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Abstract

The purpose of this action research study was to determine how questioning during a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity would impact comprehension and reading attitude of first graders. This quasi-experimental pre/posttest design study included 38 students from two first grade classes. Basal reader selections were used. The intervention group used questioning along a continuum while the comparison group used traditional basal reader questions. Two separate independent t tests, using the mean gain scores from the pre/post data and the pre/post Reading Attitudes Survey, failed to establish statistical significance (p=0.06). However a large effect size was documented for comprehension (0.8).
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How Does the Use of Questioning During a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity Impact Comprehension and Reading Attitude of First Grade Students?
Comprehension is the capstone of reading text. The act of reading goes beyond the mere reading of words to requiring an interaction between the text and the reader. It is here, in the interaction that comprehension flourishes. Harvey and Goudvis (2013) explain that “when readers monitor and stay on top of their thinking, they can become readers who access comprehension strategies that best suit a variety of reading goals and purposes” (p. 433). Students begin to move beyond the literal responses to apply the understanding gained from the text in various ways. Students are not automatically aware of the processes involved in monitoring their thinking; they must be explicitly taught (National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). However, research has documented that very little instructional time is actually dedicated to guiding students in effectively using comprehension strategies (RAND, 2002).  In this age of increasing accountability for teachers and students, as well as the current focus on 21st Century learning, it is imperative that students are better equipped to meet these growing demands. 
The purpose of this action research is to explore how the use of questioning during a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity, or DR-TA developed by Stauffer (1969), impacts comprehension and reading attitude of first grade students. The following literature review will support the research question: “How does the use of questioning during a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity impact comprehension and reading attitude of first grade students?”
Literature Review

Comprehension has varied meanings. To the layperson, comprehension means making meaning from what is being read. However, comprehension goes beyond this rather simplistic definition to a more precise description of the interaction that must occur between text and reader. Harris and Hodges (1995) refer to comprehension as “the construction of the meaning of a written or spoken communication through a reciprocal holistic interchange of ideas between the interpreter and the message in a particular communicative context” (p. 39). Therefore, comprehension must move beyond just the rapid reading of words and answering literal questions to producing students who are more critical, deeper thinkers of text. The National Reading Panel Report identified direct and explicit instruction in comprehension strategies as a key ingredient in assisting students in developing deeper comprehension (as cited in National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, 2000). 

A History of Comprehension
The concept of direct and explicit instruction in comprehension strategies is not a novel idea. A concept referred to as the Directed Reading-Thinking Activity, or DR-TA, was designed by Stauffer (1969). The purpose of the DR-TA was to assist students in becoming critical readers of text through explicit teacher modeling, including open-ended questioning. Haggard (1988) referred to the following steps as imperative within the DR-TA: “identify purposes for reading, adjustment of rate to purposes and material, observing the reading, developing comprehension, and fundamental skill development” (p. 527-530). 

Durkin (1978-79) conducted an observational study on the frequency of explicit comprehension instruction in the classroom environment. The results from these observations documented that more attention was focused on students’ written assignments than on students being afforded the opportunity to deepen critical thinking skills through explicit teacher modeling. The results of the observational study of third through fifth grades found that explicit comprehension instruction was almost nonexistent within these grades. From these findings, it was theorized that explicit comprehension instruction below third grade was probably nonexistent as well (Durkin, 1978-79). The findings generated from this observational study piqued the interest of researchers to determine why explicit comprehension instruction was lacking in classrooms and what student outcomes would have been if explicit comprehension instruction had been conducted. Durkin’s study has been credited as a “landmark study of classroom reading instruction” (Asselin, 2002, p. 55).
The Effects of Explicit Comprehension Instruction


The results of the observational study by Durkin led researchers to address the issue of the lack of explicit comprehension instruction and the effects on student outcome. Much of the earlier research on explicit comprehension instruction had been conducted with older students. This was indicative of the thought processes at that time that centered on phonics and phonemic awareness as the focus of earlier grades, while comprehension instruction was more of a focus of upper grades (Durkin, 1978-79). The research then began to focus on explicit comprehension instruction within the early grades. In an effort to shift the focus to lower grades, Baumann and Bergeron (1993) conducted a study to identify which was more effective on first grade students’ recall of narrative elements, explicit or non-explicit comprehension instruction. The methods employed within the study consisted of: story mapping, DR-TA, and a Directed Reading Activity (DRA) control group. The research documented positive student outcomes utilizing explicit comprehension instruction over non-explicit comprehension instruction. The story mapping and the DR-TA, both methods used interactively within the context of this study, documented almost identical gains in student outcome centering on recall of narrative elements over the DRA which was used as a non-interactive method within the context of this study. 
Doughtery-Stahl (2008) documented almost the same findings during a study of second grade students. The three methods employed in this study within the intervention groups were Picture-walks developed by Clay, KWL developed by Ogle, and the DR-TA developed by Stauffer. A fourth group, the control group, received nonexplicit comprehension instruction. The findings yielded results that documented positive outcomes using the DR-TA on student comprehension over the Picture-walk, the KWL, and nonexplicit comprehension instruction. The one underlying factor relevant to this study was “putting that knowledge to effective use seemed to be dependent upon the amount of teacher scaffolding provided by the instructional procedure” (Doughtery-Stahl, 2008, p. 359-360).  Overall findings from these studies indicated that students demonstrated more critical thinking about text using explicit comprehension instruction specifically when the DR-TA, or a variation of this method, was employed. 
The National Institute of Child Health and Human Development (2000) reported findings from the National Reading Panel Report that while explicit comprehension instruction was paramount to deepening student comprehension, no particular strategy was designated as being key. In addition, due to the lack of studies meeting NRP criteria, only four studies were available for review. However, all four of these studies documented the relevance of both the direct explanation and the transactional strategy instruction methods in deepening students’ critical thinking about text. The connecting links among these two strategies are that both include explicit instruction and explanation by the teacher, with questioning and discussion a large part of both (NICHHD, 2000). However, the difference between the two strategies is the transactional strategy instruction, which also incorporates decoding and word attack skills (Pressley, Brown, Van Meter, & Schuder, 1995). 
 According to research findings, explicit instruction alone is not the key to student success. The importance of the explicit instruction occurring within a scaffolded environment is a significant factor in student outcome. Courtney, King, and Pedro (2006) conducted a longitudinal study of first and fourth grade students. The study documented that scaffolded instruction, through purposeful questioning and discussion with the teacher, heightened understanding of text for students in grades one and four. Through the use of scaffolding, students were able to begin transferring the comprehension strategy to other texts. Additional research findings has corroborated the positive effects on student comprehension using explicit comprehension instruction, especially involving the use of scaffolded instruction (Doughtery-Stahl, 2004; McKeown, Beck, & Blake, 2009; McLaughlin, 2012; Ness, 2011). However, even though findings have documented that student outcomes are increased as a result of explicit comprehension instruction, research has continued to document that little instructional time is utilized for the explicit teaching of comprehension strategies (Pressley, 1998; RAND, 2002). 

