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ABSTRACT

Thls study investlgates and assesses the effects of the
0ARs (Questions Answer Relationships) strategy on sixth
grade students using a llterature program. QARs Is a
strategy designed to help students better answer teacher and
text questions by being able to categorize questions.

One sixth grade, consisting of twenty-four students,
partliclipated In the study as the treatment group. A second
sixth grade, consisting of twenty-four students, was used as
the control group. Procedures lncluded three days of
training, four days of maintenance, and five days of
students generating their own questions based on the QARs
strategy. This was followed by one day of post test.

The data was analyzed by comparing the total response
scores of both groups on a set of comprehension questions
and with the treatment identifying questions by using the
0ARs categories.

Results indicate that training in GARs increases
comprehension and enables students to answer with greater

detall In responses.



INTRODUCTICN
The purpose of thls chapter wlll be to present the

history whlch lead up to the beglnning of thls research. It
wlll Include Informatlon about my personal background that
relates to this project, how interest in the topic of
guestions developed, statement of research hypotheses,
provide definitions of terms important to the study, and
discuss limltatlons of the research.

Backaround

A few vears ago the term "whole language" seemed to pop

up in almost all conversatlions with teachers. Everyone
wanted to know if they were whole language teachers and if
they had whole language classrooms. I, belng new to the
professional world of education, was unsure if I even knew
what the term meant. I asked questions and thought about
"whole language" a lot. The strange thing was that no
matter with whom I talked about whole language, everyone
seemed to have a little different view. I decided that
whole language was a term that many people were using to
descrlibe a varlety of actlvities. Each indlividual had
interpreted and used whole language In different ways. I
too was going to have to make decisions on how I would use

whole language in my classroom to benefit my students.
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Being a new teacher was an advantage; yet also a
problem. I didn’t have to worry about letting go too many
old habits. My undergraduate education had provided some
methodology supporting children’s writing based on thelr own
interests, reading literature Instead of basals, and for
reading in the content areas. However, my inexperience
created a problem. It was difficult to convince
established, skill oriented teachers that my methods would .
work with students. 1In the'context of basals, work sheets,
and skills centered curriculum, I became confused and
decided I needed more knowledge. I was, as Ken Goodman
pointed out to me, in the state of disequilibrium.
Fortunately, not for long.

I‘ve sorted through my thinking and have made decisions
about the best ways to teach students. However, these
changes continue as I learn both about children and about
new research in various educational and related fields. I
have realized that sometimes whole language is a "catch all’
term. It means different thlngs to different people. But,
the bond that holds It all together Is that the child is
always the maln concern, not flnishing the textbook or
passing a test; and the curriculum is child-centered, not
teacher-controlled. Everything that occurs in the classroom

oocurs In o a meanlngful context for the child wlth the
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chlild’s Interests and needs always belng top prlorty. The
child Is included in decislions that affect class management,
curriculum selection, and discipline. The student ls an
active participant instead of a passive learner. A
currlculum which Is "1ife experlence" orlented (Goodman, K.,
Smith, Meredith, and Y. Goodman, 1987>. This is where
groups of students work on thematic units or theme-based
projects. In the process, they learn sclence, social
studies, math, and language arts.

The schema or psycholinguistic theory supports this
view of the student. It has two key components: 1> that
skilled readers draw slmultanecusly on several different
sources of knowledge as they read text; and 2) that skilled
readers reconstruct progressively refined hypothesis about a
text in order to understand, learn, or remember it.(Duffy,
1984, b. 28> The first aspect illustrates the interactive
nature of reading, while the second describes the
meaningfulness of the reading process and the necessary
active involvement by the reader.

The reading process also has essential characterisitics
that cannot vary. Reading must start wlth text In some
graphlc form; the text must be processed as language, and
the process must end with construction of meaning. Without

meaning there is no reading, and readers cannot get to
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meaning without using the process (Goodman, XK., Smith,
Meredlth, and Y. Goodman, 1987, p. 203>.

I don’t feel I have a crystal ball or a know-lt-all
perspective. My views vary and change as I read current
research and listen to what others have to say about their
experiences. I/ve made mistakes and learned from them.
I’ve achleved accomplishments and learned from them too. I
continue to gather information; it either confirms what I
think I already know or dlsconfirms my knowledge gliving me
the opportunity to alter my schema or to replace old
knowledge with new knowledge. Either way, I continue to
grow and learn both personally and professionally.

Interest in the Toplec of Questions

I became interested in the topic of questioning when it
was discussed in graduate classes. 1 began to realize that
questions are used 6n a daily basis. A professor had
mentioned that some guestions Initlate different type of
answers and thinking processes than other types of
guestions. I hadn‘t ever thought about it. I began to
wonder lf I was asklng "good" thought provoking questions.
Thus with a purpose in mind, I proceeded to evaluate my own
questioning techniques.

In the Spring of 1988, I researched the types of

guestliong I was asklng my sixth grade students. I selected



one out of the flve current literature groups. Each group
met on a dally basls to share and discuss their reading
logs. Once or twice a week, each group met with me for a
discussion of how they were progressing. It was during
these meetings that I began to tape the discussions. I
wanted to find out what type of questions I was asking and
what sorts of thinking processes ]I was promoting. After
taping for several weeks, I reallzed that I needed to know
more about question categories and ways to question
students. From these sessions I had learned that I often
asked the same type of questions. I also wanted to be able
to identify additional types of question strategies to use
within my classroom.

I then began researching the literature on questlioning.
This was the beginning of my literature review and chapter
twe of this thesis. I wanted to know about the various
types of question categories and taxonomies and to identify
a strateagy that helps students answer questions effectively
using a variety of thinking processes. I found much written
about guestioning types and/or categories, question-answer
relationships, and several question taxonomies. Many of
these people‘have developed question asking strategies that

are recommended for classroom implementation.
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Statement of Research Hvpotheses

This research implements Raphael’s (1982, 1986)
Question Answer Relatlionship(s) strategy (QARs) using
literature as the reading material. I hypothesized that the
strategy would increase students’ comprehension, increase
students ability to identify question categories, and
increase their abllity to locate the source of information
that helped them to answer specific questions. I also
thought thelr written answers to guestlons would lnclude
more detailed responses, therefore indicating elaborative
thought that would lead to better construction of meanlng.

Terms Defined

P. David Pearson and Dale D. Johnson have developed a
question taxonomy (1978). They discuss three kinds of
questions or guestlon-answer relatlonships (QARs):

Textually Expliclit, Tg;tua]]y Implicit, and Scriptually
Implicit. Textually Expliclt questions have obvious answers
rlght there on the page. These are sometlmes referred to as
factual recall questlons. Textually Impllcit questions have
answers on the page, but the answers are not so obvious.

The reader may have to put ideas from one part of the text
wlth ideas from another sectlon of the text. For
Seriptually Impliclt questions, a reader needs to use

hl=/her own script (schema) or prlor knowledge to answer the
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qguestion. Pearson and Johnson also suggested that gquestions
gannot be ldentifled as belonglng to any one category 1f
only Judged In isolation; rather questlions can only be
categorized when Jjudged in relation to the text, the
reader’s prlor knowledge and the expected answer.

From this taxonomy, Taffy Raphael (1982, 1986)>
developed a question-answer relationship (QAR) strategy to
be implemented by teachers with students. The origlinal GARs
program used Pearson and Johnson‘’s three categories but
re]abeled for student’s use as "Right There", "Think and
Search", and "On My Own", respectively. Raphael (1984)
founc that the valaue of GAR instruction lles In the way it
clarlfies a student’s approach to the task of reading the
text and answering questions posed in textbooks or by
teachers. The strategy helps students use both information
in the text and Informaticon from thelr own knowledge.

In 1986, Raphael modified the QAR strategy. It was
modified to make it easier for students to ldentify only two
choices rather than four in the initlal stages of learning
the QAR strategy. It now begins with two categories, "In
the Book" and "In My Head". These categories locate the
primary source where the Information can be located for
answering questions. Once students have a clear

understanding of the differences between the two categories
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of "In the Book" and "In My Head", each is further
developed.

The "In the Book" category ls expanded to Include two
types of situations: "Right There" and "Think and Search"
or "Putting It Together". “Rlight There" is when the answer
to the guestlon le stated explleltly In the text, wlthln a
single sentence. "Think and Search” s when the answer to
the question is available from the text but requires the
reader to put together Information from different parts of
the text.

The "In My Head" category is also divided into two
parts. The two categories are "Author and You" and "0On My
Own". The significant distinction is whether or not the
reader needs to read the text for the question to make
sense.

Limitations

From a perspectlve of experlmental design, this study
is limited by a lack of randomization. One sixth grade
class is the treatment/experimental group. The other sixth
grade In the school ls the control group. Afthough the two
classrooms have not randomly been selected from a larger
population of sixth graders, the students have been placed

Into each sixth grade from the populaticn of the students
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who attend the school. This research Is deallng with only

one grade level, sixth.
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CHAPTER TWO
AN OVERVIEW OF QUESTIONING

Not a day, not even an hour does a person go through
without hearing or asking a question. Many are asked and
answered wlthout thought or contemplatlon. For example, how
many times have you been greeted with a friendly "How’s it
going?" or a "How are you?" and have then replied routinely
“"Good. And you?" But for teachers, gquestioning is not so
relaxed -- or at least shouldn’t be. Questloning is a maln
tool used by educators to motivate, instruct, and evaluate
students. Yet despite the wide use of questions, the
gquallty, degree of importance, and appropriateness of use Is
not always evident.

