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ABSTRACT 

 

Notwithstanding a great amount of time spent on English reading, Korean 

high school students seem to have a lot of trouble working out English reading 

comprehension questions. This may be due to their lack of ability to assess the 

degree of significance of text segments in relation to main ideas in a reading 

passage, namely “sensitivity to fine gradation of importance” (Hidi & Anderson, 

1986). Summarizing has been of increasing importance to L1 researchers as a 

way to enhance this cognitive skill; however, it has not much transferred to ESL 

(English as a Second Language) or EFL (English as a Foreign Language) 

classrooms. The present study thus proposed the need to incorporate a 

summarizing instruction into English classes, and investigated how the 

summarizing instruction affects Korean EFL students’ cognitive processes, 

especially in reading. 

A total of 104 Korean high school students in the 12th grade participated in 

this study. The present study employed both introspective and retrospective 

measures to examine the learners’ reading comprehension processes, using 

questionnaires as well as think-aloud protocols. The students responded to 

reading strategy checklists shortly after solving each of the ten reading 

comprehension questions before and after the summary instruction. Nine 

representative students voluntarily participated in think-aloud protocols. In 

addition, the instructional effect was examined not only for learners’ different 

proficiency levels but for different types of reading questions. The same type of 
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reading comprehension test as the pre-test was used to measure changes in the 

students’ performances after summarizing instruction. 

The study found that summary writing instruction had a significant effect on 

the use of meta-cognitive strategies compared to that of task-oriented and 

cognitive strategies. Specifically, summary instruction turned out to be effective 

in heightening awareness of the discourse structure and directing the students’ 

attention to key sentences. Think-aloud protocols revealed the students’ 

decreased use of inefficient strategies (e.g., ‘translating only what the reader 

knows’ and ‘selecting the answer with uncertainty’) and increased use of 

desirable strategies (e.g., ‘predicting’, ‘goal-setting’, and ‘detecting key words or 

sentences’). Summary instruction was the most effective in the intermediate 

proficiency group with regard to the awareness of meta-cognitive strategies. 

Regarding the reading comprehension question types, the summary 

instruction group showed the most distinctive improvements in their strategy use 

both in the questions pertaining to the top-down macro- and integrative 

processing and in the questions relating to drawing inferences. The group was 

also found to outperform the control group in the standardized reading test. 

The present study shows the need to pay more attention to summarizing 

instruction in EFL reading classes. It is because summary writing offers an 

integrative training by combining reading and writing, reduces a sense of fear in 

English writing, and enhances students’ thinking ability especially in meta-

cognition. Well-designed summary instruction can enable EFL students to be 

“constructively responsive readers” by improving their reading (Pressley & 
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Afflerbach, 1995).   

 

Key Words: summarizing instruction, summary, L2 reading comprehension 

process, L2 writing, meta-cognitive strategies, discourse structure 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

   

The present study attempts to investigate how summarizing instruction 

affects English reading comprehension processes of Korean high school students 

in the 12th grade. The first section of this chapter introduces the purpose of the 

current study. The next section provides the research questions. The last section 

lays out the organization of the thesis. 

 

1.1 Purpose of the Study 

  

Given the Korean situation where what goes on in the classroom is largely 

dictated by what happens in the public examination halls (Fullilove, 1992), 

teaching English reading in high school classes has been greatly affected by the 

English section of the College Scholastic Ability Test (henceforth CSAT).  

The positive and intended washback (Bachman & Palmer, 1996) of the CSAT 

is expected to bring students one step closer to acquiring the characteristics of 

good readers. According to Duke and Pearson (2002), good readers are active 

readers. They typically read with a purpose, noting the text structure and 

searching for text sections pertaining to their reading goals. They also frequently 

construct and revise summaries of what they have read. Learning summary 
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writing based on what they read may help students to equip themselves with 

these characteristics. However, Korean English classes have not placed much 

emphasis on English writing. Considering that 23 out of 45 questions in the 

CSAT English section are reading comprehension questions, 1  including 4 

indirect writing questions, it is no wonder teaching reading always overrides 

teaching writing. Korean English reading classes have directly reflected what 

Nunan (1999) maintained: “An enormous amount of time, money, and effort is 

spent teaching reading... [and] it is probably true to say that more time is spent 

teaching reading than any other skill” (p. 249). However, despite the time spent 

studying English reading in public schools, which amounts to almost 10 years, 

Korean high school students have a lot of trouble solving the CSAT English 

reading comprehension questions. That may be partly because they lack “the 

sensitivity to fine gradation of importance” (Brown & Day, 1983) which requires 

cognitive skills such as distinguishing main ideas from supporting details and 

discerning the structure of the text. 

One effective reading strategy to improve such cognitive skills is 

summarization. According to Cordero-Ponce (2000), the process of 

summarization directs reader’s attention to the central information of the text and 

provides the reader with “a conceptual framework that facilitates memory and 

                                            
1 Under the 2013 CSAT format, test takers choose between an easier A version and a more 
difficult B version for the English section. However, due to concerns that students taking the A 
test are at a disadvantage in gaining admission to colleges, the Ministry of Education decided to 
cancel the dual-exam scheme and revert to the previous system in 2014. Moreover, the number of 
reading comprehension questions is announced to be increased to 28, while that of listening 
comprehension questions is to be reduced to 17 in 2014. 
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comprehension” (p. 330) as a comprehension fostering activity. In spite of its 

importance, most Korean high school students consider summarizing as an 

unnecessarily challenging task beyond their capacity. It is ascribed to the fact 

that they are accustomed to the traditional instructions on English reading which 

merely focus on word-for-word translation. They tend to find the pre-fixed 

correct answers, without reflective or critical thinking. In this way, English 

reading classes in Korea have not taken the very nature of reading into account. 

Reading is such a complicated cognitive process similar to that of writing in that 

both the reader and the writer have to construct and interpret meaning from the 

text. 

In addition, the uniformed order of high school English textbook activities – 

listening, speaking, reading, and writing – indicates the possibility that textbook 

writers consider writing skills difficult to learn and the students can learn lastly 

compared to any other language skill. The same held true when Zamel (1992) 

pointed out, “when written assignments are included in reading textbooks, they 

invariably appear at the ends of units or chapters, thus reinforcing the notion that 

writing is done as a final activity after the text has been read, analyzed, worked 

through, rather than used as a means for understanding the text” (p. 468). It is 

because we have neglected the plain truth that when we mention literary skill or 

literacy, it includes writing as well as reading. Reading in conjunction with 

writing enhances literacy as parallel processes in which “the activities of readers 

are congruent to or mirror images of the activities of writers” (Farahzad & 
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Emam, 2010, p. 596). 

Therefore, the present study suggests incorporation of writing into English 

reading classes, not viewing writing as the final activity subordinated by 

preceding reading but as a facilitative activity for both finding and making 

connections to figure out what the text conveys to the reader and why. Among 

several genres which connect reading and writing, the present study focuses on 

summary specifically because teaching summary is considered an effective and 

integrative training of both reading and writing. According to Johns and Mayes 

(1990), summary skills for combining reading and writing are crucial to success 

in the academic field. It is attributed to the processes involved in the production 

of a suitable summary, which requires deeper cognitive processes such as 

analysis and synthesis in order to condense significant facts.  

While much research on summarization has been conducted in L1 contexts, 

studies on summary writing in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts 

are still in the early stage (Oh, 2002). A few studies have been conducted with 

Korean university students to use summaries for testing the participants’ reading 

comprehension and to see whether students plagiarize or not (Joh, 2000; Kim, 

1998a, 1998b, 2001; Prochaska & Moon, 2004). However, there has been no 

research on the effectiveness of summary instruction on high school students’ 

cognitive processes of reading comprehension.  

In Korea, it was announced that the National English Ability Test, which 

examines four language skills in a direct and integrated way, will be executed in 
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the near future. In order to prevent the craze of looking to private education for 

the preparation of the direct writing test, English teachers should be aware of 

integrated teaching for both reading and writing. Teaching English reading must 

not be limited to teaching reading skills only. In this sense, teaching summary is 

supposed to play a bridging role between reading and writing. It is necessary to 

develop a summarizing skill as an important component of reading 

comprehension. Therefore, instructions for promoting students’ effective use of 

summary strategy are assumed to meet dual purposes: improving their general 

ability to comprehend and summarize text as well as leading to better outcomes 

in the reading comprehension test. Since summary writing plays a significant 

role in building up students’ reading comprehension processes,2 it is anticipated 

that students’ proficiency levels differently influence its instructional effect. It is 

also presumable that distinct reading comprehension question types 3  may 

differently affect its instructional effect on reading comprehension processes.  

In this regard, the purpose of the present study is to characterize the effects of 

summarizing instruction on reading comprehension from various aspects. It is of 

importance to pay more attention to incorporating summary writing into Korean 

                                            
2 According to Irwin (2007), if readers consciously select comprehension processes to achieve 
specific reading purposes, we can call those processes strategies. Thus, in the present study, the 
terms processes and strategies are used interchangeably because students intentionally choose 
certain reading processes to attain what the specific reading comprehension question asks them to 
do. 
3 It is assumed that different test items measure different component skills of reading, which 
include word recognition, vocabulary knowledge, grammar knowledge, discourse awareness, 
inferencing, comprehension monitoring, fluency, practice in extended reading, and motivation to 
read (Grabe, 2002). Actually, the Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation (2007), which is 
in charge of the CSAT, announced that the intended purpose of the foreign language (English) 
section is to measure component skills and technique of reading comprehension. 
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L2 reading classes where the associative learning of both reading and writing has 

stayed out of the limelight. 

 

1.2 Research Questions  

 

The present study aims to examine the effect of summary instruction on 

students’ cognitive reading processes. To this end, the following research 

questions were posed for the study. 

 

1) Does summary instruction affect high school students’ cognitive processes in 

reading? 

 

2) Is there any significant difference in high school students’ cognitive processes 

in reading according to their proficiency levels after summary instruction? 

 

3) Do different types of reading comprehension questions differentially affect the 

degree to which summary instruction influences high school students’ use of 

reading strategies? 

 

4) Does summary instruction affect high school students’ performance on the 

English reading comprehension test? 
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1.3 Organization of the Thesis 

 

The organization of the thesis is as follows: Chapter 1 discusses the purpose 

of the study, introducing the necessity and significance of the present study along 

with the research questions. Chapter 2 reviews previous literature on summary 

writing and reading comprehension, providing a theoretical background to the 

present research. In Chapter 3, research methodology is described. In Chapter 4, 

results on students’ development of reading comprehension processes are 

reported and discussed. Finally, Chapter 5 summarizes major findings and 

presents pedagogical implications, limitations of the study, and concluding 

remarks. 
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CHAPTER 2 

 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

 

As this study focuses on the transfer effect of summary writing on reading 

comprehension, this chapter presents a review of previous studies in relation to 

this issue. Section 2.1 introduces the definitions of summary writing in order to 

clarify what summarizing refers to. Section 2.2 explores how summary writing 

can play a bridging role between reading and writing as a useful strategy. Section 

2.3 deals with summary writing instruction by reviewing summarization rules 

and tasks, including the factors that affect summarizing.  

 

2.1 Definitions of Summary Writing 

 

Generally, summarizing is referred to as a conscious cognitive activity of 

making a brief statement or account of the main points in the text. However, the 

definitions of a summary vary from researcher to researcher. For example, 

Rumelhart (1977) contended that recalling and summarizing of stories can be 

understood in the figurative way: the level of summarizing is determined by the 

amount of detail required and by the amount of information dominated by the 

nodes at the bottom of the tree. The structure of the summary is realized in the 
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model by cutting the tree to remove the nodes below the chosen level, thereby 

reducing details and redundancies. McAnulty (1981) maintained that “a 

summary is a condensed version, in one’s own words, of the writing of someone 

else, a condensation that reproduces the thought, emphasis, and tone of the 

original. It abstracts all the significant facts of the original − overall thesis, main 

points, important supporting details” (p. 49). 

According to Hidi and Anderson (1986), as a writing genre, the production of 

a summary based on an existing text is fundamentally distinct from the average 

composing task. Summary writers are concerned not with how to generate a new 

content but with what to include and eliminate from the original text, considering 

what combinations or transformations of ideas make sense. Summarizers must 

also monitor the accuracy of output against the original material.  

In this context, during summarization, a text model of reading comprehension 

is built by the reader developing main ideas on the text (Grabe & Stoller, 2002). It 

makes how summarizing occurs similar to how reading comprehension occurs. 

Grabe (2003) explained that when clause-level meaning units are formed, they are 

added to a growing network of ideas. As the reader continues to process text 

information, new meanings are continually added and those ideas which form 

usable linkages to other information begin to be seen as the main ideas of the text, 

remaining more active in the network. On the other hand, ideas that no longer 

support connecting inferences lose their activity and fade from the network. 
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Summarizing is like putting this invisible reading comprehension process into 

words so that learners can see what they picked up or did not pick up as a main 

idea, which operates as a self-monitoring technique for their reading. That is a way 

how summarizing can be included in higher-level reading processes.  