The Importance of Questioning on Comprehension


Many classroom teachers today are constrained by the limits of a basal reading series and the endless stream of literal questioning contained within each lesson. These literal type questions are not assisting the students in becoming deeper critical thinkers of text but rather “leave no room for thoughtful discussion, exploration of passions, or a commitment to encouraging thinking” (Keene & Zimmermann, 2013, p. 605). Haggard addressed the differences between the types of questions asked during a DR-TA and the questions found in the basal reading series by stating that “it is here, with the questions that teachers use to guide discussion, that the DR-TA differs most remarkably from traditional instruction” (1988, p. 530). 
The role of the classroom teacher is paramount to student success in the educational climate that students face today. Harvey and Goudvis (2013) stress the importance of teachers ensuring students become strategic readers, readers who think about their reading. This is exactly what the Common Core State Standards and the educational environment of today demand from students. A Comprehension Continuum, originally designed by Harvey and Daniels in 2009, was designed “as a spectrum of understanding that runs the gamut from answering literal questions to actively using knowledge” (as cited in Harvey and Goudvis, 2013, p. 436). As teachers model the questioning that good readers ask through scaffolded instruction, students begin to internalize the process and start to become aware of their own thought processes, leading to deeper comprehension of the text (Keene & Zimmerman, 2013; Lloyd, 2004).  Adapting the Comprehension Continuum designed by Harvey and Daniels (as cited in Harvey & Goudvis, 2013) within a DR-TA framework (Stauffer, 1969) using a Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (Pearson & Gallagher, 1984; Fisher & Frey, 2014) students will be provided with the opportunity to become increasingly independent learners.
Gradual Release of Responsibility Model

The Gradual Release of Responsibility Model is a perfect complement to the questioning aligned with scaffolded instruction. Originally designed by Pearson and Gallagher (1983), and adapted later by Fisher and Frey (2014), this model is designed to aid students in moving from dependent (explicit teacher instruction) to independent use (student responsibility) of a strategy or skill. As shown in Figure 1 there are four components to this model: “I do, We do, You do together, You do it alone” (as cited in Fisher & Frey, 2014). The first step involves explicit teacher modeling where students observe the teacher modeling the strategy; the second step is guided instruction where the teacher scaffolds student use of the strategy; the third step is where students collaborate to complete the strategy; the fourth step is independent use of the strategy (Fisher & Frey, 2014).
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*Figure 1: Gradual Release of Responsibility Model adapted by Fisher and Frey http://fisherandfrey.com/resources/
The DR-TA Remains an Effective Change Agent

While the DR-TA is an older strategy, both observations and research have continued to document its relevance to effective comprehension instruction today. Johnston (1993) found that the use of DR-TA within classroom lessons not only employs critical thinking skills in students but can also promote discussion and participation among all students, a component of the Common Core State Standards. The connection of the Common Core State Standards to increased levels of critical thinking regarding different text structures has also been recently established by several authors (Harvey & Goudvis, 2013; Keene & Zimmermann, 2013). 
Research has provided evidence that has also determined positive outcomes for students in kindergarten through grade two, such as increased reader engagement, connection to text, and the ability to apply comprehension strategies to future text situations (Courtney, King, & Pedro, 2006; Doughtery-Stahl, 2004). The outcomes utilizing the DR-TA within classroom lessons have been established with both narrative and expository text and are another reason that the DR-TA is still effective in explicit comprehension instruction today.
Student Attitude and Motivation to Reading
Research over the years has failed to establish a correlation between student achievement and student attitude; the connection between the two variables has been weak (Rubin, Dorle, & Sandidge, 1977; Kaniuka, 2010). More recently, however, research involving reading motivation and reading skill has been explored.  A longitudinal study conducted by Morgan and Fuchs in 2007 found that “reading motivation and reading skill are reciprocally related” (as cited in McGeown, Norgate, & Warhurst, 2012). The findings from this study are supported by additional research in the area of motivation and reading skill. McGeown, Norgate, & Warhurst (2012) cited additional studies which supported intrinsic motivation having more of a positive impact on student achievement than extrinsic motivation. These findings are significant in establishing a possible connection between motivation and attitude in reading. Empowering students by providing multiple opportunities to be successful with reading helps ensure that intrinsic motivation is being strengthened. The inclusion of the Gradual Release Model (Pearson & Gallagher, 1983; Fisher & Frey, 2014) provides students with the scaffolded support needed to strengthen intrinsic motivation, and therefore student attitude. The effects of intrinsic motivation are long-lasting and help instill a sense of ownership and pride within the reader. This current understanding of intrinsic motivation and the connection to student achievement is aligned with the action research being presented as it seeks to determine if attitude toward reading will be affected by the intervention.
The Role of the Teacher