Questions come in a variety of forms and categories.
Many educational researchers have labeled and categorlzed
questions. Each has offered a little, or sometimes not so
little, twist in viewing questions. Some research suggestis.
that teachers offer Insufflclient help for students to
cognitlively process answers. Apparently, students are not
able to support answers with sound reasons or value
statements (Guszak, 1967; Hare-Chou & Pulliam, 1980; Pearson
& Johnson, 1978; Sanders, 1966)>. Many teachers ask simple
recall questions and students have figured out what the

teachers want as answers (Guszak, 1967). This literature
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suggests that 1t would be beneficlal for teachers to
identify the type and the amount of specific questions they
ask and make adjustments acccordingly.
A Look at Questlion Taxonomies

Simple? Right. But how can one classify or categorize
the types of questions belng asked of students? Well many
people have spent a great deal of time trying to do Just
that. There have been several question taxonomies developed
in an attempt to categorize questions. A taxonomy is
descrlbed as the sclence of classlflcation; laws and
princlples covering the classifylng of objects (Webster’s

New World Dictionarv, 1978, p. 1,458).

One of the best known educatlonal taxonomles ls
Benjamin S. Bloom’s TAXONOMY OF EDUCATICNAL OBJECTIVES:
HANDBOOK I, THE COGNITIVE DOMAIN (1956>. The idea was to
classify educational objectives. In devising the taxonomy,
the authors concentrated on the intellectual aspects of
educatlion. (HANDBOUk II: THE AFFECTIVE DOMAIN (1964) deals
with the emotional and attitudinal aspects of education.>
Within the cognltive domain, Bloom defined several
categories of thinking to include all intellectual
objectives in education. The main categories include:
Knowledge, Comprehenslion, Application, Analysls, Synthesis,

and Bvaluation (Zee Takhle 1), One way each category was



20

deflned was by uslng examples of questlions that requlired
students to engage In the speclifled kind of thinking.

Several reseafchers have used Bloom’s work as a basls
for thelr taxonomles or categorizatlion systems. Norrls M.
Sanders (1966) deleted the sub-categories and renamed two of
the categories. Sanders uses seven main categories:
Memory, Translatlon, Interpretatlon, Appllcatlon, Analysls,
Synthesis, and Evaluation (See Table 2). But, the basic
ideas underlying his system have come from Bloom.

He renamed Bioom’s Knowledge category to Memory because
the word "knowledge" is commonly used ln education to refer
to subject matter and he felt Memory better describes the
intellectual activity and is parallel with the names of the
other categories. In Bloom’s Taxonomy, Comprehension is a
malin category wlth sub-categories of Translation,
Interpretation, and Extrapolation. Sanders deleted the
terms Comprehension and Extrapolation and used Translation
and Interpretaion as maln headlngs because they offer
opportunities for distinct kinds of thinking.

Accordling to Sanders’ taxonomy, there are three factors
to eonslder when determlnlng the kinds of thinklng that Is
to be brought to bear In the minds of students by any
question. The first factor is the nature of the question

itself. It must be considered in terms of its
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clagslflcation In the taxonomy. A certaln type of questlon
may lead to a certain type of thinking. The second factor
is that one must be aware of the prior subject knowledge
that each student brings toc the classroom. The third aspect
concerns the instruction that precedes the asking of a
~questlon. It is Incorrect to assume that a question
inevitably leads to a single category of thinking or that
all students are necessarily using the same mental processes
to arrive at an answer. Thus, the thinking resulting from a
question iIs influenced by the classroom context,
specifically what the teacher elicits, enhances, or ignores
when preparing to develop questlons,

Francis P. Hunkins (1976)> developed questions for both
teachers and students by using Bloom’s Cognitive Domain
(1956 and Krathwohl’z Affectlve Domaln (1964). In-hls
book, Involving Students In Questionlng, Hunkins offers a
clear definition of each category and has examples of
questions and key words for helping to initiate the
questlionlng process (See Table 3.

It Is important to note that while all three state that
a question should be classified at its highest level, the
Bloom’s Taxonomy of Cognlitive Domain Is not necessarily
hierarchical. 1In 1956, 1t was clalmed to be sequential and

cumulatlve, but that notlon was later challenged. In 1964
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in the book on the affectlve domaln, Bloom wrote that he
wasn’t sure 1f the cognltlve taxonomy was a hierarchical
ordering of cognltlve objectlves or a slmple categorlzing of
cognitive processes with no ranking order at all (Hyman,
1979>.

Whether [t ls a true hlerarchlcal taxonomy or not,
there are both simple and complex questions within each
category. The impllication is that all teachers from the
primary grades through graduate schocl will flnd 1t posslble
to use every one of the categorles in thelr classes. The
differences in the questions offered at various grade levels
should be in the complexity of the thinking, rather than in
the kind of thinking (Sanders, 1966).

Hilda Taba (19663 views the teachlng of thinklng as an
educational objective. She makes five theoretical
assumptions to support this view. The flrst is that
thinking can be learned and therefore can be taught.

Second, thinking is an active transaction between an
individual and the content of a program. Third, the
processes of thought evolve by lawful sequence. Fourth, the
prime dynamlc of growth in cognitive performance involves a
dual set of adaptations that function outwardly as coping
and lnwardly as corganlzation. Lastly, thought can be

studied as a psychological phenomencn and a logical system.



23

To operatlionallze the above assumptlons, the concept of
cognitive tasks was devised which permits both an
identlflcation of the clusters of learnable and teachable
skllls and the applicatlion of a sequence to the acqulisition
of these skills. There are three cognitive tasks. These
are Concept Formation, Generalizing and Inferring Through
Interpretation of Raw Data, and the Application of Known
Principles and Facts to Explain and Predict New Phenomena.
Within each task there are three sets of operations. These
include: Overt Activities, Covert Mental Operations, and
Eliciflng Questions (See Table 4.

Question asking is a crucial factor for developing
student skillfulness in the three cognitive tasks. Taba
llsts strategles to help teachers ask questions for these
tasks. Some of these are discussed in the section on

question strategies.

1

Fonald Hyman (1979 also bazesz hls classiflicatlon
system on cognltive processes required In which to answer
questions. He states the purpose of questions serves mainly
to cause someone to think along a particular line. It
serves a double purpose by lts very nature: It prods the
respondent’s thinking to supply a response, and it directs
that respondent to think about a particular topic (Hyman,

1979, p. 1.
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Hyman has developed four main types of Cognitive
Process Questlons to categorlze questions. These Include:
Deflnltion, Empirlcal, Evaluatlive, and Metaphysical. Only
the first three are usually used In a school settlng. There
in no hlerarchy Intended In thls system. However, he
suggests there ls a matter of complexity in comparing
questlion types. To show this, he has developed three
questlon types: Productlon Informatlon, Process Actlivity,
and Response Clue (See Table 5).

Using a different approach, Frank J. Guszak (1967)
researched questlons he cobserved teachers asklng. He
categorized the questions and then determined what types of
questions were most frequently used. To classify the
questions he developed the Reading Comprehension
Question-Response Inventory, which conslsts of six
categories: Recognitlion, Recall, Translatlon, Conjecture,
Explanation, and Evaluation (See Table 6). Guszak also
studied the strategy elements involved in the single
question. Guszak’s study revealed that teachers employ two
baslc types of strategies as they question children about
reading assignments., First, they control the nature of the
exchange relative to each question. Second, they may
pattern such individual question-response exchanges into

larger wholes (CGuszak, 1967, p. 267). The concepts of the
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Question-Response Unlit (QRU> and the Question-Response
Episode (QRE) were developed to study the strategy elements.
V The QRU represents the boundarles when the sectlions of

an exchange can be illustrated. It contains the following
elements: the teacher’s Inltlatlng questlion; any subsequent
remarks on the part of the teacher that mlght serve to
extend, clarify, or cue subsequent student response; the
referent in the reading materials for the question; the way
in which the student subsequently dealt with the question;
and flnally, the phase where attention Is shifted away from
the initiating gquestion.

The second focus relates to teacher question strategles
which is the concept of QGRE. This represents a combination
of two or more QRUs. These can be related in four ways:
Setting Purpose Follow-Up, Verification, Justification, and
Judgmental. In hls study of second, fourth, and sixth
graders, there was a total of 1,226 Question-Response Unit
patterns. Of these, 93 were Recognition, 797 were Recall, 5
were Translatlon, 66 were Conjecture, 62 were Explanation,
and 203 were Evaluation. The most dominant pattern of
interaction was a question followed by a single congruent
response. This pattern is often associated with recall type

questlons.
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There were 142 Questlon-Response Eplsodes for the
second, fourth, and sixth grades. Out of thls total, 67
were Setting Purpose Follow-Up, 33 were Verification, 36
were Justification, and & were Judgmental. ‘

In a replication of the Guszak study, Victoria
Chou-Hare and Cynthia Pulllam (1980) found two addltlonal
question types. The flirst is questfons that can be answered
by knowledge alone. Second, questions too general or were
answered incorrectly or in apppropriately. Other than these
two addlitions, thelr study verlfled Guszak’s findlngs.