In addition, summarizing is considered an interactive process between a 

reader and a target text, especially drawing on one’s own background knowledge 

through which a new text is invented (Kamhi-Stein, 1995). This situation model 

of reader interpretation is built on and around the emerging text model (Grabe, 

2003) Thus, summary is the optimal way to render students precious 

opportunities to experience both text- and situation-model of reading 

comprehension. It is clearly of significance to confirm that students are able to 

summarize the materials they read in school (Hidi & Anderson, 1986).  

 

2.2 Reading Comprehension and Summarization 

 

In order to summarize, the essential prerequisite is to comprehend the 

reading text first. In this way, summary activity naturally guides students to read 

more closely to draw out the gist. Studies on the transfer effect of summary 

writing on reading comprehension revealed that students who received 

summarizing instruction had better reading comprehension. For example, Joh 

(2000) discovered that since summary writing requires both comprehending the 

whole text content and focusing on the main ideas, the implied intention, and the 
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mood, some college students who performed a summary writing task after 

reading an expository text comprehended and recalled better. Furthermore, the 

summarization process becomes a valuable assessment tool to monitor students’ 

progress toward the acquisition of second language reading comprehension skills 

(Corbeil, 2000). Thus, it is expected that summarization can play an effective 

role in the learners’ reading processes as a useful strategy.  

 

2.2.1. Reading Comprehension Processes 

 

According to Grabe and Stoller (2002), there are two building blocks of 

reading fluency and comprehension as components of reading abilities. One is 

related to lower-level processes: lexical access, syntactic parsing, semantic 

proposition formation, and working memory activation. The other involves 

higher-level processes: a text model of comprehension, a situation model of 

reader interpretation, background knowledge use, inference, and executive 

control processes. Irwin (1986) suggested a model of what is actually happening 

when a reader comprehends. He claimed that there are five types of reading 

processes as shown in Table 2.1 4 . First, “macro-processes” relate to 

understanding the whole content of the text by being aware of organizational 

                                            
4 In the latest edition of Irwin (2007), the terms used for reading processes in his early study 
(1986) were replaced with easier terms. For example, “macro-processes” was substituted with 
“understanding the whole”, “integrative processes” with “connecting sentences”, “elaborative 
processes” with “elaboration”, “meta-cognitive processes” with “metacognition : selecting, 
evaluating, and regulating”, and “micro-processes” with “decoding and chunking”. The concepts 
those terms refer to are exactly the same. The present study followed the terms suggested in the 
early study because they are shorter and more concise. 
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patterns, which assist readers in selecting important idea units to construct their 

own summary effectively. Second, “integrative processes” entail connecting 

sentences by comprehending the coherent relationships between clauses and 

sentences by means of pronoun references, or slot-filling inferences. Through 

explicit or implicit connectives which carry causal, chronological, contrastive, 

or conditional meanings, the clausal or sentential relationships can be inferred. 

Third, “elaborative processes” are concerned with making inferences, integrating 

the information of text with prior knowledge, forming vivid mental images and 

affective responses, which facilitate recall and add to the enjoyment of reading. 

Forth, “meta-cognitive processes” activate metacognition in which selection, 

evaluation, and regulations of strategies occur. For example, readers make 

metacognitive decisions in the selection of reading strategies to accommodate to 

their purpose for reading. They can also employ comprehension monitoring to 

appraise their ongoing comprehension processes and to remedy their 

comprehension problems (Collins & Smith, 1980).  Lastly, “micro-processes” 

operate when readers chunk the words into meaningful phrases based on 

automatic word identification processes (i.e., decoding).  
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TABLE 2.1 

Reading Comprehension Processes (Irwin, 1986, p.4) 

 

Macro- 

processes 

Organizing the story, grammar knowledge, summarizing, 

understanding organizational patterns in expository materials 

Integrative 

processes 

Understanding anaphora, understanding connectives, 

slot-filling inferences 

Elaborative 

processes 

Making predictions, prior knowledge integration, mental 

imagery, higher-level thinking process (application, 

analysis, synthesis, evaluation), affective responses 

Meta-cognitive 

processes 
Comprehension monitoring, study skills, adjusting strategies 

Micro- 

processes 
Chunking, word recognition, micro selection 

 

 2.2.2. Summarization as a Reading Strategy 

 

Barnett (1988) defined reading strategies as the mental operations by which 

readers approach text effectively and make sense of what they read. He 

employed summarization as one of the post-reading comprehension activities to 
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obtain the gist of a text. Since summary is considered as an effective tool for 

understanding, organizing, and remembering information from text, 

summarization is one of the most significant reading strategies available to the 

students in studying and understanding a text effectively. 

 Summarization is a useful reading strategy in that it helps readers to 

improve their sensitivity to the text structures, which makes them retain content 

longer. Armbruster et al. (1987) demonstrated that sensitivity to the organization 

of ideas in the text is related to comprehension and memory. Readers’ awareness 

of textual structure is of particular importance as it can efficiently draw on the 

structure or organization as a resource for comprehension and memory. 

Identifying structurally important text elements is required in determining what 

is to be kept and what is to be eliminated in summaries (Oh, 2007). 

Summarization is perhaps the most significant and encompassing of all reading 

strategies available to learners for effective studying and comprehension 

(Cordero-Ponce, 2000). In order to acquire the cognitive ability of being aware 

of text structure, a certain level of cognitive activity must be activated. As 

summarization requires a higher level of cognitive operations, younger students 

who are less developed in cognition have difficulty producing written summaries 

of expository text (Brown & Day, 1983; Taylor, 1986; Winograd, 1984). Byun 

(2008) suggested that while skilled readers have greater awareness and use the 

author’s higher-order text structure, novice readers often fail to use the text’s top 

level structure.  
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2.2.3. Relationship Between Reading and Writing 

 

The earliest discussion on the relationship between reading and writing dates 

back to Krashen (1984), who argued that extensive reading leads to a better 

writing. Since then, reading to write and writing to read began to be considered 

the two facilitative strategies for instruction in L2 literacy classrooms. 

Connecting these two skills can facilitate deeper reading comprehension since 

they are interactive and interrelated. Hudson (2007) revealed that a combination 

of reading and writing instruction can be effective because the two skills can 

reinforce and accelerate the learning of content, the development of literary 

skills, and the acquisition of language abilities (Grabe, 2003). 

Most importantly, writing to read serves as a technique which changes the 

goals of teachers’ instruction from helping students answer comprehension-check 

questions correctly to encouraging students to have a meaningful interaction with 

written text, and to leading students to experience reading as a composing 

process. That is, readers can carry on ‘a mental conversation’ with the text as 

they interact with what the writer has created.  

As far as interlingual aspects of writing and reading are concerned, L2 

research on this issue can be traced back to the 1980s when the Interdependence 

Hypothesis and the Language Threshold Hypothesis emerged (Johns & Mayes, 

1990). The former suggests that literary skills transfer from L1 to L2 

interdependently, whereas the latter argues against supportive transfer until a 
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certain variable level of L2 proficiency is attained (Farahzad & Emam, 2010). 

When it comes to ‘summary writing to read’, the Language Threshold 

Hypothesis is more feasible because aforementioned studies demonstrate that 

language proficiency exerts a crucial influence on producing well-crafted 

summaries (Han, 2005). Thus, the researcher selected high school students as 

participants whose proficiency levels crossed the linguistic threshold necessary 

to complete the basic summary. 

 

2.3 Summary Writing Instruction 

 

Summary writing instruction has shown three major trends (Hidi & 

Anderson, 1986). One has been the conveyance of a set of rules to be applied to 

a text for the purpose of summarization. These rules are frequently based on the 

work of Brown and Day (1983). Another emphasis has been on the use of 

summarization, or the locating of main ideas, as a way of processing text to 

monitor and ensure comprehension (Palininscar, 1985; Roehler & Duffy, 1984). 

The other has focused on teaching school textbook content using summarization 

to ensure that content is learned (Mamiran & Katims, 1985).  

In addition, summarization instruction has been proven to have transfer 

effects on reading. In pursuit of using summarization training to overcome 

comprehension deficits in poor readers (Paris, Corss, & Lipson, 1984), 

summarization training has been offered for transfer effects on reading 
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comprehension. Some studies (e.g., McNeil & Donant, 1972) also indicated that 

summarization training can transfer to general reading comprehension, as long as 

the instruction is thorough and explicit. Rinehart et al. (1986) reported a transfer 

effect of summarization training on reading comprehension and message 

retention, based on the previous studies: first, teachers provided an explicit 

instruction to students so that they could learn the technique thoroughly, and 

ensured that subjects used the technique on their own materials, and provided 

specific instruction in the training on how to transfer the technique to reading 

comprehension.  

In L2 contexts, Cordero-Ponce’s (2000) study revealed that summarizing 

instruction provided college intermediate-level students learning French as a 

foreign language with “a compensatory knowledge source” (p.343) which helped 

them to comprehend a text better. Thus, summarizing can reduce students’ 

cognitive load accompanied by reading in a foreign language. In a Korean EFL 

context, Joh (2000) incorporated summarization in college reading classes as a 

post-reading activity, and revealed the students’ substantial improvement in both 

reading and writing skills.  

It is also noteworthy that summary cannot be produced by an automatic 

process, immediately followed by comprehension or recall, but by a deliberate 

process (Brown, Day, & Jones, 1984). This may imply that an instruction on 

summary writing is necessitated. It is supported by Guido and Corwell’s (1987) 

claim that summary writing is not a skill that can be developed naturally through 
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trial-and-error but by explicit instruction. Therefore, well-designed explicit 

summarizing instruction can be helpful in students overcoming the problems of 

language unfamiliarity and limited working memory. 

 

2.3.1. Summarization Rules and Tasks 

 

Many studies have been conducted on how to teach summary efficiently in 

terms of summarization rules. The rules or processes of summarizing, which are 

also called strategies, were proposed by many researchers. Kintsch and Van Dijk 

(1978) and Brown and Day (1983) put much emphasis on teaching students 

‘summarization rules’ explicitly and leading students to apply these rules into 

practice. Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978) laid the groundwork for a summary model 

with four macro-rules: deletion, generalization, integration, and construction. 

Brown and Day (1983) identified six basic rules of summarization by retouching 

the Kintsch and Vandijk’s generalization rule. Two of the six rules involve the 

deletion of unnecessary material. A summarizer should obviously delete 

materials that are trivial and redundant, although important. Two other rules of 

summarization involve the substitution of a superordinate term for a list of items 

or actions. The other rules relate to presenting a summary of a main constituent 

unit of text, the paragraph. One is to select a topic sentence. The other is to 

invent one’s own if there is no topic sentence. These rule-applied idea units can 

be the criteria to teach and evaluate the quality of a summary by analyzing the 
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frequencies of using those rules. 

Ko (2009) presented a series of tasks as part of a summary lesson module to 

enhance summarizing skills and strategies. Two of them are ‘a genre analysis 

task’ and ‘selecting the best summary task’ with which students can make 

strategies needed in the process of writing summary on their own. Students need 

to internalize the structure of particular genre (summary) in order to reproduce it 

appropriately while reading. In this regard, ‘a genre analysis task’ can play a 

supportive role in pre-reading activity by helping learners to understand different 

features of a summary discourse. Especially for high school students who might 

have not been taught how to write summary in English, this task can give them a 

guideline of how summaries are organized, which ultimately provides students 

with much rhetorical knowledge needed. Students have a chance to check their 

understanding on the requirements of good summary in a less challenging 

situation by means of “a selecting the best summary task” before summary 

writing.  

Kim and Park (2001) suggested an instructional model using summarization 

tasks in a reading classroom. The impetus of the study was based on the 7th 

National English Curriculum which emphasizes the improvements of higher-

order thinking ability that can be attained by analysis, synthesis, evaluation, 

creativity, and logical or problem-solving skills. With this rationale, Kim and 

Park (2001) asserted that learners should actively participate in summarizing 

process. The SQ3R strategy is incorporated into reading classes to draw out the 
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‘objectively, completely, accurately, and in balance’ written summary. This 

model of teaching reading is shown in Table 2.2 as a desirable model to enhance 

students’ higher-order thinking. 