It is imperative that teachers are effective role models for change in the way comprehension instruction occurs within the classroom, especially with the emphasis that the Common Core State Standards places on student thinking critically about text. McLaughlin (2007) states, “The teacher’s role in the reading process is to create experiences and environments that introduce, nurture, or extend students’ abilities to engage with text” (p. 433). Teachers cannot afford to waste precious instructional time; steps should be taken to strategically incorporate effective comprehension instruction to assist students in becoming critical thinkers of text. Incorporating the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model within the DR-TA framework is a way that teachers can ensure that the instruction moves from modeling of the questioning strategies to independent use and transfer of the comprehension strategy by the students (Lloyd, 2004). Almost forty years have passed since Durkin’s findings have been established; yet explicit comprehension instruction is still missing in many classroom environments today. It is time to recognize that “those who cannot remember the past, are doomed to repeat it” (Santayana, n.d.). Students cannot afford to be the recipients of this forgetfulness.

Even though the strategy most effective for teaching comprehension is still not known, what is known is that direct, explicit instruction is a key ingredient for student success (NICHHD, 2000). Research and observations conducted have documented the validity of this statement. Ensuring students become deeper critical thinkers of text requires teachers provide explicit modeling of questioning that incorporates progressively higher levels of thinking in scaffolded learning experiences. It is this type of environment that will move students beyond the literal responses to higher level responses involving text. Utilizing the DR-TA framework designed by Stauffer (1969), involving questioning along a Comprehension Continuum designed by Harvey and Daniels (as cited in Harvey & Goudvis, 2013), in conjunction with the use of a Gradual Release of Responsibility Model (Fisher & Frey, 2014), students will be provided the opportunity to progress in critical thinking about text. The literature review supports the following research question: How does the use of questioning during a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity impact comprehension and reading attitude of first grade students? The methodological details of this action research question follow.  
Methodology
The research design that was utilized in this action research project was a quasi-experimental pre-posttest comparison group design. The independent variable, reading instructional method, was assigned two levels: questioning using the comprehension continuum designed by Harvey and Daniels (as cited in Harvey & Goudvis, 2013) within a DR-TA framework (Stauffer, 1969) and the use of traditional basal reading series questions (Houghton-Mifflin Harcourt, 2012). There were two dependent variables: reading comprehension and student attitude toward reading. The first dependent variable, reading comprehension, was operationally defined as a score on the Reading 3D mClass TRC Middle of the Year benchmark.  The second dependent variable was operationally defined as student attitude toward reading, documented by McKenna and Kear’s Elementary Reading Attitude Survey (see Appendix C). Figure 2 below shows the research design implemented with this action research.
	
	Intervention Students:

Questioning using Comprehension Continuum in a DR-TA
	Comparison Students: Traditional Basal Reading Series Questions


	Dependent Variable:

reading comprehension 
	1. Reading 3D mClass MOY Benchmark (pretest) and Progress Monitoring (posttest)
2. Researcher Log Observations
	1. Reading 3D mClass MOY Benchmark (pretest) and Progress Monitoring (posttest)


	Dependent Variable: 

attitude toward reading
	1. Pre and Post Reading Attitude Survey
2. Researcher Log Observations
	1. Pre and Post Reading Attitude Survey 


Figure 2: Research Design for this study: Variables and Data Sources
Participants and Setting
The research study was conducted in two first grade classrooms in a neighborhood school located in a small town in eastern North Carolina. Forty-eight percent of students enrolled at the school receive free or reduced lunch, qualifying the school as Title 1. The elementary school serves Kindergarten through fifth grade on a traditional school calendar. The students within each class had been randomly assigned by the principal to affectively achieve heterogeneous grouping of students by class. 

The intervention class originally consisted of 21 students, 10 boys and 11 girls. Twelve of these students were Caucasian, four African-American, four Hispanic, and one Asian student. One student in the intervention group had an IEP and two additional students received ESL services. One student did not return her completed permission form, so her pre and posttest data were voided from the data. Twenty students’ data were used in the study. Laura Hanan was the researcher and teacher of record for the intervention class. The researcher had 12 years of teaching experience, nine of which had been at the current school. This was her third year teaching first grade. She currently has a Bachelor of Science degree in Elementary Education and is working toward completion of a Master of Arts in Reading Education.
The comparison group originally consisted of 21 students, 9 boys and 12 girls; 12 Caucasian, 4 African-Americans, and 5 Hispanic students. No students had an IEP in the comparison group; however one student received ESL services. Two students did not return the completed permission form and one parent declined her child’s participation in the action research. Eighteen students’ data were used in the comparison group. Ms. Hinkle (pseudonym) was the teacher of record for the comparison group. Ms. Hinkle had eight years of teaching experience, two of which had been at the current school. This was her second year teaching first grade. Ms. Hinkle currently has a Master of Arts in Reading Education.
Intervention
Research over the past three decades has illuminated the importance of explicit comprehension instruction, especially within the lower elementary grades (Baumann & Bergeron, 1993; Doughtery-Stahl, 2004; Durkin, 1978-79; Ness, 2011). The intervention used in this study was the explicit use of questioning within a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity, or DR-TA, framework designed by Stauffer (1969). The purpose of the DR-TA is to assist students in becoming more critical thinkers about text while providing a framework for explicit teacher modeling. Haggard (1988) clarified the DR-TA process by referring to the following steps as imperative within the framework: “identify purposes for reading, adjustment of rate to purposes and material, observing the reading, developing comprehension, and fundamental skill development” (p. 527-530). Research has determined that questioning is a strategic way to increase active and purposeful reading, moving beyond short answer responses to become deeper critical thinkers (Lloyd, 2004). The use of the Comprehension Continuum designed by Harvey and Daniels (see Appendix D) was selected and incorporated by the researcher during the intervention to provide question starters that ensured students moved beyond literal responses to responses that required more critical thinking. The Gradual Release of Responsibility Model was applied to assure students received the appropriate level of support (Fisher & Frey, 2014). The intervention began on January 19th and ended on February 27th, 2015. The intervention occurred three times a week during the whole group comprehension reading instruction. The intervention time was 20 minutes of the 90 minute literacy block. Figure 3 outlines the teaching schedule.
	Date:
	Intervention:


	January 7-16
	Data Collection:

Pretest- Reading 3D mClass Middle of Year
    Benchmark

Reading Attitudes Survey

	January 19-23
	Week 1 of Instruction- Connections

	January 26-30
	Week 2 of Instruction- Connections

	February 2-6
	Week 3 of Instruction- Connections

	February 9-13
	Week 4 of Instruction- Inferring

	February 16-20
	Week 5 of Instruction- Inferring

	February 23-27
	Week 6 of Instruction- Inferring

	March 2-6
	Data Collection:

Posttest-Reading 3D mClass Progress

 Monitoring

Reading Attitudes Survey 


Figure 3: Schedule for Action Research Project: Pre and posttest data collection dates and

 intervention dates
The intervention occurred during the comprehension component of whole group instruction, using the text selections within the basal reading selection. There were three different text selections during each week of instruction. On Monday, the first day, the selection was a teacher read-aloud. The read-aloud was only located in the basal reader teacher edition. Students did not have access to the printed text. On Tuesday, the second day, the selection was the main story of the week. On Thursday, the third day, the selection was a connecting piece of text with Tuesday’s text, usually incorporating a content area. Each day of intervention began the same way. Before reading each day’s text selection, the researcher provided students with the title of the text. The students were asked to make predictions on what the text would be about and the researcher would record these predictions on chart paper to make reference to throughout the lesson. As the text was read the researcher would stop at various points and ask students to reflect and refine the predictions made at the beginning of the lesson.
 During the text reading, the researcher would also stop at predetermined locations within the text and replace the basal reading series questions with the question starters found within the Comprehension Continuum (see Appendix D). The Comprehension Continuum was included within the DR-TA framework to ensure types of questioning encouraged higher level responses for deeper, critical thinking. The intervention group responded to questioning that provided the reader opportunities to move beyond the short answer response to increasingly higher level responses, requiring increased interaction with text. An example of a question that involved student connection to text was: “What does this event in the text remind you of?” An example of a question that involved student inferring of text was “What do you think the author means when he /she says this?” (see Appendix D). 
The Gradual Release of Responsibility Model was utilized during the lessons to allow for modeling of deeper response and ultimately student independence, while providing support that scaffolds learning (Fisher & Frey, 2014). Teacher modeling of the questioning is a starting point for students to begin the process of internalizing the questioning process to become more independent and critical thinkers of text (Lloyd, 2004). Research indicates students must be explicitly taught comprehension strategies if they are to become independent in its use (Baumann & Bergeron, 1993; Courtney, King, & Pedro, 2006; McKeown, Beck, & Blake, 2009). The researcher continuously monitored student responses and provided the appropriate scaffolding for student success throughout each text selection, rephrasing or increasing the level of questioning as needed. In contrast, the comparison group was asked the basal reading series questions located within the Houghton-Mifflin Journeys (2012) curriculum by their classroom teacher. The questions within the basal reader are typically the surface level questions that require short answer responses. These types of questions generally focus on who, what, when, where and rarely ask students why or how questions that stimulate more critical thinking.
Data Sources and Data Collection Procedures

There were several steps taken before the researcher could begin the study. The first step was training on how to become an ethical researcher. This was accomplished by completing training modules and participating in a SABA meeting dedicated to research methods. The second step was to submit an application regarding the proposed study to the Internal Review Board (IRB) at East Carolina University (see Appendix A). Once approval was granted through the IRB, the next step was to obtain written consent from the parent or legal guardian of the participating students (see Appendix B). The consent form was sent home with the student in the homework folder and was returned to the researcher indicating agreement or disagreement with the student’s participation in the study. Once students returned parental/guardian consent to the researcher, the student was read a statement and either consented or declined to participate in the study. At no time was any parent, guardian, or student required to participate or to continue their participation in the study.
Data Sources

There were three data sources used in the study: a pre- and posttest using Reading 3D mClass Text Reading Comprehension (TRC), Reading Attitudes Survey (see Appendix C), and a researcher log.
 The data source used for the pre- and posttest was the Reading 3D mClass Assessment (Wireless Generation). Reading 3D mClass Assessment is a research-based accountability program that tracks the reading process of individual students over time. The Reading 3D mClass assessment is a software program currently utilized by Cumberland County to identify whether a student is reading below, on, or above grade level. Benchmarks are given three times a year: beginning (September), middle (January), and end (May).  The TRC component of the Reading 3D mClass assessment utilizes literal and inferential questioning based on text the student has just read. Students choose a text within their reading ability level. After reading the text, all students are asked to answer oral comprehension questions. The student might be asked to provide a written response to the text, dependent on the student’s ability level and comprehension of the oral questions. The mClass assessments are governed by strict procedures when assessing students, ensuring validity and reliability of scores. The pretest was the Reading 3D mClass Text Reading Comprehension (TRC) middle of the year benchmark (Wireless Generation). The posttest was the progress monitoring assessment for each student at the six week mark. 
The pretest, middle of the year Reading 3D mClass benchmark, was administered individually the week of January 7th- 16th to students at a location that was near the classroom. The materials for the pretest were contained in the Reading 3D Benchmark kit. Students were provided the opportunity to choose the book title within the specified level, which allowed for student choice. The student read the text aloud and the researcher recorded miscues on the iPad. Once the text reading was complete, the student answered literal or inferential questions based on the leveled text, using questions generated by Reading 3D mClass. The comprehension score was determined either by labeling responses as correct or incorrect or by a score of a 1, 2, 3, or 4, with 1 being the least proficient answer and 4 being the most proficient answer. The Reading 3D mClass assessment prompted the assessor with the correct way to record the score based on student response to text. Depending on the text level read, the student may or may not have been asked to provide a written response. The student score was then identified by the mClass program as independent, instructional, or frustration level. 