James J. Gallagher and Mary Jane Aséhner (1966> use the
term productive thinking for the basis of another taxonomy.
They define productlve thinkling as dlvergent, convergent,
and evaluative operations used by an individual to araw upon
available past and present acts, ideas, and conclusions. It
includes both the creative and critical-analytic dimensions
of reasonings (1966>. Using Guilford’s classification
system, Operations of Intellect (1956), Gallagher and
Aschner developed five primary categories: Cognitive
Memory, Convergent Thinking, Divergent Thinking, Evaluative
Thinking, and Routine (See Table 7>. The parameters of
this theoretical structure include the operations of

thinking, the content within which these operations are



27

performed, and the products that result from the performance
of these operations upon the content.

Bullding on the Gallagher and Aschner classification
system, Ellizabeth Hunter <1972) developed the "Ask
Questlions" category of the Flanders Interactlon Analysis
Categories Program (FLICS>. FLICS is used to help teachers
become consclious of classroom talk and tc help them to
practice and modify thelr own talk and that of thelr
students.

Taking the science of guestioning one step further,
Wendy G. Lehnert developed a computer program, QUALM, to
simulate how people use the Informatlon processing ablilitles
in question answering. QUALM can be split into two
fundamental processes: Understanding the Question and
Finding the Answer.

Before a ques£ion can be answered, it should be
understood. In Lehnert’s program, therg are sixteen
principles to understanding a question (See Table 8. The
process used in understanding questions operate on various
levels. In Lehnert’s computer program all questions must
pass all levels before a memory search can begln. The four
successive levels of understanding are: Conceptual Parse,
Memory Internallzation, Conceptual Categorization, and

Inferentlal Analysls.
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Within QUALM s a Questlional Analyzer which examlnes a
questlon and assigns a conceptual category (one of thirteen)
to that question (See Table 8). Each categorization
recognizes essential conceptual differences in questions.
These differences are ultimately reflectea by the types of
answers that are appropriate for a glven question. These
are later recategorized by Inferentlial Analysls. Thls
examines a question, considers contgxtual factoré, appeals
to the conventlions of dlalogue, and concludes that "At this
time, in this setting, this question must mean ...."

More recently, the work of Pearson and Johnson (1978),
Raphael (1980>, and Raphael and Wlpnocott (1984, 1986) have
examlned the relatlionshlps between questlons and answers.
Pearson and Johnson’s Question Taxonomy attempts to capture
the relatlonshlp between !nformatlion that has to come from a
reader’s store of prior know]edge, referred to as scripts
and schema (1978)and information provided by an author in a
text. There are three kinds of questions in the Pearson and
Johnson Question Taxonomy. These include: Textually
Explliclit, Textually Impliclt, and Scriptually Implliclt (See
Table @>. Textually explicit questions have obvious answers
right there on the page. These are sometimes referred to as
factual recall questions. Textually Implicit questions have

answers that are on the page, but the answers are not so
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obvious. For Scriptually Impllclt guestlons, a reader needs
to use his or her own script in order to come up with an
answer. A scrlpt or schema iIs the Information that has to
come from a reader’s store of prlor knowledge (Pearson &
Johnson, 1978, p. 157).

Based on the Pearson and Johnson Question Taxonomy,
Raphael (1982) developed a Question Answer Relationship
(QAR> Program to be used by students in the classroom.
Pearson and Johnson’s three categorles of Text Expllclt,
Text Implicit, and Script Implicit were restated for
children using the terms "Right There", "Think and Search",
and "On My Own", respectively. In 1986, the program was
revised to two categories with two types in each category:
"In the Book" and "In My Head". Each category was expanded
to contaln two types of situations. The slituations of "In
the Book" are "Right There" and "Think and Search" or
"Putting It Together". The sltuatlions of "In My Head" are
"Author and You" and "On My Own" (See Table 10-a).

Raphael uses this category system for labeling
guestlions as the baslis for a classroom practice. Her
research with fourth and sixth grade students has
demonstrated that students with QAR training have both
guperlor responses to questlions and ldentlfy the dquestlon

answerlng strategy requlred by cach guestlon more often than
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those students wlthout the tralnlng (Raphael & Winnocott,
1984) .
Selected Question Asklna Strateqles

There are a varlety of strategles deslgned to promots
teachers’ use of questioning for comprehension and learning.
Some strategies are intended to help develop thinking skills
while others may increase students’ autonomous or
independent thinklng. Teachers will ask better questions by
knowing the qualities of good questlons and not relylng on
one specific type of question (Guszak, 1967).

So how can teachers develop students’ thinking skllls
and autonomous thinking? The answer - Ask good questions.
This includes questions that are authentic to the reader;
guestlions that may have a varlety of responses. Sometlmes,
in asking good gquestions, the quéstioner may not always know
the answers. In asking good questions there are a few
recommendations most educators would agree upon: 1) make
sure students have the requislte scriptal Informatlon needed
to draw logical inferences between text segments; 2) know
the thinking process called upon by the question; and 3>
accept varlety in the student responses (Pearson & Johnson,
19782,

Taba (1966) suggests that it is alsc Important to ask

cpen-ended questions and to provide the opportunity for
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student responses on different levels of abstraction,
sophistication, and depth.

Taba suggests another strategy that Involves matching
the pace of the question to the students” capacity for‘
mastering the gpeclfic skllls currently belng Instructed at
each step. Each sequence of questions follows the
developmental sequence of acquiring the skills and models
necessary for the cognitive task. To accomodate the
principle of pacing, each questlon lIs pursued long encugh to
permit a considerable number of students to respond. Such

paclng could be graphlcally shown as follows:
Student 1 Student 2 Student 3

1. What?

2. Why?

3. What does |t mean?

Taba claims that this permits the accumulation of a
varlety of responses which represents different levels of
abstractlion and models of conceptuallzatlon, assuring that
all students have an approprlate recognizeable model of each

step to whlich they can relate (Taba, 196G,
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Hyman (1979) suggests a strategy that includes three
types of teachling strategles. These are classifled and
named accordling to the essentlal actlivity of the teachér.
These include: Presenfing, Enabling, and Exemplifying.

In the Presenting Strategy, the teacher 1s the more
active participant physically, cognitlively, and emotionally.
S/he selects the Information, organizes it, presents It,
re-presents it in an effort to be clear and comprehensible,
and questions the students in order to assist their
understanding. The students are usually expected to act on
thelr new learning out of the class rather than in class or
In connectlion with the presentation.

The next strategy ls Enablling. The students engage In
some activity, usually under the teacher’s supervision. The
activity concerns a problem to be solved. Teachers need not
partlclipate. When they do they must remember that thelr
task is to "enable" students, not to solve the problem for
them. The teachers encourage and allow students to take the
lead as the actlivity progresses., Here, the students are the
more actlve participants., Examples of activities within
this strategy include: discussion, brainstorming,
laboratory activities, and problem solving.

The third strategy, the Exemplifying Strategy, is

suited to the teaching of skills, processes, and values.
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The teacher can show the students how to do or act In a
variety of situations. By exemplifying, the teacher allows
the students to see for themselves the consequences of
actlons, as well as how to perform them. The teacher can
use this strategy to show how to hammer, how toc fix a flat
tire, how to conduct research, how an honest person acts,
and how a person respects other Indlviduals.

The phree teaching’strategies relate to other aspects
of teaching. One of these being goals. Goals are
categorized into two aspects, social and Indlvidual. Soclal
goals help students understand 1ife and become partlclpating
members of society. Key concepts include: social,
polltical, and economle elements, Indlvidual goals focus on
students functioning as persons. Teachers help students
develop in three realms, knowledge and thinking (the
Coénitive Realm>, values and emotions (the Affective Realm),
and the body (the Physical or Psychomotor Realm>. Hyman
shows an lnterrelationship between teachlng strategies,
goals, and types of content taught (See Table 11).

Some Misuses of Questio Technigues

Questions are an important tool of the educational
profession. They dominate instructional time in most
classes. Questlions are important but only when used

sftfectively In les=ons that stimulate thlnklng and lead to
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productlve learnlng and retention of content material. If
use lnapproprlately, gquestions can become weapons. They can
put people on the defensive - freezing up a learning
opportunlty rather than making the most out of it. Some
questlons foster only the "right answer". Thls puts focus
on the caorrect response rather than promoting the process by
whlch students construct knowledge from text materlal.

Pearson and Johnson (1978) dlscuss a poor questioning
technique called "Guess What‘s In My Head". The teacher has
a specific response in mind. If the student fails to give
the desired response, the teacher says, "Uh huh" or "Okay"
and calls on other students until somecne has guessed what’s
in the teacher’s head.

Herber (1978> and Pearscn and Johnson (1978) have
stated that the Issue Is not lf to use questlions, but when
to use them. "If questions are used to teach students how
to read material, they are being misused. 1If they are being
used to relnforce skills which the students already have,
they are belng used well" (Herber, 1978 pp. 197-198>., Thus,
Herber prefers to start with declarative statements and then
proceed to the use of questlons for guldling students’
readlng.

The point belng made is that many teachers are asking

questions that children aren’t able to answer. There are



35

several reasons why students may have difficulty answering
gquestions. It may be they don’t have the skills to find the
answer expllcitly In the text or they héven’t been taught to
infer the data from the text. If a student fails to respond
or responds inaccurately, they frequently are thought to be
poor readers. Yet, the problem may lle withln the question
or within the amount of prlor knowledge the student has wlth
guestion answering. Teachers should not be quick to label
the child - but label the type of questlion and come up with
a strategy to better link the two for success.