 

TABLE 2.2 

A Model of Teaching Reading with a Summary Task Based on SQ3R 

 

Stage(SQ3R) Objectives Activities 

Pre-Reading 

(Survey) 

- Understand the purpose of 

reading 

- Provoke motivation 

- Activate background knowledge 

- Figure out the outline of text 

organization 

- Explaining the purpose of 

reading 

- Finding out the topic sentence 

- Comprehending the text 

structure 

While-

Reading 

(Question) 

- Provide the direction for reading 

- Focus on the important concepts  

selected 

- Completing the tree diagram 

and semantic map 

While-

Reading 

(Read) 

Actively participate in reading 

- Underlining or highlighting 

important points from what 

students have just read 

After-Reading 

(Recite) 
Check the comprehension 

- Planning the summary 

- Summary activity  

(small group activity) 
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After-Reading 

(Review) 

- Organize information from text 

- Integrate with other language 

skills 

- Checking the tree diagram and 

semantic map 

- Presenting and discussing the 

summary that students made 

 

2.3.2. Factors That Affect Summarizing 

 

There are general factors affecting summarization, which include 

characteristics of the original material, the procedures of summary task, 

developmental differences in summarization strategies, sensitivity to importance, 

and selection and creation of topic sentences (Hidi & Anderson, 1986). Oh 

(2002) divided the affecting factors into five categories: reading ability, writing 

ability in summarizing, cognitive operation in summarizing, an awareness of the 

summarizing task, and texts. Kirkland and Saunders (1991) reported that there 

are both external and internal constraints of summarizing because summary is a 

highly complex and recursive reading-writing activity. External constraints 

comprise factors such as the purpose, the audience of the assignment, features of 

the assignment itself, discourse community conventions, the nature of the 

material to be summarized, time constraints, and the working environment. 

Internal constraints consist of factors such as L2 proficiency, content schemata, 

affect, formal schemata, cognitive skills, and meta-cognitive skills. This may 

imply that instructional efforts need to be directed at helping students to enhance 
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skills pertaining to internal factors as well as external factors.  

As for internal constraints, L2 proficiency is a crucial factor which affects the 

L2 summarizing processes and products. Clarke (1980) addressed the short 

circuit hypothesis5 and found the limited transfer of L1 proficiency to L2. This 

research underscored the significance of L2 proficiency which can prevent L1 

readers from transferring their L1 reading skills to the target language. This is in 

tandem with language threshold hypothesis. Students should first attain a certain 

level of L2 proficiency to cope with the overwhelming cognitive load imposed 

by L2 reading (Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). According to Johns (1985), the 

‘underprepared’ low-level students focused on “sentence-level reproductions” 

rather than on “combinations of idea units or macro-propositions” when 

summarizing (p. 495). They lacked the meta-cognitive skills, which belong to 

one component of internal constraints. The skills are significant in that they 

enable readers to build meanings on a macro-level, based on the careful 

monitoring of their reading (Palinscar, 1984). Therefore, teachers need to equip 

students with L2 proficiency that goes beyond the threshold level, together with 

meta-cognitive skills. This ultimately leads students to active readers who can be 

constructively engaged in L2 reading.  

 

As shown in the previous studies, there have been numerous studies that 

examined summarization in L1 and little attention was paid to L2. Moreover, 

                                            
In 1979, Clarke first introduced the notion of L2 “language threshold”, or limited control over the 
language, which is the “short circuits” transfer of reading ability acquired in L1 to L2 (Taillerfer, 
1996). 
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most researchers studied with college students. Therefore, this study aims to 

examine the effects of summarizing instruction on high school students’ reading 

comprehension. The incorporation of summary tasks into reading instruction is 

expected to effectively activate central cognitive operations of summarization 

such as deletion (omission of irrelevant information), generalization 

(subsumption of details into higher level categories), and construction 

(integration of details into topic sentences) (Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1978). 

Therefore, writing a summary as a post-reading exercise can be helpful in 

learners developing reading comprehension processes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



24 

CHAPTER 3. 

 

METHODOLOGY 

 

The present study investigated how summarizing instruction affects high 

school students’ cognitive processes involved in reading to answer the reading 

comprehension questions. To this end, the present study employed both 

introspective and retrospective measures to examine the participants’ reading 

comprehension processes. This chapter describes the methodological approach 

and research design for the present study. It begins with the description of 

participants and instruments, followed by the procedures and methods for data 

collection and analysis.   

 

3.1. Participants  

 

This study involved 104 high school students of 3 classes in the 12th grade 

from English II reading classes at a high school in Gyeonggi Province in South 

Korea. Based on their English scores on a nationally administered mock CSAT 

test in March, subjects’ proficiency levels were divided into three by percentile 

groups - high, intermediate, and low proficiency level. Table 3.1 illustrates means 

and standard deviations for raw scores of the English test by proficiency levels. 

 



25 

TABLE 3.1 

Descriptive Statistics of Students’ Scores on the English Test by Levels 

Level N 
Raw score* 

Mean SD 

High 36 89.83 4.72 

Intermediate 32 77.16 3.27 

Low 36 63.47 7.85 

Total 104 76.68 12.42 

*Maximum Possible Raw Score was 100. 

TABLE 3.2 

Scores of Students Participating in the Think-aloud Protocol 

Level Participants Raw Score* 
Percentile 

Rank 

High 

A 100 99.41 

B 93 94.58 

C 89 91.97 

Intermediate 

D 81 82.56 

E 79 80.29 

F 73 73.09 

Low 
G 68 66.71 

H 64 61.42 

*Maximum Possible Raw Score was 100 
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As for think-aloud protocols, nine representative students participated in this 

study, three students from each of the three proficiency groups. One low-level 

participant was excluded from the analysis because her strategy was restricted to 

“word-solving”, failing to grasp the “main meaning lines” (Hosenfeld, 1977). 

She completely lacked the conceptual framework for understanding, so she kept 

failing in storing what she read into working memory and showed a high 

frequency of ineffective strategies. Thus, eight students participated in a think-

aloud phase, as shown in Table 3.2. In addition, to examine the effect of 

summary instruction on reading comprehension test performance, the control 

group which did not receive summary instruction consisted of 102 students of 3 

classes. Both the control and experimental groups were in the science track and 

attended English II reading classes.  

 

3.2. Instruments 

 

    The present study used three kinds of instruments before and after the 

summary instruction: reading comprehension tests, think-aloud protocols, and 

reading comprehension (RC) strategy checklists. This section explains the details 

of each instrument. 
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3.2.1. Reading Comprehension Test 

  

Reading Comprehension Test (RCT) was twice employed to measure changes 

in the students’ performances after summarizing instruction. The pre-RCT was 

administered in May as a mid-term exam, and the post-RCT in July as a final 

exam. Each test was comprised of 16 multiple-choice questions whose format was 

based on the CSAT. The types of reading comprehension questions included 

universal questions that ask about the main idea of the whole passage and specific 

questions pertaining to the details from the passage. Inference questions which 

require readers to understand what is implied and grammar or vocabulary-in-

context questions were also contained. Each question answered correctly was 

worth the points presented in the bracket at the end of the question-stem. (See 

Appendices 5 and 6 for the full items of RCT).  

3.2.2. Materials for Think-aloud Protocols 

 

Think-aloud protocols enabled readers to arrive at personal descriptions of 

their online reading processes involved in answering comprehension questions 

(Harri-Augstein & Thomas, 1984). The researcher chose six questions to explore 

how students handled different types of questions and the questions were 

developed upon the CSAT format. These questions were based on the reading 

comprehension question (henceforth RCQ) types which were classified by Irwin 

(1986) and Anderson (1991), as demonstrated in Table 3.3. 
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TABLE 3.3 

RCQs for a Think-aloud Protocol 

Question Rubrics Irwin Anderson 

1 
What is the main idea of the 
passage? 

Macro-
processing 

Understanding the 
Main Idea 

2 
Fill in the blank with the word 
which best suits the passage. 

Integrative-
processing 

Drawing 
Inferences 

3 
Choose the best summary for the 
passage. 

Macro-
processing 

Understanding the 
Main Idea 

4 
Which of the following best 
describes the main character’s 
feeling? 

Elaborative-
processing 

Drawing 
Inferences 

5 
Which of the following refers to a 
different object/person? 

Integrative-
processing 

Understanding 
Direct Statement 

6 
Which of the following 
underlined words is not suitable 
for the passage? 

Micro- 
processing 

Understanding 
Direct Statement 

 

3.2.3. Reading Comprehension Strategy Checklist 

  

The RC strategy checklist was used to investigate the extent to which 

summary instruction influenced students’ use of RC strategies. 10 RCQs were 

presented on the left side of the checklist, with their responding questionnaires 

on the right side. Each of the 10 RCQs has 11 following questionnaire items. 
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3.2.3.1. Reading Strategy Questionnaire 

 

Each questionnaire consisted of 11 statements, each of which used a five-

point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (“Never or almost never used”) to 5 

(“Always or almost always used”). Reading strategies for questionnaires were 

based on the data of the prior think-aloud protocol which identified the strategies 

high school students usually resorted to when they solved RCQs. An example of 

the questionnaire items is illustrated below (See Appendices 1 and 2 for the full 

items of the questionnaires). 

 

* Read the items below and mark the degree to which you used strategies 

while solving the question on the left side.  

3. I tried to identify the key sentence and chose the answer by remembering  

  the gist of the whole text.  

6. I paid attention to logical connectives so that I could grasp the structure of  

  the text. 

      ➀ Never or almost never used ➁ Generally not used  

      ➂ Sometimes used ➃ Usually used ➄ Always or almost always used 

FIGURE 3.1 

An Example of the Questionnaire Items 
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Each strategy in the checklist was described in Korean in order for Korean 

students to comprehend what was stated without difficulty and hesitation. The 

items of reading strategy checklist can be categorized into three strategy groups: 

task-oriented, meta-cognitive, and cognitive strategies.  

Questions 1, 4, and 5 are viewed as task-oriented strategies. These examples 

involve eliminating alternatives to get answers, relying on guess because they 

failed to find the right answer, scanning for the part that the question requires, and 

reading the text mainly by matching the words given in alternatives to the words 

in the text. In this case, the bigger number they choose, the more students regard 

RCQs as questions that mainly require problem-solving processes. Questions 2, 3, 

and 6 are grouped into meta-cognitive strategies, which are related to higher order 

executive skills. Questions 2 and 3 are concerned with how much students 

attended to key words and sentences, and question 6 asks about how much 

students were aware of discourse organizations. These questions can represent 

some aspects of meta-cognitive strategies. Moreover, questions from 7 to 11, 

which ask scanning (7), skimming (8), rereading (9), integrating new information 

with prior knowledge (10), and paraphrasing (11), can be classified into cognitive 

strategies. 
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3.2.3.2. Reading Comprehension Questions for Reading 

Strategy Checklist 

 

The rubric for each of 10 reading comprehension questions is described in 

Table 3.4. In order to explore the differential effect of summary instruction on the 

use of RC strategies according to the different types of RCQs, reading 

comprehension questions of reading strategy checklists were classified based on 

the constructs established by two studies: one follows Irwin (1986), and the other 

follows Anderson (1991). 

 

TABLE 3.4 

Rubrics of RCQs for Reading Strategy Checklist 

Question  

Number 
Rubrics 

1 What is the main purpose of this passage? 

2 Which of the following refers to a different object/person? 

3 Rearrange the paragraphs in the correct order. 

4 What is the best title/main idea of the passage? 

5 Which of the following is true/false according to the passage? 

6 Fill in the blank with the word which best suits the passage. 

7 Which of the following best describes the main character’s feeling? 

8 Which of following best summarizes the passage? 

9 Which of the following underlined words is not suitable for the passage? 

10 Select the most appropriate logical connectives. 
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As shown in Table 3.5, RCQs were classified according to the criteria 

established by Irwin (1986) as previously presented in Table 2.1. (See Appendices 

1 and 2 for examples of each question type.) In addition to Irwin’s reading 

comprehension processes, the RCQs were grouped into clusters according to the 

types of reading skills such as understanding main ideas, understanding direct 

statements, or making direct inferences about the given text (Anderson, 1991). 

TABLE 3.5 

RCQs Classified by RC Processes (Irwin, 1986)   

Reading Process Required Question Number 

Top-down 

Macro 1, 3, 4, 8 

Integrative 2, 6, 10 

Elaborative 5, 7 

Bottom-up Micro 9 

 

TABLE 3.6 

RCQs Classified by Reading Skills (Anderson, 1991) 

Reading Skills Measured Question Number 

Understanding the Main Idea 1, 4, 8 

Understanding Direct Statements 2, 5, 9 

Drawing Inferences 3, 6, 7, 10 
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As Table 3.6 presents the classification of RCQs by Anderson (1991), the 

questions, designed to examine whether test-takers can grab the main idea, can be 

categorized into understanding the main idea. Examples of this question type 

include finding out the purpose of the passage being conveyed, the best title of the 

passage, and selecting the most suitable summary sentences. 

On the other hand, understanding direct statements requires specific   

comprehension by asking the reader to find the referent of anaphor, identify the 

truth or falsity of specific propositions explicitly mentioned in the passage, or find 

the best suited lexicons. Questions that require drawing inferences ask readers to 

make an inference by collecting implicated information throughout the passage. 