The posttest, the progress monitoring assessment of Reading 3D mClass, was given individually the week of March 2nd, 2015. The assessment materials for progress monitoring were located within the Reading 3D mClass Progress Monitoring Toolkit. Again, students were allowed to choose the text they read within the assigned text level. The progress monitoring was completed in the same manner as the benchmark with the exception of the books being contained in the Progress Monitoring Toolkit.

The pre and post Reading Attitudes Survey designed by McKenna and Kear (see Appendix C) was administered to every student in a whole group setting on two separate occasions, during the week of January 7th and the week of March 2nd , 2015. The results were analyzed to determine if the reading attitudes of the student had changed as a result of the intervention. The survey consisted of 20 questions, designed to measure student attitude toward recreational and academic reading. The survey was read aloud to students while the student circled a Garfield cartoon that best aligned with his or her feelings about specific reading topics. The responses provided a full scale raw score which was attained by adding the recreational and academic reading scores together. At the conclusion of the post Reading Attitudes Survey, the researcher determined the difference between both pre and post survey results to notate the increase or decrease in attitudes about reading. These differences were recorded as either positive or negative amounts on the Del Siegel spreadsheet. 
A researcher log was maintained throughout the action research study. The log was used by the researcher during each intervention session to record anecdotal notes and observations. At the end of each intervention session, the researcher reviewed the notes and observations to record    reflections of the session. Next, steps were formulated based on student response and researcher knowledge. Finally, at the conclusion of the intervention, the researcher reread each entry recorded over the six week period and then analyzed all of the information to identify any themes or recurring patterns found throughout the entries. The researcher log was used as a qualitative measure in the data analysis.    
Data Analysis
The purpose of the study was to assess how the use of questioning during a DR-TA impacted comprehension and student attitude toward reading of first grade students. The research design that was employed was a quasi-experimental comparison group pre-posttest study. Analyses of the data involved two separate quantitative analyses of data and one additional independent analysis of qualitative data. 
The quantitative measure involved two sets of data, the pre and posttest scores and the pre and post Reading Attitudes Survey. The quantitative analysis of data was the independent samples t-test conducted first on both the intervention and the comparison groups’ mean change scores from the Reading 3D data. The mean change score was derived from the difference in reading levels for each student, with a positive symbol in front of the number indicating increase in reading levels and a negative symbol in front of the number indicating a decrease in reading levels. When inputting the mean change score on the Del Siegel spreadsheet, the intervention group was assigned a code of one while the comparison group was assigned a code of two. The quantitative analysis of data was the independent samples t-test conducted secondly on both the intervention and the comparison groups’ mean change scores from the Reading Attitudes Survey. The responses provided a full scale raw score, attained by adding the individual student’s recreational and academic reading scores together. At the conclusion of the post Reading Attitudes Survey, the researcher determined the difference between both pre and post survey results to notate the increase or decrease in attitudes about reading. These differences were recorded as either positive or negative amounts on the Del Siegel spreadsheet, the intervention group again assigned a code of one while the comparison group was assigned a code of two.
The second quantitative analyses of data was completed on both sets of data, the pre and posttest scores and the pre and post Reading Attitudes Survey, to establish if the intervention had a significant impact on student comprehension and student attitude toward reading. The independent t-test was examined more closely to determine if the intervention, questioning within the DR-TA framework, was a factor in the outcome. This was achieved by identifying the p-value on the Del Siegel spreadsheet to determine if statistical significance (p value less than 0.05) between students’ mean change scores and intervention had occurred or whether students’ data was attributable only to randomness.
A qualitative analysis of the data was examined using both the researcher’s log and the Reading Attitudes Survey results to determine if there were any identifiable themes related to the research question: “How Does the Use of Questioning During a Directed Reading-Thinking Activity Impact Comprehension and Reading Attitude of First Grade Students?” First the researcher’s log was reviewed by analyzing and coding the entries for themes that supported the research question. The three major themes that emerged from the researcher log were increased quality of student responses, increased responses from below grade level readers, and growing awareness of predictions.
   Second the results, the mean change scores between the pre and posttest, of the Reading Attitudes Survey of the intervention group were analyzed against the researcher log to identify possible themes. The researcher was seeking to determine if the intervention group demonstrated a more positive view of reading as a result of the intervention. 
Validity and Reliability or Trustworthiness
There were several threats to validity that arose during this action research study. The threats to validity were uncontrollable on the researcher’s part. The first validity concern was unforeseen interruptions to the intervention timeline. These interruptions included snow days and student absences. During week five of the intervention, students only participated in the intervention for two days instead of three due to school closure as a result of inclement weather. Student absences were not consistently a problem but did occur several times throughout the intervention. 

