (1979) argues that prereading,
during, and post-reading activitives involved in the process
of studying. Anderson emphasizes stﬁdent*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
determine what the topics will be from the course outlines
and objectives. In surveying, students use three levels of
information gathering in the process of studying. The first
level of information is the salient, information-rich,
nonsentence parts of the text. Students attend to these
parts including the title, subtitles, marked words,
highlighted sections, pictures, charts etc. After attending
these parts, they answer : 3

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

text 2.
2. Bow interested am I in this topic and text ?.
3. How difficult or time-consuming will it be for

me to learn what_I need to knpw from the text ?.

The second level of activity involves the
information-rich portions which include the introductory and
summary paragraph, the first and last paragrapﬁ in the
subsections, and the first sentence of any paragraph. This
level requires students to engage 10-15 minutes. In the
third level during the survey substage, students engage in
selective reading of larger parts of the text. They may

reread most of a subsection, for example.

Stage II : During-reading activities

As soon as the pre-reading activities are completed,
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extended reading of the text can begin. In the stage of
during-reading activities, studenfs involve a sequence of
instructional episodes including four components:
information gathering, student responding, response iudging
and feedback, and making decisions concerning what to do
next. For this stage, information gathering begins when
students start reading to extract meaning from sentences and
paragraphs. Then, students stop gathering information 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 intefview
data of the actions students take when they fail to

comprehend. Those consequences are :

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

2. If the reader stores it as a
pending question, a possible meaning ({usually
one) may be formulated, which is then stored
as a tentative hypothesis.

. 3. If the reader forms a pending
question, reading continues.

4, If a triggering event (i.e, too
many pending questions, or repetition of the
same pending question) occcurs after the
reader forms the pending question, some
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additional strategic actions may 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 guestion.

b. Jump ahead in the text to
see whether there are headings or paragraphs
that refer to the pending question that might
answer 1it.

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

d. Make a written record of a
pending guestion.

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

f. Quit reading the text.

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

{Anderson, 1979:91-92)

’ Stage III : Postreading activities

At this stage, students employ 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 (QOutline,innemonice},

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

return what they have learned.

Regarding these three stage of reading activities,
it is apparent that studying is an interactive process
involving students'prior knowledge, or study guides. In a
process of studying, students'comprehension_of a topic is
eXpanded, sharpened, and made more relevant. In brief, the
process of studying, as éoncluded by Anderson, 1is a

criteria-related, self-directed form of reading text.

B. Theoretical Perspectives in Self-Questioning

Instructional Research

Generally, students' background knowledge related to
schema theory influences reading comprehension at a pre-
reading stage since students may use their past experience
to interpret what will be read. While reading, active
processing is useful for active readers who always ask their
own guestions about the text. Finally, students monitor
themselves whether they understand what has been read at a
post-reading stage. To sum up, the prereading, during-
reading, and postreading activities can be seen parallel
with the theoretical perspectives of schema theory, active

processing, and metacognitive theory, respectively.
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i. Schema Theory

In the prereading stage of reading, schema theory
‘takes the salient role. Basically, schema theory is a
theory about knowledge (Rumel-hart: 1980). This theory
concerhs "how knowledge is represented and how that
representation facilitates the use of the knowledge in
particular ways" (p. 34). However, a schema theory of
reading emphasizes how readers'prior knowledge iﬁfluences
their understanding of a text. Also, this emphasis of

schema theory takes on a crucial role in reading.

According to a number of educators (Russell: 1961,
Dechant: 1964, Widdowson: 1979, and Carrell and Eisterhold:
1988), background knowledge influences reading
comprehension. Unless readers have background knowledge,
they face difficulty in understanding the new information.
Consequently, to teach reading, it is necessary for the
teacher to include background knowledge as the vital element
for understanding. According to Goodman (1967}, reading is
described as a "psycholinguistic guessing‘game" in which
readers reconstruct a message that the writer has encoded as
graphic symbols. The construction of meaning, as viewed by
Goodman, acts as a continual-c¢yclical process of sampling
the text, predicting, testing, and confirming or revising
those prediction, and further sampling of the text.

Readers, in this model, need to predict information
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correctly rather than to use the textual cues{Goodman,

1973b: 164}).

Concerning Goodman's psycholinguistic model of
reading, Coady (1979) further suggests a model in which
readers' background knowledge interacts with conceptual
abilities and process strategies so as to comprehend the

text as in the following figure:

Conceptual ability <€ > Background knowledge

Process strategies

Coady's (1979) model of the ESL reader

According to Coady, efficient reading depends on the
interaction of these three factors, Conceptual ability is
general intellectual ability such as the ability to analyze,
synthesize, and infér. Process strategies are defined as
the abilities .and skills to reconstruct the meaning of the
text through sampling based on the knowledge of several
components (grapheme-morpho-phoneme correspondences,
syllable-morpheme information, syntactic information,.
lexical meaning, contextual meaning, and cognitive

strategies). For background knowledge, Coady states that:
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........ background knowledge becomes an
important variable when we notice, as many
have, that students with a Western background
of some kind learn English faster, on the
average, than those without such a
background.

(Coady, 1979: 7 in Carrell et al, 1988: 75)

Moreover, Coady suggests that students' interest and
background knowledge'can enable them to comprehend the text
even though they face syntactic difficulty. That is
background knowledge compensates for difficulties
encountered. According to Coady, students understand a text

through the intersection of these three important factors.

The schema theory model

Concerning schema theory, Carrell and Eisterhold
(1988) state that understanding a text is an interactive
process between readers background knowledge and the text.
The ability to relate textual material to oné's own
knowledge is required for efficient comprehension.
Regardihg this ability, two basic models of information
processing can be taken into consideration : bottom-up, an@

top-down processing.

For bottom-up processing, Goodman (1967) described
this model as "The common sense notion” in which it is

assumed that readers move their eyes from left to right
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through the page by taking the letters, combining these
letters to form words, and combining the words to form the
larger features, respectively. The bottom-up processing
starts with the printed input and works its processing up to
the higher 1level. Schemata in this processing are
hierarchically organized from the most general data to the
most specific knowledge (Carrell and Eisterhold, 1988).
Therefore, this processing is called "data-driven" (Carrell

and Eisterhold, 1988: 77}.

In top-down processing, on the other hand, higher-
level processes interact with lower-level processes. That
is, the top-down processing starts with hypotheses énd
predictions based on general schema, then tries to prove
them by working down to the printed input (Stanovich: 1980).
Thus, this processing is called "conceptually driven"”

(Carrell and Eisterhold, 1988: 77).

However, both models have some shortcomings
{Stanovich: 1980). Stanovich argues that the bottom-up
processing is incomplete in the sense that it is difficult
" to account for sentence-context and the role of background
knowledge as facilitating variables in word recognition and
comprehension because there is no mechanism to provide for
processing stages. Concerning the top-down model, Stanovich
points out the problems thgt readers have little knowledge

of a topic and they cannot make hypotheses or predictions.
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Moreover, skilled readers need to reéognize words réther
than to generate predictions because of time-restrictions.
In other words, although the top-down model may be able to
explain beginning reading reading emploving slow rate of
word reéognition, it fails to describe skilled reading

behavior. It may not be suitable for skilled readers.

Regarding these shortcomings of the bottom-up and
top-down processing, Stanovich presents a new model to
compensate for their limitations. He terms this new model
an interactive-compensatory model whose key concept is ""a
process at any level can compensate for deficiencies at any
other level” (p. 386). Stanovich states his reasons for

setting an interactive-compensatory model as follow:

Interactive models of reading appear
to provide a more accurate conceptualization
of reading performance than do strictly top-
down or bottom—-up models. When combined with
an assumption of compensatory processing
{(that a deficit in any particular process
will result in a greater reliance on other
knowledge sources, regardless of their level
in the processing hierarchy), interactive
models provide a better account of the
existing data on the use of orthographic
structure and sentence context by good and
poor readers.

{Stanovich, 1980:32)

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

who have background knowledge in spite of inaccuracy at word
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recognition. In contrast, the bottom-up processing promotes
skilled readers to comprehend the text by recognizing the
words although they lack background knowledge. This model,
thus, -is interactive at any stage without considering the
position in the system, and_it is compensatory in a sense
that any readers can be helped from several sources of

knowledge.

Research Studies on Self Questioning Related to Schema

Theory

From a theoretical perspective of schema theory,
instructing students to generate questions which will
activate relevant prior knowledge to enrich students' prosé

processiing 1is a central importance.

Singer and Donlan (1982) were interested in inducing
the generation of story-specific questions and whether
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 complex story, they need to construct
particular gquestions about the story so as to activate their
prior -knowledge. Otherwise, they would be unable to employ

this knowledge while reading a complex story.

In their experiment, thirty eleventh-grade students

as the subjects were randomly assigned to two instructional
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groups. However, subjects who missed two o©or more
consecutive days of instruction were eliminated from 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 lesscns was identical
for the schema group meeting on Mondays and Wednesdays,and
for the traditional group meeting on Tuesdays and Thursday.
Both groups were provided background information ang
vocabulary explanations for each. story immediately before
reading. All subjects received a copy of the story. The
schema group then was taught one story element per day, and
to generate story-specific questions on it by using story-
general gquestions provided by the investigators. The
traditional group, on the other hand, received story-
specific guestions generated by the investigators, and wrote
50-60-word essays to respond the teacher's questions. Then,
both groups answered 6 identical-daily quizzes of 10

multiple—choice items.

The results of the experiment showed a significant
difference between the two groups. The schema group
surpassed the traditional group in the quizzes. The results
indicate that students can be taught to generate story-
specific questions related to gtory content. Moreover,
Singer and Donlan emphasize that their instruction on
generating specific questions of a story promoted students

to activate their prior knowledge and to apply that
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knowledge to their reading of complex stories ﬁith desirable
outcomes. In other words, students would not have been able
to extend their background knowledge to faci;itate complex
stories unless they had been trained to gengrate story-

specific questions.

Similarly, Finn (1986) investigated the effects of
two questioning strategies on comprehension of narrative
texts. yine students drawn from third, fifth and seventh
grade students as subjects were randomly assigned to three
instructional treatments in the quasi-experimental study.
In the first treatment, based on Singer and Donlan{1982},
three schema-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
was hypothesized that the gquestioning strategies would
facilitate reading comprehension. It was expected that the
schema-specific questioning would surpass the general
comprehension questioning approach. Furthermore, it was
predicted that an interaction between treatment and grade

level would exist.

Briefly, the resulte indicated that:
1. The use df questioning strategies promoted

reading comprehension.
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2. The schema-specific questioning was superior to
the general comprehension questioning approach.

3. A significant interaction between grade level
and treatment was found.

4. There was no significant difference between the
two experimental groups féor third grade.

5: The schema-general/ story—speéific guestions 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 1lasting effect for the
experimental groups.

7. A significant difference between the means of

the experimental groups was not found.

According to Singer and Donlan (1982), and Finn
(1986), their results are slightly different although they
draw the same assumption concerning 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 leyel in Singer and
Donlan's study. Thus, these differences may 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 who lack prior knowledge may not gain
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comprehension from the schema-specific gquestioning. Based
on schema assumption, there is still a need for more

research studies to explore its effectiveness, however.

Schema-specific questioning has a crucial role in
the prereading stage. Next, the theoretical perspective on
student questioning concerning the during reading stage is

examined.

ii. Active Processing

With regard to during-reading activities, students
eﬁploy active processing to aid their comprehension
{(Anderson: 1979). Students have to generate questions that
shape, focus,and guide their thinking while reading so as to
be active comprehenders and independent readers (Hunkins:
1972, Tinsley: 1973, Singer: 1978). Regarding this
assumption, reading is viewed as an active process requiring
readers to be active comprehenders (Smith: 1973) by means of
thinking, feeling, and imagining (Strang: 1967). In
addition, readers Ean interact with the text by answering
questions they have constructed so as to interpret and
comprehend that text (Smith: 1982;: cited in Dubin et al:
1985). Moreover, active, attentive, selective readers are
required in reading comprehension (Schmidf: 1987). ‘The term
"comprehension” 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”; and a potential refers to "the

capacity of understanding" (Singer, 1978: 991).

Apart from Singer’'s view, Cook and Mayer's (1983)
ideas may be taken into consideration of active processing.
Cook and Mayer describe the encoding processes of specific
reading strategies deployed by readers the encoding
processes listed by them are selection, acguisition,
construction, and integration. Selection is "the process of
selective attention”. Acquisition refers to thé process of
information transferred from attention to long-term memory.
Construction is the information connections which aré
established.among.ideas learned from the text. Integratidn
réfers to "locating relevant existing knowledge‘and building
external connections between that knowledge and ideas
acquired from the passage. This process involves both
accessing existing kpowledge and mapping new ideas onto
that knowledge"” (p. 90}. Students' reading strategies, as
stated by Cook and Mayer, include underlining, summarizingf

and question-answering.

From a theoretical perspective, the centrality of
self-questioning as an active process is an assumption that
for students to be active comprehenders and independent
thinkers, they must initiate questions shaping, fécusing,

and guiding their thinkiﬁg in reading (Hunkins: 1972,
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Tinsley: 1973, and Singer: 1978).

Se1f4Questioning Research Studies on Active Processing

‘'Concerning the nature of the active processing, the
related studies are grouped as the student-quantitative-
qualitative questions; student questioning with self
response; student gquestioning concerned with types of
materials, and a comparison between teacher—-and student-

posed questions.

For the first group, Sadker and Cooper’'s {(1974)
study is important because the quality of student-generated
questions and the nature of the gquestions generated after
training were emphasized. Sadker and Cooper successfully
induced in the generation of five types_of higher order
questions including evaluation, comparison, prbblemnsolving,
cause—and-effect, and divergent questions. For the lower
order questions, Sadker and Cooper defined them as the
questions requiring students'to recall from memory. Eight
fifth-grade-heterogeneous students were selected as the
subjects of the study. Four of them were randdmly selected,
as . experimental subjects, for after-class training in the
asking of higher—o;der questions consisting of two skills:
a) student-initiated, content-related 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 eagh skill and its importance. Then they
watched a videotape of students demonstrating the generation
of the two types of question. Subsequently, they were
taught to ask these two types of questions in a series of
10-minute lessons which were videotéped to provide useful
feedback and a basis-for discussion of their performance.
After four microteaching session, the subjects' question
generation was considered to_reach ¢riterion. Token
reinforcement was used to motivate self-questioning behavior
whén training was finished. The experiment was designed in
five phases: baseline, microteaching, reinforcement T,

return to baseline, and reinforcement ITI.

Regarding the outcome, the trained students mean
higher order questioconing rate during baseline,
microteaching, and return to baseline was .07 while their
mean higher order qqestion—asking rate was .62 per five
minute interval during the reinforcement periods. The
untrained {control) students' rate of higher order question
generation was between 0 to .15 in all phases of the study.
Concerning frequency of types of guestions asked by the
trained students, cause-and-effect, problem-solving,
evaluation, comprehensive, and divergent questions were

asked 109, 49, 16, 9, and 3 times, respectively.

