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Abstract:

To investigate the influence of “summary” as an aabe organizer on reading comprehension

ability of Iranian EFL learners, eighty four junidrigh school students were selected via cluster
random sampling as the participants of the studgvirlg gone through a quasi-experimental

research design and the statistical analysis praces the study yielded the following results:

(a) the use of summary as an advance organizerlhaghly advantageous influence on reading

comprehension ability of Iranian EFL learners, @@®nder was an interacting factor as the male

participants outperformed their female counterpadsd (c) proficiency level of the students

was an influential element as the lowly proficistidents attained better results and revealed a
further benefit for being exposed to summary aa@rance organizer compared with the highly

proficient students.

Key Words: advance organizers, SGP (summary/gender/profigiéeneel), meaningful learning,
reading comprehension, and EFL learners

1. Introduction

Although reading comprehension skills have got pryninterest among scholars and
appreciable improvements have come to be noticethenrealm of ELT resulted from the
advancements in teaching methodologies, (see Rish&rRodgers, 2001; Cook, 2001; Celce-
Morcia, 2001), it is not that pleasing to admitattimany EFL learners still suffer from reading
comprehension difficulties. The difficulty of congbrending foreign language texts has been
dealt with based on different theories of readiggdiiferent scholars. The fact that a sense of
prior knowledge is of crucial significance for tbemprehension of a text is widely noticeable in
the literature on reading (Adams & Collins, 1979s@bel, 1968; Bransford & Johnson, 1972;
Anderson, et.al., 1977).
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David Ausubel (1960) described “advance organizass’a cognitive strategy to help students
learn and retain information. In the same vein,st4ia (1988) defined them as a solution to the
students’ comprehension problems. He claimed thattoviding related pre-study information
in the form of advance organizers teachers camifiyl anticipated or observed gaps between the
students’ knowledge and the content of classrootenads” (p. 46). It has been pointed that the
incomprehensibility of the new material might nacassarily be due to its nature, rather the
learner may not have a sufficient background tceustdnd it, or because they have not activated
the relevant “schemata”. Nunan (2001, P. 201),aktled on schemata as “being based on the
notion that past experiences lead to the creafionemtal frameworks that help us make sense of
new experiences”. These already extant schematalesl to be formerly stabilized information,
are also used in Ausubel’'s (1963) concept of “maghi learning”, when the newly entering

information are attached to them so as to haveatarlyretention and retrieval.

It is crucial that high school students in Iranemepowered with an instrumental strategy to make
an understanding of the different readings thay #recounter in their future challenges. Several
instructional strategies have been found to bece¥e in improving reading comprehension. For
example, there is evidence in support of the affeness of prediction, concept mapping,
guestions/questioning, and summarization (Natiomstitute of Child Health and Human
Development, 2000; Rosenshine, Meister, & Chapni896). Thus, this study seeks to
investigate the role of summarization as one of rtfest powerful techniques for improving

reading comprehension ability of EFL learners.

Prompted by the theoretical and methodological lerab in this particular context, this paper is
going to discover how advance organizers, genaer paoficiency level come into interaction to
affect reading comprehension ability of EFL leasndrhus, the following general questions can

be raised:

1. Does reading the summary of English passages bedatBng the passages enhance the
reading comprehension ability of EFL learners?

2. Is reading comprehension ability of EFL learnergngicantly influenced by their
gender?

3. Does proficiency level significantly influence réagl comprehension ability of EFL

learners?
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2. Method
2.1 Participants

The participants were 84 junior high school stud¢h?-18 years) studying in four intact classes
in two high schools in Ahvaz (one of Iran’s metrbgpwhich divided into two groups of male
and female, each group containing 42 students. Btalgents were divided into the experimental
group (N=28) and the control group (N=14). The expental group were further divided into
two equal halves of high and low proficiency grogNs14). The same classifications were done
for the female participants.