A second validity issue involved the subject characteristics threat due to the fact that one of the students in the researcher class had an IEP and two students received ESL services while the comparison group did not have either factors. The student with the IEP received both push-in and pull-out services, possibly causing an unfair advantage with extra support time.

 A third validity issue was the possibility of data collector bias due to the researcher being both teacher and data collector. This threat was minimized to a large degree with the Reading 3D data due to the strict regulations regarding implementation. However the data collector bias for the Reading Attitudes Survey could only be minimized to a certain degree as the possibility existed that the intervention group answered a certain way for the researcher’s benefit. Analyzing the mean difference change scores of the survey at the conclusion of the study indicated that this was not a valid concern.
 Reliability of this study was strengthened by including three data sources- pre and posttest Reading 3D scores; pre and posttest Reading Attitudes Survey; and the researcher log. However the results of this action research study are not transferrable to other settings due to the fact that the intervention was designed specifically to meet the needs of the students in the intervention classroom.
Findings/Results  
Reading Comprehension

At the conclusion of the study, the results from both the pre and posttest scores, Reading 3D mClass Middle of the Year benchmark and the Progress Monitoring, were analyzed to find the difference in means. An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare scores between the intervention and the comparison classes through the use of the Del Siegel spreadsheet (see Appendix E). The analysis of the mean score data, the difference in the reading levels, for the pre and posttest indicates that the intervention group (N=20) had a mean gain of 1.3 points and a standard deviation of 0.97, while the comparison group (N=18) had a mean score of 0.77 points and a standard deviation of 0.64 (see Table 1 and Appendix E). The two-tailed p value yielded a 0.06, indicating results are not statistically significant and are possibly due to random chance. However, the fact that the intervention group’s mean gain scores were higher than the comparison group’s, indicated further analysis of the data was warranted. The difference in the mean score for the intervention group suggest that the use of questioning during a DR-TA had a positive impact on student comprehension, even though results are not statistically significant and might be due to random chance.

While the intervention group’s mean gain scores were not considered statistically significant, the results did indicate a need to analyze the effect size. The results of the intervention required the analyzing of two separate effect sizes, one on students’ reading comprehension and one on reading attitude. Analysis of the data indicated a large effect size (0.8) on the intervention group and is indicative of a positive outcome on student comprehension. 
Attitudes toward Reading 

An analysis of the mean score data for the pre and post Reading Attitudes Survey was also conducted to determine if reading attitude had been affected by the intervention (see Appendix F). The analysis of the mean score data, the difference in the raw scale scores, indicates that the intervention group (N=20) had a mean gain of -3.3 points and a standard deviation of 11.04, while the comparison group (N=18) had a mean score of -1.27 points and a standard deviation of 14.72 (see Table 1). The differences in the mean scores indicate the intervention group’s attitude toward reading decreased; however, it decreased in the comparison group too. This decrease indicated a more negative reaction to reading, both recreational and academic.

The effect size of the intervention on student attitude was also analyzed. The mean gain scores, the difference in the raw scale score, of the pre and post Reading Attitudes Survey was calculated and data was analyzed in a separate Del Siegel spreadsheet. The effect of the intervention on reading attitude produced a mean difference value of -2.02 and a very low effect size on the intervention students (0.18). These results indicate that the intervention students had a more negative reaction to the intervention; however, it is important to note the comparison class also had a negative mean score (-1.27) and a small effect size (0.13) (see Appendix F).
Table 1
Pre and Posttest Data Means
	Variable
	    Intervention

 Mean         SD                                                                      
	    Comparison

 Mean            SD                                                                   
	

	mClass Reading 3D
	1.3        0.97
	0.77           0.64
	

	Reading Attitudes Survey
	-3.3       11.04
	-1.27         14.72
	


Note. Intervention group had 20 students. Comparison group had 18 students.
Qualitative Results

A researcher log was kept to record anecdotal notes, observations, and reflections of each session of the six weeks of intervention. The researcher then qualitatively analyzed each entry and compiled a list of codes that reflected student outcomes in response to the intervention within the study. From this list, recurring themes found throughout the intervention were noted. 

Increased quality of student responses. Throughout the review of the researcher log, there was an increase in the quality of student responses. The beginning intervention sessions were characterized by little to no responses from the students. When responses were given, they had little substance or were purely literal, even after the researcher probed deeper. However, as the intervention went on, more students began offering responses to questions. Some of the responses were unrelated to the question, but the researcher used these opportunities to rephrase or model the question. An example of this support was a question posed by the researcher during the reading of a selection, “Why did it take Lewis and Clark so long to travel?” One student responded incorrectly when she said, “Because they went by car.” The researcher provided support by asking another question, “Did they have cars back then?” The students responded with a no and another student said, “Because they were walking and riding by horse. And it took a long time.” 

Increased responses from below grade level readers. The researcher class had three students reading significantly below grade level. When the intervention started, two of the students would offer no response to any part of the intervention- predictions, responses to questions, or prior knowledge. The third student, however, would volunteer to answer and then when called on would appear to panic, not respond.  However as the intervention went on these students began increasing their responses. While the initial responses were not aligned with the text, as time went on, they become more proficient in their responses. One example was during the reading of a selection, the researcher asked the students to infer why our steps would be big and light on the moon. Nevaeh said, “Because there is not much gravity.”  Another example occurred later in the same lesson after the class completed the text selection when the researcher asked the students to name one new thing they had learned after reading the text. Derek replied, “They can walk on the moon.”  Both of these students, Nevaeh and Derek, are considered by Reading 3D mClass guidelines to be below grade level at this time. However both students increased not only their participation throughout the intervention, but also increased the quality of the responses given.