Concerning quantitative and qualitative questions

generated by students, Frase and Schwartz (1975) reported
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two experiments. In their first experiment, 48 high school
students read a 12i8-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 questions on one third of
the test, answer their partners' gquestions on another third,
and study the other third on their own. a 90-item short-
answer post test was provided to all subjects. The guestions
generated by students were compared to post test items which
were categorized as"targeted"” (similar to student
gquestions), "non-targeted" (different from student
questions), and "control"” (material students read without
questions). The resulting mean total recall for answering,
gquestioning, and studyiﬂg conditions was 54.1, 52.4,'and'
46.8 percent, respectively. The result did not support the
hypothesis that students would learn more from generating

guestions than answering them.

In their second experimenﬁ, Frase and Schwartz
embhqsized the quantitativé and qualitative effects of
‘student—generated questions. Sixty-four college freshmen
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 60 items instead of 90 items of the
test were used. The subjects were required to read one text
section and pose questions about that section, then to study

the second section without questions, For the second
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experiment, the results were as follow:

- The mean proportion correct on the posttest for

the question-generation and the studying-only condition were
significant at the .005 level.

- The mean of the targeted, non-targeted, and
control items were .72, .55, and .53 respectively with a

difference which is significant at the .001 level.

Evidently, posttest scores on test items related to
student-generated questions were higher than those unrelated

to student questions.

Apart from stressing students ' gquestions Yopp
(1987) studied active comprehension in student-generated
questions and answers to those guestions. In Yopp's study,
61 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, besides generating
questions, to answer their own question. The last or
control dgroup received reading instruction. Yopp.
hypothesized that students who were taught to ask questions
would outperform students who participated in the
traditional reading instruction. In addition it was
hypothesized that students who were taught to answer their

own guestions would outperform students who were taught only
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asking questions and those who received traditional
instruction. This study was designated for four weeks.
Then, an immediate and delayed criterion test were provided
for transfer and maintenance of the instructional éffects.
The results revealed that Question Only and Question-Answer
studehts outperformed Contrql group students on the
immediate and delayed ériterion tests. However, there was
no difference between the Question Only and Question-Answer
groups. As indicated from these results, student-generated
questions throughout reading improves their reading
ability. Answering their own questions, in contrast, did

not further accelerate their reading ability.

Concerning types of materials, Valentin and Josefina
{(1986) investigated the effectiveness of the acgquisition and
maintenance of self-questioning technique based on Bloom' s
taxonomy in the reading comprehension of science matérials
by poor students selected from the seventh grade. The study
consisted of foﬁr phases: baseline, intervention 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 model
the guestion types and practice making those after teacher’
s instructicon. During phase four, maintenance, students
read and answered gquestions independently. The result
indicated that training in question generation increases the

level of reading comprehension. In addition, the results
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indicate that an increase in the level of comprehension was

maintained over the short period of time.

While many others investigéted the effectiveness of
questions generated among groups of students, Kay {(1983)
compared teacher-posed and student-generated guestions as a
means of facilitating college students' comprehension of

.
short stories. Fifteen students of the first experimental
group read short stories and generated their own questions
about the stories they read. The secend experimental group,
sixteen students read short stories with the help of
teacher—-posed qﬁestions. The coﬁtrol group consisting of
thirteen sﬁudents read short stories with instructions for
improving their writing skill. after six 15-items multiple-
choice tests had been administrateréd to students, the

results were as follows:

1. Instruction in reading short stories with
student~generatéd gquestions did not significantly improve
students’ comprehension. |

2. Instruction in reading short stories with the
help of teacher-posed questions did significantly improve
students' comprehension.

3. Teaching students the element theme of stories
as well as the instruction designed to improve students '
writing skill did not significantly improve their reading

comprehension.
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As a result, teacher-posed guestions surpassed,
based on this study, student-generated questions. This
result was neot surprising because the teachers had long been
the professional  question makers while students were

unsophisticated question generators.

In 1985, Nolte and $inger unvestigated whether
instructing fourth and fifth 'graders in active
comprehension would result in comprehension superior to that
of a typical control group for passages on which students
were trained. Subjects were assigned to either a control
group o©r an experimeﬁtal gfoup.The contrcl group answered
the questions posed by a teacher while the experimental
group was trained to generate their own questions. The
result exhibits that the experimental gréup outperformed the

control group significantly at <¢.01 level.

Based on these mentioned studies, .the researchers
need to explore the different viewpoints. Sadker and Cooper
(1974} aimed to determine the difference between trained and
untrained subjects in asking questions. Undoubtedly,
trained subjects outperfdrm the untrained subiects in ésking
questions. Sadker and Cooper' study is important since it
concentrates on the quality of student—generated.questions.
However, they ignored to measure the effects of student-
generated gquestions on student achievement. In addition,

they provided token reinforcement to motivate self-
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questioning behaviors. Token reinforcement may bring about

extraneous variables.

Regarding Frase and Schwartz' (1975) study, they
emphasizé the quantitative and qualitative effects of
student-generated gquestions. As a result, posttest scores on
test items related to qﬁestions 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 guestion only group ., the question-answer
group, and the traditional instruction group. Not
surpriéingly, the first two groups surpassed the last
condition on the criterion tests. However, there was no
difference between the first two groups. Although Yopp
failed Fo determine the effectiveness of the guestion—answer
condition, the result ¢of student-generated gquestion was
satisfactory as they wére compared to the traditional
condition.

Interestingly, Valentin and Josefina (198¢)
considered helping poor students gain and retain more
comprehension. Self-gquestioning may benefit poor students
rather than good students since good students may already.
know how to gain more comprehension. They may employ self-~
questioning techniques automatically or they may comprehend

language leading to content comprehension. For poor
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students, instruction on self-monitoring appears relevant
because they seem to be unaware of their deficiency in
reading comprehension (Whimbey and Whimbey: 1975). Thus, as

they are suggested to use the questioning technique or any

techniques aiding their reading comprehension, they become

aware of their levels of comprehension. They may be more
active by asking themselves..." Is there anything I don't
understand in this paragraph ?", for example. Conseqﬁently,

poor students may gain more benefit from the questioning

technique.

Concerning teacher-and student-posed questions, this
area is still controversial. Kay (1933) found that the
teacher-posed gquestions surpassed student-posed questicns
while Nolte and Singer (1985) pointed out that students
trained to ask questions outperformed those who practiced
through questions generated by a teacher. According to the
contradictory finding, both Kay's and Nolte and Singer's
finding needs to be confirmed.

Becausi of these different emphasizes on student-
generated questions, the results of these studies are also
varying. In general, the effectiveness of student—-generated
questions on reading achievement appears to be satisfactory.
Besides influencing the during-reading stage, self
gquestioning éan also be used in the poétreading stage.

Questions 1in the third stage of reading concern



90

metacognitive theory.

iii. Metacognitive Theory

In the postreading stage, studehts employ activities
to enrich what they héve already learned, to augment
retention of the learned materials, and to construct
alternate forms of the text (Anderson: 1979). Furthermore,
one of several activities questions, students enmploy

metacognitive knowledge concerning memory (Flave11:1981).

Flavell{1976) defines metacognition as one's
awareness of cne's own cognitive process and preoducts, and
seif—regulation. Readers have to use particular strategies
to be aware of the importance. of these strategies, and to
assess them (McNeil: 1984), 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 know when they
can continue to assimulate further information or when they
should reread to clarify information before going on the

following step.

The importance of metacognition is evident.
However, readers are rarely aware of their self-regulation.
Brown (1980) states the difficulty readers always face.

These difficulties are:
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1. recognizing that problem difficulty
has increased and that therefore there is a
need for strategic intervention(Brown,1975);

2. using inferential reasoning to
assess the probability that an assumption is
true, given the information they already
have(Brown, 1978);

3. predicting the outcome of their
attempts at strategy utilization both before
and after the fact (Brown and Lawton, 1977):

4. predicting the task difficulty in
a varity of memory and problem-solving
situations(Brown, 1978; Tenny, 1975);

5. planning ahead in terms of
strategic study-time apportionment (Brown and
Campicne, 1977; Brown and Smiley, 1978);

6. monitering the success of attempt
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, 1976: Brown, Campione, and Barclay,
1978).

(Brown, 1980: 457)

According to Brown, readers are insufficient in
awareness. They just follow instructions aimlessly.
Consequently, Brown points out the basic aspects of thinking
efficiently and effective reading including predicting,

checking, monitoring, reality testing, and coordination and:
control of deliberate attempts to study, learn, or solve
problems (p. 454). Good readers demonstrate all these
skills in their reading and studying. They-plan and  use
strategies, and awareness of task demands anq what strategy

they employ to meet those demands (Brown: 1980).
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Unfortunately, the reason readers face those difficulties
previously stated by Brown results from inadequate self-
questioning skills {(p. 457). Thus self-gquestioning
techniques can be employed so as tc.>7. enable readers to
determine their weaknesses Brown: 1980). For poor readers,
Whimbey and Whimbey (1575) point out that instruction on
self-monitoring questioniﬁg is particularly relevant since

they are always unaware of their lack of comprehension.

However, metacognitive theory in the sense of self-
guestioning strategy, according to McNeil, can be applied in
two broad senses. First, regarding the strategy of self-
instruction stated by McNeil (1984: 87), it is possible to
teach students to be aware of important parts of the text by
asking about the theme of the text . Second, according to
McNeil (1984: 85) on process of self-knowledge, it is
possible to teach students to monitor their state of
understanéing. They may, for example, ask the gquestion "Is

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

Self-Questioning Research Studies Concerned with

Metacognitive Theory

Concerning metacognitive theory, it is predicted
that students' prose/discourse processing will increase when
they are trained to be sensitive to the important paft of

the text and to monitor their comprehension of these parts.
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This predictibn is supported by Andre and Anderson (1978—79)
who demonstrated two findings:

1. Students can be trained to identify parts of the
text which contain important points and construct questions
about 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 treatment
was effective while the second experiment was conducted to
replicate the first finding and to compare the achievement
of students who were trained to generate questions to those

who were told to use the self-guestioning technique.

In Experiment I, twenty-nine seniors of a high
school were divided into two groups: trained, and untrained
groups. The trained group received self-questioning
training in the following procedures. First, students were
instructed to locate the main ideas in each parggraph of a
three-paragraph passage. Second, they generated questiéns
about the main ideas by asking for new example of each. For
the untrained group., students read and reread the same
materials as the trained group. There were two sessions in
the Experiment I. In the first session, a verbal ability
test (Wide Range Vocabulary Test) was administered tb all

subjects:'in addition, two groups studied in the different
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conditions of trained and untrained subjects. For the
second session, both groups were required to read two
passages and take a 20-item criterion test. Half of the

items assessed main ideas and half assessed detail in the

passage. The results showed that:

1. The mean of trained students with low verbal
ability, and that of untraiﬁed students with low verbal
ability were 13.66 and 8.26 respectively.

2. The mean of trained students with high verbal
ability, and that of untrained students with high verbal

were 18.67 and 20.88 respectively.

The results indicated that students with low and
average verbal abilities benefited more from the self-

questioning training than students with high verbal ability.

In Experiment II, eighty-one junicrs and seniors
from a high school were classified into groups with high,
mid&ler and low verbal ability; questioning-with-training,
gquestioning-without-training, and rereading. The
questioning-with-training, and the read and reread control
groups received the same experimental procedures as those
employed in Experiment I. Students in the questiohing—
without-training group were asked to generate four questions
in each passage. The guestions were those students expected

the teacher would ask. A 24-item criterion test was
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administered to all groups at the last session.

The means of the guestioning-with-training,
questioning-without-training, and rereading groupé were
14.79, 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 I
since it waé obvious that the middle ability group had
consisténtly larger standard deviations than the
approximately equal standard deviations of the high and low
ability groups. The results further indicated that the
guestioning-with-training group generated more good
comprehension dgquestions than the queétioning—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
guestions. In training procedure is effective to enhance
students’ ability‘to generate good questions. The
investigators advised that training procedure facilitates
low and middle verbal ability students rather than high
verbal ability subjects since high ability students already

know how to construct good questions.

Similarly, Hyman (1981) investigated the

effectiveness of self-generated questions on reading
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comprehension. Forty-two junior college students ﬁere
classified into question cueing, and no question-cueing
. groups. The between subject factors were low and average
ability based on the éollege's placement exam. There were
three phases in the experimental procedure. During phase
one, the question-cueing group was told to ask gquestion,
then students were provided a 20 minute training session oﬁ
how to ask questions during phase two. During phase three,
they were reminded to ask questions. Then, a comprehension
test was édministered. There was no significant difference
between the comprehension test scores of the guestion-cueing
students while readihg and the non gquestion—cueing students;
Neither low nor average ability students gained more from
generating questions. Furthermore, the correlation between
performance on a main thought ﬁaragraph test and the
proportion of self-~generated questions about the thoughts of
paragraphs was low. For the quality of gquestions, the
proportion of good guestions generated by the average
ability students did significantly correlate with the
performance on the comprehension test while that of low
ability students did not significantly correlate with the

performance on the comprehension test.

Hyman suggested that, based on his study,
questioning is likely to be "a rote activity" for low

ability students.
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With regard to the.importance of developing problem
solving skills, Jay (1981) identified a relationship between
guestions based on Bloom's taxonomy level and functidns, and

problem solving.

Seventéen Qraduate education majors registered for
summer school were required to ask self-generated questions
so as to gain information for solvihg a set of six problems.
All procedures of éolving the six problems were tape.
recorded. Besides participating in the problem-soclving
activities, subjects took.the Watson-Glaser Critical
Thinking Appraisal. Students' scores on this standardized
test provided a measure of their ability in solving the

problems.

The results indicated that there was no significant
difference in the types of questions asked by subjects who
obtained high, middle, or low scores on the Watson-Glaser
test. For the problem formats, there were three
significantly different types of questions: questions
requesting information about the systen, incoprect
conclusions abdut the system, .and incorrect conclusions
about specific symbols. For'pfoblem solving ability, the

occurrence of self-generated guestions related to the

overall structure of questions was the primary indicator.

Concerning the relationship of training of self-
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generated questions with passage difficulty and the extent
of retention, Balajthy (1982) dJdetermined whether covert-
- construction of interspersed prequestions affected recall of
a science-oriented passage. Sixty college freshmen were
classified into three groups. Group 1 received five 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 coﬁsisting of two
science passages. Subjects were 1instructed to read. The
treatment groups (group 1 and group 2) were additionally
required to construct guestions. Each passage of the final
test was immediately followed by a multiple choice and a
fill-in test s¢o as to determine availability of knoﬁledge
and these two criterion tests of each passage were again

administered, one week later, to determine accessibility of

knowledge.

There are five major findings as follows:

1. There was no overall effect on subjects who
received training in generating guestions.

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 this 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
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scored highest, and lowest on delayed, and immediate
measures, respectively.

4. There was no significant difference between thé
two training groups.

5. There was no between-group difference resulting

from the two types of criterion posttest.

The results indicated that student-generated
question promotes the improvement of retention on difficult
material for college students, and facilitates delayed

recall.