2.2 Instrument

Two sets of twelve multiple-choice questions wereppred based on the readings for pre and
post-tests in all groups as the instrument. Bo#diregs and the questions were given to eight
TEFL professionals including two professors withIPhdegree and six M.A. professionals for

validation purpose.
2.3 Procedure

Adopting a multi-stage cluster sampling, four céss®f students (two male and two female)
were selected to be considered one (in each geaddt)e control group and the other as the
experimental group with the presupposition of bemg similar level of language proficiency as

they were both in the same grade (junior high sphoothe same school, teaching by the same
teacher, and under equal educational system. Treetegt and post-test were administered for
both female and male groups. All scores obtainedthfpre and post-tests were analyzed via
SPSS. T-test, One-Way ANOVA, and MANOVA were usedanalyze the scores. These

abbreviations would be used throughout the study:

MNS: Males receiving no Summary
MS: Male Summary readers
FNS: Females receiving no Summary

FS: Female Summary readers
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H: High
L: Low
3. Data Analysis
3.1 Pre-test

A set of twelve multiple-choice questions (1 paaich) was prepared based on the first reading
material to evaluate all participants’ reading coamgnsion ability before the pedagogical

intervention.
Table: 1

Descriptive Statistics for the Participants’ Perfomance on the Pretest

Group Mean N Min Max Std. Deviation
MNS 4.71 14 2 8 1.590

FNS 4.50 14 3 8 1.345

HMS 7.29 14 5 10 1.204

LMS 4.00 14 2 6 1.301

HFS 5.79 14 4 11 1.888

LFS 2.43 14 2 4 .646

Total 4.79 84 2.018

After the randomization process and bringing homegg to the students’ obtained scores from
the pretest, it was naturally expected that thenwmez the different groups would not vary
significantly. The pretest mean scores of the erpEntal groups and that of the control groups
were compared with each other using One-Way ANOMWAsee if they were significantly
different. This method was found to be the mosaive because all means were compared and

that the samples under comparison were intervahanahally distributed.
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Table: 2

Comparison of the Pretest Mean Scores Using One-Wa&NOVA

Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig
Between Groups 1.339 1 1.339 .326 57(
Within Groups 336.804 82 4.107
Total 338.143 83

DNs

NSNot significant at the 0.05 level (p>0.05)

3.2 Post-test

The post-test served to measure the effects gigdagogical intervention (using summary as an

advance organizer) on the students’ reading abiAtysimilar set of twelve multiple-choice

guestions used for the pretest was used for thiggsb $his time for the second reading material.

Table: 3

Descriptive statistics for the participants’ performance on the posttest

Group Mean N Minimum Maximum Std. Deviation
MNS 5.14 14 2 8 1.460

FNS 4.79 14 2 7 1.311

HMS 9.79 14 3 12 2.392

LMS 9.29 14 6 12 1.899

HFS 8.21 14 4 12 2.359

LFS 7.36 14 4 12 2.620

Total 7.43 84 2.00
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4. Findings
4.1 Research Question 1:

To investigate the significant difference of thesppest means of the different groups with more
precision and per group, the performances of the é&xperimental groups on the pretest and
posttest were compared using paired-sample t-iBs¢ average mean score of the four
experimental groups on the posttest was 4.54 hithar that on the pretest. As for specific
groups, all of the four groups improved on the st Among them, the LMS group improved

the most (from 9.29 to 4.00) by 5.29 points, folemivby the LFS group which improved 4.93

points (from 7.36 to 2.43), followed by the HMS gpowhich improved 2.50 points (from 9.79

to 7.29), followed by the HFS group which improv&d?2 points (from 8.21 to 5.79).

Table: 4

The Performance of the Four Experimental Groups orthe Pretest and Posttest

Group Tests Mean Std. Deviation

HMS pretest 7.29 1.204
posttest 9.79 2.392

LMS pretest 4.00 1.301
posttest 9.29 1.899

HFS pretest 5.79 1.888
posttest 8.21 2.359

LFS pretest 2.43 .646
posttest 7.36 2.620
Average pretest 4.87 1.259
posttest 9.41 2.317
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The performance of the two control groups in Tableshows as for the control groups,
statistically speaking, the MNS group improved b¢3points, followed by the FNS group
which improved 0.29 points. With regard to the immment of each group, paired-sample t-
tests were used to perform the comparison of teeegr and posttest, i.e., to verify the potential
effects of the pedagogical intervention on all tieL learners. This statistical analysis was
appropriate because it compared the means of twablas - the pretest and posttest - for each
group.