Guszak (1967) and Hare-Chou and Pulliam (1980)
concluded that most questions asked are lliteral
comprehension questions with retrieval of trivial factual
makeup of stories. A second finding showed that successful
students know what the teacher wants and respond
accordingly. Third, questlions are answered and teachers are
accepting those answers with little support for the
students’ answers. "If educators want to condition students
for irresponsible citizenship, it seems quite appropriate to
ask children for unsupported value statements, a practice
which is very frequent in the reading circle ...." (Guszak,

1967, p. 269),
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Elnal Remarks

The points belng made show that questions are an
Intricate part of the teaching professlon. Teachers need
them; students need them., However, they need to be used
wisely and effectively. In making a plan to use questions,
a teacher needs to f}rst know and understand one’s own
bellefs. That ls, he or she needs to know where they are
going, the direction of his or her professed philosophy and
the best methodologles to get to that destination. Second,
a teacher needs to know his or her students. Know the whole
student, their strengths and weaknesses and use these to
facilitate learning. Third, be aware of the variuos types
of questions. Some questions may lead to success or to
failure. It is important to know why to ask one question
versus asking another type of question. Alsoc, a teacher
must know the content behind the questlons.

Don’t be afrald to ask a question, but remember to be
open to the responses. One can lead a horse to water, but
can’t make him drink until he wants to. Get the students
thirsty for knowledge by creating an environment conduslve
to risk taklng. Then, teach students how to anaylze a
question in order to determine answers and aid

comprehens!ion.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
The methods involved In thls study Included 13
selectlon of literature for the subjects to read; 2
development of questions by quallfleded teachers along the
guidelines of Raphael’s QARs; 3) instruction of students;
and 4> analysls of the results. Thls sectlon describes the
procedures followed for the study and includes selectlon of
subjects and scoring point system utilized for the analysis
of data.
' Subjects
Twenty-four students participated in the
experimental/treatment group, ten girls and fourteen boys
ranging from 10 to 13 vears of age. Of the twenty-four
students In the class, three have been retalned for one year
and one student has been retained twice. Five students |
currently attend the learnling disablllity resource claséroom.
These students leave the regular classroom and go to the LD
Resource teacher from a half hour to two hours a day
depending on thelr Individuallzed Educatlon Plan. Four
students currently attend the glfted and talented resource
classroom particpating in a one and a half hour pull-ocut
program once a week. The ethnic make-up includes 40%

Hispanlec, 48% White, 4% Black, and 8% Indlan. Based on the
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1987 ITBS scores In readlng comprehenslon, the average
stanlne score Is 4, wlth a range of scores reported in
stanines 1 fo 7: 10% of the students’ scores fell into
spanine 1, 5% stanlne 2, 19% stanine 3, 14% stanine 4, 19%
stanine 5, 24% stanine 6, and 10% reported a stanine of 7.

There are twenty-four students in the control group,
twelve girls and twelve boys ranging from age 10 to 13 years
of age. Of the students In thls class, two have been
retalned once and one student has been retained twice., Two
students currently attend the gifted and talented resource
classroom attending a one and a half hour hour pull-out
program once a week. There are no students currently
enrolled in the LD resource program. The éthnic make-up
includes 54% Hispanic, 42% White, and 4% Black. Based on
the 1987 ITBS scores In reading comprehension, the average
stanine for this class is 5, 9% of the students’ scores were
reported as belng in stanine 3, 18% stanine 4, 386% stanine
5, 32% stanlne 6, and 5% had a stanine of 7.

Both of these classes are in a school in a large
metropolitan area in the southwestern part of the United
States. Many of the students’ parents are employed by the
Alr Force., The soclo-economic status ranges from familles
on publle asslétance to white collar workers. There are

both single and two parent households.
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Materlals
Two books were used for thls research project. The
first book, On My Honor, wrltten by Marlon Dane Bauer,
served as the preperation and malntenance por£lon of the

research. The first chaptep of Nobaody’s Fault written by

Patricla Hermes was utlllzed for the post test.

On_My Honor has a predicted readabillty level of 5.3
based on the Fry readability formula. This book is
realletlic~flectlon and ls about two twelve year old boyvs.

One boy, Tony, ls very daring and adventurous. The other
boy, Joel, is more careful and cautious about taking risks.
The boys get permission to ride their bikes out to a park
about ten miles away. They are on their honor to ride
straight there and back. Tony, however, wants to climb the
bluffs which are near the park. Joel does not want to climb
the bluffs and does not know how to tell his friend. On the
way to the park, Tony wants to swim In the river. Joel
thinking that this may be less dangerous, nonetheless
agrees. Tony, wheo ls not a good swimmer, gets pulled under
by the current and drowns. The remalnder of the book is
about how Joel reacts and deals with Tony’s death, first
with denial and then by confronting what has happened.

Nobody’ Fault has a 4.5 readablllty based on the Fry

readability formula and is also realistic-fiction. This is
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a story about a brother and a slster. They have the
“normal" sibling relationship that_goes along with a twelve
year old boy and a ten year old girl. Monsy, the brother,
takes the rlding lawn mower ocut to cut the grass. He knows
he is not to do this unless an adult is present. Emily is
upstalrs playling a prank on her older brother when he falls
off and is run over by the lawn mower. She feels to blame
and guilty for his death. The remainder of the book deals
with how she comes to understand that his death wasn’t
anybody’s fault.

To teach students about GARs, elght questlons were
developed by the researcher for the first three chapters of

On My Honor and for the first chapter of Nobody’s Fault.

Each set of questions included two questions from each of
Raphael’s (1986) category (see Appendix A). Two to three
questions were developed for chapters four through seven of
On My _Honor, wlth an equlvalent number from each category
distributed among all questions (see Appendix B>. This
format was used so that students would have equal practice
in both ldentifylng and answerlng all guestlon types,
Chapters elght through twelve did not have questions
developed because students were taught to develop questions
to show understanding of the QARs categories. This was done

so that the students would have practlce constructlng
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guestions based on the QARs categories. It was hypothesized
that if the students could compose questlons based on the
categories that they would be better able to identify such
categories.

The questlons were written and then discussed by a
group of three QARs specialists. These pecple had prlor
knowledge of the QARs strategy and had used it in either
their classroom, research, or graduate course work. Each
question was discussed to see if all agreed on the GARs
category it was identified as. Any question that was not
agreed upon was reworded or changed untll total agreement
was reached. One question had to be reworded for clarity.

A similar procedure was used to develop the dependant
measure. The QARs specialists met with the researcher and
discussed and improved eight open-ended short answer
questions (see Appendix C>. The response to each guestion

was worth a maximum of four points.
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Scoring
Students answers were read and scored based on a 0 to 4
point scale with a maximum of 32 points possible. The

scoring system was as follows:

0 - If the answer dld not match the text In any form

1.— If there was a partial match based from the
text/background knowledge; but gave no examples or reasons

2 - If there was a partial match based from the
text/background knowledge and gave an example or reason

2 - If there was a complete match; but gave a partial
example or reason

4 - If there was a complete match and used examples or

reasons to support response

Each paper was given a total score., It was based on
these total scores that comparisons were made.

BEach test was scored by twe people to ensure a
reliablility of the score. When there was a diference in the
total score an average score was used.

This scoring was used to determine if the students who
had recelved the QARs tralning had a hlgher comprehension

score than those who had not had the tralning.
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Pre- eriment Instruction

When students were questioned in September as to past
reading instruction, it was found that all had primarily
used only a basal reader. Llterature had been used for book
reporting and pleasure reading during sustained silent
reading. Because of this, the students were asked to read
the basal storles and to become reacqualnted with basic
story elements (plot, theme, character, settling). Students
were asked to read aslgned stories from the basal In Its
entirety and then to write about the four story elements and
how they applied to the story. Following this, students
were asked to get into small groups and discuss the story
and the story elements. Students were not asked to answer
any comprehenslon check questlons. This lnstruction
continued for approximately two weeks. During this time
students were eﬁcouraged to discuss thelr feelings and what
they liked or disliiked about what they were reading.
Through discussing the story elements of each story, it was
also suggested. that they take some of these ideas back to
their own story writing which was occurring on a daily basis
through a process writing workshop.

After students had gotten back into the routine of
school and felt comfortable with the class environment, It

was time to implement further changes. Each student was
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asked to select a novel of thelr cholce for readlng, Thls
was to be used lnstead of the basal. The students were told
that they would be asked to read this novel and to keep a
reading log. The reading log was to include the story
elements of the novel and any reaction that they wanted to
record. They were to record each day that they read.
Students generally read a chapter a day. Students were
asked to choose a partner and to share their booké. This
was done approximately every other day. Since students
selected thelr own partners, partners may have varled from
meeting to meeting. When books were completed, students
did book projects to share their books with the class.
These proljects included book advertisements, reading aloud
favorite parts, illustrating sections, and many others,
Students were then asked to choose another book to
read. Some students chose td work together reading multiple
coples of the same book; whille others chose to read
Individual coples. All declslons as to book selectlons were
student made. Students were asked to keep an individual log
and to record anything that they wanted to record. Students
were asked to record every day and were asked to share their
books and reading logs with a friend as frequently as they
wanted to, At the end of the novel, each student completed

a hook project of thelr cholee.
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It was now felt that the students had adequate exposure
to novels and were ready to begln the tralnlng portlon of
the experimental instruction. Students seemed to enjoy
reading the novels and recording thoughts in their reading
logs. Reading novels had become a natural part of their
reading curriculum.