In the same year, Olson et al (1982) were interested
in developing a process model that would be found in reading
skills. To examine the assumption that quéstioning ang
answering is an integral part of the process of reading
comprehension, Olson et al had one group of subjects read
each sentence of a story, and think aloud whatever questions
the sentence responded. The number of guestions agked per
sentence was counted. This procedure was repeated on four
stories. A second group of subjects read the séntence 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 50% of words, phrases, or sentences they
considered trivial. The relative importance of éach story

was measured by the proportion of remaining words. Olson et
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al found that the first group of subjects outperformed the
others. Finally, they summarized that sentences that

elicited questions would be important 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,
Thistlethwaite investigated two techniqués for involving
students in reading the text: self-guestioconing, and using

text structure.

Thistlethwaite posed five research questions as
follows: -

1. QO 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 Qtudents using self-questioning or text
structure strategies (which have been taught) to study text
evidence greater comprehension and recall than those who do
not?

4. Do students who use different strategies
remember information from different 1levels of text
structure?

5. Do directions to respond rather than simply

recall affect the recall of factual information from the
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text?

The subjects were 135 college‘students who
registered in a reading improvement course. They were
taught to study a passage with twa strategies. A 48-hour
delayed recall, was then used to éssess comprehension of a

2000-word passage.

Regarding the findings, the major conclusions were:
1. The self-guestioning and the text structure
'strategies were positively evaluated by subjects at the end
of teaching. \

2. There was little transfer to an independent
1earﬂing situation. |

3. The subjects who were taught the text structure
strategy while studying did not recall a greater number of
idea units than did students who did not employ the
strategy.

4. Subjects who used the text structure strategy
recalled a significanfly-greater number of idea units from
the superordinate level of text structure although subjects
who used no strategy recalled the greatest number of idea

units.

In addition to student-generated questions, Knapezyk
and Livingston (1974) considered student guestions'

promptness. The purpose of their'study was to investigate a
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teacher-implemented prompting procedure for training
students to ask guestions. Two mentally retarded students
from grades 8 and 9 who asked no guestion were selected as
subjects. For the éxperimental procedure, subject 1 was
assigned reading material in the baseline 1 phase,
instructed to ask questions which were promptly answered by
the teacher and aide in the phase of training 1. In
baseline 2, the teacher's response was entirely wighdrawn
but promptly responded in training 2. In contrast, subject
2 was instructed to ask guestions while reading. All
- questions asked were immediately answered throughout this
condition. As a resﬁlt, the two EMR subiects' questioning
behaviour increased. The results indicated that prompting

was effectively employed to initiate question-asking.

A study conducted by Wittmann (1985) involved the
construction and evaluation of a cognitive self-
instructional training program aimed at enhancing
metacognitive awareness and control in the area of reading
comprehension. This program was compared to a cognitive
strategy training program and a program of traditional
comprehension instrﬁction on the basis of improving reading

comprehension performance.

Sixty-three students in grades five and six were
randomly assigned to three groups: a metacognitive training

group, a cognitive strategy training group, and a tradition
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instruction groﬁp. All groups were administered a pretest,
then they received three sessions of training in either
metacognitive processing, selected cognitive ‘strategies, or
traditional instruction, finally, they were retested both

immediately after training and at a five-week follow-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 thaﬁ there was a direct cauéal relation between

metacognitive functioning and comprehension performance.

In 1986, Davey and McBride explore the effects of
training in question generation on comprehension question
performance, on quality and form 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 groups met for five 40-minute lessons
over a 2 week period.

Regarding procedures, the inference question
practice and literal question practice groups read three
250-word passage and answered four free-response question of
each passage per session. Thé inference-practice group
responded only to inferential questions while the literal

practice group responded only to literal guestions. The .
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gquestion-training group was trained to generate the
questions linking dinformation across sentences and those
tapping the most important information. The question-
;é;eration practice group read the passage and was
instructed to generate two good think type questions. The
no-question control group read_the same passages but
completed a vocabulary activity instead of generating or
answering guestions. As a result, all tests were conducted
at the .05 level of significance. That is, the findings
point out overall positive effects of training in question

generation on the nature of the generated guestions, on the

accuracy of comprehension gquestion responses, and on the

accuracy between actual and predicted comprehension question.

performance.

ARegarding to the quality of the guestions generated,
MacDonald (1986) examines the difference between trained and
untrained subjects on comprehension and recall 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 from their
regular reading teacher in using a dictionary, a thesaurus,
and in writing book reports. However, the subjects did not
receive direct instruction in generating good guestions
though théy were encouraged to do. In contrast, the
experimental group was told to a) identify the main idea in

each paragraph, b) find out the most important idea after
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reading all paragraphs, ¢) make up questions about what they
need to find out this main idea, and d) read further tc see
whether they can answer the questions the treatment lasted a

total of 7.5 hours.

The results exhibit that the experimental group
produced a significant enhancing effect on gquestion quality,
but only for subjécts with above average ability (75%) on
the pretest. The researcher interprets that poor subjects
lacked the vocabulary skill to understand the training. He
also recommends that‘poor comprehenders should be trained to

ask questions to improve their recall of text.

Like the previocus theoretical perspectives, some
controversies still occur because of different emphases.
According to Andre and Anderson (1978-1979), students can be
trained to construct the main-point gquestions. Moreover,
low verbal ability students get advantages from self-
questioning technique. In contrast, Hyman(1981) fails to
train students to generate questions aithough his subjects
are Jjunior college studen;s. However, it is difficult to
mention any limitation leading to failure since his data is
presented in a form of abstract dissertation. He did not
elaborate any data i.e. dura;ion of training.
Interestingly, Olson et al (1982) successfully train
students to generate guestions responded to statements

‘provided. _They also claim that this method works well in
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reading comprehension.

Regarding levels of subjects, Thistlethwaite (1983)
dealing with college students and Wittman (1985} whose
subjects are fifth-and sixth grade students get

unsatisfactory results.

Two 1dinteresting points, one is EKnapezyk and
Livingston (1974) results indicated that prompting was
effectively employed to initiate question-asking. The other
is Balajthy's (1982) study involving passage difficulty and
the extent of retention. According to Balajthy, subjects
who are trained to genetate gquestions get more benefit on

the difficult passage'and on delayed measﬁres.

According to these three theoretical perspectives:
schema theory; active processing; and metacognitive theory,
there are some controversies among educators exploriné'the
effectiveness of student—generated questions. The results
are still inconclusive. Andre and Anderson claim that low
verbal ability students can be trained to construct
gquestions promoting comprehension while Hyman argues
strongly that training students to initiate is in wvain, for
instance. Thus, - further investigation especially a study

dealing with Thai students needs to be undertaken.

A student-generated question technique has never
been conducted in English reading class for Thai students at

any level of English instruction. This experimental study,
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consequently, determined the effectiveness of student-
questioning technique on reading comprehension of tertiary
students. It is expected that the outcomes of this study
can guide tertiary students and other-level students to
employ the questioning technique so as to enrich their
reading comprehension. Finally, the use of this technique
may direct students to become independent readers. That is,
they c¢an acguire more and more additional knowledge by

themselves.



CHAPTER THREE

THE RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This study was conductéd to determine the’
_effectiveness of the student-generated question technique on
students' reading achievement at the tertiary level. The
study included two groups: the contrecl, and experimental
groups. The former was taught with the traditional reading
instruction. The latter was instructed using a student-
generated question technique. Prior to the experiment, both
groups were measured in their reading ability by a pre-
reading test. After the experiment was conducted, a post-
reading test was given to all subjects. Then, the data
obtained were analyzed to find out whether the two groups
were significantly different on the basis of the progress on

reading achievement.

This chapter explains how this study was conducted.
The procedures used in this study included the following

components:

I. The subjects
A. The sample characteristics
B. The sampling procedure

II. The method
A. The research design

B. Instruments
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i. Aﬂ English Reading Achievement Test
ii. Lesson Plans
iii.Teaching Materials
iv. A Student-Generated Queétion Test
v. A Questiocnnaire

C. Procedure.

III. Descriptive Statistics

I. THE SUBJECTS

A. THE SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS

sixty first year nursing studeﬁts at Mahidol
University, Bangkok ﬁere the subjects of this study. The
actual number of students in each group is 48. Thirty
students were selected from each group. They were
comparable by means of their pretest scores. All students

participated the first course of English instruction.

B. THE SAMPLING PROCEDURE

The sampling procedure was carried out as the
following steps: ’

1. Two groups were randomly selected from 6 groups
of first year.nursing students.

2. Prior to the experiment, both groups took an
English Reading Achievement test' constructed by the

investigator so as to discriminate students' English reading



110

ability.
3. Both randemly selected groups were comparable on
the basis of English reading ability exhibited in the

following table:

Pretest Scores {Total = 40)

Group 1 . Group 2

No. | Scores . No. Scores
1. 29 1. 29
2. 27 2. 27
3. 27 3. 27
i. . 26 4. 26
5. 26 oMl 26
6. 26 6. 26
7. 25 7. 25
8. 25 8. 25
9. 25 9. 25
10. 25 10. 24

11. 24 11. 24
12. 24 12, 24
13. 24 , 13. 24
14. 24 14. 23
5. 23 15. 23
16. 23 16. 22
17. 22 17. 22
18. 22 18. 21

19. 22 19. 21
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Pretest Scores (Total = 40)

(Cont.)}
Group 1 Group 2
No. Scores No. T Scores
20. 221 20. 21
21. 21 21. 20
22. 20 22. 20
23. 20 23. 20
24. 20 24. o 19
25 19 25. . 19
26. 19 26. 19
27. 18 27. 18
28. 17 28. 17
29. 16 29. 16
30. 16 30. 16
X 22.50000 22.30000
s.D 3.411441 3.445636
4. Bo;h groups were parallel in three ability

levels: good, hverage, and weak according to their pretest
scores on an Englistheading Achievement Tests as the

criteria illustrated in the following figure:
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Ability Levels Criteria
Good | 26 - 29
Average 20 - 25
Weak 16 - 19

5. In both groups, six, eighteen, and six students
were randomly selected from the good, average, and weak

students respectively;

6. The students were randomly assigned to be in
either the control group consisting of thirty students or
the experimental group consisting of thirty students as

shown in the following figure:

Ability Levels Control Group Experimental group
{(Group 1) (Group 2)
Good - 6 &
Average 18 18
Weak 6 1

total 30 30
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II. THE_ METHOD

A. THE RESEARCH DESIGN

Both control and experimental groups were instructedA
by the investigator in the normal class of the first
semeter. Furthermore, they were provided the same materials
including the reading passage in the regularly used
textbook, and the supplementary reading passages showing the
identical language functions as in that textbook. The
method of teaching waé different, however. The control
group was traditionally taught by being asked questions
concerning the reading passages. Whereas, the experimental
group was instructed by means 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 determine- the
effectiveness of the student—&enerated question technidue,
the questionnaires concerning students' attitude towards the
student-generated question technique were adminstered to the
experimental gfouﬁ at the end of the course. The research

design can be illustrated:as follows:

Group Teacher Teaching Technique Attitude towards

teaching technigue

The control The Traditional reading -
group investigator instruction
The Th= A student-generated A rating-scale

experimental investigator question technigue

group
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B. INSTRUMENTS

i. An English Reading Achievement Test

An English reading achievement test constructed by
the investigator’ was employed as a pre-test and post-test

for both groups of subjects.

The English reading achievement test was composed of
a multiple-choice, true or false, and short answer item.
Regarding the reas§n for employing the various types of test
items was that students dealt with materials concerning
language functions. Thus, they should be evaluated by an
English reading achievement test that includes the same
language functions they have practiced. Therefore, types of
test items depended upon language functions. The multiple-
choice typé was employed in the language functions of
dafinition, cause and effect, and fuhction while a
classification-chart completion was used in classification.
In addition, arranging orders or sequences, true or false,
and short complétion were employed in the language functions
of process, comparisbn, function and cause-effect

relationship, respectively.

Test construction and a pilot study

Regarding the construction of the test, two

textbooks were used as guidelines:
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- Testing English as a second languadge by

Harris (1969)

- Language testing workshop by Bachman (1985)

Reading texts consisting of 6 language functions in
‘which the difficulty and subject matter were appropriate to
the first year nursing students were selected by the

following 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 functions
showing definition, cause and effect,
and function, extracted from Bangkok

Post daily newspaper (May 5, 1987)

Text 2 : "Knowing more about medicine for
youngsters" consisting of language
functions showing function, and cause

and effect, extracted from Bangkck Post

daily newspaper (December 22, 1987)

Text 3 : "pPandas" consisting of a language
function showing comparison, extracted

from Foundation English Reading Text I

. constructed by the staff of

Chulalongkorn University Language
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Text 5

116

institute {1985)

"Where do drugs come from 2"
consisting of a language function
showing classification, extracted from

Themes For Thinking: Nursing and The

world constructed by the staff of
Foreign Language Department of Faculty
of Science, Mahidol University (1988).

"Conditioning“ consisting of a language
function:showing process, extracted

from Communicate in Writing written by

Keith Johnson (1981)

All reading texts containing 200-500 words each were

appropriately adapted on the basis of length and types of

test suitable for each language function.

2. To administer the pilot study, the test was

constructed as exhibited in the following table:

Language Functions

CL & DE
Tesl Totai Type of Tests
FR CE CL DE CE FU
1 3 5 2 10 mutiple choice
2 4 5 9 short completion
3 T 7 true / false
4 & 6 a classitication
chart completion
5 8 8 arrange orders
Total 8 7 9 9 ? 10
PR: Process DE: Definitien
CO: Comparisen CE: Cause ahd Effect

CL: classiiication FU: Function
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3. The contents and items of the constructed test
were refined and the language was corrected by Assist.
-Prof. Prapa Vittayarungrangsri and Mr. Robert Burgess,

English instructors at Mahidol University.

4., A pilot study was conducted with 50
mathayomsuksa-six- student at Watpradoonaisongthum School.
Based on the data obtained from éhe pilot study, an item
analysis was carried out. The ITEMANL PROGRAM used with IBM
4361 CAI 9Computer for Assisting Imnstruction]} was employed
to examine the level of difficulty (F}), and the
discrimination power (r) by means of an item facility and
the point-biserial Eorrelation coefficient suggested by
Associate Professor Dr. Boonreang Khachonsin, the lecturer
on Educational Measurement and evaluation, Kasetrasart
University. The criteria considered for selecting the
apprdpriate test items noted by Nuttall and Skurnik (1969),
and Khachonsin (1987) were as follows: |

- the level of difficulty (F) was between 20-80%

- the diécrimination poﬁer (r} was equal or more

than 0.2
Any.inépproprigte test items were revised to be

acceptable ones.

5. Kuﬁer Richardson Formula 20 (KR-20) was employed
to compute the reliability coefficient of the test {Ebel:

1972}). Its reliability also calculated by the ITEMANL
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PROGRAM was 0.728. It is acceptable to be the test
constructéd by'a teacher since, mentioned by Harris {1969)
and Harrison (1983), a reliability of at least 0.70 is

satisfactory.

ii. Lesson Plans

Both control and exﬁerimental groups studied the
regular course materials. since the investigator intended
to deal with a reading strategy: the reading passages in
the learned textbook, and the supplementary materials
" constructed by the investigator were planned in order to

provide to both groups.