Examples of this question type include arranging the scrambled passages in the 

correct order, filling in the blanks, guessing the main character’s emotional state, 

or selecting suitable connectives within context. Students often have difficulty 

tackling these questions, since it is required for them to dig deep to find the 

implied meaning.  

 

3.2.4. Reading Materials for Summary Instruction  

 

Considering that most of the CSAT reading comprehension question items 

are made up of one paragraph, the current study supposed that summary 

practices for short paragraph-length passages may be conducive to the 

development of cognitive skills necessary to comprehend English texts in the 
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CSAT. According to Kirkland and Saunders (1991), the nature of the material to 

be summarized is really important in summarization as an external constraint. 

Since the length of the original text is short, the length of summaries can be 

constrained to one or two sentences. The rationale for this is that putting the 

constraints of length on summary can be more effective by forcing students to 

reach higher levels of cognitive processing (Brown, Day, & Jones, 1983).  

Because the subjects were 12th graders in Korea, who were supposed to take 

university entrance exam in November, the textbook used in English class was 

replaced with Suneung Teukgang published by Educational Broadcasting System 

(EBS). It was because the education ministry announced that about 70 percent of 

the 2014 CSAT questions must reflect the contents of the EBS books in a bid to 

curb private education costs. The RCQ types faithfully follow the format of the 

English section in the CSAT. Thus, most questions were based on one-paragraph 

reading passages. When necessary, the reading materials were complemented by 

adding the preceding and following paragraphs of the original text from which 

the question is derived in order to offer the full context. It is because one 

paragraph is sometimes not long enough to make a complete summarization (See 

Appendix 8 for a sample reading material). 
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3.3 Procedures 

 

The overall procedures of data collection were composed of three phases: pre-

intervention, intervention (summarizing instruction), and post-intervention. To tap 

into the readers’ internal cognitive processes while reading, both introspective 

and retrospective methods were used. As a retrospective method, which is off-

line, questionnaires made up of reading comprehension strategy checklists were 

used. In addition, as an additional introspective method, a think-aloud protocol, 

in which on-line verbal reports data can provide insightful evidence into what the 

students actually did while reading, was employed. Those two methods were 

adopted because they proved compensatory in examining reading processes of 

L2 readers (Lee & Oxford, 2007). A mid-term exam administrated in May was 

used as a pre- reading comprehension test. The pre think-aloud protocol revealed 

what kind of reading strategies students frequently employed to solve the RCQs. 

Based on this data, essential reading strategies for reading strategy checklist were 

suggested for this study. 

The experimental group received twenty 50-minute instructions over the 

course of regular English II classes. After the instructional session, post- reading 

comprehension test was administrated as a final exam, followed by a post think-

aloud and reading strategy checklist. The overall procedure of the present study is 

displayed in Figure 3.2. 
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Pre - intervention Intervention Post- intervention

Reading 
Comprehension Test

(Mid-term Exam)

Think-aloud 

Reading Strategy 
Checklist

Summarizing 
Instruction

20 hours

Post- Reading 
Comprehension Test

(Final Exam)

Think-aloud

Reading Strategy 
Checklist

 

 

FIGURE 3.2 

Overall Research Procedure 

 

3.3.1. Reading Comprehension Test  

 

The results of the English reading comprehension tests in the mid-term and 

the final exams were analyzed to investigate the effects of summary instruction on 

the reading comprehension test. A set of repeated measures ANCOVA for both 

reading comprehension scores from the mid-term and final exams was conducted 

to see whether there was any significant effect of summary instruction on the 

reading comprehension scores. Mid-term scores were controlled as covariate. In 

this way, preexisting differences between two groups were adjusted.  
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3.3.2. Think-Aloud Tasks 

 

Think-aloud tasks as a form of verbal reports were designed to see how 

students were processing text and how they were dealing with the ambiguity 

when faced with the part they failed to comprehend clearly. A think-aloud 

protocol is worthwhile as an introspective report because it provides a direct view 

of the reader’s mental activity, a kind of window into those processes which are 

usually hidden (Block, 1986). The transcription of recorded files was then 

analyzed to see which reading strategies students used to get the answers. The 

teacher’s modeling by reading aloud to the class preceded the students’ 

performance to scaffold their practices. The purpose of this phase of data 

collection was to have the participants verbalize the strategies utilized while 

reading and answering the comprehension questions during a reading 

comprehension test. In regard to the analysis of ‘think-aloud’ protocols, a coding 

scheme is presented in Table 3.7 which is adapted from Lee and Oxford (2007) 

who also employed an adapted coding scheme from items in the Reading SILL 

Checklist6. Among 18 strategies, strategies from 14 to 18 can be described as 

‘ineffective reading strategies’. 

 

 

                                            
6 The SILL represents the Strategy Inventory for Language Learning, which is designed to gather 
information on how students of a foreign or second language go about learning that language. 
Items in various forms of the SILL were based on the strategy system of Oxford (1990).  
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TABLE 3.7 

An Adapted Coding Scheme Based on  

Lee and Oxford (2007) and Reading SILL 

 Strategies Definitions 

S1 goal-setting Constructing a goal for reading 

S2 skimming 
Reading the given text very quickly to get a general 

impression 

S3 
activating prior 

knowledge 

Searching for what the reader already knows about the 

topic 

S4 translating Translating English into Korean 

S5 guessing sentences 
Understanding what the reader reads without translating 

it word-for-word into Korean 

S6 skipping Moving to the next sentences without trying to 

S7 guessing words 
Making guesses on what the given word means based 

on the context 

S8 repeat reading 

Repeating words or sentences because only partial 

understanding of text has been accomplished or to retain 

the meaning in working memory 

S9 predicting Hypothesizing the content coming up next 

S10 pausing 
Pausing to reflect on text or pausing because faced with 

difficulties 

S11 
text-structure through 

connectives 

Noticing the structure of text usually by cohesive 

devices 
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S12 
detecting key word or 

sentence 

Finding out important words and thesis statement to 

grab the gist 

S13 summarizing 
Making summarization of the sentences either in 

English or in Korean 

S14 mistranslating Translating in a wrong way without realizing it 

S15 
translating only what 

they know 

Translating only the part they know and skip the rest of 

it 

S16 
misidentifying  

a word 
Mistaking a word for another word 

S17 
eliminating seemingly 

wrong alternatives 

Getting answers by removing seemingly implausible 

answers merely based on the contents of alternatives 

S18 
select the answer with 

uncertainty 

Selecting the answer without certainty because of 

failure to understand fully 

 

 3.3.3. Reading Strategy Checklist  

 

To explore students’ reading processes, each participant was asked to 

respond to the RC strategy checklist immediately after they found the answer to 

each of ten RCQs. After reading each statement, students were asked to select the 

frequency with which they used the reading strategy specified in the statement. In 

addition, the data was analyzed according to three proficiency levels (high, 

intermediate, and low) to examine which proficiency group showed the most 
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improvement in the use of RC strategies after summary instruction.  

 

3.3.4. Summary Instruction  

 

The 7th National Curriculum emphasizes the development of higher-order 

thinking such as analysis, synthesis, evaluation, application, and problem solving. 

A summarizing activity can be optimal to foster such higher mental functions, 

which implies that it needs to be incorporated into the regular reading classes. The 

overall instructional procedure followed what Kim and Park (2001) suggested as 

a model of teaching procedure based on SQ3R, as presented in Table 2.2. The 

framework of five instructional stages (Irwin, 2005), EMTA (i.e., explanation, 

modeling, transferring, and application), was also employed. At the first class of 

summary instruction, the summarizing rule sheet based on Brown and Day (1983) 

and Lee (2010) was distributed together with an explicit explanation of the rules 

(See Appendix 9). In applying each rule, the instructor demonstrated her own 

thinking processes to help students to clarify what kind of cognitive or meta-

cognitive processes are involved (Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). Then, the 

responsibility of handling summarizing tasks was transferred from a teacher to 

students, that is, from “teacher-directed application” to their own “independent 

practice” (Baumann, 1984). For example, those who had difficulty in writing a 

proper summary were supported by a sample summary. It contained blanks which 

should be filled out with key words. The number of blanks gradually increased in 
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order for students to progress beyond controlled writing (See Appendix 10 for a 

sample worksheet for summarizing practices). Teachers’ monitoring and 

feedbacks on summary were constantly provided to help students to gain 

autonomy in using these rules. As preparatory and scaffolding activities for 

summary writing, worksheets for the word clouds and graphic organizers were 

used to build up students’ top-down skills in relation to making succinct 

condensation of the content.  

The word clouds, called Wordle7, which gives prominence to important words 

appearing more frequently in the text, were used to make students aware of 

important words, which helped them to make a coherent summary with ease. This 

was an anticipatory activity in which students were given a chance to relate new 

words or concepts to the main topic of their reading. An example of Wordle 

activity is presented in Figure 3.3. 

A graphic organizer was used as a facilitative map for understanding. Its 

layout was adjusted according to the discourse structures and genres of texts. To 

aid the process of completing the graphic organizer, common signal words for 

organizational patterns were introduced (See Appendix 11). 

After students filled out the graphic organizer, they came up with summary 

sentences. Graphic organizers promoted the active interaction with the text in the 

process of creating a visual structure on their own, which facilitated their 

                                            
7 It is easy to generate “word clouds” by using an online program posted on the website, 
www.wordle.net. After the reading material for teaching is copied and pasted, the program creates 
“word clouds” with a lot of options for layouts or designs provided.   
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summarization. Figure 3.4 shows an example of graphic organizer.  

 

Let’s Guess the Topic Sentence : ____________________________ .

 

FIGURE 3.3 

A Sample of Wordle Activity 

 

? Multiply
In number

19th Century In America

Summary

Fear
Advertisers, 
journalists,
encourage, 

fear

Roosevelt ,
confront ,

fear ,
prevalent ,

in Americans

1st Paragraph 2nd Paragraph

Human fears have increased because the media have
constantly promoted public fears, so Roosevelt tried
to prevent Americans from being overwhelmed with
fear in the time of crisis.

Topic

 

FIGURE 3.4 

A Sample Graphic Organizer 
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The overall procedure of the instructional sessions is presented in Table 3.8. 

(See Appendix 7 for the detailed lesson plan of the sample class).  

 

TABLE 3.8 

A Procedure of Teaching Reading with a Summary Task 

Procedure Objectives Activities 

Pre-Reading 

(Survey) 

- Understand the purpose of 

reading by identifying what 

the question asks 

- Brainstorm students by 

eliciting some thoughts about 

the topic 

- Try to guess the topic 

sentence through prominent 

words indicated by the 

Wordle worksheet  

-  Saying words related to the 

topic as many as possible 

- Guessing the topic sentence by 

noticing important words 

through Wordle activity 

- Taking a glance of the text 

structure 

While-

Reading 

(Question, 

Read) 

- Provide students with the 

direction for reading based on 

RCQs and guide students to 

fill out the graphic organizer 

- Focus on the important 

concepts selected 

- Underlining or highlighting 

important points while reading 

- Finding out the topic sentence 

- Completing the graphic 

organizer 
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After-

Reading 

(Recite) 

Check the comprehension 

through summary writing 

- Planning the summary by 

evaluating, selecting, and 

integrating information with a 

help of the semantic map 

- Summary activity  

(small group activity) 

-Teacher’s feedback on summary 

After-

Reading 

(Review) 

- Introduce TKS activity to 

recall the text better 

- Organize information from 

the text 

- Taking turns presenting the 

final summary and discussing 

which group made the best 

summary 

 

There were two main activities in the Wrap-up stage. The first was a group 

presentation, and the other was the TKS (Topic - Key point - Summary) pyramid 

introduced at the end of the class to make students recall the text better8. From the 

second week of May to the last week of June, 20 periods worth of English classes 

followed the instructional procedures mentioned above.   

 

 

 
                                            
8 The TKS is the activity developed by the researcher. It has the shape of inversed pyramid to 
show the condensed summarization after introducing ‘topic’ and ‘key points’ at the end of the 
pyramid. This activity facilitates the crystallization of key concepts on the text by providing 
students with a visualized form of main ideas. See the appendix 12 for the example of the TKS. 
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3.4 Data Analysis 

 

Several types of data analysis were performed, providing both qualitative 

and quantitative results to achieve the objectives of the present study. The results 

of the Reading Comprehension Strategy Checklists conducted before and after the 

summary instruction were analyzed using Paired Samples t-tests to examine the 

differences between pre- and post use of reading strategies. A repeated-measures 

ANOVA was performed to examine the effects of summary instruction both 

within and between the three proficiency groups, followed by paired t-tests for a 

closer inspection of within-group comparisons. An ANCOVA (Analysis of 

Covariance) was used to examine the effect of summary writing instruction on the 

test results. SPSS (Statistical Package for Social Studies) PASW Statistics 18.0 

was used as a main statistical program for the analyses. The statistical alpha level 

was set at .05 in all statistical analyses. 
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CHAPTER 4 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

 The present study seeks to characterize the effects of summary writing 

instruction on high school students’ reading processes from various angles. 