In the control group, the students were primarily using
the sixth grade basal series. The teacher supplemented this
with the literature basal series adopted by the school
district. Instruction was usually total group with the
students reading the story and answering the questions at
the end of each story.

Experimental Instruction

Day One: In large group discussion, the class
discussed ways to answer questlons., It was dliscussed that
the students were golng to learn a strategy to help them
identify the sources of answers to questions. The term QAR
was put on the beoard. On the board It was written that Q
stands for question. The term "question" was discussed.
Added to the boad was that A stands for answer. The class
discussed what the term "answer" means. Students were asked
to predlct what the R stood for. Then the word
relatlonshlp(s) was written on the board. Thls term was

discussed.
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Students were told that In answerling guestlons there
are two places to search, in the hook or text and in your
head. Prior knowledge was discussed and the importance of
what one knows and how he/she brings that knowledge to
everything that he/she does. Examples were discussed based
on books they had read Individually and on books the teacher
had read aloud to the total group. Students were each given
a handout on QARs. It showed and explained the categories
and sub-categerles of In the Book and In My Head. Each
category was dliscussed and examples reviewed for books read
either Individually or books read to the class by teacher.
After the class had an understanding of the QARs
termlinology, each student made a reading log.

Fach student was given a copy of the book On My Honor

and was asked to look at the front cover of the book and
make a prediciton about what the book might be about. These
predicticons were written on the first page of each student’s
reading log and then shared with the group after all had
finished writing. Next, the title of the book was discussed
along with what the students thought the term "honor" meant.
They were asked to record their predicted definition in
thelr reading log.

Day one’s asslgnment was to read chapter one and record

in the logs feellngs or thoughts about what was read. They
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were also glven elght questlons to answer and to ldentify
the QAR category of each questlon.

Day Two: Chapter one was dlscussed. Each student and
the teacher shared their feellngs from the reading log.

Each of the eight guestions was discussed as to the
approprlate answer and category label. Eachxquestion’s
characteristics was explained as to the criteria it met for
each category in which 1t was placéd.

A review of the QARs terms was discussed orally with
the teacher asking for definitions of categories and for a
rationale for the label glven. Day two’s asslgnment was to
read chapter two, record feelings or thoughts about what was
read and to answer and identify the GARs category for each
of the elght questlons for chapter two.

Day Three: Same procedure as for day two. Last day of
training period.

Day Four: Maintenance period begins. Students and
teacher met In small groups to discuss previous day’s
reading and questions. Each question was discussed and
carefully examined as to its category. Students were <
encouraged to compare results and discuss their reasonings
for ltabeling. Reasonings were supported with examples from

the text i1f applicable. Day four’s assignment had two
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guestlons to answer and ldentlfy. Thlis was to malntaln
their knowledge for ldentification of the QARs categories.

Day Five, Day Six, and Day Seven: Same procedure as
day four. These assignments included three questions to
answer and identify.

Day Eight: Same procedure as previous days with the
exception that students wrote four questlions, one for each
category.

Day Nine: Same procedure as day eight. Student
developed questions were shared in small groups to see if
other members of group agrée on category label. Asslignment
was to write four gquestlons, one for each category.

Day Ten: Questions made for previous day were
exchénged wlith a friend. FEach answered the other’s paper
and discussed categories and answers. Same asslignment as
day nine.

Day Eleven: Same procedure as day ten. However, the
assignment was to read chapters eleven and twelve and write
four questions, one for each category, for both chapters.

Day Twelve: Discussed book as a total group. Students
switched qguestions with a friend and answered and labeled
categories. Reading logs were turned in.

Day Thirteen: Each student received a copy of chapter

one from Nebodv‘s Fault. After readlng the chapter,
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students answered elght questlions. Students were Instructed
to answer each questlon as completely as posslble. Students
in the control group were glven the saﬁe materlals and asked
to answer the eight questionsf Time was allotted so that
all students finished during class time. All students took
the test at the same time and in the school cafeteria. The
control group was sent back to their classroom and asked how
many tlmes they each had looked back to the text for help.
The treatment group stayed in the cafeteria and were asked
to label each question as to its question category.
Afterwards, they were ésked how many times they had looked

back to the text for assistance in answering gquestions.



S0

CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTE

The purpose of this chapter Is to dlscuss the results
of the comprehenslion fests, the analyslis of the QARs
categorlies, examline students’ use of text, and compare the
number of four point responses of both groups In each QARs
category. Results indicate a slightly higher comprehension
score fof the treatment group than for the control group
Indlcating the possible beneflt of students knowling the QAR
strategy.

Comprehension Test Results

Results show that students who recelved the QARs
instrucﬁion, for the most part, did have a higher total
sceore than students who did not have the treatment.
Students in the treatment group averaged a two point higher
score than students In the control group. The mean for the
treament group was 27.3!1 and the mean for the control group
was 25.67. The standard deviation for the treatment group
was 3.89 and the standard deviation for the control group
was 4.13. The t Test analysis showed p < 0.1. .The total
number of students was 24. The range of scores for the
control group was 31 to 15. The range for the treatment

group was 31 to 19.
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Analysis of QAR Categories

After the control group had gone back to their
classroom, the treatment group was asked to ldentify each
questlion as to its QARs category. These were then analyzed
to see how students actually categorized the gquestions.

When looklng at the percent of correctly ldentifled
0ARs categories labeled by the treatment group, 84% of the
students had identified 75 to 100% of the labels correctly.
0f these students, 40% had a perfect score, 32% had
ldentlfled 7 of the elght, and 12% had correctly labeled &
out of eight. The other 18% of the treatment group
identifled less than 63% correct, Qf these students, 12%
fdentlfled 5 correctly and 4% labeled only half of the
questions correctly. The students who scored the lowest in
identifying QAR categories were the students who had
previously been identified as students with learning
disabilities.

For question 1, 96% (23) correctly identified this as
an Cn My Own question. Four percent (1) identified this as
a Right There question.

For questlon 2, 96% (23) correctly identified this as a
Right There question. Four percent (1) labeled it a Think

and Search.
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For guestion 3, 68% (16) correctly ldentifled this as a
Author and You. Elght percent (2) labeled it On My Qwn,
four percent (12> labeled It Rlght There and, twenty percent
(5} labeled |t Think and Search.

For qguestion 4, 96% (23) correctly identified as either
Think and Search (11> or Rlght There (12>. Thls guestlion
could have been labeled elther way dependling on where your
answer was taken from in the text. When this question was
developed this was not noticed. It was only noticed after
the post-test that there were two possible answers.
Therefore, elther labellng was marked as correct. Four
percent (1) labeled this an Author and You questlon.

For question 5, 76% (18> correcfly identified this as a
Right There guestlon. Slxteen percent (4) labeled thls as a
Think and Search question; while eight percent (2) labeled
this as Author and You.

For question 6, 72% (17> correctly labeled this as a
Think and Search question. Sixteen percent (4) labeled this
as a Right There question and twelve percent (3) labeled
this as an Author and You guestlon.

For question 7, 92% (22) correctly identifled this as a
Author and You guestion. Elght percent (2) labeled this a

Think and Search question.
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For question 8, 96% (23> correctly ldentifled this as
an On My Own guestlon. Four percent (1) labeled this a
Right There questlon.

Students were able to identify On Your Own questions
with the most success. Of all On Yo&r Own guestions, puplils
identified 96% correctly. It would seem that students have
the abllity to ldentlfy the key words whlich make It an On
Your QOwn type gquestion. Right There were the next most
correctly labeled category wlth 86% identlfied. There were
84% Think and Search questlons and 80% of the Author and You
questions labeled accurately.

Students Use of Text

Studsnts were asked £o resall how many times they

referred haok to the text for assistance to answer
questions. For the treatment group, 17% looked back to the
text once, 58% looked back two to five times, 4% used the
text five to eight times, and 21% did not use the text at
all. For the control group, 50% locked to the text once,

25% used the text two to five times, and 25% did not use the
text at all.
Comparlson of the Number of Four Point Respbonses of Control
and Treatment Groups in FEach QARs Category
The followlng graph shows the total number of students

per group and per question that received a perfect score of
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four for their respcnses on the post test. On Right There
and Think and Search éuestions. studehts in both groups
performed approximately the same. This result may be due to
the similar amount of past experiences these students have
had witﬁ these types of questions. 0On Author ang You
guestions, the treatment group exceeded the contrcl group in
both gquestlons. Slnee students In the treatment group have
had more experience using inferential thinking, they can
integrate what they have rea& with what they kncw and
responct with more complete answers. There is also an
increased number of students In the treatment group
receiving perfect‘scores for On My Own type questions.
Again, these students were able to support their respcnses

with more clarity than theose in the control group.
TOTAL FOUR POINT RESPONSES ON POST TEST
FOR CONTROL AND TREATMENT GROUPS

2% -
2
22
21
20
19
18
17 /117
16
15 /]
14
Wuabar of 13
Students Receiving 12
Four Points
For n
10 /
9
8 /
7 /|
s // Key:
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. / 7 T = Treatment
3 L/ A/
2 /
-1

Question Number: 2 ’ 5 4 6 3 7 N 8
QARs Category: Right There| TEEDK 80 | Authgr and| o7 yy oup c T
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CHAPTER FIVE
CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The purpose of this chapter is to restate the
hypotheses, deslgn, procedures, and to discuss conclusions
based on the results, the implications of this project fpr
bhoth students and teachers, and to make recommendations for
future research.