To plan the 1lesson, the investigator employed the
following books as guidelines:

- Read and Think by Munby (1968)

- Teaching Foreign-Language skills by Rivers 11968)

- Study Skill and Learning Strategies” in cognitive

and Affective Learning Strategies, edited by
O'Neil (1979) |

- A Teacher Training Course by Hill and Dobbyn

(1979}

Reading in the Language Classroom by Williams

(1984)

All contents in the lesson plans were arranged into
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9 units based on thé sequence in the Nursing Science
textbook used in the reading course. All units were in
Functions for The Future by the staff of foreign language
depértment at faculty of Science, Mahidol University (1988).
Some supplementary materials were~adapted from SRA Reading
for Understanding 2 & 3; and some authentic material from-
English newspapers. The units were sequenced as follows:
Unit 1: Process

2: Shape

3: Location

4: Structure

5: Measurment

6: Compariéon

7: Classification and Definition

8: Cause_and Effect

9: Function

Since this experiment aimed to determine the
effectiveness of the student-generated gquestion technigue,
each unit of lesson plans for the experimental group was
classified into 2 sessions:.the teacher's model and
practice. The teacher iilustrated how to generate questions
as a model in the first session while the last session
enabled students to practice asking their own question., The
teacher-modeled session included three stages: prereading,'

during-reading, and postreading, respectivelyl
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Stage 1: Pre-reading activities
Prereading stage was aimed:

- to introduce and arocuse 1interest
in the topic

Stage 2: During-reading activities
The aims of this stage were:
~ to help understanding of the text
structure or language functions.
- to clarify the reading content.
- to help understanding of the

author's purpose,.

In this stage, students engaged in sequences of

instructional episodes including four activities:
1. Information gathering

Information gathering referred to the stage in
which students gained information from silent reading
practice. They qould extract meaning from sentences and

paragraphs in a more or less sequential order.
2. Student responding

After gathering information, students were
required to engage in a response-demand event by asking
their own gquestions in written forms. The cquestions asked

by students, main idea of a topic, the author's purpose, and
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their judgement and emotional response to that topic.

3. Response Judging and Feedback
When students posed questions, they were reguired
to make decisions whether their questions were appropriate.
The criteria for making judgements emphasized the
correctness of'meaning they needed to convey and of question
forms.
4. Decision about what to do next
As students posed and judged their questions, they
might still £ail to comprehend. To solve this problem, they
might reread, form a pending question, or consult outside
sources such as a teacher or classmates for an answer to

that pending question.
Stage 3: Postreading activities

The aims of a posreading stage were:

- To enrich what has been read.

-~ To retain what has already been read.

- To relate the text to the readers' own

knowledge.
Regarding the control group, all activies were

entirely identical as those in the experimental group exredt
that the control group was neither encouraged nor trained to

ask their own guestions.
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iii. Teaching Materials

Since the concentration of this study is reading,
reading passage were exXtracted from the learned textbook

namely Functions For The Future. These passages consisted of

ten language functions: process, shapes location, structure,
lmeasurement, comparison, classification, definition, cause &
effect and function. Apart from these passages, others were
selected from SRA Reading For Understanding 2 & 3 and from
the articles of authentic texts such as Bangkok post daily

newspaper.

These function-based materials wére included for use
with nursing students. Language functions ﬁere taken into
consideration. That is, the teaching materials used in this
study were valid in terms of curricular and concurrent

validity.

IV. A Student-Generated Question Test

Some function-based issues extracted from the
reading passages employed in a reading achievement test were
posed as answer provided while the questionstems of these
answers were missing. This test comprised 6 four-items
functions: process, comparison, definition, classification,
cause and effect, and function. The direstion of this test
was egplained in Thai and example was illustrated so that

the subjects in a control group who were neither encouraged
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to ask their own guestions nor given instruction in
constructing questions could understand how to deal with

this test.

V. A Questionnaire

A rating-scale questionnaire was developed to
determine the effectiveness of a student-generated question
technique using in reading instruction on the basis of
students’ 6pinion.

In construction and development of the-questionnaire,
the procedures were listed as follows:

1. Compile the issues concerning self—questioning'
technique especially the strength of this
technigue.

2. Study the form of a questionnaire as well as the
type of statistic devices cofreépbnding to that
form of the questionnaire.

3. Construct the questionnaire based on the issues
compiled from self-questioning theory.

4. Consult with a thesis advisor.

5. Check any ambiguous wording with an educational
expert.

6. Revise the gquestionnaire.

The guestionnaire consisted of three main parts. The

first part consisted of six items’, concerned
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students’'personal dataland attitude towards reading skill,
and the.way they were taught reading skills in the previous
duration. The second part was Cbmposed of

strength, limittation, and suggestion of thirtheen, seven
and six items respectively. This part was aimed at
eliciting s&udents' attitudes toward the‘ seélf-questioning
technique. Five-point Likert scales used for rating their

attitudes were as follows:

5 4 3 2 i
5: strongly agree

4: agree

3: undecided

2: disagree

1: strongly disagree

The third part of the guestionnaire concerned
'students understanding of each reading passage in each
teaching unit. Students were required to self-evaluate
their extent of comprehension in each unit. The data
obtained were taken into consideration whether the
questioning technique was appropriate to any language
functions, or whether some limitations -should be revised.

The rating scale used in part TII is the following criteria:
5 4 "3 2 1

5: Totally understand
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4: Mostly understand

3: Moderately understand
2: Slightly understand
1: Do not understand
In rating attitudes, all students in the

experimental group were taken into consideration since they
were viewed as students receiving training of the self-
lquestioning technique. Some of them were missing, so 43
students elicited their attitudes toward this technique.
Students were not required to write their names on a
questionnaire so that they could respond honestly. This
made the data obtained reliable. Since this study was
mainly dealt with the self-questioning technique, thus the
questionnaire was administered to only the experimental

group at the end of the study.

Reliability of the Questionnaire

The reliability of the gquestionnaire was chécked,_
using Cronbach'method namely Coefficient Alpha suggested by
Katsing (1989: 116-119). The data obtained from an
administration were computed by Prime computer 9955II at
Kasertsart University Computer Center. The value of
reliability calculated was 0.715, which was acceptable

{Cronbach: 1960).
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C.PROCEDURES.

The experimental procedure was carried out as

follows:
Experimental procedure
Control group - Experimental group
Pre~reading test Prefreading test
Tradiﬁional reading B —e;pgrfmgnfai ~ 7 " [student-generated
instruction B ihisi _______ question %fchniqﬁe
Post-reading test Post~reading test

Questionnaire
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1. Prior to the experimental phase, a pre-reading
test was adminstered to both groups in discriminating

students English reading ability.

2. During the experimental phase, both groups were
taught by the investigator. The control group studied in
the traditional reading ¢lass while the experimental group
was trained to ask their own gquestions. After being taught,
both groups received a self-generated gquestion test in
order to examine wﬁether trained and untrained students

could generate questions by themselves.

3. At the end of an experiment, a post-reading test
was 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
determine students attitude towards using a questioning

technique in reading .

All guestionnaires obtained from this group were
considered to be data of a whole class. The invesﬁigator
did not select only the subjects of the experiment since
students were not required to write their names in

questionnaires so that they could respond to items

honestly.
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ITI. DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

The descriptive statisticé used in this study were:
1. Coefficient Alpha
Coefficient Aipha of Cronbach method was used to
examine the reliability of questidnnaires as well as the
extent of students' attitude towards the student-generated

question technique.
2. Item analysis

An item analysis was employed to examine the
level of difficulty (F) and dicrimination power (r) of an
English reading achievement test constructed by the

investigator.
3. KR-20

The KR-20 formula was employed to determine the

reliability of the English reading achievement test.
4. Arithmetic means

The arthmetic means were used to provide the
average levels of English reading scores of the control and
the experimental groups; and the average extent of students

attitude towards the student-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 groﬁp were significantly'
different.

§. Frequency count and Percentage

P

Frequency count and Percentage were used to
determine the data obtained from the guestionnaire
concerning students' attitude towards a self-questioning

technique and self-evaluation of reading comprehension.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

This chapter presents the findings of the study.
These findings are derived from the results computed and
analyzed from the data obtained from students’ pretest and
posttest seores on an English reading achievemeﬁt test, a
gself-generated guestion test, and a questionnaire eliciting
students' attitudes toward the self-gquestioning technique.
The purposes of the study indicated in Chapter One serve fo

organize the presentation of the findings.

The findings of the study are revealed in six parts

as follows:

1. The English reading achievement of students not

receiving instruction of the self-questioning
technique.
2. The English reading achievement of students

receiving instruction of the self-questioning technique.

3. A comparison betweeﬁ the English reading
achievement of students receiving conventional techniques
and that of students receiving instruction in the self-
questioning technique.

4. A cdmparison of the English reading achievement
among students of different English reading ability -- good,

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

6. Students' attitudes toward using the self-

generated question technigque in reading.

1. The English reading achievement of students not receiving

instruction of the self-gquestioning technique.

The subjects participating in a control group were
given with an English reading achievement test twice:
pretest and posttest in order to determine whether the
subjects made any progress in reading after being untrained
in the self-generated gquestion technique. The scores

~obtained from these tests were calculated and analyzed by

means of the t-value as exhibited in TABLE 1.
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TABLE 1
A COMPARISON OF THE CONTROL GROUP'S

SCORES GAINED FROM THE PRETEST.AND.POSTTEST

Tests MEAN S.D. T Two—-tail
Value Prob.
Pretest 22.5333 3.411
-7.85 <0.05
Posttest 27.4667 2.688
N = 30

As a result, there was a statistically significant
difference at the .05 level between the meah score obtained
from the pretest and that obtained from the posttest of the

control group.

Finding One

The data presented in TABLE 1 indicate that the mean
score of the posttest is higher than that of the pretest.
It indicated that there was 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 might be concluded that the §uestions posed.by

the teacher have an important role for enhancing students’
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reading improvement.

2. The English reading achievement of students receiving

instruction in the self-questioning technique.

In order to determine whether students improve their
English reading after practice in the self-questioning
technique, an English reading achievement test was given to
the subjects in an experimental group twice, pretest and
posttest. The scores from the pretest and posttest were
computed to find out ‘the development of students' English

reading achievement as illustrated in TABLE 2.

TABLE 2
A COMPARISON OF THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUP'S SCORES

GAINED FROM THE PRETEST AND POSTTEST

Tests MEAN 5.0 T Two-tail
Value ‘ Prob.
Pretest 22.3000 3.446
-11.87 <0.001
Posttest 30.4667 2.700
N = 30

-

The data in TABLE 2 dindicate that, there was a

significant difference between the mean score of the pretest
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and posttest at a 0.001 level.

Finding Two

From the data presented in TABLE 2, the mean score
of the posttest is significantly higher than that of the
pretest at70.001 level. This indicates that students
improved their English reading achievement greatly after
they were trained to generate their own questions on their

OWI.

3. A comparison between the English reading achievement of
students receiving conventional techniques and that of
" students receiving instruction in the self-questioning

technigue.

In order to determine which of the two techniques, a
conventional technigque and a self;questioning technique,
resulted in superiority of English reading achievement, the .
difference of mean scores (posttest scores - pretest scores)
obtained from the pretest and posttest of both groups were
compared by means of a t-test. The results are exhibited in

TABLE 3.
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A COMPARISON.O? THE ENGLISH ACHIEVEMENT OF

THE CONTROL AND THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS
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Groups MEAN s.D. T Two-tail
Value Prob.
Control - 4.,9333 3.443
6.50 <0.001
Experimental 8.1667 3.770

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 experimental group at

_0.001 level of significance.

Finding Three

a

Regarding the analyzed data in TABLE 3, the mean

scores of the experimental and the control gJgroups were

significantly different at a 0.001 level. The subjects in

the experimental group did score significantly 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 among
students of different reading ability -- good, average

and weak -- in both groups after learning.

In order to find out whether the subjects with
different reading ability in the experimental group improved
their English reading ?chievement differently from those in
the control group, a t-test was conducted to each pair of

mean scores. The results are revealed in TABLE 4.

TABLE 4
A COMPARISON OF THE ENGLISH READING ACHIEVEMENT OF THE
STUDENTS OF DIFFERENT ENGLISH READING ABILITY

IN BOTH GROUPS AFTER LEARNING

Reading Control Experimental T Two-tail
Aﬁility MEAN S.D. MEAN s5.D. Value Prob.
Good 3.1667 0.983 5.8333 2.639 2.17 >0.05
Average 4.3333 3.464 7.5556 3.671 4.96 <0.05
Weak 8.5000 2.588 12.3333 1.506 3.46 <0.05

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

The data in TABLE 4 reveal that although good
students in the experimental group scored higher than those

in the control group, the difference between the mean scores
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of those two groups was not siénificant {p > 0.05). The
average students in the experimental group outperformed
those in the control group significantly at 0.05 level of
significance. Regarding weak students, those in the
experimental group gained a significantly higher mean score

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

Finding Four

Based on the data from TABLE 4, the improvement of
good students in both groups exhibited no significant
difference in achievement scores from each other. Yet,
average students in the experimental group were
significantly superior to those in tﬂé control group.
Similarly, weak students in the experimental group also had

significantly higher scores than those in the control group.

It can be éoncluded that the student-generated
question technique benefits weak and average students to
improve their English-reading achievement much better than a
traditional technique. On the other hand, gocod students in
the experimental group showed no significant difference in
English reading achievement from those in the control group
though the former gained higher scores than the latter.
That is, good students trained to initiate their own
questions were not different in English reading improvement

from those unguided the self-questioning technique.
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5. A COmparison between self guestioning 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-questioning technique c¢an generate
their own guestions independently, a self-genergted question
- test was administered to students in both groups at the end
of the experimental phase. Frequency count and percéntage
were used to analyze the data obtained from the test.
Questions based on language functions generated by students

in both groups are presented in TABLE 5.

TABLE 5

PERCENTAGE OF QUESTIONS GENERATED BY STUDENTS IN BOTH GROUPS

.Questions Generated Percentage
by Students control Experimental

: Group Group
.PROCESS E o 44.91 57 .41
COMPARISON : 11.11 44.44
CLASSIFICATION 29.63 61.57
DEFINITION 91.20 97.69
CAUSE & ﬁFFECT 28.70 66.66
FUNCTION 69.63 75.93

N = 27 {in each group)
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In addition, the mean scores gained from both groups

were compared by a t-test. The consequences are illustrated

in TABLE 6.

TABLE 6
A COMPARISON BETWEEN SELF-QUESTIONING SCORES OF TRAINED

AND UNTRAINED STUDENTS AFTER TREATMENT

Groups MEAN S.D. T-Value Two—-tail

Prob.

Control 11.7778 3.083
4.94 . <0,001

Experimental 16.4444 4.417

N = 27 (in each group)

The data presented in TABLE 6 indicate that the
students in the experimental group gained a significantly
higher mean scores than those in the control group. There

was a statistically significant difference at the 0.001

level.

Finding Five

With regard to the data presented in TABLE 5 and
TABLE 6, it was found that the mean scores of generating
questions between the control group and the experimental

group were significantly different {p<0.001). 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, comparison, classification, definition, cause and
effect, and function generated by students in the
experimental group were 57.23%, 44.44%, 61.57%, 97.69%,
66.66%, and 75.93% respectively. For the same language
functions, questions generate;'l by students in the control
group were 44.91%, 11.11%, 29.63%, 91.20%, 28.70%, and
69.63%, respectively. The results indicate that trained
students outperformed untrained students in generating their

own questions.