Section 4.1 presents the descriptive statistics for the changed use of RC strategies 

after summary instruction, and the result from think-aloud protocols is offered. 

Section 4.2 offers findings pertaining to the effect of summary instruction 

according to proficiency groups. Section 4.3 reports on the effects of summary 

instruction based on two different criteria of RCQ classification. Section 4.4 

shows the effect of summary instruction on students’ reading comprehension test 

performances.  

 

4.1 Effects of Summary Instruction on Cognitive 

Processes in Reading  

 

This section provides the findings regarding the first research question - to 

what extent summary instruction affects high school students’ cognitive processes 

in reading, by examining the changed use of RC strategies, followed by the 

detailed findings on each RS type. Table 4.1 shows the statistical description of 

Paired Samples t-tests conducted on the results of pre- and post reading strategy 
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checklists in terms of three different RS types – task-oriented, meta-cognitive, and 

cognitive strategies. 

 

TABLE 4.1 

Differences in Reported Use of Reading Strategies  

by Three Types of Reading Strategies 

 

Pair 

 

Mean* N SD 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Task- 

oriented 

Pre 2.46 104 .417 

.068 .416 .041 1.679 103 .096 

Post 2.52 104 .440 

Meta-

cognitive 

Pre 2.49 104 .520 

.232 .521 .051 4.537 103 .000 

Post 2.72 104 .527 

Cognitive 

Pre 2.20 104 .376 

-.022 .429 .042 -.512 103 .610 

Post 2.18 104 .371 

*Minimum possible score = 1, Maximum possible score = 5 

 

As shown in Table 4.1, the Paired Samples t-tests revealed a statistically 

significant effect (p=.000) in the use of meta-cognitive strategies, the mean of 

which increased from 2.49 to 2.72 on 5-point Likert-type scales. The use of task-

oriented strategies increased, and that of cognitive strategies decreased, but they 

are not statistically significant. Figure 4.1 graphically displays the mean 
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differences between pre-test and post-test according to the RS types. Overall, 

meta-cognitive strategies, which require higher order executive skills, entailing 

selective attention to key words and sentences, and noticing the organization of 

written discourse, manifested a meaningful improvement after receiving 

summary instruction.  

 

 

 

FIGURE 4.1  

Mean Differences Between Pre-test and Post-test by RS Types 

 

It is of interest that the increase in meta-cognitive strategies accompanied the 

slight decrease in cognitive strategies, which led the present study to look more 

closely at the results in terms of each RS category in order to attain an in-depth 

view on the change of strategy use after summary instruction. 
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2.2

2.18

2.00

2.20

2.40

2.60

2.80

Pre-test Post-test

Task-oriented

Meta-cognitive

Cognitive



49 

4.1.1. Effects on Meta-cognitive Strategy Use 

 

One of the salient results of the present study is the positive effect of 

summary instruction on meta-cognitive strategy use, which deserves further 

explanation on specific components subsumed under ‘meta-cognitive strategy’ 

category. 

 

TABLE 4.2 

Meta-cognitive Strategies 

 

 
Question Number 

in RS Checklist 
Content 

Meta-cognitive 

1 

Q 2 

Selective attention to key words and guessing 

the unknown words through context 

Meta-cognitive 

2 

Q 3 

Maintaining directed attention to key sentence 

during task execution 

Meta-cognitive 

3 

Q 6 

Awareness of discourse organization by 

focusing on connectives 

 

Meta-cognitive strategies examined in the present study, as shown in Table 

4.2, are concerned with the executive control mechanism, which requires 

attentional processing by directing attentional resources to key words and 
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sentences, and discourse structure. These are what expert readers use when 

paying conscious attention to linkages among main ideas in a text. Especially the 

strategy of ‘guessing the unknown words through context’ (Meta-cognitive 1) 

can represent one aspect of metacognitive awareness as readers expand the use of 

linguistic information at a metalinguistic level to deal with their reading 

difficulties caused by words they do not know (Grabe, 2002).  

 

TABLE 4.3  

Differences in Reported Use of Meta-cognitive Strategies 

 

Pair 

 

Mean N SD 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Meta- 

cognitive 1 

Pre 2.73  104 .573  

.127 .665 .065 1.948 103 .054 

Post 2.86  104 .585  

Meta- 

cognitive 2 

Pre 2.44  104 .582  

.230 .605 .059 3.871 103 .000 

Post 2.67  104 .648  

Meta- 

cognitive 3 

Pre 2.31  104 .629  

.338 .689 .068 5.011 103 .000 

Post 2.65  104 .647  

 

A Paired Samples t-test was performed on each of three pre- and post meta-

cognitive strategies. As presented in Table 4.3, the result showed that there were 

significant instructional effects in Meta-cognitive strategies 2 and 3 (p<.05). 
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However, as to Meta-cognitve 1, some improvement was observed after 

summary instruction, but it was not statistically significant although the 

significance level (0.054) was close to 0.05. This result indicates that summary 

instruction exerted a positive effect on meta-cognitive awareness of learners as a 

whole, and specifically in the maintenance of directed attention to key sentence 

and the awareness of discourse structure. In order for the readers to have a 

coherent representation of what the text is about, these two higher-level meta-

cognitive skills are crucial to successful reading. It is the high-level processing 

that leads readers to devote attentional resources not to peripheral ideas, which 

often results in time-consuming process, but to central ideas. As Brown, 

Armbruster, and Baker (1986) asserted, “metacognition plays a vital role in 

reading” (p. 49). Particularly, it becomes of more importance in solving reading 

comprehension questions within strict time constraints. Therefore, summary 

instruction proved instructionally significant as it facilitates high-level 

processing, by enabling students to focus on important idea units with peripheral 

information suppressed, and by noticing the discourse organization with the help 

of cohesive devices such as logical connectives.  

 

4.1.2. Effects on Task-oriented Strategy Use 

 

As noted above, the overall use of task-oriented strategies was not 

significantly improved after summary instruction. However, because it is 
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possible for each task-oriented strategy to take on a significant meaning, 

inspection on sub-components under ‘task-oriented strategy’ was undertaken. 

 

TABLE 4.4  

Task-oriented Strategies 

 

 Question Number 

in RS Checklist 
Content 

Task-oriented 

1 

Q 1 

Selecting answer by eliminating unreasonable 

alternatives 

Task-oriented 

2 

Q 4 Guessing the answer due to the time constraint 

Task-oriented 

3 

Q 5 

Reading the text mainly by matching the words 

presented in alternatives to words in text  

 

Table 4.4 illustrates the content of each task-oriented strategy. These three 

strategies were included in the RS checklist, because in the first think-aloud 

protocol theses strategies were frequently identified while students dealt with 

reading comprehension questions. These strategies occur in a specific task such 

as taking a multiple-choice reading comprehension test. That is why these 

strategies were called ‘Task-oriented’ strategies in the present study.  
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TABLE 4.5  

Differences in Reported Use of Task-oriented Strategies 

 

Pair 

 

Mean N SD 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Task- 

oriented 1 

Pre 2.69  104 .609  

.297 .709 .070 4.271 103 .000 

Post 2.98  104 .681  

Task- 

oriented 2 

Pre 2.37  104 .602  

-.031 .590 .058 -.549 103 .584 

Post 2.34  104 .696  

Task- 

oriented 3 

Pre 2.40  104 .632  

-.151 .640 .063 -2.405 103 .018 

Post 2.25  104 .653  

 

A Paired Samples t-test was performed on each pair of pre- and post task-

oriented strategies as shown in Table 4.5. Except for Task-oriented 2, statistically 

significant changes were shown in the use of Task-oriented strategies 1 and 3 

(p<.05). The use of Task-oriented 1 of eliminating alternatives to find the answer  

increased. It is attributed to the multiple-choice exam setting in which it was 

inevitable to judge alternatives right or wrong to remove distractors and students 

had practiced it to attain better test scores. As to Task-oriented 3, matching the 

words presented in alternatives to those in the text, which occurred with 

extraordinary frequency among students in low proficiency level, was 

significantly reduced. Although the drop of Task-oriented 2 use was not 
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statistically significant with the significance level (p=.582), it is notable that the 

tendency to rely on Task-oriented 2 of basing their behavior on random guessing, 

which is not desirable, diminished slightly after summary instruction.  

This result indicates that even though summary instruction had been 

provided for students to direct themselves toward the text to grasp the gist, it 

could not help preventing students from showing task-oriented propensity, which 

is prevalent among Korean students who get to the answer by focusing on 

options. However, a summary instruction did reduce the general dependence on 

an alternative-based reading behavior in which students resorted more to what 

was provided with alternatives not to what they comprehended from the text.   

 

4.1.3. Effects on Cognitive Strategy Use 

 

Reading comprehension questions require readers to utilize cognitive 

resources because cognitive strategies operate directly on incoming information 

and manipulate them to enhance comprehension. As Table 4.6 shows, among 

many components subsumed under ‘cognitive strategy’, five strategies - 

scanning, skimming, rereading, using background knowledge, and paraphrasing - 

were employed in the RS checklist.  
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TABLE 4.6  

Cognitive Strategies 

 Question Number 

in RS Checklist 
Content 

Cognitive 1 Q 7 Scanning 

Cognitive 2 Q 8 Skimming 

Cognitive 3 Q 9 Rereading 

Cognitive 4 Q 10 Integrating new ideas with the prior knowledge 

Cognitive 5 Q11 Paraphrasing to facilitate understanding 

 

TABLE 4.7 

Differences in Reported Use of Cognitive Strategies 

Pair 
 

Mean N SD 
Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 
Mean SD SE 

Cognitive 1 
Pre 2.34 104 .603 

-.139 .649 .064 -2.191 103 .031 

Post 2.20 104 .687 

Cognitive 2 
Pre 2.44 104 .765 

-.010 .797 .078 -.123 103 .902 

Post 2.43 104 .717 

Cognitive 3 
Pre 1.75 104 .420 

.154 .563 .055 2.787 103 .006 

Post 1.91 104 .597 

Cognitive 4 
Pre 2.55 104 .977 

-.225 1.149 .113 -1.997 103 .048 

Post 2.33 104 .823 

Cognitive 5 
Pre 1.91 104 .592 

.113 .686 .067 1.672 103 .098 

Post 2.02 104 .708 
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As displayed in Table 4.7, statistically significant decreases were shown both 

in Cognitive 1 and in Cognitive 4, and improvement in Cognitive 3. In other 

words, concerning Cognitive 1 (scanning), and Cognitive 4 (using background 

knowledge), the reduction of RS use was observed after summary instruction, 

while students showed a considerably increased use of Cognitive 3 (rereading). 

This could imply that the time students spent on each reading was reduced 

through summary writing training, allowing certain time left for repetitively 

reading necessary parts. To summarize the content succinctly, students might 

need to process the propositions recursively at the whole-text level. This 

“rereading” strategy could also be carried out when students addressed other 

strategies such as reconfirming main ideas which were not explicitly presented. 

As to Cognitive 1, students were less likely to use a “scanning” strategy to 

locate specifically required information. This result is assumed to be attributable 

to the increased use of meta-cognitive strategies. When students showed the 

propensity to see a big picture of text, they would be likely to refrain from 

focusing on specific idea units. In addition, the decreased outcome in the use of 

background knowledge seems to contradict the statement that successful 

comprehension is achieved through the integrative interaction of extracted text 

information and a reader’s prior knowledge (Koda, 2005). However, the decrease 

in the use of prior knowledge does not necessarily mean that students’ reading 

comprehension ability has declined. As Clapham (1996) and Hale (1988) 

demonstrated, background knowledge has relatively little reliable impact on 
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general language proficiency measures involving non-specialized texts. In fact, 

the text provided in this study to solve reading comprehension questions did not 

require special knowledge to answer the questions, and students could 

comprehend text-based information without difficulty with the help of other 

cognitive strategies than their prior knowledge. Thus, it is not an undesirable 

attempt to focus more on information drawn from a text than from their 

background knowledge when solving RC questions. Rather, it could be an 

appropriate approach from the perspective of EFL readers who are at a 

developmental stage (i.e., interlanguage) and thus have relatively limited 

resources for reading in English compared to reading in their mother tongue. The 

results demonstrated that the students who abandoned the use of some inefficient 

strategies tended to increase the use of another complementary strategy. This 

may be partly because an inclination to resort to Task-oriented strategies (i.e., 

problem-solving techniques) naturally disappeared, provided that the students’ 

comprehension ability was strengthened. Instead, students activated their 

metacognition and cognition to understand how a text is structured (Meta-

cognitive 3), focused on key sentences (Meta-cognitive 2), and reread (Cognitive 

3) to confirm their comprehension of the gist of the text. 
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4.1.4. Effects on Reading Comprehension: Think-aloud 

Protocols 

 

What the results of the RS questionnaire showed was the mere change in the 

frequency of strategy use and it may not show why students used a specific RS at 

the specific points in reading. For example, some students used the “rereading” 

strategy to confirm and choose an answer, and others used the same strategy to 

eliminate implausible options. In addition, when students were given a 

questionnaire, they would be bound within the choices that the research offered, 

which may have a limitation in examining what the readers truly think.  