Growing awareness of predictions. The students had difficulty initially with making predictions before and during reading. As the intervention continued and the researcher modeled and provided opportunities for the students to practice making predictions with support, student confidence began to grow. While students did not become proficient in making logical predictions, they became aware of how predictions can be made about text. Students also became aware that predictions can change as the text unfolds. An example of how students realized the importance of making predictions about text was when the students began asking which prediction was closest. The researcher modeled how to check predictions against the text. Toward the end of the intervention, the students were working with the researcher to identify the predictions that were the most aligned with the text. 
Discussion/Conclusions 
This action research study addressed how the use of questioning during a DR-TA impacted comprehension and reading attitude of first grade students. It was hypothesized that the results of this study would indicate that students in the intervention group would have a greater mean gain in scores on the mClass Reading 3D pre and posttest, as well as on the Reading Attitudes Survey pre and posttest, than the comparison group. This greater mean gain would be a result of questioning and encouraging students to develop deeper critical thinking of text and create growing awareness of the interaction that must take place between the reader and the text (Harris & Hodges, 1995; Harvey & Goudvis, 2013; Lloyd, 2004). The researcher was investigating if the use of explicit questioning would ultimately move students to a higher level of thinking and comprehending, which is supported by research on explicit comprehension instruction (Asselin, 2002; Doughtery-Stahl, 2004; Haggard, 1988; NICHHD, 2000). There was not a statistically significant difference between the change scores of the two groups on the Reading 3D mClass comprehension measure; however, the effect size was large. The high effect size indicates a positive effect on comprehension within the intervention group, even though the researcher cannot claim statistical significance.
 This study also implemented the idea of determining possible themes between reading comprehension and student attitude toward reading. Both pre and posttest mean gain scores on a Reading Attitudes Survey as well as the researcher log were analyzed to determine if themes existed. The mean gain scores were determined by defining the difference between the full scale raw score of the pre and posttest, were entered as either positive or negative numbers, on the Del Siegel spreadsheet. The results were a negative value for the intervention group. Analysis and reflection of the data for the intervention group showed a disparity with the observations and notes in the researcher log, especially as it related to below grade level readers. However, the results are aligned with the research, which has not been able to identify a documented link between reading comprehension and reading attitude (Rubin, Dorle, & Sandidge, 1977; Kaniuka, 2010; McGeown, Norgate, & Warhurst, 2012).
Limitations

There were several limitations to this study, including schedule interruption, study length, and being constrained to the text selections in the basal reading series. These limitations were due to circumstances beyond researcher control; however the limitations might be overcome in different circumstances. 

The first limitation was due to schedule interruptions as a result of winter weather. While the schedule interruptions were minimal, week five of the intervention was only two days instead of three. Also week six of the intervention occurred on different days than previous weeks. Another schedule interruption was the administration time of the post Reading Attitudes Survey. The survey was given at the end of the day instead of earlier in the morning on a Friday when students had been inside all day due to rainy weather.
A second limitation was the length of the study. The effects of explicit questioning on student reading comprehension and attitude needed to be analyzed over a longer period than the six week intervention time. While the data shows an increase in the students’ reading levels in the area of comprehension, the results were not statistically significant; however, the effect size was large. Factoring in a longer span of time, and possibly beginning this study at the beginning of the school year, might produce more statistical significant results.   


A third limitation was the constraints of the text selections within the basal reading series. This limitation of basal readers and their question stems is supported by Keene and Zimmermann (2013) when they state that they “leave no room for thoughtful discussion, exploration of passions, or a commitment to encouraging thinking” (p. 605). The text selections at times provided limited, and challenging, opportunities to pose questions requiring deeper thinking processes. In addition the text selections, especially on Mondays, did not provide the students the opportunity to encounter the text up close. The text was presented as a read aloud to the students with no illustrations available.     
Implications for Educators


The results of the study, while not statistically significant, cannot be overlooked by educators. The high effect size the intervention group’s data displayed is a tremendous boost for the use of explicit questioning within a DR-TA framework rather than relying solely on the questions located in the basal reading series. Haggard (1988) supported the idea that the questioning is the dividing line between the DR-TA and traditional instruction using the basal reader. The mean gain attained by the intervention group provides both evidence and support for the use of explicit questioning during comprehension instruction.

The increased student responses, regardless of reading level, documented through the researcher log shows the importance of modeling for students the interaction that takes place between a reader and the text. Research supports the modeling for students as the interaction that must occur between reader and text is not born in students, but rather is a process that must be learned (Doughtery-Stahl, 2008; Harris & Hodges, 1995; Lloyd, 2004). Educators can, and must, be willing to provide students with appropriate support as the student learns to have the “inner conversation” (Harvey & Daniels, 2007, p.46). In addition, the emphasis the Common Core State Standards places on students being college and career ready, can be met through ensuring students are afforded the opportunity to think more critically about a text selection.
Future Directions for Research


While this study did not document statistical significance of the use of questioning during a DR-TA, the intervention did indicate a high effect size. It is important then to propose ideas for additional research in order to determine if the intervention could be deemed statistically significant with changes made in the way the study was implemented. One idea is to increase the amount of time the study occurred and to possibly complete the study earlier in the school year. Additionally providing the opportunity to extend the text selections to text outside the basal reader would provide teacher and student exposure to longer and less controlled selections, increasing content as well as vocabulary. Presenting the text as a read-aloud presents many benefits to the students. Fox (2013) states, “As if the huge improvement in literacy were not enough, a sense of community is created in any class that experiences the same shared, secret joy of listening to the same great pieces of literature, be they brief or long” (p.6). 
Reflection

As I reflect over the action research journey, I realize that my fear of completing this process was misguided. My initial fear of not knowing enough or not being able to really make a difference is unfounded. This action research provided me the opportunity to do soul searching of my teaching in order to identify an area that I had wondered about but had never voiced. 
When I started the action research process I knew that comprehension was an area that I wanted to explore, not just for myself but for my school as well. As a first grade teacher I am very aware of the fact that I am one of the building blocks for the years to come and this responsibility for my students’ success was weighing heavily on me. I have always felt the most confident when teaching students decoding skills but have often struggled when trying to determine why some students have difficulty with comprehending text. Our school shares a strong focus on decoding and blending and is very committed to the use of the basal reading series during the literacy block. I immediately shifted my focus to how I could add to the basal reader text selections while still maintaining the integrity of my commitment to my school’s plan. 