6. Students’' attitudes toward using the self-generated

guestion technique in reading.

To elicit students’' attitudes toward the the self-
questioning technique, a questionnéire was administered to
the students in the experimental group at the end of the
experiment. The reliability of studenps' response conducted
by Cronbach's (1960) alpha coefficient was 0.715. What is
-more, frequency count and percentage were employed to
analyze the data. The questionnaire consisted of three
parts: students' personal data, attitudes toward Eelf—
questioning technique, and self evaluation of reading
passages they had studied. Each part is revealed separately

except the first part which served as personal data is
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In the second part, students were required to

éxpress their opinion by using the following criteria:

5 :

4

(X3

The resuits

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS®

THE SELF-QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE

strongly agree

agree

undecided

disagree

strongly disagree

are presented in TABLE 7.

TABLE 7

RESPONSE TO

Item SA A U b SD NA
No 5 4 3 2 1
1 11.6 62.8 25.6
2 27.9 58.1 14.0
3 18.6 53.5 20.9 7.0 *
4 14.0 79.1 7.0
5 25.6 53.5 18.6 2.3
o 27.9 58.1 14.0
T 25.6 51.2 20.9 2.3
"8 37.2 46.5 14.0 2.3
9 34.9 53.5 11.6
10 27.9 62.8 9.3
11 20.9 53.5 25.6
12 14.0 37.2 . 46.5 2.3
i3 16.3 27.9 44.2 9.3 2.3
14 2.3 30.2 20.9 34.9 11.6
15 11.86 32.6 48.8 7.0
16 14.0 20.9 48.8 14.0 2.3
17 : 20.9 62.8 16.3
18 4.7 34.9 23.3 34.9 2.3
19 44.2 51.2 2.3 2.3
20 18.6 51.2 11.6 18.6
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TABLE 7
PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS' RESPONSE TO

THE SELF-QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE (Cont.)

Item SA A U D SD NA
No. 5 4 3 2 1 .
21 18.6 44.2 16.3 20.9
22 30.2 58.1 9.3 2.3
23 41.9 44.2 4.7 9.3
N = 43
SA : Strongly agree, A : Agree, U : Undecided, D : Disagree
SD : Strongly disagree, NA No answer
The items in the second part are listed as follows:
A student-generated technique enables students to ___
1. be satisfied after learning.
2. think before going on details.
3. predict what a teacher will ask in testing.
4. concentrate on what is being read.
5. clarify any dubious issues.
6. get the theme of reading.
7. memorize details more precisely.
8. review grammar usage.
9., participate in learning and teaching.
10. comprehend the content
11. be active in reading.
12. be confident while reading.
Limitation

The self-questicning technique



143

13. a time consuming.

14. is an unusual activity since students are
familiar with.a teachef's questions.

15. 1is unpractical.

16. creates unsmooth reading.

17. makés students forget what has been read.

18. does not make students skillful in asking
questions since students don't know what/ when

questions will be asked.

Suggestion
In self-questioning practice, there should be_
'19. more practice by themselves.
20, more training by a teacher.
21. more practice in pair work or group work
22. more practice a variety of contents

23. greater duration for practice

In addition, the mean scores’ of students' response
for each item were interpreted using the following criteria:
4.6 - 5.0 K strongly agree

3.6 - 4.5 : agree

2.6 - 3.5 : undecided

1.6 - 2.5 : disagree

0.06 - 1.5 : strongly disagree

(Teo: 1986; cited in Hongritipun: 1980)
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The results are presented in TABLE 8.

TABLE 8
MEAN SCORES OF STUDENTS' ATTITUDES TOWARD

THE SELF-QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE

Item No. MEAN ) s.D.
1. 3.880 d.601
2. 4.140 0.639
3. 3.837 0.814
4. - 4.070 0.457
5. 4.023 0.740
6. 4.140 0.639
7. 4.000 0.756
8. 4.163 0.843
9. 4.233 0.649

10. 4.186 ' 0.588
11. 3.593 0.688
12 ' 3.628 . 0.757
13. 2.674 1.322
14. 2.767 4 1.088
15. 2.4828 0.798
16. ' 2.512 1.352
17. 2.047 0.615
18. 3.047 0.999
19. 4.372 0.655
20. . 3.698 : 0.989
21. 3.605 1.027
22. 4.163 : 0.688
23. 4.186 0.906
N = 43

According to data in TABLE 8, students generally
responded positive attitudes toward the sélf—questioning

study technique.
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Part IIX

Students were required to self-evaluate their 1level
of reading comprehension after practice a self-questioning

technique by using the following criteria:

5 : totally understand

4 : mostly understand

3 : moderately understand
2 3 slightly understand

1 - do not understand’

Frequency count and percentage were conducted to
analyze the data gained from students’' assessment. The

results are illust;ated in TABLE 9.

TABLE 9

PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS' EVALUATION OF THEIR COMPREHENSION

Item TU MU ModU sU DU NA
No.’ 5 4 3 2 1

i. 4.7 53.5 39.5 2.3

2. 7.0 58.1 23.3 11.6

3. 11.6 51.2 32.6 4.7

4. 2.3 48.8 3%8.5 9.3

5. 4.7 32.6 46 .5 14.0 2.3

6. 2.3 30.2 48.8 18.6

7. 7.0 27.9 51.2 11.6 2.3

8. 11.6 23.3 41.9 18.6 4.7

9. 18.6 48.8 23.3 7.0 2.3

N = 43

TU : Totally understand, MU : Mostly understand,

ModU : Moderately understand, SU : Slightly understand,
DU : Do not understand, NA : No answer
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The items in Part III concerning the subject matter

- students learned are listed below:

1. PROCESS : How Tea Is Grown and Processed

2. SHAPE : Shape of Trichomonas Vaginalis

3. LOCATION : The Location of the Stomach

4. STRUCTURE : The Structure of the Mouth Cavity .

5. MEASUREMENT : Volcanic Eruptions and Their
Power

6. COMPARISON : Types of Contraceptive Use in
Thailand

7. CLASSIFICATION & DEFINITION : Categories of
Drugs

8. CAUSE & EFFECT : Types of Diseases by Cause

9. FUNCTION : Vitamins and Their Functions

Besides, the mean scores of students' response for

each item were analyzed by using the following criteria:

4.6 - 5.0 3 totally understand
3.6 - 4.5 : mostly understand

2.6 - 3.5 : moderately understand
1.6 - 2.5 : slightly understand
0.06 - 1.5 : do not understand

The results interpfeted are revealed in TABLE 10. -
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TABLE 10
MEAN SCORES OF STUDENTS' EVALUATION OF READING PASSAGES

TAUGHT BY SELF QUESTIONING TECHNIQUE

\ Item No. MEAN S.D.
1. 3.605 , - 0.623
2. 3.605 0.791
3. 3.698 0.741
4. 3.442 0.700
5. 3.419 1.159
6. 3.163 0.754
7. 3.256 0.848
8. 3.186 1.029
9. 3.744 0.928

N = 43

The data revealed in TABLE 10 indicate that the

level of students' comprehension was satisfactory.

Finding Six

From the data revealed in TABLE 7 a self-questioning
technique was considered to please students after learning
(62.8%). In terms of self-awareness, this technigue
activates students’thinking before going on details (58.1%).
Students can predict what a teacher will ask in testing
(53.5%). Most of them (79.1%) stated that this technique
enables them to concentrate on what is being read, and to
clarify something doubtful (58.5%). Some said that the

self-questioning technigue c¢an help them to get the theme of
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reading (58.1%) and to memorize details more precisely
(51.2%) . Furthermore, this technique enables students not
.only to review grammatical usage (46.5%) and to participate
in learning;teaching activities (53.5%), but also to
comprehend the text (62.8%) and to be active in reading
(53.5%). Concerning self-confidence, some agreed that this

technique helps them to read with confidence.

Regarding limitations, 44.2% disagreed that the
self-questioning technigque takes time, they d4did not state
that it is an unusual activity (34.9%). On thé other hand,
they agreed that if is practical in nature {(48.8%).
Furthermofe, they disagreed that this technique causes
unsmoothAreading unsmocth (48.8%) and makes students forget
the previously read content (62.8%). Some (34.9%) agreed
that they do not know what/when questipns will be asked
while others (34.9%) did not. 1In brief, the self-
gquestioning technique is not regarded as having limitations.
According to students'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 technigue is not viewed‘as a

fruitless one.

With regard to recommendations, students agréed that
they should either practice more by themselves (51.2%) or be

trained more by a teacher (51.2%). Some (44.2%) said they
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should practice more in pair work or group work. They
further recommended that a variety of contents (58.1%) and

the duration for practice (44.2%) should be provided more.

For self-evaluation indicated in TABLE 9 on each
language function, 53.5%, 58.1%, 51.2% and 48.8% stated they
mostly understand PROCESS, SHAPE,LOCATION,and STRUCTURE
respectively. Some moderately understand ﬁEASUREMENT
(46.5%), COMPARISON (48.8%), CLASSIFICATION & DEFINITION
(51.2%), and CAUSE & EFFECT {41.9%). For FUNCTION, 48.8%

said they mostly understand.

In conclusion, students had good attitudes toward the
self-questioning technique. That is, this technique is
generally viewed to be beneficial. Furthermore, most of

them comprehend the text moderately and mostly.

Summary of the Findings

This étudy is designed to determine six findings
concerning a self-generated question technique. These
findings analyzed and interpreted from the gained data were

as follows

1. These was a statistically significant difference
L
between the pretest and posttest of students in the control

group at the 0.05 level. This finding implies that
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students’'reading improvement 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 level. It can therefore be
infe;red that practice in the self-questioning techqique
enables students to improve their English reading

achievement greatly.

3. The mean scores of the experimental group was
significantly different from thatlof the control group at a
confidence level of 0.001. The students in the experimental
group did improve higher mean scores than tﬁose in the
control group. That is, students trained to generate their
own questions gained more improvement than those trained by
a feacher's questions. It can reasonably be implied that
the self-gquestioning technique is superior to a teacher’'s

questions.

4. There was no statistically =~ significant.
difference of English reading achievement test between good
students in the experimental group and those in the control
group-(p > 0.05}) though the former's mean scores was higher
than the latter's. Average and weak students in the
experimental group, on the other hand, gained significantly
greater improvement than those in the control group {p <

0.05). This infers that the self-questioning technique was
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benefitiai for average and weak students rather than good
students.

5. The mean scores of generating questions 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.
This implies that trained students were superior to

untrained students in asking their own gquestions.

6. For students' attitudes toward the self-
questioning technigque, most students responded with
favofable attitudes toward this technique. Moreover, they
self- evaluated to understand the léssons at the

satisfactory level,.



CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, IMPLICATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

FOR FURTHER STUDIES

Chapter Five presents a summary of the study and a
discussion of the findings, as well as implications for
teaching and learning. Recommendations for further studies

are also stated

Summary of the Study

Several research studies conducted to examine Thai
Students'English reading ability report that English reading
ability of students at any levels is unsatisfactory. This
may be due to the reason that students are so directed that
they rarely think by themselves. For this reason, many
educators ha&é suggested that students be trained to develop
strategies that allowed them to think independently. A
strategy widely advocated is a student-generated question
technigue. This technique has a crucial role in reading.
Nolte and Singer (1985) advocate that a process of guestion
asking throughout reading is active comprehension, for
instance. ‘Student questiconing is a tool for acquiring
knowledge not only in prereading and during reading phases,
but also_in postreading activities. Concerning prereading

activities, this technique helps students set purposes of



153

reading and select information {(Singer : 1978). In
addition, this technique enablés students to identify the
important part of materials (Andre and Anderson :1978), to
engage in a deep processing (Singer : 1978), to organize or
rehearse knowledge, to monitor and regulate comprehension,
to highteﬁ self-awareness of comprehension adeguacy
(Andersoh 11979, Brown : 1979), and to foster their own
active comprehension (Gavelek and Raphael :1985) in during

reading phaée.

Furthermore, the role of self-questioning in
postreading effectiveness helps students decide the
strategic action will be continued next (Andre and Anderson

1978-79), increase recall and retention of information and
become independent finally (Singer : 1978). What is more,
this technique also helps a teacher to know students' level
of perception, background knowledge and cognitive

development.

A number of research studies concerning self-
questioning 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 (1978-79), for example, <¢laim that the
self-generated questién technique leads to greater effects
on English reading comprehension than does the traditional

technigue. Andre and Anderson alsc stress that low and
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average reading ability students benefit greatly from this
technique. A research study conducted by Nolte and Singer
(1985) also advocates that self—-questioning enables students

to perform better in English reading activity.

Though a number of research studies have been
exteﬁsively conducted to examine the effectiveness of self-
questioning, so far relatively few research efforts have
been directed in this area in English reading classes for
Thai students. As state® by Sangakit (1990: 108), studénts
have rarely been trained to generate their own questions in
the reading class. Thereforé, this eiperimental study was
designed to determine the effeéts of self-generated
questions on English reading comprehension in the Thai

context.

The sample comprised 60 first year nursing students
at Mahidol University. They participated in this study in
their regular English class. The subjects were randonly
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 two study techniques (student-generated question, and
teacher-posed question techniques) and reading ability
(good, average, and weak). The within-subject factor was an
English reading achievement test given as pretest and post

test. Prior to the experimental phase, both groups were
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administered a pretest so as to assess their English reading
ability. The subjects in the experimental group Were.
tréined to generate their own questions while 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 self-generated question test was
contributed to them in order to examine whether trained and
untrained subjects could generate questions. by themselves.
At the end of the experimental phase, a post test was
administered to both groups:-moreover, a questionnaire
eliciting students' attitudes toward self gquestioning was
provided to only the subjects in the experimental group.

The findings were as follows:

1. Students in the control group increased their
English reading achievement through the practice of the

traditional technique.

. 2. Students in the experimental group enhanced
their English reading achievement after practice in the

self-questioning technique.

3. étudents in the questioning—ﬁith—t;aining
group performed English reading achievement better than did

students in the untrained questioning group.
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4. Average and weak students in the experimental
group 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 English reading improvement.

5. Trained students could generate more questions

than untrained students.

6. Students in the questioning-with-training
group expressed favorable attitudes toward self-questioning.
They also self-evaluated their reading comprehension opening

that they understood the texts moderately and mostly.

Discussion ¢of the Findings

1. From Finding One, it was found that students in
the control group enhance their English reading achievemegz
significantly through the practice of answering teacher-
posed questions. This supports Tinsley (19273) who remarks
that "through the use of effective questions and questioning
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 maker knows what

important points s/he should ask Guiding the main point , an

investigator asked questions concerning content-related
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language functions. Thus, this may be concluded that
students'English reading improvement results from the

pertinent questions posed by the investigator.