Table: 5

The Performance of the Two Control Groups on the Retest and Posttes

Group Tests Mean Std. Deviation

MNS pretest 471 1.590
posttest 5.14 1.460

FNS pretest 4.50 1.345
posttest 4.79 1.311

Average pretest 4.60 1.467
posttest 4.96 1.385

Results of paired-sample t-tests (Table 6) indgabat all four experimental groups receiving
summary as the treatment had a highly significargrovement on the posttest. For the HMS
group, the difference of the two means (-2.500) s 9.79 to 7.29. For the LMS group, the
mean difference (-5.286) was from 9.29 to 4.00. diflerence (-2.429) for the HFS group was
from 8.21 to 5.79, while for the LFS group, the meééference (-4.929) was from 7.36 to 2.43.
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Table: 6

Comparison of the Groups’ Performance on the Mean [ference

Group Mean Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Difference

MNS -.429 1.742 -.921 13 374

FNS -.286 1.204 -.888 13 381

HMS -2.500 2.902 -3.223 13 .007*

LMS -5.286 2.494 -7.930 13 .000**

HFS -2.429 2.174 -4.180 13 .001*

LFS -4.929 2.433 -7.581 13 .000**

* Significant at the 0.01 level (p<0.01)

** Significant at the 0.001 level (p<0.001)
NSNot significant at the 0.05 level (p>0.05)
4.2 Research Question 2:

The study employed the descriptive statistics arkdlQMultivariate Analysis of Variance
(MANOVA) test to answer second question. Tablevegian overview for the pre and post-test
performance of male and female participants.
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Table: 7

Descriptive Statistics for Participants’ Performane in Terms of Gender

Gender Test Treatment Mean Std.
Deviation

Male pretest summary 5.64 2.077
(N=42) no summary 471 1.590
posttest summary 9.54 2.134
no summary 5.14 1.460
Female pretest summary 4.11 2.200
(N=42) no summary 4.50 1.345
posttest summary 7.79 2.485
no summary 4.79 1.311

Then, MANOVA was conducted to verify the possibiieet of gender on EFL students’ reading
comprehension. Table 8 indicates a significantceftéd the gender variable on the students’
reading comprehension ability on their post-test;(k2) = 4.71, p=0.03). Results shows a
significant influence of the gender in the pre-tastwell, (K1, s2)= 6.60, p=0.01), this level of
significant difference has changed over posttestescof the two genders. That is, a p value of
0.01 which is an indication of a greater differehetween the two genders in their pre-test, has
been increased to 0.03 thus yielding a smalleewdfice between the two genders in the post
test. To put it another way, the closer the p valueghe previously established alpha level
(p<0.05), the lesser the significant differencewssin the two genders and the nearer the two

genders to each other.
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Table: 8

Test of Between-Subjects Effects in Terms of Gender

Source Dependent | Type lll Sum | df | Mean F Sig.
Variables of Squares Square
Corrected Model | pretest 25.190a 1 25.190 6.60D .012
posttest 34.714b 1 34.714 4.714 .033
Intercept pretest 347.143 1 347.143 90.9%59 .000
posttest 735.471 1 735.471 99.872  .00(
gender pretest 25.190 1 25.190 6.60( .01p*
posttest 34.714 1 34.714 4.714 .033*
Error pretest 312.952 82 3.816
posttest 603.857 82 7.364
Total pretest 2262.000 84
posttest 5274.000 84
Corrected Total pretest 338.143 83
posttest 638.571 83

* Significant at the 0.05 level (p<0.05)

To obtain a lucid and tangible examination of tlesting difference between the two genders,

the study sought to get assistance from paired-gatrtpst to compare each gender’s pre and

post-test means to reveal their individual improeata. Results of paired-sample t test as shown

in Table 9 indicates that both male and female awpd significantly p=0.000, implying a

similar significant effect of the two genders aDE301.
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Table: 9

Comparison of the Two Genders on the Mean Differere

Gender Mean Std. Deviation t df Sig. (2-tailed)
Difference

Male -3.893 3.010 -6.843 27 .000*

Female -3.679 2.597 -7.495 27 .000*

* Significant at the 0.001 level (p<0.001)

Paired-sample t-test further revealed that sineentlean difference of the pre and post-tests of
male students was greater (-3.893) than that offémeale students (-3.679), it could be
concluded that male students outperformed theintopart female students in utilizing the

treatment summary as the advance organizer ovierptb&-tests.