The verbal reports offered insightful evidence into what the students actually 

did while answering reading comprehension questions. The data of think-alouds 

provided complementary information about the students’ changes in cognitive 

reading processes. Besides, “searches and struggles for meaning, which are the 

core of reading comprehension”, are usually hidden from outside, and can be 

revealed through think-alouds (Block, 1986, p. 463). 

In respect to the coding scheme for the analysis of think-aloud data, 

ineffective behaviors other than effective ones, such as “mistranslating” and 

“misidentifying a word”, were also included. That was because those ineffective 

behaviors were observed as much as effective strategies while students read. 

Based on 18 strategies, the data attained from pre- and post think-aloud protocols 

was transcribed and analyzed as shown in Table 4.8. Then a Paired Samples t-test 
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was conducted on pre- and post think-aloud results to examine the significant 

changes.  

Among 18 pairs, the results of 10 pairs which showed statistically 

significant changes are presented in Table 4.9. The results indicate that students 

showed meaningful improvements in the use of goal-setting, guessing sentences, 

predicting, noticing text-structure, detecting key words or sentences, and 

summarizing strategies. In addition, students showed decreased use of ineffective 

strategies such as translating only what they know and selecting the answer with 

uncertainty. In line with this result, the frequency of skipping and pausing also 

decreased significantly.  

Regarding “goal-setting”, students became more aware of the purpose of 

reading in relation to what the RCQ requests. For example, if the RCQ asked 

students to find out the appropriate title, students kept it in mind from the very 

outset of reading, and activated an evaluating process by which they consistently 

tried to detect main points matching reading purposes, by focusing on key words 

and thesis statement while putting less focus on trivial details. 
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TABLE 4.8  

Strategies from Think-aloud Protocols 

 
 

Code 

Reading  

Comprehension 

Strategies 

Pre Think-aloud Post Think-aloud 

Frequency 

(N) 

Percentage 

(%) 

Frequency 

(N) 

Percentage 

(%) 

S1 Goal-setting 22 1.79  53 4.32  

S2 Skimming 70 5.68  72 5.86  

S3 Activating PK 11 0.89  30 2.44  

S4 Translating 347 28.17  338 27.52  

S5 Guessing sentences 39 3.17  54 4.40  

S6 Skipping 154 12.50  111 9.04  

S7 Guessing words 38 3.08  39 3.18  

S8 Repeated reading 52 4.22  61 4.97  

S9 Predicting 5 0.41  45 3.66  

S10 Pausing 173 14.04  103 8.39  

S11 Noticing text structure 8 0.65  62 5.05  

S12 Detecting key words or 

sentences 

20 1.62  48 3.91  

S13 Summarizing 28 2.27  43 3.50  

S14 Mistranslating 44 3.57  33 2.69  

S15 Translating only what 

the reader knows 
115 9.33 52 4.23 

S16 Misidentifying a word 70 5.68  50 4.07  

S17 Eliminating seemingly 

implausible alternatives 
25 2.03 26 2.12 

S18 Select the answer with 

uncertainty 
11 0.89 8 0.65 

  Total 1232 100 1228 100 
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TABLE 4.9 

Differences in Reported Use of Strategies from Think-aloud Protocols 

 

Pair 

 

Mean N SD 
Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Think 

S1 

Pre 5.88 8 0.354 
3.500 1.773 .627 5.584 7 .001 

Post 2.38 8 1.923 

Think 

S5 

Pre 6.75 8 4.496 
2.875 2.800 .990 2.904 7 .023 

Post 3.88 8 3.720 

Think 

S6 

Pre 12.13 8 5.463 
-3.750 3.615 1.278 -2.934 7 .022 

Post 15.88 8 5.111 

Think 

S9 

Pre 5.13 8 4.016 
4.500 3.464 1.225 3.674 7 .008 

Post 0.63 8 0.916 

Think 

S10 

Pre 6.50 8 4.629 
-7.625 3.815 1.349 -5.653 7 .001 

Post 14.13 8 3.796 

Think 

S11 

Pre 7.25 8 1.389 
6.250 1.389 .491 12.729 7 .000 

Post 1.00 8 0.000 

Think 

S12 

Pre 5.88 8 4.224 
4.000 3.505 1.239 3.228 7 .014 

Post 1.88 8 1.126 

Think 

S13 

Pre 5.38 8 2.387 
2.000 2.204 .779 2.567 7 .037 

Post 3.38 8 0.744 

Think 

S15 

Pre 4.75 8 5.007 
-6.750 2.053 .726 -9.300 7 .000 

Post 11.50 8 6.141 

Think 

S18 

Pre 0.50 8 0.756 
-2.250 1.282 .453 -4.965 7 .002 

Post 2.75 8 1.035 
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In regard to “guessing sentences”, in which students understood what they 

read without translating it word-for-word into their mother tongue and read only 

English sentences, students showed improvement. Students seemed to 

understand and hold the meaning of what they read into their working memory 

as interpreted in English. As to “predicting”, students anticipated what would 

follow in the subsequent part of the text by noticing some crucial clues, by 

constantly thinking ahead and verifying his or her predictions. For example, one 

high-proficiency reader noticed the first sentence starting with “most people 

think”, and then predicted what content is about to come. Based on her previous 

experience with passages starting with “what most people think”, she recognized 

that the public misconception about a topic which is widespread but false was 

being introduced. She then predicted the truth would follow after adversative 

conjunctions such as ‘however’. Concerning “noticing text-structure”, students 

showed sensitivity to the role of connectives to lead the text processing. For 

example, even a low proficiency student whose use of strategy was limited to 

word-level processing confidently enunciated the meaning of connectives. High-

proficiency students seemed to make a mental graphic organizer about the whole 

structure of the text (i.e., visual representations of text information) such as 

cause/effect, compare/contrast, and main ideas/supporting details by noticing 

cohesive devices. The examples of cohesive devices students consciously 

recognized are however, in conclusion, at last, eventually, after all, rarely, 

normally, at first, often, further, and firstly. They paid special attention to those 
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signal words to map out the whole structure.  

Concerning “detecting key words or sentences”, students often made an 

initial guess for key words by looking over alternatives, in which main concepts 

repetitively appeared. As to “summarizing”, students were much more likely to 

sum up what they read after summary instruction, mostly in Korean, to confirm 

their understanding. In this way students were more likely to retain key 

information. Even when they misidentified some words, it did not impede the 

whole comprehension process because those wrongly interpreted words faded 

into peripheral information.  

In the pre think-aloud, “skipping” was the third most frequently used 

strategy, following “translating” and “pausing”. When students encountered 

challenging sentences, they paused for a moment to decide whether to skip or not 

and usually skipped to the next sentences without reflecting on this part again. 

With the decrease of “skipping”, the occurrence of “pausing” also decreased 

significantly. What is more, the use of ineffective strategies of “translating only 

what they know” and “selecting the answer with uncertainty” significantly 

decreased, which suggests that students’ overall ability to employ strategic 

reading was improved. This result implies that summary instruction had an effect 

on raising students’ awareness of what it means to be a strategic reader.  
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4.2 Effects on Reading Processes According to Learners’ 

Proficiencies 

 

The results obtained from the RS checklists were re-analyzed according to 

different proficiency groups as it was hypothesized that there would be some 

meaningful differences in the use of RC strategies according to students’ 

language proficiencies. Table 4.10 shows the results of repeated measures 

ANOVA for the change between pre- and post result in RS use across three 

different proficiency groups by the types of RS – task-oriented, meta-cognitive, 

and cognitive strategies.  

 

TABLE 4.10  

ANOVA Summary Table for Pre- and Post RS Use  

Across Proficiency Groups 

1) Task-oriented Strategies 

 Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Between 

subjects 

effects 

Proficiency 

Levels 
3.906 2 1.953 7.880 .001 

Errors 25.036 101 .248   

Within 

subjects 

effects 

Time .268 1 .268 3.122 .080 

Time * 

Proficiency 

Groups 

.226 2 .113 1.312 .274 

Errors 8.682 101 .086   
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2) Meta-cognitive Strategies 

 Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Between 

subjects 

effects 

Proficiency 

Levels 
.450 2 .225 .540 .584 

Errors 42.054 101 .416   

Within 

subjects 

effects 

Time 2.838 1 2.838 20.879 .000 

Time * 

Proficiency 

Groups 

.253 2 .126 .929 .398 

Errors 13.729 101 .136   

 

3) Cognitive Strategies 

 Source SS df MS F Sig. 

Between 

subjects 

effects 

Proficiency 

Levels 
.013 2 .007 .035 .965 

Errors 19.261 101 .191   

Within 

subjects 

effects 

Time .028 1 .028 .309 .580 

Time * 

Proficiency 

Groups 

.356 2 .178 1.965 .146 

Errors 9.138 101 .090   

 

As summarized in Table 4.10, as for the effects of within-subject groups, the 

significant effect was obtained only for time – the improved performance from 

the pretest to posttest – in the use of meta-cognitive strategies across proficiency 
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groups. It led the closer inspection into the use of meta-cognitive strategies 

between different proficiency groups to be operated as shown in Tables 4.11 and 

4.12.  

 

TABLE 4.11 

Descriptive Statistics for Meta-cognitive Strategy Use 

  Proficiency Groups Mean SD N 

Pre-test High 2.56 .540 36 

Intermediate 2.51 .536 32 

Low 2.41 .489 36 

Total 2.49 .520 104 

Post-test High 2.70 .475 36 

Intermediate 2.80 .576 32 

Low 2.69 .539 36 

Total 2.73 .527 104 

 

Table 4.11 describes the statistics for meta-cognitive strategy use by 

proficiency levels, and Figure 4.2 graphically shows the tendency of mean 

differences between pre- and post test. In the intermediate proficiency group, 

students showed the most improvement in the mean of meta-cognitive strategy 

use from 2.51 to 2.80 on the 1-to-5 scale. With a similar slope, students in the 

low proficiency group also showed the improvement at the lower starting point 

2.41 than the intermediate group. Among the three groups, the high proficiency 
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group improved the least. 

 

 

 

FIGURE 4.2  

Mean Differences in the Use of Meta-cognitive Strategies  

Between Pre-test and Post-test by Proficiency Levels 

 

Notwithstanding this finding, the ANOVA failed to show the significant 

interaction effects of summary instruction between time and proficiency groups. 

This may be attributed to the disadvantage of Likert-type scale. It only offers five 

options from 1 to 5, the range of which is not wide enough to show the 

discriminative instructional effects between different proficiency groups. 

Therefore, a further within-group analysis using paired t-tests was employed to 

explore change from the pre-test to the post-test for each proficiency group. The 
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results from this additional analysis are summarized in Table 4.12.  

 

TABLE 4.12 

Differences in Reported Use of Reading Strategies According to 

Proficiency Levels 

 

Proficiency 

Level 

RS 

Pair  

(Post-Pre) 

Mean Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Pre Post  Mean  SD SE 

High 
Task- 

oriented 
2.301 2.304 .003 .3881 .0647 .047 35 .963 

 Meta-cognitive 2.559 2.695 .136 .5432 .0905 1.507 35 .141 

 Cognitive 2.225 2.131 -.094 .4030 .0672 -1.398 35 .171 

Intermediate 
Task- 

oriented 
2.513 2.675 .163 .3803 .0672 2.422 31 .021 

 Meta-cognitive 2.513 2.803 .290 .4548 .0804 3.607 31 .001 

 Cognitive 2.231 2.164 -.067 .4400 .0778 -.860 31 .396 

Low 
Task- 

oriented 
2.562 2.612 .050 .4663 .0777 .643 35 .524 

 Meta-cognitive 2.410 2.685 .276 .5534 .0922 2.987 35 .005 

 Cognitive 2.144 2.235 .091 .4340 .0723 1.260 35 .216 

 

The Paired Samples t-tests found significant effects of summary instruction 

on the use of both task-oriented and meta-cognitive strategies in the intermediate 

proficiency group and its effect on the use of meta-cognitive strategies in the low 



69 

proficiency group. To the contrary, high proficiency group showed no significant 

results.   