2. According to Finding wa, the data reveal that
students' English reading achievement could greatly be
improved after practice in the student-generated question
technique, through the experimental phase, students were
trained to generate their own questions concerning language
functions exhibited in the theme of reading passages.
Whenever each language function is presented in sentences,
students were ;equired to pose gquestions corresponding to
the perused statements. Before generating gquestions,
students had to understand the statement c¢learly. This
enables them to retain information (Singer : 1978). This
finding is in accordance with the study of Olson et al 1982)
conducted to examine the assumption that questioning and
answering is an integral part of the process of reading
comprehension. Olson et al (1982} found that the sentences
that elicited many questions would particularly be salient
to reading processing. Olson et al recommended that one way
to conceptualize reading processes is to consider each
sentence in the text to generate certain questioﬁs and
simultaneocusly 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 al also stress that as each sentence is
uﬁderstood and added to a growing representation of the
story, the information being needed to have the developing
story make sense. This information needs to interact with
what is presented in the next sentence to generate a new set
of informational needs -- or 1f you will, a new set of
questions -- that guidé the reader's comprehension through

the succeeding parts of the text (Olson et al, 1982: 8).

Supporting Olson et al ' view, Kissock and Iyortsuun
(1982a) advocate that "learning is enhanced when pupils

learn to ask their own questions" (p.118).

For these reasons, it can be concluded that students
in the experimental group benefit from practice generating
their own questions. Therefore, this technique is at wvalue

in teaching reading comprehension.

3. The results in Finding Three show that students
trained to initiate questions by themselves ouéperformed
those required to answer teacher-poseq 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 this finding can be
elaborated to explain this fiﬁding one reason might be due

to the process of question asking that facilitates transfer
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of information gained from the text into long-term memory
(Craik and Lockhart : 1972, Singer : 1979). Thus, students
are more apt to memorize and use the information obtained
from the text, And this rewards them for their question

generating.

Another reason could be the effectiveness of self-
questioning itself. This is so since self-questioning not
only arouses students'interest and participation in self-
directed learning (Marksberry : 1979) and expedites their
perception and ability to think and express ideas on several
levels tSinger : 1978, Marksberry :1979) but also monitors,
regulates, and hightens self-awareness of their
comprehension (Nolté and Singer :1985, Gavelek and Raphael
:1985, Davey and McBride :1986). Furthermore, this technique
familiarizes students with the cognitive and linguistic
demands of question answering (Davey and Mcbride :1986).
That 1is, while practicing generating questions, students
were eXposed to linguistic forms and functions of the
gquestion words. When tﬁe} faced the test items, they could
understand the purpose of those test items and respond
pertinently and éorrectly. This might  lead them to gain
more English reading improvement. Moreover, as students
asked their own questions while reading the text, their
questioning helps them organize and rehearse knowledge
enabling them to comprehend the text and achieve the test

items finally (Fishbein et al 1990). Based on the
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effectiveness of the self-questioning study technique, it
may be concluded that the use of self-questioning does
enrich students'comprehension. This finding, thus, is

evidence to support a greater use of the self-questioning

study technique.

Apart from the use of self-questioning itself, the
reason for this finding could be the learning 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 was concerned. They had opportunities to
participate in learning-teachiné activities. Instead of
answering questions passively, they were alert and activated
'to-ask queétions themselves. Moreover, they were motivated
to remedy the inappropriate questions they posed. In other
words, they were required to revise their mistakes until the
correct ones were acceptable. This did not make them feel
embarrassed when any errors occurred. It could be cohcluded
that the new teaching technique as well as learning
atmosphere was affective rather than formidable.
Consequently, this may be one of the reasons that explain
why students in the experimental group improved better 1in

English reading achievement.

Students in the control group, in contrast, did not

have any opportunities of exposure to the self-questioning
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technique. They could not monitor their awareness in order
to hasten perception. They just answered a teacher's
questions rather than asked questions Euriously. Concerning
learning atmosphere, students attended a traditional way of
teaching reading. That is, a teacher asked qﬁestions which
students answered unavoidably. So, students'perception was
restricted by the teacher's questions. In other Words, what
they would know was what the teacher asked. They might not
créate thinking other than teacher-asked gquestions.
Moreover, when they were asked to read in order to answer
guestions, they might have created tension. They might have

been worried about hesitant or unknown answers.

To sum up, the reasons why students in the
experimental group significantly surpassed those in the
control group might be due to the process of gquestion
asking, the use of self-questioning itself, and the learning

atmosphere.

4. students trained to ask themselves gquestions were
superior to those answering a teacher's gquestions.
Concerning Finding Four, it was found that low and average
students in the experimental group achieved a significantly
. higher mean scores than than those in the control group. On
the other hand, no statistically significant differe:ce

between good students o¢of both groups was found. This

finding was also identified by Andre and Anderson (1978~
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1979) who affirm that students with low and middle verbal
ability benefited more from self-questioning training than
those with high verbal ability. There may be some possible
explanations for the beneficial effects of the self-
questioning study technique. _One explanation could concern
the combinations of metaéognitive and c¢ognitive
characteristics. According to Anderson (1979), the self-
generated question technique may be an effective reading
strateéy.because students were coerced to pause frequently,
deal with understanding questions, determine whether
comprehension hés occurred, and decide what strategic action
should be taken next. Thus, this technigue fosters students
to set purposes for study, identify and underline important
part of material, generate gquestions requiring answers, and

think of possible answers to the questions.

These metacognitive and cognitive characteristics
and their effectiveness may enable poor and average students
to improve their achievement of learning since prior to
possessing the self-questioning technique, they normally
tend to be unaware of their lack of reading comprehension
{(Whimbey and Whimbey : 1975}. That is, they do not self-
monitor their state of reading comprehensidn. Moreover,
poor readers with their passive 1learning style seem to be
unaware of task demands and low deficient self-guestioning
skills (Broﬁn : 1%880). Thus,'when they were equipped to use

this technique, they possessed metacognitive and cognitive
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characteristics enabling them to sét purposes of reading in
mind, 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 1979,
Brown : 1979). This seems to be a plausible reason why poor

readers profited from this technique.

However, the self-questioning | study technique did
not alter the performance of high verbal ability students.
The reasons for this may be due to two reasons. On the one
‘hand, gobd readers already spontaneously moﬁitor their own
state of reading comprehension (Brown : 1980). They could
understand the linguistic patterns leading to understanding
in contents. Thus, they might slightly profit from this
technique. On the other hand, high verbal ability students
might already have the component skills included in the
self-questioning technique. Therefore, when they ﬁere
trained to use this technique, it was redundant for them.
For instance, when they were told to pause frequently in
order to deal with understanding gquestions, they might have
felt it tiresome because they already possess this technique
automatically. Instead of hastening their thinking, this
technique retards their process of reading. Thevy,

therefore,were not affected by the use of this technique.
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Regarding another explanation, poor and good
students in the experimental group might react to the
generation of questions differently. As far as the
investigator observed, poor students always wrote down some
important things when their questions were revisea, i.e.

forms or functions of questions.

This repeated manner may engage them in deep
processing and retain information more and more. This may
help poor and average students in the experimental group
gain more reading achievement than those in the control
group. Unlike poor readers, good réaders in the
experimental group who already have qompetency in question
forms and functions were apt to ignore noting anything . So
they may not engage in deep reading processing. As a
result, good students in the experimental group achieved
approximately the same level of English reading achievement
as those in the confrol group. This implies that the self-
questioning study technigue may‘benefit low and middle
verbal ability students rather them high verbal ability

students.

5. The results in Finding Five reveal that students
in the experimental group could generate a significantly
higher number of qﬁestions than did those in the control
group (p.<0.001}. This indicates that trained students

could. ask more questions than did untrained students. Like
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Finding Three, this finding agrees with Olson et al (1982}.
This probably results from the self-questioning training
itself. Throughout the practice, trained students were
required to generate guestions corresponding to the
sentences provided. Again,they had to méke sense of
stimulated sentences before converting them into questions.
This enriches skills in generating correct qgquestions.
Untrained students, on the other hand, were told to answer
guestions posed by a teacher. They were neither instructed
nor encouraged to initiate questions. Consequently, they
could generate less guestions than those trained to ask

themselves questions.

6. The results revealed in Finding Six indicate
that trained students generally responded favorable
attitudes toward the self-questioning study technigque. This
finding is consistent with.Thisflethwaite {(1983). He found
that the self-questioning strategy was evaluated positively
by the subjects at the end of the teaching unit. Concerning
this finding, students eﬁpressed that this technique was
beneficial for them. It activated them to think before
reading other details. Most of them concorded that this
technique enabled them to concentrate on reading passages,
acquire the main poihts of reading, clarify any ambiguous
contents, and particibate in learning activities
Regarding grammar usage, students had an opportuhity to

review forms and functions of gquestions. Moreover, they
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could memorize.the previously learned passages. Most said
they felt enthusiastic and confident in reading and finally

they could comprehend the text.

Concerning limitations, the self-questioning study
technique 1is not regarded as a useless one. It did not
consume muﬁh class time. It neither retarded reading nor
made readers disregard the content. In short, it was viewed
as a practical technique. Furthermore, students recommended
that they should either practice more by themselves_or be
trained more by a teacher. Moreover, pair work and group
work activities were demanded for practice. Apparently, they

needed more time for practice in a variety of contents.

Therefore, this finding'serves as an indication that
the self-questioning study technigue is regarded as an
auspicious technique assisting students in comprehending the
text. This also provides ewvidence to support several
attempts that unanimously affirm that this technique is a
vital tool for acqguiring knowledge (Singer : 1978,
Marksberry :1979, Andre and Anderson: 1978-79, Gavelek and
Raphael: 1985, Nolte and Singer: 1985, Davey and McBride :

1986, Zaher: 1987, Fishbein et al : 1990).

Supporting the evidence of having positive attitudes
toward self questioning, students evaluated themselves that

they understood the lessons well. That is to say, they
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pointed ocut that they mostly understood PROCESS, SHAPE,
LOCATION, and FUNCTION. Concerning STRUCTURE, MEASUREMENT,
COMPARISON, CLASSIFICATION & DEFINITION, and CAUSE & EFFECT,
they indicated that they. comprehend those moderately.
Generally, their level of understanding the lessons was
satisfactory. In conclusion, students’' response to the
self-questioning study technique as well as their assessment
of comprehension is a testimony supporting a greater use of

self-questioning.

Implication for Teaching and Learning

This study was designed to compare two different
questioning techniques for the teaching of English reading,
viz student-generated question, and teacher-posed guestion
techniques. Taken together, the findings from this study
point to overall positive effects of training in the self-
questioning study technique. Consequently, it is 1likely to
be worthwhile to unite this technique and the teaching of
English reading 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

more effective for teaching 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 étudents to be independent readers. That is,
teachers should train students to generate their own
gquestions while reading. Basically, teachers should
instruct students to be sensitive po impertant parts of the
“text by asking questions such as "What is the theme of this
passage?”. Moreover, they should also guide students to
monitor 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 self awareness when they encounter a

difficulty in reading.

2. As indicated in Part II on a (uestionnaire, most

respondents requested more practice in self-questioning by

themselves. Some indicated that they should have been
trained more by a teacher. Moreover, they needed two
activities for practice, viz. pair work and group work. It

could be inferred that the durability of training should be
provided in order to have students maintain and transfer

reading skills from this technique.

3. The findings in this =study indicate that weak
and average students greatly benefited from the self-
questioning study technigue. They most improved the level

of English reading achievement offer practice to pose their
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guestions. This was also supported by Andre and Anderson
{(1978-79) who point out that low verbal ability students
profit most from gqguesticon generation. Hence, it is
worthwhile to train poorrand average students _ to monitor
themselves by asking their own questions enabling them to be

aware of their state of reading comprehension.

4. Several educétors suggest that students should
ask their own guestions in reading activities since
questions assist them to comprehend the text and fetain
information. Finally, they can be independent readers
{(Singer: 1978, Noltle and Singer: 1982, Singer and Donlan:
1982). For this reason, gquestions enabling students to be
independent readers may be useful for English teachers who
always assign students some external reading activities.
That is to say, 1in reading courses, students are usually
assigned to read a great deal of outside reading. Thus,
independent readers can effectively deal with outside
reading activities because they know how to monitor their
comprehension and retain the target information. That is,
they ask their own gquestions before reading in order to
predict what will happen in the text. Moreover, 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 monitor their
level of reading comprehension. In conclusigp, the self-

questioning technique may be beneficial for both English
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teachers assigning external reading activities and students

provided with large number of those activities.

5. Marksberry (1979} raises three ways to improve
questioning behavior : environment, modeling and
invelvement. With regard to envireonment, students should be
assigned to work together on ordinary problems. This will
lead them to develop question asking. Moreover, students
should be trained to ask questions when they are very young.

This is so because in childhood it is easy to cultivate any

behavior including self-gquestioning. Apart from
environment, modeling is also emphasized. Teachers should
instruct students to generate gquestions explicitly. They

should illustrate how to ask pertinent guestions before
having students ask their own guestions since teachers’
behavior can be directed to students' behavior. For
involvement, teachers should encourage students involve in
self guestioning. They may ask the guestion eliciting
students' questions such as "what do you want to know about
this topic?”. They may have students anticipate what will
be the gquestions in test items. Teachers may sometimes
exclude themselves from classroom activities. That is, they
may assign students to act as a teacher and ask their
friends questicons. Then other students take over the role._
This activity exposes students to self questioning.

Gradually, they will automatically ask their own questions.
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Recommendations for Further Study

1. The findings indicate that self-gquestioning
technique affected the low and middle ability students more
than high 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 levels should
be done to examine whether practice through the self-

gquestioning technique benefits other educational levels.

3. This study dealt with nursing students who are
all female. Replication of this study should be conducted
with other groups of the tertiary level that consist of male
and female 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, 1oéation, 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 example, secondary

school students are required to study the English lesson
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based on the . hehavioral 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 KRilograms of vegetables

did Dang buy from the market?.
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An English Reading Achievement Test



AN ERGLIS!) READIHE AGHTEVEMENT TEST |

Text A

Direction : Read the following informaticn, Then answer the questions by choosing
the best alternative. Write X on the letter a, b, c, or d en youwr

answer sheet,

Battling insomia with good habits

_INSOHNIA drives its vietims to curse the night and frequently sends fi:em

‘to a doctor. It is the third most common reason peosple seek medical help--- behind
_colds and head aches.

E Most experts agree that peopie who experience frequent bouts of insommia
could be helped by maintaining a strict regimen of sleep hyg'i.ené, that .i.s',
évoiding bad habits such as nappii:g, or .drinki'ng alcohol or caffeiné too clése
to-bedtime, for example, A daily routine gives .'the-body cues about how sleepy
or awake it shouid feel at certain times in the day. ‘ |

Insomia is not a diseas_.e but rather a symptom of anr underlying 'pmblem.,
such as a cdugh may ."oer a symptom of a cold or an allergy. The cause of insommia
may be physical or psychoiogical. ‘

Insomnia is defined as the inability to get the sleep necessary o
function well during the day. This amount varies from person to person, Some.
individuals feel refreshed on six howrs of sleen, whiie' others do not feel right
unless they sleep nine howrs a night., Insomnic ‘is-paxeiy a string of nights in
whib.h the :I.nd_iv"idual gets absolutely no sleep. Ti_:e l:,)roblem usually appears as.
difficulty falling asleep--tossing and.tl;:'ning move than 30 minutes after
retj._riﬁg - difficuity staying asleep, or waking wp too early.

Insomnia is labelled acéording to its dupation and cawse:

Transient insommia is the ‘type of oc-:'casional sieep probleﬁ: most of us:
‘experience, especially the night before entering a new school, say, or eubarking
on a vécation trip. | | 7 .