Knowing that I must remain committed to the basal reader text selections, I focused my concentration on what I could do to extend the thinking process for my students. Through my research I located the work of early pioneers, Durkin and Stauffer, and integrated it with the more recent findings on questioning (Lloyd, 2004). A huge focus on questioning was placed on the Comprehension Continuum created by Harvey & Daniels (see Appendix D).   As the teacher researcher, I placed all of this into the Gradual Release of Responsibility Model framework (Fisher & Frey, 2014), to provide students with the appropriate level of support.

There were times throughout the process when I struggled with implementing the questions. It was at these times I realized how constrained the basal reader text selections can be in assuring that students are provided opportunities to extend their thinking to reach deeper levels. I also wrote my questions out beforehand and then realized that at times, the student response did not lead naturally to the next question that was to be asked and I found myself quickly creating another question to stretch their thinking. 

I think that perhaps the greatest realization I had during the process, which was not apparent to me until I was reviewing the researcher log, was the positive impact this process was having on my two lowest readers. These two students do not normally speak up during the literacy block; however they were in the top percentage of responders during the intervention period. As I analyzed their responses more closely, I realized an increasing quality to their responses. While this intervention did not place either one of them on grade level, I believe their confidence level increased and their responses are evidence of this belief. 

As a result of this project, I have become more aware of the importance of questioning, especially within the area of comprehension. Though the intervention timeline was only six weeks, the results of this action research project indicated a positive outcome on student comprehension. I believe that by beginning this research-based practice at the beginning of the school year and incorporating it throughout the entire school year, students will become more critical thinkers of text. 
In conclusion, I believe that it is fitting that these past two classes are really the culminating event of the MAEd-READ program. As reading teacher leaders, we are called upon to make a difference for all stakeholders. It is only when we, using the power of analysis and reflection, instill changes to our practice can we begin to be the difference. My initial hope when I started this action research process was to become a more effective teacher of comprehension and I believe that this hope has been fulfilled and with continued reflection of my practice, will continue.
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Appendix B

Parent Consent- Intervention Group

Dear Parent/Guardian,

As part of my Master’s of Reading Education degree requirements at East Carolina University, I am planning an educational research project that will help me learn more about how to improve reading instruction in my classroom.

The fundamental goal of this project is to improve reading comprehension. I have investigated an effective instructional practice, using questioning to improve reading comprehension, that I will be implementing for six weeks during reading instruction beginning January, 2015. I am going to track student improvement during reading instruction for six weeks. A pretest, a posttest, and a reading attitudes survey will allow me to track student progress.

This project has been approved by my instructor at ECU, Dr. Elizabeth Swaggerty, and the ECU Institutional Review Board, as well as Cumberland County Schools. 

I am asking permission to include your child’s progress in my project report. Your child will not be responsible for “extra” work as a result of this project. The decision to participate or not will not affect your child’s grade. I plan to share the results of this project with other educators through presentations and publications to help educators think about how they can improve reading instruction in their own classrooms. I will use pseudonyms to protect your child’s identity. The name of our school, your child, or any other identifying information will not be used in my final report. Please know that participation (agreeing to allow me to include your child’s data) is entirely voluntary and your child may withdraw from the study at any point without penalty. 

If you have any questions or concerns, please feel free to contact me at school at (910) 424-5313 or email me at laurahanan@ccs.k12.nc.us. You may also contact my supervising professor at ECU, Dr. Elizabeth Swaggerty, at swaggertye@ecu.edu, 252.328.4970. If you have questions about your child’s rights as someone taking part in research, you may call the Office of Research Integrity & Compliance (ORIC) at 252-744-2914 (days, 8:00 am-5:00 pm).  If you would like to report a complaint or concern about this research study, you may call the Director of the OHRI, at 252-744-1971.

Please indicate your preference below and return the form by January 9, 2015. 

Your Partner in Education,

Laura Hanan

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

As the parent or guardian of ________________________________________, I grant permission for Laura Hanan to use my child’s data in the educational research project described above regarding reading comprehension instruction. I voluntarily consent to Laura Hanan using data gathered about my child in her study. I fully understand that the data will not affect my child’s grade and will be kept completely confidential.
Signature of Parent/Guardian:______________________________________ 
Date____________________________
-OR-
As the parent or guardian of _______________________________, I do not grant permission for my child’s data to be included in the study. 
Signature of Parent/Guardian:   _______________________________________ 

Date ____________________________
Appendix C
Elementary Reading Attitudes Survey (McKenna & Kear, 1990)
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Elementary Reading Attitude Survey
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Appendix D
Comprehension Continuum (as cited in Harvey & Goudvis, 2013)
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Appendix E
Pre and Posttest Del Siegel Spreadsheet
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Appendix F

Pre and Post Reading Attitudes Survey Del Siegel Spreadsheet
[image: image5.jpg]Value used for Group 1 ——-—--—-see--ee-> This speadsheet was prepared by Del Siegle for use in EPSY 341
Value used for Group 2 > Note: The df for the U i endent t-test is an approximation.
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Paired t-test Correlation-> The scores are not paired.