Restatement of Hvpotheses, Desian, and Procedures

The purpose of the study was to assess the effects of
QAR (Question Answer Relationships) strategy on sixth grade
students using a literature program. QQARs is a strategy
designed to help students better answer teacher and text
questions by being able to categorize questions. The
assumption ls that If students can ldentlfy the type of
gquestlion, they can better answer the questlon.

Studies investigated showed that students who had priof
training were better able to answer questions. Thus, it was
hypothesized that students with QAR training would have a
higher comprehenslon test score than those In the control
group.

There were twentvy-four students who participated in the
treatment group. There were twenty-four students In the
control group. These groups were already established sixth

grade c¢lassrooms.
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Two literature novels were selected to be used in this

research project. 0On My Honor was used for the tralning and

maintenance portion of the research. The first chapter of

Nobodv“s Fault was utilized as the post-test. To teach the

subjects about QARs, eight questions were developed for the
flrst three chapters of Qo Mv Hopor and for the flrst

chapter of Nebody‘s Fault. Each set of questions included

two questions from each category. Two to three questions
wers developed for chapters four through seven of Qn My

Honor, with an equivalent number from each category

distributed among all questions. This format was used so
that students would have equal practice in both identifying
and answering all questlion types. Chapters eight through
twelve did not have questions developed because the students
participating in the study developed questions to develop
and show understanding of the QAR categories. Thus, the
students had practice constructing gquestions based on the
BAR categories.

Conclusions

Students who had the 0AR instructlion scored slightly
higher on the comprehension test questions than the students
In the control aroup. The data shows that the treatment
group was able to classlify uslng the QAR categorles,

Students who ldentlfled QAR categorles responded more
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completely to the guestlons, Aleo the treatment group used
the text more frequently than those who dlid not have the
training.

Implications

Based on this study, there are several implications for
students use. The first implication is that comprehension
was lincreased when students were taught the QAR strategy.
The results showed that the treatment group had greater
detail in their responses and supported their responses with
examples from the text more fregquently than those wlthout
the treatment. Also, students were asked if they had looked
back in the text to help answer the gquestions. Most
students in the treatment group looked back two to five
tlme=s whlle students In the control aorcup looked back into
the text once. The teaching of QARs can therefore assist
students In usling the text to alde thelr understandling., A
third Impllcatlon is that students who had the GARs tralning
were able to use it in making up thelr own questions. This
is beneficial to students in that they use their background
knowledge to combine with the text and can then write better
questions.

For classroom use, teachers who develop questions uslng
the GARs category system will be more able to ensure that

students are using a variety of thinking processes, as well
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as, making use of the students’ prior knowledge. Teachers
will also be able to better connect the text with the
students’ prior knowledge.
uggest c licat

In a future replication of thlis study, the reading
post test material should be richer and have more substance.
This is suggested because if the text is not particularly
challenging for any one in the group, then comprehension
will be high for all students. This is believed to be a
problem in the current study. It seems that all students,
bath In the control group and the treatmsnt group, had
little difficulty in comprehending the text. Therefore,
there was little room for variance on the total points
scored. A second change in a future study might be to have
the students read more than cone chapter and to have them
respond to more questions. A third suggestlion would be to
allow for a longer preperation time for less fluent or able
readers. Thls would ensure that all students fully
understood the QARs categories.

Another suggestion is to randomly select students for
the study. These students were not randomly selected from a
larger sample. It also appears that based on ITBS scores

these students are not randomly assigned into classrooms.
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The treatment group has more students wlth lower ITBE scores
than dld the contraol group.

Researchers may also want to study student generatlon
of guestlions durlng Instructlion tlme, If students can
understand how to wrlite guestlons for others 1t wlll beneflt

-thelr reading and understanding of questions.
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TABLE 1

KNOWLEDGE

-Knowledge of Specifics

-Knowledhge of Ways and Means Dealing with Specifics
-Knowledge of the Universals and Abstractions in a Field

COMPREHENSION
~Translation
-Interpretation
-Extrapolation

APPLICATION

ANALYSIS

~Analysis of Elements

-Analysis of Relationships

~-Analysis of Organizational Principles

SYNTHESIS

~Production of the Unigque Communication

-Production of a Plan, or Proposed Set of Operatlons
~Derivation of a Set of Abstract Relations

EVALUATION
-Judgments in Terms of Internal Evidence
~-Judgments in Terms of External Criteria

CATEGORIES DEFINED:

KENOWLEDGE: invelves the recall of specifics and universals,
the recall of methods and processes, or the recall of a
pattern, structure, or setting.

-Knowledge of Specifics: involves the recall of specific
and isolable bits of information, knowledge of

terminology, and knowledge of specific facts.
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~-Knowledge of Ways and Means of Dealing with Specifics: has
the following categeories:

Knowledge of conventions

Knowledge of trends and sequences

Knowledge of classification and categories

Knowledge of criteria

Knowledge of methodoclogy.
-Knowledge of Universals and Abstractions in a Fleld: has
the following categories:

Knowledge of principles and generalizations

Knowledge of theories and structures

COMPREHENSION: This cognitive level refers to a type of
understanding or apprehension which implies that the
individual knows what is being communicated and can make use
of the material or idea being communicated without
necessarily relating it to other material or seeing its
fullest implicatlions.

-Translation: Comprehenslion as evidenced by the care and
accuracy with which the communication is paraphrased or
rendered from one language or communication to another.
-Interpretation: The explanation or summarization of a
communication.

-Extrapolation: The extension of trends or tendencies
beyond the glven data to determine Impllications,
consequences, corollaries, effects, etc., which are in
accordance with the conditions described in the original
communication.

APPLICATION: This Is the use of abstractions in particular
and concrete situations. The abstractions may be in the
form of general ldeas, rules of procedure, or generalized
methods.

ANALYSIS: is the breakdown of a communication into its
constituent elements or parts.

~Analysis of Elements: Identification of the elements
included in a communication.

-Analysis of Relationships: The connections and
interactions between elements and parts of a communication.
-Analysis of Organizatiocnal Principles: THe organization,
systematic arrangement, and structure which hold the
communication together.
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SYNTHESIS: 1s the puttling together of elements and parts to
form a whole.

~Production of a Unique Communicatlon: The development of a
communication in which the writer or speaker attempts to
convey ideas, feelings, and/or experlences to others.
-Production of a Plan, or Proposed Set of Operations: The
development of a plan or the proposal of a plan of
operations. '

-Derivation of a Set of Abstraction Relations: The
development of a set of abstract relations either to
classify or explain particular data or phenomena; or the
deduction of propositions and relatlons from a set of baslc
propesitions or symbollc representations.

EVALUATICON: Calls for making Jjudgments about the value of
material and methods for gliven purposes.

-Judgments in Terms of Internal Evidence: Evaluation of the
accuraccy of a communication from such evidence as logical
accuracy, consistency, and other internal criteria.
~-Judgments in Terms of External Criteria: Evaluation of
material with reference to selected or remembered criteria.
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TABLE 2
SANDERS’ TAXONOMY (Sanders, 19663

1. MEMORY: The student recalls or recognlzes Informatlion.

2. TRANSLATION: The student changes information into a
different symbollic form or language.

3. INTERPRETATION: The student dlscovers relationships
among facts, generallzations, deflinitions, values, and
skills.

4, APPLICATION: The student solves a lifellke problem that
requires the ldentification of the lssue and the

selection and use of appropriate generalizations and

skills.

5. ANALYSIS: The student solves a problem in light of
conscious knowledge of the parts and forms of thinking.

6., SYNTHESIS: The student solves a problem that requlres
orlginal, creative thinkling.

7. EVALUATION: The student makes a judaoment of good or
bad, right or wrong, according to standarads s/he
designates.
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TABLE 3

RECEIVING (ATTENDING>

~-Awareness

-Willingness to Recelve
~Controlled or Selected Attention

RESPONDING

-Acquiescence in Responding
-Willingness to Respond
~-Satisfaction in Response

VALUING

-Acceptance of a Value
-Preference for a Value
-Commi tment

ORGANIZATION
-Conceptualization of a Value
-Organization of a Value System

CHARACTERIZATION BY A VALUE OR VALUE COMPLEX
-Generalized Set
-Characterization

CATEGORIES DEFINED

RECEIVING (ATTENDING»>: At thlis level the learner is
sensitized to the existence of certain phenomena and
stimuli; he or she Is made wllling to receive or attend teo
them. This is the flrst and crucial step {f the student is
to be properly oriented to learn what the teacher has
planned.

-Awareness: is almost a cognitive behavior. But unlike
knowledge, the first level of the cognitive domain, the
concern Is not really with memory or the ablllity to recall,
but that given the approprlate opportunlity, the learner
merely will be consclous of something and will attend to a
situation, phenomencn, cobject, or stage of affairs.
-Willlingness to Recelve: centers on gettlng the individual
wllllng to notice a glven stimulus, not to avold 1t. Will
he willingly react to data, sltuatlions presented In learning
situations?
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-Controlled or Selected Attentlon: 1s concerned wlth the
dlfferentatlon of a glven stimulus Into flgure and ground at
a consclous or perhaps seml-conscious level. This level s
specifically asking the student to regulate his/her
preception and "shut" out distracting stimull.

RESPONDING: The concern at this level goes bevond merely
attending to the phenomenon. At thls stage, the teacher
desires the child to become involved sufficiently in his
work so that s/he will continue it minus guidance and
formal structure.

