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1. What is the name or title of the instructional strategy/model, program, material, or intervention and what was the research question to be answered and/or what is the intended goal?
Name/Title:  Question-generation training








Research Question:  What effect will training students to generate questions for use as a self-questioning strategy have on their comprehension performance?

Intended Goal:  To improve student comprehension via higher order questions (think rather than locate type questions) students generate when self-monitoring for understanding, evidenced in the quality of their responses on an assessment.  Four specific areas of interest are: a) quality of questions generated, b) form of questions generated, c) accuracy of responses, and d) accuracy of predicted response performance on the post passage comprehension questions (metacognitive skill)

Materials:  Fifteen training and practice passages and 4 test passages were randomly selected from a collection of 20 available passages that were between 240 and 280 words at the fifth-grade level (approximate).  The passages were expository, comparable in level of interest, familiarity, and decoding ease.  Eight post passage free-response questions accompanied each passage.  Questions were of two types, literal and inferential and used the wh___ form.  The final passages and questions were “field tested” by 45 sixth-grade students to determine reliability.

Description of Subjects: 120 6th grade students selected based upon availability of reading scores (CAT subtest) and use of English as primary language – stratified random selection forms the 5 experimental groups.  SES was not indicated.

2.  Describe the strategy/model, program, material, or intervention:  

Students received five 40-minute lessons over a two-week period:

Question-Generation Training Group (QT)

· An overview of the activities, a rationale for the value of question generation when reading and activities that clarified the difference between think and locate types of questions (modeling, practice, discussion of cognitive activity). 

· The rationale behind think-type questions after reading a passage, and the mechanics of generating a question stem for linking information in one part of a passage with information from another part of the passage and the use of signal words

· Mechanics behind distinguishing most important information and generating good questions to capture this information

· Practice in generating and answering good think-type questions and self-monitoring (self-evaluating) of the metacognition

· Direct instruction, guided practice with feedback, teacher modeling, and self-evaluation were used throughout the two-week period.  No instruction or practice in responding to post passage questions occurred.

Question-Practice Group (IP & LP*)

These two groups were given direction and practiced generating responses to four free-response post passage questions.  The IP responded to only inferential questions and the LP responded to only literal questions.  *These comparison groups were included for two reasons: a) strengthens the test of trained group by comparing it to practice group, b) to learn what (if any) impact training might have on the quality of responses of 6th-graders who are moving into more content textbooks that have read/answer questions at end of selection activities.  Three 250-word passages per session.
Question-Generation-Practice Group (GP)
This group received instruction on generating good think-type questions for specific passages.  Three 250-word passages per session.

No-Question-Control Group (NQC)
This group did a vocabulary activity with key words.  Three 250-word passages per session.

3. Describe the design of the study (sample selection, assignment to treatment, controls, length of intervention, etc.)

4.
What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, tests of significance, etc.) were used to report results?  (Include all measures of dependent variable as well as implementation, attitudes, etc.)

5. 
Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study. 

6.
Was the program effectiveness shown through an experimental design that included experimental and control groups created through random assignment or carefully matched comparison groups?  (SBRR Standard 1)
No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.

Design: 6

· Stratified random-selection, treatment, post-assessment (no pre-assessment)

· 5 experimental groups (one being a control group)

· Two-week treatment

7.
What instruments were used to collect data and what metric(s) (effect size, raw scores, gain scores, etc.) was used to report results? (SBRR Standard 2)
Four areas of measurement:  Interactions with Reading Skill, Comprehension Question-Response Performance, Generated Question Performance, and Accuracy of Predicted Responses

· Two-way ANCOVA to describe effects on responses to post passage questions (literal and inferential)

· Multivariate & univariate analyses used to test effects for the dependent variables of question-generation quality and question-generation form

· Accuracy of predicted performances on comprehension questions assessed with Fisher’s r-to-z (actual performance/predicted performance)

· Results were communicated as Means and Standard Deviations

8.
Briefly describe the findings. (SBRR Standard 2) 

a. Interactions with reading skill – tests showed no interaction of reading ability with treatment effects.   Reading skill did not relate significantly to question-generation quality or to question generation form.
b. Comprehension question-response performance – tests showed that on literal questions, the question-training and question-generation-practice groups each outperformed the no-question-control and the IP groups.  On inferential items, the question-training group exceeded all other comparison groups.
c. Generated question performance – tests showed the mean score of the question-training group exceeded all other groups (quality); however, the question-training group exceeded all other groups except IP for question form.
d. Accuracy of predicted responses measured differences between the question-training group and each comparison group separately.  The question-training group exceeded that of all other comparison groups.
9.  Did the evaluation plan include a measure of implementation? (SBRR Standard 3)

No:  


Yes: 
X
  If yes, briefly describe.
Frequency of use:
Five 40-minute lessons over a 2-week period.  

Integrity of implementation:  The QT group teacher had been trained in proper treatment procedures and was monitored daily to ensure fidelity of treatment.  Subjects were trained to generate two types of questions, those linking information across sentences and those tapping the most important information.

10.  Did the study include evidence that gains in student reading achievement were sustained over time? (SBRR Standard 3)
No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

11.  Replication:  Did the study cite evidence of replication (of another study or within this study)? (SBRR Standard 3)
No:  
X

Yes: 

  If yes, briefly describe.

This study sought to investigate further the results of previous studies on question-generation and comprehension.    Studies referenced include: Raphael (1982) and Raphael and Wonnacott (1985) -- training students in the different task demands of questions varying in correspondence to text information; Gordon (1982) and McPhail (1981) --  training programs for test-taking skills that support the efficacy of familiarizing students with the requirements of different question types; Generating higher order questions and effective question generation research by Singer (1978), Craik & Lockhart (1972).  

Other research that was referred to include: Andre & Anderson (1978-79); Duell (1977); Frase & Schwartz (1975); Singer & Donlan (1982)

Summary
Findings from this study point to overall positive effects of training in question generation on the nature of the generated questions, on the accuracy of comprehension question responses, and on the accuracy between actual and predicted comprehension question performance.  These results also provide important insights concerning some factors mediating question-generation effects.  For example, there was a substantial effect of training on inference comprehension questions – this may suggest an important support for “active processing.”  The group trained in question generation outperformed two control groups on literal post passage items.  Recall of specific factual material was also enhanced.  The findings of this research support the view that metacognitive processes also mediate the effects of question-generation activities.  Students trained to generate good questions about a passage were more accurate in their self-predictions of response accuracy for post passage questions; suggesting that effective question generation can provide readers with a metacognitive strategy as well as a cognitive strategy.  A key result was that a rather brief, generalizable intervention could make a difference.
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