4.3 Research Question 3:

Descriptive statistics (Table 10) of the two levefsproficiency were provided for individual
genders followed by a MANOVA test to investigate thverall effect of proficiency level as the
covariate on the reading comprehension ability &L Hearners. Having had established a
significant influence of the level of proficiency MANOVA, a paired-sample t-test was finally
employed to put under close scrutiny how exactyy phoficiency level significantly influenced

the reading comprehension ability of EFL learners.
Table: 10

Descriptive Statistics for Participants’ Performane in Terms of Proficiency

Gender Test Proficiency level| Mean Std. Deviation
Male pretest High 7.29 1.204
(N=28) Low 4.00 1.301
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posttest High 9.79 2.392
Low 9.29 1.899
Female pretest High 5.79 1.888
(N=28) Low 2.43 .646
posttest High 8.21 2.359
Low 7.36 2.620

MANOVA test conducted to examine the general inficee of the proficiency level as a

covariate factor on the reading comprehensiontglaifiEFL learners.
Table: 11

Test of Between-Subjects Effects in Terms of Profiency Level

Source Dependent | Type lll Sum | df | Mean F Sig.
Variables of Squares Square
Corrected Model | pretest 154.446 1 154.446 66.361 .000
posttest 6.44% 1 | 6.446 1.067 .306
Intercept pretest 544.114 1 544.114 233.788 .000
posttest 524.579 1 524.579 86.865 .000
proficiency pretest 154.446 1 154.446 66.361 .000*
posttest 6.446 1| 6.446 1.067 366
Error pretest 125.679 54 2.327
posttest 326.107 54 6.039
Total pretest 1611.000 56
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posttest 4533.000 56
Corrected Total pretest 280.125 55
posttest 332.554 55

* Significant at the 0.001 level (p<0.001)
N*Not significant at the 0.05 level (p>0.05)

Table 11 indicates that a significant effect of feficiency level existed on the students’
reading comprehension ability on their pre-test ()= 66.36, p=0.00). That is, different groups
with different high and low proficiency levels etad in the pre-test. As it is apparent from the
post-test result of the proficiency factor also ide on table 11, there did not exist a
significant influence of the proficiency level dnetstudents’ reading comprehension(Es) =
1.06, p=.30), meaning that the means of the twel¢ein the post test must have come close
enough to each other so as to eliminate the prskjiocsignificant difference in the pre-test.
Logically concluding, the researcher made a pressiipn that the lower proficiency level
students must have gained some improvements in\athat there seemed to be slighter
remoteness between the two levels. Once agairegsrélvious research question, the researcher
utilized paired-sample t-test to get a comprehengxamination of the extent to which the

proficiency level affected the reading comprehemsio
Table: 12

Participants’ Performance in Terms of Proficiency Level

Gender Proficiency | Mean Std. t df Sig.
Level Difference Deviation (2-tailed)
Male high -2.500 2.902 -3.223 13 .007*
(N=28) low -5.286 2.494 -7.930 13 .000**
Female high -2.429 2.174 -4.180 13 .001*
(N=28) low -4.929 2.433 -7.581 13 .000**
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* Significant at the 0.01 level (p<0.01)
** Significant at the 0.001 level (p<0.001)