-Acquiescence in Responding: At this stage the teacher
wants students to comply with a particular situation. This
suggests encouraging a certain degree of student passivity
so far as the ‘initiation of the behavior is concerned.
Complliance might be a better term, for there is more of the
element of reaction to a suggestion and less of the
implication of resistance or vielding unwillingly.
-Willingness to Respond: The capacity for voluntary
activity is the key here. There is the implication that the
learner is sufficiently committed to exhibiting the behavior
not Just because of a fear of punishment, but "on his own"
or voluntarily.

~-Satisfaction In Response: This third stage gets at the
feeling the student attalns from responding to a question, a
situation, or some type of material. It refers to reaction
that causes a feeling of satisfaction, an emotional
response, generally of pleasure or enjoyment.

VALUING: This third level refers to a thing, phenomenon, or
behavior that has worth. - The main thrust here is to get the
individual to value so that his or her resulting behavior is
sufficiently consistent and stable to have the
characteristics of a bellief or attitude.

An Important aspect of behavior characterized by
valuing is that it Is motivated not by the desire to comply
or cbey, but by the individual’s commitment to the
underlying value.

-Acceptance of a Value: At this level, we are concerned
with ascribing worth to a phencmenon, behavior, cobject, etc.
The term "belief" adequately describes what may be thought
of as the dominant characteristic here.

One of the distinguishing characeristics of this
behavior is consistency of response to the class of
objectives, phenomena, etc., with which the belief or
attitude is identified.

-Preference for a Value: Behavior at this level implies not
Just the acceptance of a value to the point of being willing
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to be identified with it, but that the individual Is
sufficliently committed to the value to pursue it, to seek it
out, to desire it.
-Commitment: Belief at this level involves a high degree of
surety; it suggests convivtion. In some instances it may
border on failth, In the sense of {t belng a flrm emotional
acceptance of a belief upon admittedly nonrational grounds.
The person displaying such behavior is clearly
perceived as possessing the value in that s/he acts to
further the thing valued in some way, to extend the
posslblllty of hls developling 1t, and to deepen hils
involvement with it and with the thlnas representing It. He
attempts to convince others and to convert them to his
cause.

ORGANIZATION: As an individual successively internalizes
values, s/he encounters situations in which s/he must (a»
organize the values into a system, (b)) determine the
Interrelationshlp among them, and (¢) establish the dominant
and pervasive ones. Such a system is built gradually,
subject to adjustment as new values are incorporated.
~-Conceptualization of a Value: This first subcategory
allows the indlvidual to create an abstractlion or '
abstractions relating to the values s/he possesses. Here
the individual functions at the level of conceptualization.
S/He is attempting to clarify values identified and found
useful into some manageable system.

-Organization of a Value System: Objectives properly
classified her are those which require the learner to
synthesize a complex of values, possibly disparate ones, and
to organize them into an ordered relationship with one
another. Here the student is attempting to take identified
values and incorporate them intoc a system for regulating
further reactions and actions.

CHARACTERIZATION BY A VALUE OR VALUE COMPLEX: At this level
of Internallization the values already exlist in the
individual’s value hlerarchy and they are organized Into
some kind of internally consistent system. The individual
already has utilized values to regulate his/her behavior,
and s/he functions quite calmly with these values unless
his/her values are challenged or s/ he is threatened for
his/her views.

-Generallzed Set: This level glves an internal consistency
to the system of attltudes and values that the Individual
has synthesized, It enables the person to respond
selectlvely at a very hlgh level., It ls sometlimes spoken of
as a determinling tendency, an orlentation toward phenomena,
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or a predisposition to act In a certaln way. - The
generalized set may be conslidered closely related to the
ldea of an attitude cluster, where the commanality ls based
on behavioral characteristics rather than the subject or
ohject of the attlitude. & generallized set also allows the
individual to simplify and order the complex world and to
act consistently and effectlively in It.

~Characterization: This flnal level Is the zenith of the
internalization process and includes broad objectives
relating to the phenomena covered and to the rangé of
behavior comprised. Here we flnd those objectlives which
concern a person’s view of the universe or philosophy of
life. The objectives at this level are so encompassing that
they tend to characterize the individual completely.
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TABA“S THREE COGNITIVE TASKS (Taba, 19662

Cognitive Task 1: Concept Formatlon

OVERT ACTIVITY COVERT MENTAL
- OPERATICONS
1. Enumeration and Differentiation
listling
2. Grouplng Identifylng

common properties

3. Labeling, Determinlng the
categorizing ' hierarchical
order of items.
Super- and sub-
ordination
belongs
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ELICITING
QUESTIONS

What did
you see?
hear?
note?

What
belongs
together?
On what
criteria?

What
would you
call
these
groups?
What

under
what?



Cognitive Task 2:

OVERT ACTIVITY

1. Identifying

2. Explalning

3. Making Inferences
cr generalizations

Inferring and Generalizlng

COVERT MENTAL
OPERATIONS

Differentiating,
distlnguishing
relevant information
from irrelevant

Relating points
to each other;
establishing
cause and effect
relationships

Golng beyond what
is given; finding
implications,
extrapolations
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ELICITING
QUESTIONS

What did
you note?
see? find?

Why did
so-and-so
happen?
Why is
so-and-so
true?

What does
this mean?
What do
you con-
clude?
What
generall-
zations
can you
make?



Cognltlve Task 3:
OVERT ACTIVITY

1. Predlcliting
conseguences,
explaining
unfamiliar
prhencmena,
hypothesizing

2. Exptaining and
supporting the
predicitions and
hypothesis

3. Verifying the
predictions and
hypothesises

dppllication of Princlples

COVERT MENTAL
OPERATIONS

Analvzling the
nature and the
dimensions of

the problem

or -condltion

Determining the
causal links
leading to a
prediciton or
hypothesis

Uslng logical
reasonings to
determine the

necessary condltions

and the degree

of universality of
the prediction or
hypothesis
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ELICITING
QUESTIONS

What would
happen
If .07

Why do you
think this
would
happen?

What would
it take
for so-and
~-s0 to be
true?
Would it
pe true in
all cases?
At what
times?
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TABLE 5

(Hyman, 1979

DEFINITIONAL: DOuestions In thls category ask vou to define

~a word, term, or phrase. In responding to a definitional
question vou glve descriptlive characterisitics, or a label,

or a specific instance of the word as you give its meaning.

EMPIRICAL: Questions In this category ask you to give
responses based on vour sense perceptlions of the world.
They ask for facts, comparisons and contrasts among facts,
explanations of events, conclusions based on facts, or
inferences which go beyond the facts on hand.

EVALUATIVE: Questions in this category ask you to glve
responses that state your own perscnal value judgments.
Value Jjudgments praise, blame, commend, criticize, or rate
something. They deal with attitudes, feelings, morals,
personal beliefs, and policies. Questions which request you
to state or interpret someone else’s empirical statements or
value Jjudgments are not categorized as evaluative because
you do not give your own personal value Jjudgment.

METAPHYSICAL: Questions in this category ask you to give
responses that state your metaphysical or theologlical
beliefs. Such questions deal in some way or other with God
or the after-life. '
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TABLE &

Gl ‘e 1 QU ~RESPONSE _TNVENTORY
(Guszak, 1967

RECOGNITION: These questions call upon the students to
utiltize their literal comprehension skills In the task of
locating information from reading context.

RECALL: Recall questlions, like recoanltlon questlions,
concern llteral comprehension. The recall gquestion calls
upon the student to demonstrate hls/her comprehension by
recalling factual material previously read. Generally, such
activity is primarily concerned with the retrieval of small
pleces of factual information, but the sizes of the pieces’
may vary greatly.

TRANSLATION: Translation questions require the student to
render an objective, part-for-part rendering of a
communication. As such, the behavior is characterized by
literal understanding in that the translator does not have
to discover intricate relationships, implications, or subtle
meanings. Translation frequently calls upon students to -
change words, ideas, and plictures into different symbolic
form.

CONJECTURE: These questions call for a "cognlitive leap" on
the part of the students as to what will happen or what
might happen. As such, the conjecture is an anticipatory
thought and not a rationale.

EXPLANATION: Explanation questlons, llke conljeccture
questions, are inferential {n nature. However, the
inference involved in the explanation situation calls upon
the student to supply a rationale. The rationale must be
inferred by the student from context developed or go beyond
it If the sltuation is data-poor In terms of providing a
ratlionale,

EVALUATION: Evaluation questions deal with matters of value
rather than matters of fact or inference and are thus
characterized by their Judgmental quality (worth,
acceptablility, probability, etc.).
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TABLE 7
GALLAGHER AND ASCHNER‘S FIVE CATEGORY SYSTEM

(Gallagher & Aschner, 1966)

COGNITIVE-MEMORY OPERATIONS: represent the simple
reproductlion of facts, formulae, or other items of
remembered through use of such processes as recognitlon,
rote mémory, and selective recall.

CONVERGENT THINKING: represents the anaylsis and
integration of given or remembered data. It leads to one
expected end-result or answer because of the tightly
structured framework through which the lndividual must
respond.

DIVERGENT THINKING: represents intellectual operations
wherein the individual is free to generate independently his
own data within a data-poor situation, or to take a new
direction or perspective on a given topic.

EVALUATIVE THINKING: deals with matters of Jjudgment, value,
and choice and is characterized by its Jjudgmental quality.