It is noteworthy that summary instruction exerted a strong influence on 

students in the low proficiency group regarding the use of meta-cognitive 

strategies. This effect suggests that those low-level students, who are generally 

less motivated and often marginalized in English classes, could enhance their 

awareness of text structure and discourse organization, if a careful scaffolding of 

summary instruction is provided.  

Summary writing instruction proved to be most efficient for intermediate-

level students, who outperformed high-level students in the use of every RS type 

at the posttest. Actually, it was the intermediate proficiency group that made 

zealous efforts to make up for what they lacked in English reading through the 

summarizing processes offered in the classrooms. It appeared that they realized 

how to use summarization to their own benefits as a self-directed method to 

monitor their comprehension and retain text messages. In particular, they 

developed an awareness of text structure by recognizing how coherence is 

signaled in texts and how significant idea units are linked effectively. 

Thus, the closer inspection into the changing tendency of RS use secured the 

positive evidence that the intermediate and low proficiency group students 

became accustomed to perceiving organizational patterns and recognizing 

macro-propositions through the summary practices.  
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4.3 Effects on Reading Comprehension Processes 

According to Reading Comprehension Question Types 

 

The present study investigated the effects of summary instruction on the 

students’ reading comprehension processes in terms of RCQ types. This attempt 

was based on the common belief that various aspects of reading (e.g., reading 

skills, reading processes) can be measured by distinct test items. 

First, in accordance with the research on reading comprehension processes 

conducted by Irwin (1986), RCQs were classified and the changes in RS use 

after summary instruction was examined. Likewise, following the general way to 

classify RCQs by reading skills (Anderson, 1991), RCQs were divided once 

again and the use of RS was re-examined.  

 

4.3.1. Effects on Reading Comprehension Questions 

Divided by Reading Comprehension Processes 

 

As presented earlier in Table 3.5, RCQs were classified according to the 

criteria established by Irwin (1986). Table 4.13 shows the contents of RCQs under 

each category and Table 4.14 presents the result attained by Paired Samples t-

tests. 
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TABLE 4.13 

 Taxonomy for RCQs by Reading Comprehension Processes  

 

Code 

Reading 

Process 

Required 

RC Question 

Number 

What 

Each RC Question Asks 

Irwin P1 

Macro- 

Process 
Q 1, 3, 4, 8 

Finding the author’s purpose, 

rearranging the paragraphs in the 

correct order, finding the 

appropriate title, choosing the 

best summary for the passage  

Irwin P2 

Integrative 

Process 
Q 2, 6, 10 

Selecting the option that has the 

different referent, choosing the 

word which best suits into the 

blank, finding suitable logical 

connectives  

Irwin P3 

Elaborative 

Process 
Q 5, 7 

Determining correctness of 

direct statement, identifying the 

main character’s feeling 

Irwin P4 

Micro- 

Process 
Q 9 Vocabulary 
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TABLE 4.14 

Paired Samples T-tests Statistics by Irwin’s RCQ Classification 

 

 

Pair  

  

Mean 

 

N 

 

SD 

Paired Differences  

t 

 

df 

 

Sig.  Mean SD SE 

Irwin 

P1 

Pre 2.42 104  .400 

.087 .408 .040 2.187 103 .031 

Post 2.51 104  .365  

Irwin 

P2 

Pre 2.38 104  .392  

.086 .404 .040 2.170 103 .032 

Post 2.46 104  .392  

Irwin 

P3 

Pre 2.23 104  .406  

-.023 .426 .042 -.548 103 .585 

Post 2.21 104  .425  

Irwin 

P4 

Pre 2.23 104  .489  

.159 .627 .061 2.578 103 .011 

Post 2.38 104  .535  

Minimum possible score = 1, Maximum possible score = 5 

 

As presented in Table 4.14, in the question types Irwin P1, Irwin P2, and 

Irwin P4, students showed significantly improved results. In other words, 

according to Irwin’s classifying standards, summary instruction had a positive 

effect on RS use of RCQ groups that require macro, integrative, and micro 

reading comprehension processes. 
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FIGURE 4.3 

Mean Differences Between Pre-test and Post-test 

 by 4 RCQ Types (Irwin, 1984) 

 

Figure 4.3 graphically displays the differences in the use of RS between pre- 

and post test by 4 RCQ types. On the par with the results presented in section 4.1, 

which revealed the significant improvement in using meta-cognitive strategies, it 

is in the Macro-processing RCQs that students showed the most improved 

strategy use after summary instruction. Its mean score increased from 2.42 to 2.51 

with the significant level of p=.031. Likewise, improved strategy use was 

observed both in the Integrative and the Micro processing RCQ types. It is only in 

the Elaborative question type that students’ use of RS did not improve, but rather 

diminished. What can account for the decreased result in Elaborative RCQs?  
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The RCQs which require elaborative processes, including selecting the true 

statements and identifying the main character’s feeling, are considered relatively 

easy to process because this RCQ type does not require readers to go beyond 

what is stated. Especially for RCQ 7, which asks the overall feelings of the main 

character, students usually detect the general atmosphere after quickly skimming 

the text and focusing on some words that apparently reveal the character’s 

emotional state.  

The increased RS use in the Micro-processing RCQ was mostly due to the 

increase of S1 (Task-oriented strategy), not to the increase of S2 (meta-cognitive 

strategy) and S3 (cognitive strategy) use. This does not seem to give meaningful 

pedagogical implications because the original purpose of summary instruction 

was not to promote temporary test-taking skills, but to strengthen the long-

lasting reading abilities. 

With each of four Irwin’s RCQ types, every RS type (task-oriented, Meta-

cognitive, cognitive strategy) was paired to examine whether a significant 

relationship exists between a certain question type and a RS type.  
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TABLE 4.15 

Differences in Reported Use of Reading Strategies 

 by Irwin’s Question Types and Reading Strategy Types  

 

 

Pair  
 

 

Mean 

 

N 

 

SD 

Paired Differences  

t 

 

Df 

 

Sig.  
Mean SD SE 

Irwin 

P1-S2 

Pre 32.66 104 6.960 
4.827 8.731 .856 5.638 103 .000 

Post 37.49 104 7.928 

Irwin 

P2-S1 

Pre 23.54 104 4.411 
1.933 4.799 .471 4.107 103 .000 

Post 25.47 104 4.317 

Irwin 

P2-S2 

Pre 21.91 104 5.244 
2.221 5.468 .536 4.142 103 .000 

Post 24.13 104 5.550 

Irwin 

P4-S1 

Pre 6.47 104 2.062 
1.500 2.776 .272 5.510 103 .000 

Post 7.97 104 2.245 

S1 = Task-oriented Strategies, S2 = Meta-cognitive Strategies, S3 = Cognitive Strategies 

 

Paired Samples t-tests, conducted on the pairs between four Irwin question 

types and three strategy types, brought forth the results of 12 pairs. Among them, 

statistically significant pairs were collected to see the corresponding relationship 

between reading question types and strategy types as revealed in Table 4.15. Of 

particular concern is that the relationship between Irwin P1 (Macro-processing 

questions) and the improvement of S2 (Meta-cognitive strategy) was significantly 

improved. Concerning Irwin P2 (Integrative processing questions), the use of both 
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S1 (Task-oriented) and S2 (Meta-cognitive) showed statistically significant 

improvement. In addition, regarding Irwin P3 (elaborative questions), the use of 

all strategies was decreased. When it comes to Micro-processing reading 

comprehension questions (Irwin P4), which ask about the appropriateness of 

vocabulary use, the use of S1 (Task-oriented strategy) was increased. This result 

indicates that as to micro-processing RCQs, students failed to attain more 

improved use of meta-cognitive and cognitive strategies, which resulted in more 

dependence on alternatives (Task-oriented strategy).  

Therefore, when it comes to relatively easy RCQs such as elaborative 

questions that require relatively less cognitive load, students were less likely to 

use reading strategies, while meta-cognitive strategies played an important role in 

solving Macro-processing and Integrative Processing questions, which often ask 

students to go beyond what is stated and read for deeper meanings by requiring 

complex thinking processes such as inferencing, or making summarization. 

However, summary instruction turned out ineffective for the micro-processing 

question such as a vocabulary question, which implies that it is necessary for 

teaching vocabulary to be implemented supplementally in addition to summary 

instruction. 
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4.3.2. Effects on Reading Comprehension Questions 

Divided by Reading Comprehension Skills  

 

Another criterion classifying reading comprehension questions was applied to 

the results of the RS checklists. The RCQs were categorized according to the 

types of reading skills intended to be measured − namely understanding main 

ideas, understanding direct statement, and drawing inferences (Anderson, 1991). 

Table 4.16 illustrates which RCQs are grouped into each of the three reading 

skills. 

 

TABLE 4.16 

RCQs Classified by Reading Skills (Anderson, 1991) 

Question types Reading Skills Measured Question Number 

Ander P1 Understanding Main Ideas 1, 4, 8 

Ander P2 Understanding Direct Statement 2, 5, 9 

Ander P3 Drawing Inferences 3, 6, 7, 10 

 

The result presented in Table 4.17 is graphically displayed in Figure 4.4. 

According to the taxonomy for RCQ classification which is generally used by 

examiners and was referenced by Anderson (1991), the most salient improvement 

was manifested in Drawing Inferences (Ander P3) questions. Inferential 

questions, which ask readers to rearrange the paragraphs in order, fill in the 

blanks with suitable words or clauses, identify the main character’s feeling, and 
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select proper logical connectives within a context, often demand ‘higher-level’ 

processes. These items, which measure cognitive skills and reasoning ability, 

might seem challenging for students as the information required is not explicitly 

stated in the text. In this regard, among four inferential questions, RCQ 7 was 

ruled out from this category. As revealed by Section 4.2.1, students considered the 

“feeling” question so easy that they just skimmed the whole passage and grasped 

the general feelings by some prominent word meanings.  

 

TABLE 4.17 

Paired Samples t-tests Statistics by Anderson’s RCQ Classification 

 

Pair  Mean N SD 
Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Ander 

P1 

Pre 2.44  104 .422  
.048  .431  .042  1.148 103 .254 

Post 2.49  104 .379  

Ander 

P2 

Pre 2.28  104 .363  
-.032 .383 .038 -.843 103 .401 

Post 2.25  104 .386  

Ander 

P3 

Pre 2.33  104 .391  
.168 .416 .041 4.108 103 .000 

Post 2.50  104 .393  

Minimum possible score = 1, Maximum possible score = 5 
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FIGURE 4.4 

 Mean Differences Between Pre-test and Post-test by 3 RCQ types 

 

Thus, when the result was adjusted by removing RCQ 7 from Ander P3, a 

more meaningful result was obtained. Table 4.18 shows an improved result (t = 

4.664) compared to the result in Table 4.17 (t= 4.108).  

 

TABLE 4.18  

Adjusted Result of Ander P3 without RCQ7 

Pair 
 

Mean N SD 

Paired Differences 
t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Ander 

P3_Re 

Pre 2.397 104 .402 

.192 .420 .041 4.664 103 .000 

Post 2.589  104  .402  
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TABLE 4.19 

Differences in Reported Use of Reading Strategies 

 by Anderson’s Question Types 

Pair 

 

Mean N SD 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

Ander 

P1-S1 

Pre 21.93 104 4.438 

-1.173 4.986 .489 -2.399 103 .018 

Post 20.76 104 5.104 

Ander 

P1-S2 

Pre 24.66 104 5.540 

3.413 6.884 .675 5.057 103 .000 

Post 28.08 104 6.069 

Ander 

P2-S1 

Pre 22.39 104 4.040 

1.481 4.758 .467 3.174 103 .002 

Post 23.88 104 4.198 

Ander 

P2-S3 

Pre 32.47 104 5.966 

-1.952 7.566 .742 -2.631 103 .010 

Post 30.52 104 6.627 

Ander 

P3-S1 

Pre 29.36 104 5.699 

1.750 6.195 .608 2.881 103 .005 

Post 31.11 104 6.031 

Ander 

P3-S2 

Pre 29.76 104 6.754 

4.115 7.03 .689 5.970 103 .000 

Post 33.88 104 7.024 

S1 = Task-oriented Strategies, S2 = Meta-cognitive Strategies, S3 = Cognitive Strategies 

 

In regard to Ander P1, questions that call for ‘understanding the main idea’, 

the use of task-oriented strategy (S1) showed a statistically significant decrease. 

This implies that before students received summary instruction, they attached 
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more weight to task-oriented strategies without fully attempting to comprehend 

the text and just relied on what was given by alternatives. However, after students 

were provided with a summary instruction, their way to process reading material 

was more desirably geared to the purpose with which the RCQs are designed. In 

the mean time, the use of meta-cognitive strategy (S2) was shown to be 

increased for Ander P1. This suggests that students became more conscious of the 

key sentence and text structure to abstract the main points.  