Having put the table 12 into consideration, it wadicated that the students with low levels of
proficiency did better than their counterpart highels. Lowly proficient male students were the
most highly influenced as they had the largest nibfierence of -5.286, followed by the lowly
proficient female students with a mean differen€e40929. Of course highly proficient male
students with a mean difference of -2.500 pursuetiighly proficient female students with a
mean difference of -2.429 had also achieved sonpeovements regarding the use of summary
as the advance organizer, though to a lesser ecoempared with the highly proficient students.
After all, it was concluded that proficiency levéild have a significant influence on reading
comprehension as the lower level students outpeddrtheir fellow high level ones thus
rejecting the formerly proposed null hypothesisthas level of proficiency has no influence on

reading comprehension ability of EFL learners”.
5. Discussion and Conclusion

The results of this study indicated that the ussupimary as an advance organizer significantly
enhanced the reading comprehension ability of &marftFL learners. This general influence of
summary was confirmed to be highly significantnmproving the reading comprehension ability
of the four experimental groups of the study usstagistical analyses and technical procedures
while maintaining the two control groups constamerothe two administrations of the tests due
to receiving no summary as the treatment. This pathe findings of the current study was
generally in line with the results of the prioreasches of (Schwartz et al. 1998; Cannon-Bowers
et al., 1998; Chung & Huang 1998; Huang, Cheng &r@h2006; Lin & Chen, 2006; Surber &
Schroeder, 2007Githua & Nyabwa, 2008; Shihusa & Keraro, 2009; Mesilagnus &
Viswesvaran, 2010; Mohammadi, Moenikia, & Zahed-8ah, 2010) as they have all pointed
out to and approved of the facilitative effecttbé advance organizers. Also, Carrell, (1983);
Rumelhart, (1982); Shen, (2008); Alemi & Ebadi, 18D have yielded similar results for the

supportive nature of pre-reading activities.

Having considered the gender difference as a sigdi the present investigation, this study

came to the conclusion that although both male famdale students benefited from being
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exposed to summary in advance, male students dotperd their female counterparts as they
had gained a further improvement compared with fenséudents. The issue of the gender
interaction with regard to the performance of thatipipants in different studies was in

concordance with Bernhardt’'s (1991) conclusion thetkground knowledge by itself does not
predict comprehension. It has further been a conoérsome previously conducted studies as
they have struggled to find the logics of the gendédference in different studies. For

Motallebzadeh, (1993), for example, the “topic deat” was an important factor in explaining

gender-based differences in second language reawbngprehension. It was the “passage
content” or “topic familiarity” and the “type of agssment” accounting for the findings of the
studies of Brantmeier, (2004; 2006) at the intenatedlevels of Spanish language instruction.
These research studies confirmed that males anadlédermay perform differently when reading

specific gender-oriented passages. Two recentestudi Pae, (2004); Yazdanpanah, (2007)
suggested “item differences” such as identifyingirmdea, guessing meaning from context,
reading for specific information, identifying reéatial information, etc as the interacting factor

that might bring about inconsistent results, conicgy the gender differences.

This section of the results of the current thesigailing the superiority of the male students’
performance over the female ones despite theittilEreducational system, teachers, facilities,
materials and treatment, revealed more consistécthe findings of Motallebzadeh, (1993)
and Brantmeier, (2006). There might be two reas@isnd the consistency of the present study
with the findings of these studies. First, the #ypf assessment”, identified earlier as an
interacting factor which can impose alteration & tgender superiority in terms of their
performance, in this thesis was the same as thtteodbove mentioned studies, i.e. “multiple-
choice test”. Second, out of the two reading makerchosen as the corpus of this study, the
second reading, which was used as the postteshegeathrtial, appeared to be to some extent
gender-oriented as it was about “exercising” ansspsesed a topic somehow more approving and

favorable to the male students rather than thelestadents thus a male-oriented passage.

As the last research question of this study, thecebf proficiency level was also perceived to be
significant. To be precise, in the meantime thahldogh and low levels of proficiency attained

better results in the posttest, lowly proficienidgnts revealed to be benefited more from the
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treatment compared with their counterpart highlgfisrent students as they had acquired better

scores on the post test.

Following Carrell’s (1991) argument that L2 langaggoficiency seemed to be more important
for EFL students while L1 reading ability was mdreportant for ESL students and the
coincidence of her conclusion with Alderson’s (4Pp&clination towards L2 reading being a
language problem for low-level L2 proficiency, heseemed to be a general agreement on the
supremacy of the lowly proficient students over tiighly proficient ones in terms of the
advantages they got from the pre-reading activiigtsveen this study and the studies of Ausubel
and Fitzgerald, (1962); Graves & Palmer, (1981)dri(1990); and Chung and Huang, (1998).
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