It may also be triggered by the-—.dis'comforts_ of a passing illness',r such as
a .cvold. Other causss of tna:nsient insomia include jet travel acrv:;»ss séve;'al time
zones and hospitalisatibn for surpery, -This tvpe of inzormia lasts from cne to

three nighis.



2.

Short-term insomnia endures up to three weeks. It may stem from illness
or personal problewms such as the déathof a loved one or the loss of a job. This
type of insomnia wswmlly disappears' with the end of stress. |

Long-term insomnia persists more than three —weeks and may be linked to
unusual work schedulﬁs, chronic illness, depreésion or other psychiatric probiems,
a sleep related re;spiratm:'y or movement disorder, alcohol or caffeine abusé; and
even anciety about sleep, and poor sleep habits,

Some sleep experts believe thé.t aimst half of sleep problems stem from
excessive efforts to. fall asleep and association of sleeplessness with the bedrcom
environment. ) . »

Another one-third of Sleep problems are linked to psychological or
psychiatric disorders such as anxiety or depression.

People with interrupted sleep may suffer from one of three problems, sleep

apnea nocturanal myocolnus and restless leg syndrome.

~

Sleep apnea, which has several forms involves pauses in breathing that
"last 10 seconds or more and occasionally exceed three minutes. The pauses may
occur hundreds of time a night and are followed r7 snorts or gasps for breath,

during wiich the victim partially awakens,

Restlessl lez syndrome is a creeping sensation under the skin of the lega,
Those who suffer from restless leg syndxﬁme usually get these _:Eeelings before
" bedtime or when they lie down. The sensations prevent the individuals from relaxing. lA

Many who have restless leg s;vndmme also have nocturm nyoéic;nts, a
disorder that causes leg mscles to twitch and legs to kick- during sleep. All of
-this thrashing éi‘srup’ts sleep, but 1ike the victims of sleep apnea, those with ‘
nocturnal myoclonus may not realize thaey have awakened ﬁmdreas of times a night, :
_ becai.\se the arousals are very brief. | A | . |

The elderly are often plagued by poor slee-p. Despite beliefs to the-
contrary, older individuals appear to mneed just about as much sleep as they '
needed fhroughbut theiy adult lives, but the ah:.lz.ty to sleep seenz_;-.to lessen,
This may be, in part, because their body clock mechanisms became less precise in

determining when to sleep and when to wake. '



The older person may compensate for the nightly sleep loss by napring

: dur:.ng the daytime—-a habit that may aggrevate insomnia.

What does insoimia mean?

a.
b.

c.

The diseases of sleeples-sness.

.;I‘he state of dlecplessness during the night.
The physical fimction of sleeplessness,

-The symptom of psyéhol-Ogical illness.,

What may be the cawse of interupted sleep?

The pauses in breathing several times a night..
The feeling of depression before s.'leeping.r

Coffee drinking before bedtime.

- Anxiety before working,

Hc;r many kinds of insomnia are classified on the basis of duration and cause?

Three kinds : sleep apnea, noctural myocolnus, and restless leg syndrome.
Three kinds : transient, short-term, and long-term insomnia,
Two kinds : ‘emporary and permanent inscmnia.

Two kinds : physical and ps;rcholog:icall insomia.

According to the information in the text, who has the problem of insomnia?

a.

A nurse camot 8leép because she must take care l'.xe‘r patienté:.

A 60-yeai-—old‘-womn cannot sleep because she always takes a nap during
the day. - |
Dang is ill for three weeks because of aicoholis._m.

Dum has just had an operation and now he cannot sleep because of pain.

Who has sleep hygiene?

a.

" Boowma always sets up during the night.
Suchat takes & nap after working.
Anong likes drinking coffee before bedtime,

Suda spends only six hours per night slieeping.
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Which is the casz of insomniz?

a. Anna cannot sleep for four weeks.

D -
b. Jimmy camnct sleep because of the noizs from airplanes.

'c. Susan suffers from sleeplessness and feel depressed.

d. Tom does not fall asleep because of an i_nfection.

Wh.'at would the corsequence be if vou could not fall asleép because of working
at the new company?

a,  Transient insomnia

b, Short-term insommia

c. Long-term insomria

d. All above are correct,

What is the function of the body clock mechanisms?
a, They lessen the time of sleep in old ages.

Lb They. monitor the time to sleep during ther night.
c. They determine when to sleep and wake,

d. They precise the time to do any activitics after working.

What is the main idea of this passage?

~a. The functions of good sleep.

b, The effects of serious sleeplessness.
¢. Thecauses of serious sleeplessness.

d. The causes of sleeplessness and recommendation for good sleep.

In your opinion, what is the author's purpoce?
a. To warn against using some piils in order to fall sleep.

b.r Ta persuads readers to have good habits in sleeping.

'c_, To suggest ways to solve the probler of sleeplessness.

d. To evaluate some bad habits in sleeping.



TEXT B

izstructions : Read the following passage carefullr,

i0

15

20

COHDYTIONIEC

“hen animals (incluiins man) 2at it is normal for the mouth to water. This

is called salivation, It is a natural reflex, and was studied by the Russian:

physioclogist }anlox_;T vihose famous experiments on the salivation of dogs are

important in the histoxry of modern nsychology.

Though salivatior is natural, Paviov noticed that a dog would salivat: not

just when it was eating, but also when it saw.the wan vhe ‘uswally fed it. I"nr

Pavlov's early eyperiments he simply showed the dog some bread, which he _then
allowed it to eat. After arw}‘:ile the sig-’nf of the éxperimenfer vas énou,g’-.; "_-:0
make the dog saliVate., We camnot call this a naturel reflex because a dog
Goes not normaliy szliveteat the.siglrrt of man It is what psychologi.sts

call a ‘conditioned resporse’. The dg has been toupht, or “condit‘ioned"-:, “to

salivate when he seas the man.

Having decided to study this, Pavlo;r defelopcd sciex_;tific methods "for
doing so. In order "cq make sure ther e:e_peri.menterr did nét disturb the do'g; the
qiog and experimentér vere put in separate roons. Paviov evén put Y;he dog
in a kind of frame to make it stand still. He inveated a s-;rstem. of tubes for
giving the dog food, end watched what happened from "z oﬁtside the room. - He_
found that he could condition the dog to salivat=z at almost any event-when
2 bell rang or & 1:T.ght flashed, Ffor example-as long as this event was

followed by food.

The American psvehologist Skirner develored this idea of conditioning.

He found he could condition animals to do quite compiicated things by usfing

a technique he called “shaping®. He could teach nigeons, for example, to play

table temnis, At first he gave them a reward fop knocking the ball a short

. diétanc_e in the right direction. Slowly he increased the distance they st

knock the ball befows getting the reward, and eventually they received it

_only when they knocicaed tihe ball past their ‘ooponent’.



Directions : Arrange the following events, based on the text, ¥Write the -

number {4, 2, 3, .......) in front of each iter on the answer sheet.

Pavlov's experiment

11, The e@erimente_r; rang the ‘bell'.‘

12, The e}i;.ezimentér gave food to the dog.

i3, The dor_r salivatec}.

14, The experimenter put the dog in a room alome,

15. The experimenter put the dog in a frame,

Skimer's esperiment

16, The experimenter gave ;_Sigeons a revard for knocking the ball

past their opponent.

17. The experimenter gave pigeons a reward for knocking the ball in

the right direction.

18, The e:perimenter increased the distance that pipeons must knock

the ball.

R



TEXT €
Directions : Read the passage below. Then, complete. the sentences hased on the

information from the text, using the choices given. ¥rite only the lettex

(A, B8, C, ...} of your choice on the answer sheet.-

Knowing more about medicine for younesters

THAILANb, like .man_y-otﬁer develbping. countries, is fast becoming a a‘u,g»:;
Vde-pendent societv, | |

Drugs are being used unnecessarily and carelessly, and. unavoidablya this
- practice sometimes lca.ds to death. | | |

Concern by aut"nbrities for drug sbuse amon:z adults is less. intef\.sé than
that concerning misuse among children will. not take drugs unless told to do so by
pé.ren“ts or other adults, ’ _

Since adults _genera‘.lly‘ know more about drups they'll h_e taﬁing themselves .
than about those they’re giving to their children. The Co-ordinating Cormittes
for Primary Health Care of Thai Non-Govermmental Organizations has recently .
pblished booklet on drugs which are not suitzble for children.

v The small handbook lists.the nan\és and compositions of many suck drugs,
arranged into the eight c:a’té"gm;-iesg fever-reducing medicipes, ‘cold medication,
‘cough preparatiéns , antibiotic, diarrhorea medication, gas, and indigestion
medicine to treat open sores. R

The fevermredﬁcing pr’eparations‘..n;)st favowred by those in the low--income .
sector of public are generaily in p'owder form, '1'?1ey can include powdered
paracetamol, aspirin plus caffeine, and liquid paracetamol. o

I.a.qu:.d drugs, pogular" with a large part of the public,; generally cdn*:caijn.-
ﬁipYNne. | o | | |

Accorcﬁng to the booklet, Dipyrone is normally used when other fever-reducing
:drugs fail to work, but Dipyrone produces side e:ffect in the form of agr'*arrx1.1_10(:3;1:05J'.s9
or ldww@ed white blood cell count, which can occur iﬁ:mediately and can cause dernth.

Firthermore, it can causelpther blood diseases-such as 'tﬁbomboéytOPenic

purpura and haemolytic anaemid,



" Result of the stu&j; of 'i:he International Agranulecytisis and Ap_].asfi-c:-
Ancenia S’i:u&y showed that Pipyrone i_s-‘the m’aj<.ar cause of agranulocytosis.
| For aspirin plus ca:ffeine,' the hqulet.point-s out that fixed-dose
combination with caffeine does not inc'rease ﬁ;mcemml‘s or aspirin's effecti veness, ) -

Powdered aspirin is sold w1thout: warning censumers th;.t cb_llldren mder.' the
age of one or chlldren suffering from flu, asthpe, stomech ulcer, ha.enm'bmgic '
fever or- chicken pox should not use it. © - '

' Paracetamol in Dowderﬂd form is difflcl..lt to measure, and most of the time
| children do mot get the right dosage. In liguid form it usually contams more than
two percent alcohol.. Children's drugs should not contain more than two per cent
of aleohol, ‘ . | )

For antibiotic drugs, mny Thais are still using Chloramphenicol and-

Tetcacyclme. . : - A | . R\ . - R
P : ]

Chlommpbenlcol is an antJ.b:Lotlc wh:l.ch J.nfects the product:.on ‘of: blood cells

7 and to overuse it on prerature infants can cause Grey's Syndrome. .

'Tetré.cyéline can accumulate in milk teeth or permanent teeth causing them
to change colom' and reducing mineralization. To use Tetracycline on children
under eight can disruwpt bone growth. :

For cold treatment drugs the booklet has pointed out that the anticholi~
nergic qualities of antihlstamnes can be harmful to patlmts suffering f:'on
asthma or bronchitis. ‘

' Omally administerad nasal decongestants may produce effects on the
ca.rculatory system, speeding up the heart beat ‘znd causing high blood presswe
| Trade names of all the drugs in each cataeory which should elther be
_entirely avoided in treating children or should be used with caution hava beaen

printed in the_ booklet.

- A function of Dipyrone is sesessiseseinnasssanearres 19.

- Side effects of Dipyzvoné are ..._.......'....-...'..-._.._. 20.
S ' ' ' 21,
22._ . o . L
..-Caution should be tcken in uéing powdered aépirin

because ...... O S O AAVASIA 11 IO AV LV porich

e e bt e o a4} =



- The accumulation of Tetracycline in teeth are ..... 25,

- Caution should be taken in using antihistamines

beca-lBe .‘-.--llu-,p-‘-ool‘-.-.-no.-oqnoon-..nun-."lo‘l 27.

Ty 5 A T A A T L S o £ ) 2 AL e A Aok LR s TR ks ek e e SR LR A RS by 1 e B i o AR et ek TR S s AT W A e i AL o g AP ey P S e S B L Lo ETE Ak s R 8

LY

thrombocytopenic purpura.
thé infection of the production of blood ceJLJ-s;
: P
pafients suffering fror bronchitis should not use it.
the lowering o‘f the white bloodr?:ell céunt.
to cauée a chémge of teeth colour ;nd reduction of mineralisation.
Grey's Syndrome.
to reduce fever,
suéports teeth growth.
childrenl sufferipg from flu sh;aﬁld not use it.
to disrupt bone gr-of.-rﬁll.
ﬁaemblytic anéewia.

to reduce blood diseases.



Instructions : Read the fc;llowing passage carefully,

WHERE DO DRUGS COME FROM ?

Drugs can be ei.ther man-made or have natural origins. The man-rade
or chemical drués are far fewer', the most common ones being barﬁitlmate.sg
amphetamines, solvents {inhalants) andLSD These are all cheﬁzically

\ : 1
manufactured. By contrast, the drugs from natwral sources are numerous,
the most conon of all heing albohel, which can be t=de by fermenting any
starchy food nlatfer, especially grain and f‘ruzt There: are mild drugs
such as nicotine which is contained in tobaceo, and caffeine ‘:rhich is’
present in the coffee bean and the tea leaf. less mild 'efe marijuana and
hashish, which are “esvectlvely the leaves @nd the resin of the cannabis
plant., FHore potent ave cocame from the coca leal of South America, and
. the der:.vatlves of tne Oplun POPDY 5 namely opium itself, mrphlne and
hercin, This poppy is grown in an arc extendlnrr all the way from Turkey
to Laos. Lastly, two less well-known bu't extremely potent natural drugs

are mescaline from the meseal cactus of Mex:.co and 'mllocybln from the

so-called 'magic nn.shroom' which grows vuld in’ many parts of the world.



Directions. : Complets tha table below, using the inforraticn from the tex:,

Write the answers on your answer sheet,

ORIGIN DRUG
barbiturates
w! S
O .
K a5, armphetamines
=
' solvents {inhalants)
ﬁ .
- LSD
2.
starch alcohol
29, nicotine
coffee bean caffeine
. .
! tea leaf caffeine
=)
< ca i
nnabis 30,
'
ﬁ; 31, cocaine
a4
b . s \
cpium poppy opium, wmorphine, heroine
32, mescaline
| mgic mushroom 33.