ROUTINE: contains a large number of miscellaneous classroom
activities. Included here are the dimensions of praise and
censure of others and of self. Also present are dimensions
of structuring, a kind of prefatory remark, telling in
advance what the speaker intends to say or do, or what s/he
expects someone else to say or do. Other characteristic
occurences, such as humor, as well as the ordinary,
"routine" classroom management behaviors, even requests to
close the door or asking what time it is, are included in
this primary category.
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TABLE 8
LEHNERT’S QUALM COMPUTER PRINCIPLES OF UNDERSTANDING

QUESTIONS AND CONCEPTUAL QUESTION CATEGORIES

(Lehnert, 1978)

PRINCIPLES of UNDERSTANDING QUESTIONS:

1.

LTS

=0~ o)) Ut o

12.
13.
14.
15.

16.

The memory processes of question answering are
independent of language

Questlons are understood are many different levels
Understanding questlons requires conceptual
categorization

(Note: thirteen conceptual guestion catagorlies are
sub-categories)

Context affects conceptual categorization

Rules of conversational continuity are needed to
understand some questions

A good answer is more than a correct answer:
Appreopriateness also counts

Shifts in interpretive focus alter meaning

Focus directs attention to variaticns on expectations
Ambiguity of focus rarely occurs in context

The more inferences an answer carries, the better the
answer

A difficult retrieval problem may point to weaknesses In
the memory

representation

Good answers can involve knowledge-state assessment
The same question does not always get the same answer
Sometimes inferences must be made at the time of
guestion answering

You can’t always expect to find exactly what vou had in
mind

A good search strategy knows when it has the answer:
Smart heuristics

know when to quit



CONCEPTUAL QUESTION CATEGORIES:

-

.
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Causal Antecedent
Goal Orientation
Enablement

Causal Consequent
Verification
Disjunctive
Instrumental/Procedural
Concept Completion
Expectational
Judgmental
Quantification
Feature Specification
Reguest

75
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TABLE ¢

PEARSQON AND JOHNSQON‘S QUESTION TAXONOMY
(Pearson & Johnson, 1978)

TEXTUALLY EXPLICIT QUESTIONS: have cbhvious answers right
there on the page. Some would call them factual recall
qguestions.

TEXTUALLY IMPLICIT QUESTIONS: have answers that are there
on the page, but the answers are not so obvious.

"SCRIPTUALLY" IMPLICIT QUESTIONS: a reader needs to use hils
or her own script in order to come up with an answer
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TABLE 10
ILLUSTEATIONS TD EXPIATN DARS TO STUDENTS (Raphael, 1986)

In the Book QARs

RIGHT THERE: The answer is in the text, usually éasy to
find. The words used to make up the question and words used
to answer the question are RIGHT THERE in the same sentence.

THINK AND SEARCH (PUTTING IT TOGETHER)>: The answer is in
the story, but you need to put together different story
parts to find it. Words for the question and words for the
answer are not found in the same sentence. They come from
different parts of the text.

In My Head QARs

AUTHOE AND Y0U: The answer ls not In the story. You need
to think about what yvou already know, what the author tells
you in the text,_and how it fits together.

ON MY OWN: The answer is not In the story. You can even
answer the question without reading the story. You need to
use your own experlence.
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TABLE 11 ' 78

HYMAN'S INTERRELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TEACHING STRATEGIES, GOALS, AND

TYPES OF CONIENT (Hyman, 1979)

Values
Knowledge Individual
Skills Social
. and
Processes Q?
. . N @‘ -

‘Presenting Enabling Exemplifying

TEACHING STRATEGIES



79

APPENDIX A: TRAINING QUESTIONS:
CHAPTERS ONE THROUGH THREE

STUDENT HNAME:

Dn Mv Honor by Marlon Dane Bauer
Tralning Questlions

Use these abbreviations when matchling your answer to the
categories and write your answer next to the categcory name
abbreviation that the question asks:

Right There = R

Think and Search = T

Author and You = A

On My Own = 0

Answer each set of chapter questions after you have read
each chapter. You may use the book to help answer the
questlions.

Chapter One:

1. What brand of battered bike did Tony have?

R:

T
A:
o

2. What were some of the stated reasons Joel didn’t want to
go to the park?

R:

T
A:
0




o

Why do vou think Tony and Joel are friends? Explain
with support from the text. .

R:

T
A:
0

What Jjob is Joel supposed to do in the afternoon?

R:

T:

Al

O:

Would vou go some place wlth a frlend {f vou knew It
would be dangerous? Explain.

R:

T
At
0

Do you think Tony and Joel have a good friendshlp? What
makes you think this?

R:

T:

A

e
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7. List some thlngs that Joel’ s dad sald that showed he was
concerned about their trip.

R:

T
A:
0

8. Has a frlend ever persuaded you to do somethlng?
Explain.

R:

T
A:
0

CHAPTER TWO:
1. Compare Tonv’s and Joel’s blkes,

R:

T
A:
C

2. As Joel reached the bottom of the hill, he knew exactly
how the river looked. How did he describe 1t?

R:

T
A:
0




]
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What 1s the name of the rlver?

R:

T
A:
8]

What did Tony do that showed he was excited about going
to the bluffs?

R:

T
A
0

-

What do vou think Joel could have said to get out of
going with Tony?

R:

T
A:
8]

Would vou want Tony for a frilend? Explaln.




~1

Describe it.

R:

Have vou ever swam ln a place other than a pool?

83

T

A

0:

8. What guallitliles are Important In a frilend?

R:

List them.

T
A:
O

CHAPTER THREE:

1. Have you ever said something mean about a friend’s

parent? Explain.

R:

T:
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In what way(s) did Joel compare/contrast the river to a
pool? :

R:

T
A
0

Why does Joel feel 1t’s disloval to think that Tony
can’t swim?

R:

T
A
0

How would you react if someone made fun of your mother
or father?

R:

T
A:
O

What type of team did Tony want to be on in Jr. High?
R:
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Why was Joel sorry for saving, "At least my dad doesn‘t
go around hltting kids with a belt."

R:

T:

B

0:
What clues does the author give you to show that Tony
was a poor swimmer?

R:

T
A
0

How did Joel swim when he eased himself deeper Infto the
water?

R:

T
B
0
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APPENDIX B: MAINTENANCE QUESTIONS
CHAPTERS FOUR THROUGH SEVEN

Name :

MAINTENANCE QUESTIONS

Chapter Four

a3

1. How do you think Joel fe1t when he realized Tony had
gone under in the current?

R:

T:

A:

0O:

2. What clues does the author give you that Tony can’t swim
very well?

R:




Name :

87

MAINTENANCE QUESTIONS

Chapter Five

1.

How many times did Joel dive in the river to lock for
Tony?

R:

T:

b:

O:

When Joel is riding home the author describes the river
and how Joel feels. What is meant when the author
states, "He could feel the river behind him, a presence,
a lurking monster ready to pounce'"?

R:

T:

A:

Q:

What are some things you can do if you see someone
drowning?

R:

T
A
0




Name:

MAINTENANCE GUESTIONS

Chapter Six

1.

oo

List the things that Joel did to stop the car.

R:

88

T:

A:

O:

How many mlnutes dld the boy say it took to drown?

R:

T:

A:

0:

What had Joel thought he had proven his honor to be
worth? Explain. :

R:

T
A:
0




Name :

g9

MAINTENANCE QUESTIONS

Chapter Seven

1.

Can you think of a situation where it might be better
to tell a lle than
to tell the truth? Explaln why or why not.

R:

T:

Al

0:

Why did Joel turn his face away when the red car passed
by him?

a
A

T:

Az

O:

Why does Joel go back to the river. bank?

I
Y

T
A:
8]
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APPENDIX C: POST TEST

STUDENT NAME:
TEACHER:

Nobody’s Fault by Patrlicla Hermes
Paost Test

Please answer these questions after reading Chapter One.
You may use the book when answering the guestions.

1. Is there something you’d like to be better at doing?
Explain.

2. What did Emily want to be the 'first woman to be in?

3. Do you think Monse and EmiTy love each other? Explain
with reasons supported by the text.

4, What was Emlly afrald of?
5. What did Emily want to put in the secret box?

6. What were the sequence of events that lead Emily to hurt
her nose?

7. Is Monse mean? Explain why vou think S0,

8. Have you ever teased someone? Explain.



APPENDIX D: CATEGORIZING OF QUESTION TYPES
TRAINING QUESTIONS:

Chapter One:

Right There
Think and Search
Author and You
Right There

On My Own

Author and You
Think and Search
On My Own

s BN LN 6] I NRCVI AN B

Chapter Two:

Think and Search
Right There
Right There
Think and Search
Author and You
Author and You
On My Own

On My Own

(e BN IO RN 6] N O AN R

Chaptpr Three:

On My Own

Think and Search
Author and You
On My Own

Right There
Author and You
Think and Search
Right There

(D\]O‘\(ﬂph(.l)[\)h-‘

MAINTENANCE QUESTIONS:

Chapter Four:
1. Author and You
2. Th+sk and Search

Chapter Five:
1. Right There
2. Author and You
3. 0On My Own

91



Chapter Slx:
1. Think and Search
2. Right There
3. Author and You

Chapter Seven:
1. On My Own
2. Author and You
3. Author and You

POST TEST QUESTIONS:

Chapter One:

. 0On My Own

Right There
Author and You
Think and Search
Right There
Think and Search
Author and You
On My Own

DB~ UT WD

92
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