. __ : VI
T E |
biractions : Read the information below. Write T 'f the item s ‘true -and ¥ iF
that iten is false on ﬁur énswe:t sheet,

PANDAS

panda is ;the name of two kiuds of Asian smimzls, They are q;ﬁ}ée
wiike each other ir..appeamhce. The giant pandz is a large. bearlike
- anima). The red panda, also call;—:d t_he lessex ponda. is much smé].‘ler.
Both kinds live or upper mountain slopes of souﬂwastem China and eastern
l TJ__bet . But the red panda is arso found in Nepal,-Sikkim, and Tnoprthern, Burma ‘

~ The giant pands hus a white, chubby body with black legs and a bmad
band across the shod-:-ars. It has a 1ar-ge, “ound Head- sm?ll black cars;
and & white face with black patches around each eye. ' his panda grows from’
?5-1':0 5 fzet long aﬁd has a short tail, Most zreigh from 200 to 300 pounds.
Giant pandas réseub._':.e pears in shape and size a in their slow clussy
" movement, - Like"l-:.ears, they can stand @ﬁght on their hind iep&s. 'ﬁne giant.
panda eats éhieﬂy barboo shoots, though it eats other plant.s as well, It
‘occasionally feeds on fish and SN Y/ |

'l'he red panda has reddish brown fur and a long btshy‘ tail with rings
'like that of a raccoon. This panda weighs from & to 12 pounds and ﬂ'::ms
about 2 feet long, not mclmhng the tal_l. It has e pale face with a

rusty-red streak that curves downward from each eye. Its size, reddish fr, -

s

'and pointed ears and nose give this animal a Fouy ].ook In fact, -'some people
call it the f:.r:z fox, Other peoPle think it J.oo.:s more hke a raccoon because
of its masked face and mnged tail. Like the giant panda, the red panda feec’s
on bamboo shoots. 11' also eats acorms and roots and sometimes fish, insects.
a.nd nﬂce. The red panda easxly c.'l.lmbs trees vwhere it sleeps most of the cl::y
It searches_ for food at davn and dwk. '

Both species of p«';:néas can grasp objects between their fingers and a .
isé-_;ca]_.le';l"’extra ‘thuzﬁ: Thls ‘thumb, uhi.ch'iS‘a bone covered by a fleshy pad,
 grOoWs f;omthe wrist of each forepaw.’ Pandas use fhe_:ir true thumbs as fingers .-.. '

The red panda's "ewtrs thumb" is not so fully developed as the ciant pandais.

Both animals have strong jaws and teeth to help then chew, ' .



3y,

35,

39.

h4o,

13.

The giant panda has reddish brown fur while the red ﬁanda

has a red body.

Both the giant panda and the red panda have strong'ﬁa&s

and extra thumbs.

Toth the giant panda and the xned panda look like a large bear.
Both the giant panda and the red panda eat mainly bamboo shoots,
The giant panda has black patches around each eye while the

red panda has a rusty-red steak which curves downward from

a2ach eye.

The giant panda is smaller than the red panda.

Fish is the panda's favorite food,
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A Self-Generated Question Test
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Where do students study?
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Neme _ e 7 o Grow

Text A: Battling insémnid with good habits,

1.
Insomhia is ‘the inability to sleep neccessary to function well during the day.

2. . —
The interrupticn of sleep in people may he caused_%y sleep apnea.

3. ‘

There are three kinds of insomnia: transient, short term, apd long teyp

insomnia.

The function of the body 's clock mechanism is. to determine when to sleep and -

when to'wake.

EN o :

Text B: Conditioning

1. -
A conditioned response is a reflex action as a result of conditioning.

7, , -
In Pavlov's expevlment the dog salivated at the event which was followed
by food.

3. . .

After Pavlov put the dog in a room alone, he rang the bell:

I, R
Before g1v1ng plgeons a reward for knocPipg ‘the ‘ball past their opponent,
Skinnep. 1ncreaéed the ﬂlétance that g;geons must knock the ball.

5. | s

Pavlov was the first experimériter in animl conditioning.
S2V2OV . i . -



Text C: Knowing more about medicine for youngsters,

1. .

The function of Dipyrone.is to reduce fever.

2. - . - -
Dipyrone can cause a lowered white blood cell count and other blood diseases
such as thrombocytopenic. purpura and haemolytic anaemia.

3. '

Agranulocytosis is a lowered white blood cell count.

n, N ]

An antibiotic inhibits the growth of micro organisms which cause infections.

5. ,

« Grey's Syndrome is causbd'by.an‘overdose of Chloramphenicol.

6, .
Chloramphenicol is an_antibiotic which is effective against a variety of
gram-positive and gram-negative crganisms such ag Mycoplasma and Rickettsia.

7.

A change in the colour of teeth results from §h aCbﬁmulation of Tetracveline.

8. )

Antihistamines can be used for treating cold.-
. 9.

T@é function of paracetaimol is to reduce fFever.




Text D: Where do drugéféome From?

Text :

G

Mild drugs include-ﬁigofine and caffeine.

*

Drups can be class.{fl\ed into two types: man-made and natural drugs .

The examplas of stronger drugs are marijuvana and hashish.

Pandas

In terms of habltat . the glant pande is similar to the red panda in that

both kinds live on upper mowntain slopes of 80ut11western China and Eastern

_Tlhel.

In term of food, the giant panda differs from the red panda in that the

former eats chiefly bamboo shoots and other plapts while the. latter eats

bamboc shoots., acorhs and rcoots, fish. insects, and mice,

The giant panda is bigger than the red panda.

t .

The giant panda is- s;umlar te the red panda in that both have strons eus

and teeth.
. -



APPENDIX C

A Questionnaire (Thai/ Ehglish)
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APPENDIX C

QUESTIONNAIRE

-

Part I instructions : Indicate your opinion towards the
following items by puttion x in front of the data that

most represent your opinion. S

1 At what level did'you start learning English?
[ ] elementary [ 1 lower primary
[ ] upper primary [ ] secondary
2 what do you think of ydur own reading ability?
[ ] weak [ ] average
[ ] good [ ] ery good
3 In your opinion, to what extent is the reading skill
important?
[ ] little {. ] ftairly
[ ] much [ 1 most

4 In your previous English reading learning classes,

teachers would teach reading by using the technique that..

[ '] The teachers asked questions while students
answered them.

[ ] Students asked their classmates questions,

[ ] Students asked their own guestions before reading
in order to predict contents.

[ ] Students asked their own questions while reading
in ordef to get details

[ 1 Students asked their own gustions after reading

in order to memoq}ze the details



5 Wﬂile being trained to generate your own questions in
this semester, do vyou understand the purpose of
generating qugstions?

[ 1 not understand [ ] understand

6 Do yvou think whether or not the self-generated question

techniqde helps vou understand the content in the reading

prassage 7

{ 1 not understand { | understand
Part I[1  Instructions : Indicate the extent of vour
agreement or disagreement., Put X in the space

corresponding to your opinion by using the following

criteria

T ¢

5 refers to strongly agree

4 \ agree

3 " undecided

2 " disagree

1 & strbngly disacree

In your opinion, the student-generated question technique .

enables students to------

Aspects to be evaluated 5 4 3 211

be satisfied after learning.

think before going on details.

predict what a teacher will ask in testing.
concentrate on what is being read.

clarify any dubious issues.

-




Aspects to be evaluated

10

11

get the theme of reading.

memorize details more precisely.
review grammar usage.

participate in learning and teacﬁing.
comprehend the content.

be enthusiastic in reading.

be confident while reading.

Limitation

ot
(Y]

14

15

16

17

18

The self-questioning teéhnique ————— L

is time consuming

1s an unusual activity since stﬁdents

are familiar with a teacher's questions.
is unpractical. |

creates unsmooth reading.

makes students forget what has been read.
does not make students skillful in asking
guestions since students do not know

what/when guestions will be asked.

Suggestion

In self-questioning practice,

19 Students should practice more by

themselves.




~Aspects to be evaluated 5 3 Z
20 Sfudents should be trained more by
a teacher.
21 Students should practice more in pair
work or group work.
22 Studenﬁs should practice a variety of
contents'mpre.
23 The duration for practice should be
inéreased more.
Part 11T Instructions : Indicate_vour level of reading
comprehension towards each unit taught with the self-

generated question technique by wusing the
criteria

5 refers to totally understand

4 " mostly understand
3 ! moderately understand
2 —_— slightly understand

1 " do not understand

following



TOPICS
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PROCESS : How Tea Is.Grown and Processed

SHAPE : The Shape of Trichomonas Vaginalis -
LOCATION : The Location of the Stomach

STRUCTURE : The Structure of the Mouth Cavity
MEASURTEMENT : Volecanic Eruptions and Their‘Power
COMPARISON : Types of Contraceptive Usé in Thailand
CLASSTFICATION & DEFINITION : Categories of Drugs
CAUSE & EFFECT : Types of Diseases by Cause

FUNCTION : Vitamins and Their Funct ions




APPENDIX D

A Sample of Materials Used for Practice



Comparison : Practice 1

Directions : 1. Read the passage carefully.
2. Conprlete the passage by choosing the best
alternative. |
K Genérate questions concerning theme and

language functicn of comparison.

1. One reason that the intelligent worker is more
valuable than the wunintelligent one is that the
intelligent person is less wasteful of materiais. In
som; manufacturing processes, the cost of the materiai
used 1is manv times the amount paid in wages..In such
cases, a very little difference in worker's ability
to comprehend andrto follow instrﬁctions may make a
great difference in the
A stability of employment. C wades of the worker,
B use of compiibated machinery D net profit to the

owner.
Ans:-
Questions Answers
1. The wvalue of the intelligent
worker and that of the unintelligénﬁ

worker are conpared.

2., The intelligent’ workér is more

valuable than the unintelligent one.



#

The wunintelligent worker is . less

W
-

valuable than the intellig¢ent one
hecause the former‘is more wastful
of materials.,

4. The- main idea is the 'reason why
the intelligent worker is more‘

s

valuable than the uninteliigeht one.

2. To the Hindu,the cow 1s a sacred animal whose life must
not be taken, Although India hés more cattle than -any
other country in the world, these cattle bring 1little
économic réturn, for they are ‘ |

A never killed. C a valuable natural resource.

B a source of food D slaughtered in times of famine.

Ans: -

Questions Answers
1, Cattle in India and thoose in
other cbuntries are compared.
2. There are more cattle in India
than other countries,
3. It is about Hindu’belief cohcerning

CCOW.

3. The amount of food that one farmer can produce is much
more than it used to be, Mechanical inventions and
scientific agriculture have made it possible Tfor

farmers to produce enough food te feed many peopole.



Some countries that used to have food shortages can now

A export foods. C Import foods
B huild dams. - D control their climate,
Ans; -
Questions Angwers

1. The amount of food produced by
one farmer at present and that in
the past.

2. The amount of food produced by
one farmer at present is more
than that in past;

3. One farmer can produce more food

because of mechanical inventiong,

Brass is an alloy made chiefly of copper and zinc.
Bronée is ar similar allo§ consisting primarily of
copper and tin.,The Bible refers to brass, but the
alloy was probably bronze, as was the brass referred
to in other ancient writings. These two alloys, almost
identical in appearance, weré often called b& the same
name until a chemist made a distinction between

A copper and zinc. C copper and tin.

B zinc and tin. - D glloys and metals.
Questions Answers

1. Brass and bronze are compared.



Both bronze and brass consist of

8o

copper and they are almost 'identical
in appearance.
3. Brass-consists of zinc while bronz

is composed of tin.

5. The possessiocn of a high degree of'intelligenpe.is lss
* important than the judicious application of the
intelligence that one does possess. The more brilliant
an individual is, the more cafastfophic s the ruin
, resulting from the mischaﬁnell{ng‘of these abilities.
-Those who pilod slowly down the righ foadlare likely to
go further ultimately than are those who
A always travel rapidly.

B misdircct others while following the right road.

C follow shortcuts to the right goal.

=

run rapidly in the wrong direction.

]

- Ans: -

Guestions ' . Answers .

1. The possession of intéiligence
and the judicious application of
tﬁe intelligencé gre compared.

2. The judicions application is more
important than the mere posseséion

of a high degree of intelligence.



Ideas can sometimes
than by words. It
person to leave the

A ask him to go,.

The author emphasizes the Judicious
application of the intelligence

one possagses,

be communicated better by gestures
is much less effective to tell a
room than to

¢ point to the door.

B say nothing at all., D get up and go out.

Questions

Answers

Ideas communicated by gegtures and
those communicated by words are
compared. .
Idea | can be more effectively
communicated by gestures than by
words.

The main idea is that ideas can

sometimes be better communicated

by gestures than by words.



Copmparison: Practice 1: Questions
I . 1. What are compared in this pésSage?

2. How are those two thingS—cdmpared?

3. th_is the gnintelligént worker conéidered-in
that way? |
IT 1. what two things are comparead?
2. Eow are these compared?
% .What'is'the main idea?
III,' 1. What is compared in this passage?
2. " How ié the amouht of fbod_at present different
_ffdm that in the past?
3. What is the main idea?
v . 1. What two things are compared?
2, How isg Bronze similar to Brass?
3. How is Bronze‘differént from‘Brass?
v 1. Whﬁt is.compared in this paséage?-”
2. How are they comparéd?
3.. What is the author’s purpose? -
VI 1. What is compared in this_paséage?'
2. In,whqt‘way are the two things compared?

3. .What:is the main idea?
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A List of Subjects' Name in Both Groups



Subjects in the control group

Name

Scores

Pretest

Posttest

Niwan Nantasukasem
Siriluck Horasit
Saichon Hempratchavakul
Saichon Sritrakoon
Nitaya Pitak-udompaisarn
Thitiporn Sirisuwaluck
Vira Boonriw

Nidawaﬁ Junlawan
Amphorn Thongon

Nisarat Ratana

Thitima Jumnongleat
Sawarot Meekuson
Chutima Piboonbun
Anchalee Piyvapanvawong
Anchalee Patanathanorn
Nongiuck Sateaw
Somsakul Boon-Amnuy
Dolladee Thanasarnchai
Sopida Siboonnum
Supatra Tantisrikrisahg
Apiradee Natnitivitava

Dararut Srithamapinit

29
27
27

28

25
25
24

24

NS
v
o

23

24

22

22

22

21

21

20

31

3z

27

24

28

21

28

26

27

25

24

28

23

29



Scores

Name Pretést Posttest
Narumon Saithong 20 34
Sunahta Tantikanokporn 20 29
Aranya Vareecharion 19 23
Chutitham Nitkbamhan 19 28
Sareeha ga—a 18 28
Bungrat Wareecharit 17 24
Suntaree Onseabsai 16 26
Nuchanaf Snguanchai 16 20




Subjects in the experimental group

. Scores
Name Pretest Posttest
1 Anchalee Chatkitisarn 29 33
Z2 Suthasinee Ropyan 27 34
3 Sugallava éharconsri 27 34
4 Siriwan Sasiaw 26 29
b Siripofn Endoo 26 35
6 Cheerawan FExkasut 26 30
7 Amphon Seédakhum 25 31
8 Kanitha Keitsjrivimon 25 29
9 Jariva Moung-Ngam - 25 35
10 Kwanhatai leowaikulawat 24 29
11 Vipaporn Duangsomkid 24 30
12 Chaveewan Vannadee 24 31
13  Supaporn Nawbhut 24 27
14  Supap Hamjaree 23 30
15 Chaweewan Boonchai 23 25
16 Kulab Plabpla 22 27
17 Uraiwan Mukatan 22 30
18 Chunlanit Janchompoo 21 26
19 Vasunan Chumchua 21 31
20 Sineenart Pongsuwan 21 25
21 Kanjana.Benjasmith 21 29



Scores

Name . Pretest Posttest
Apiradee Suriyachan 20 32
Supaporn Gulwarottama 20 32
Charunee.Teabphoti 20 35
Kanokwan Chuchatthai 19 31
Siriporn Nasomjai 19 30
Sriprapa Threerasumthronpon 18 29
Chamaiporn Ve jsuwanmanee 17 30
Cheontida Keadcheu 16 28
Sunate Tasanasorn — 16 31
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