Regarding Ander P2, which requires literal interpretation, students used the 

task-oriented strategy more and the cognitive strategy less. This means that 

students strategically solved these relatively easy questions based on alternatives, 

because this worked for most of the time. In particular, for the questions that 

asked for selecting true statements, students were likely to read the text based on 

the options. Students may have found it unnecessary to extend their resources all 

the way to meta-cognitive level, when they consider RCQs are easy enough to be 

solved with their low level processing. Lastly, for Ander P3 of drawing inference 

questions, students showed an increased use of Task-oriented strategies and 

Meta-cognitive strategies. Table 4.20 shows the adjusted result of Ander P3 

without RCQ 7 and the use of meta-cognitive strategy (S2), which shows more 

increased use of RS with t = 6.413 compared to t= 5.970 in Table 4.19. 

From the analysis based on Anderson’s taxonomy, the change in the use of 

cognitive strategies was not significantly displayed, except for Ander P2 of 

understanding direct statements, in which students showed rather a decreased use 
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of cognitive strategies. 

 

TABLE 4.20  

Adjusted Result of Ander P3 without RCQ7 with S2 

Pair 

  

Mean 

 

N 

 

SD 

Paired Differences 

t df Sig. 

Mean SD SE 

AnderP3 

RE-S2  

Pre 2.57  104 0.61  

.407 .647 .063 6.413 103 .000 

Post 2.98  104 0.65  

    

Therefore, the results from both Irwin and Anderson’s classifications 

demonstrate that there was a significant improvement in the use of meta-

cognitive strategies in Irwin P1 of Macro-processing and Irwin P2 of Integrative-

processing questions and Anderson P1 of drawing inferences. In respect to 

cognitive strategy use, no significant result was attained.  

 

4.4 Effects of Summary Instruction on Reading 

Comprehension Test Performance 

 

Since summary instruction was provided to seniors in a Korean high school 

who were preparing for the upcoming university entrance exam, classroom 

instruction centered on how to improve students’ performance on the test. To 

examine the effects of summary writing instruction on reading comprehension 
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test performance, the result of final exam from 104 students of 3 classes who 

belonged to the experimental group with summary instruction, and that from 102 

students of 3 classes who had not received summary instruction were compared.  

Compared to the scores of the mid-term exam, the improvement in the final 

exam was revealed through ANCOVA (Analysis of Covariance). The scores of 

mid-term RCT was controlled as covariate. Table 4.21 shows the descriptive 

statistics for Group 1 which represents an experimental group and Group 2 

which represents a control group.  

 

TABLE 4.21 

 Descriptive Statistics 

Group Mean SD N 

1  49.639 24.451 104 

2  36.403 15.412 102 

Total 43.085 21.480 206 

 

As shown in Table 4.22, the result from ‘Group’ source presents the 

significant probability p=.002 (p<.05). Thus, the result indicates that summary 

instruction had statistically significant effects on RCT performance. The 

experimental students performed significantly better than the control students. 

This finding of significant difference is remarkable since summary instruction 

proved to be effective not only in enhancing students’ awareness of meta-

cognitive strategies, but also in yielding superior performance on the 
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standardized reading test.  

 

TABLE 4.22  

ANCOVA Summary Table for Between-subjects Effects 

Source 
Type III Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean Square F Sig. 

Corrected Model 9872.134 2 4936.067 11.828 .000 

Intercept 25867.911 1 25867.911 61.985 .000 

Mid-term  849.955 1 849.955 2.037 .155 

Group 4200.199 1 4200.199 10.065 .002 

Error 84716.482 203 417.323 
  

Total 476997.720 206 
   

Corrected Total 94588.616 205 
   

Dependent Variable: Final Exam, R Squared = .104 (Adjusted R Squared = .096) 
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CHAPTER 5 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

 This research started with the assumption that summarization can play an 

effective role in developing learners’ reading comprehension processes. This 

chapter provides a summary of major findings and discusses pedagogical 

implications as to how the result of the present study can be applied to EFL 

educational settings for improvement of language teaching and learning, 

especially in the field of reading. Then, the limitations based on the research 

design and suggestions for future research are presented. The chapter ends with 

brief concluding remarks. 

 

5.1 Summary of Major Findings  

 

The present study investigated the effectiveness of summary writing 

instruction on students’ reading comprehension processes in terms of students’ 

perceptions and their test results. In specific, this study addressed three research 

questions: first, the effect of summary instruction on high school students’ 

cognitive processes in reading and second, the effect on their use of RS across 

three different proficiency levels; third, the effect of summary instruction on high 

school students’ use of reading strategies depending on different types of reading 
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comprehension questions; and lastly, the effect of summary instruction on RCT 

performance. A summary of major findings in regard to the research questions 

follows.  

First, summary instruction had a positive effect on the use of meta-cognitive 

strategies. Specifically, summary instruction proved to be effective in enhancing 

awareness on discourse structure and in directing attention to key sentences 

while reading. This study revealed the useful insights into the effects of summary 

instruction on reading comprehension through think-aloud protocols by 

discovering a decreased use of inefficient strategies such as ‘translating only 

what they know’ and ‘selecting the answer with uncertainty’. In addition, the use 

of desirable strategies of reading such as ‘predicting’ the upcoming content with 

the help of cohesive devices, ‘goal-setting’, and ‘detecting key words or 

sentences’ significantly increased.  

Second, when Paired Samples t-tests within proficiency groups were 

performed, summary instruction proved to be most effective for intermediate 

level students who showed remarkably enhanced awareness of meta-cognitive 

strategies.  

Third, summary instruction was effective in improving students’ use of 

reading strategies in RCQ types which require ‘top-down macro- and integrative 

processing’ and in RCQ types which require ‘inferential skills’. Thus, summary 

writing training facilitated more effective and active use of reading strategies 

when students encountered reading questions that demanded higher-level 
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processes.  

  Lastly, summary instruction was conducive to improving students’ 

performance in reading comprehension tests, which indicates that qualitative 

improvement in students’ reading comprehension processes accompanied 

quantitative advancements in the scores of reading comprehension test.  

  To sum up, summary instruction exerted a significant effect on learners’ 

meta-cognitive awareness while reading, and contributed to relinquishing 

students’ dependence on alternatives by allowing students to look into the text 

and find key words and sentences. This suggests that summarizing training 

helped students to become strategic readers with the selectional attention on 

important ideas to get the gist of the passage.  

 

5.2 Pedagogical Implications  

 

The findings of the present study carry some pedagogical implications to 

teaching English reading in the Korean situation. First, summary writing gave 

learners an integrative training, enabling students to acquire both reading and 

writing skills, because they must ‘get into’ and comprehend the text first to 

generate an acceptable summary. Second, summary teaching can reduce a sense 

of fear and inhibition towards writing. Since many Korean students have little 

confidence in writing (Kwan, 2007), the given reading text for summary writing 

can serve as a sample text so that students can be less hesitant in starting to write. 
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Therefore, summary writing plays a bridging role in connecting reading to 

writing in preparation for the direct writing test of the National English Ability 

Test. Third, this study suggested that reading materials commonly used in 

English classes are suitable for modeling and practicing the processes involved 

in summary writing. Thus, teachers should not feel overloaded in preparing 

teaching materials for summary instruction. Lastly, summary writing can 

strengthen students’ thinking ability, specifically in metacognition. To complete a 

summary writing, students should go through the meta-cognitive processes 

(Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). According to Kwan (2007), students usually 

undergo six cognitive processes while summarizing - understanding the 

individual information, establishing the relationship between ideas, checking the 

text structure, recalling the content, and selecting the information that should be 

in the summary. If the instructor plays a role as a facilitator by constantly 

checking students’ cognitive development, it is expected to have positive effects 

on students’ reading comprehension, ultimately contributing to the success not 

only in the CSAT English test but also in other subjects by enhancing students’ 

cognitive abilities. 

 

5.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research  

There are several limitations to the current study. First, the findings from one 

particular high school may not be generalizable to entire Korean EFL students. 

Second, students were divided into three proficiency levels based on their scores 
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on the English section of a mock CSAT test. However, the result of the test might 

not reflect their actual English proficiency because the test was administered 

only once. This may explain why the differences between the different 

proficiency groups were not statistically significant in this study. In order to 

validate students’ proficiency, different measures of reading comprehension such 

as recall protocols or cloze tests can also be implemented. Third, in this study, 

summary instruction was provided based on relatively short reading passages 

drawn from reading comprehension question items. This may be related to the 

unique Korean situation where preparation of the CSAT is a top priority for 

students in the 12th grade. Thus, future research is needed to study with other 

graders who have enough time to explore longer reading texts and summarize 

them into their own words during class hours. Finally, much longer teaching 

intervention is needed. A 20-hour summary instruction is not sufficient for 

students to truly internalize summarizing rules and apply these skills to many 

other types of texts. According to Grabe and Stoller (2002), instruction must be 

long term because becoming a strategic reader takes years. Thus, extending 

implementation of summary instruction to a semester or a year on a continual 

basis can bring about more fruitful results in nurturing students into good readers 

from a long-term perspective. In addition, different designs of summary 

instruction need to be provided depending on various genres of the texts in future 

research.  
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5.4 Concluding Remarks 

In spite of the limitations mentioned above, the present study is significant in 

that it provided critical issues related to Korean public English reading classes. 

In Korea, private education costs for English reading grow outrageously to 

compensate for what is provided by public education. The present study 

attempted to offer insights into how summary writing instruction plays its role in 

heightening students’ cognitive abilities in reading. In addition, summary 

training offered in a public school was found to contribute to greater 

performance on the standardized reading test.  

Writing a summary after reading requires an additional and deliberate 

operation that should be learned; thus, teachers cannot expect students to use 

summarizing skills without any explicit instructions. Teachers need to take an 

approach of identifying what disadvantages students have while reading and take 

the measures to guide students into strategic reading. Summary instruction can 

be a recommended measure for this.   

The present study revealed that summary practice plays a facilitative role in 

developing students’ meta-cognitive strategies. More specifically, students who 

know how a text is structured have a better understanding of what information 

comes next, or what ideas they are expected to look for. In this way, students are 

guided to become “constructively responsive” readers (Pressley & Afflerbach, 

1995).  
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APPENDIX 12.  

Sample Graphic Organizer, Wordle, TKS Activity  

Sample Graphic Organizer

•
?

Multiply
In number

19th Century
In America

Summary

 

Graphic Organizer(Example)

•

?
Multiply
In number

19th Century
In America

Summary

Fear
Advertisers, 
journalists
encourage 

fear

Roosevelt 
tried to 

confront the 
fear prevalent 
in Americans

1st Paragraph
2nd Paragraph

Human fears have increased because the media have
constantly promoted public fears, so Roosevelt tried
to prevent Americans from being overwhelmed with
fear in the time of crisis
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Let’s Guess the Topic Sentence ~!!
________________________________ .

Wordle Activity

 

Media(advertisers, journalists) , 
Encourage, Fear

With the sophistication of media, our 
anxieties have increased.

The media have constantly promoted public
fears, so Roosevelt tried to confront it.

T

K

S

19세기의 결정적 순간, 
미디어가 조장하는 공포심 계속 증가
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국  

 

국 고등 생들이 어 독해를 해 많  시간  함에도 불구 고,

상당  생들  어 독해 항들  해결 는데 어 움  겪고 있다. 이

러  상  생들이 독해 지 에  주  여 지  요  부분들

 평가 는 능 , 즉‘ 요  도에  민감 ’(Hidi & Anderson, 

1986)이 부족  것에  인 다. 이러  인지 능  향상시키는 법  

‘요약  쓰 ’가 L1 연구자들 사이에  히 연구   있 나, EFL과 

ESL 실  그 요 이 이 어 장에   실행 지는 다.  

라  본 연구  목  어 요약  쓰  동  실  어 업에 통

합 시키는 것  고, 요약  업이 국 EFL 생들  어 독해 과

  일어나는 인지과 에 어떻게 향  미 는지를 연구 는 데에 있다. 

이를 해 104명  고등  3  생들  상  습자들  읽  독

해 과  조사   내 (內省)  법인 생각 말 (think-aloud)  

회고(回顧)  법인 지를 이용  사 , 사후 실험  실시 다. 생

들  요약  업  실시  과 실시  후에 각각 10개  독해 항들  

풀고 나   reading strategy checklists에 답 며, 그  9명  

생들이 ‘생각말 ’에 자  참여 다. 습자 과 독해 항 

에 른 요약  업   효과를 검증 며, 읽 능  향상도 

 해 사 , 사후 독해 평가를 시행 다. 이러  실험  통해 나타난 

어 요약  쓰  습 효과는 다 과 같다. 

첫째, 요약  쓰  업  생들  인지 략  사용에  인 효
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과를 나타냈다. 특히 요약  업  스트  담  구조에  인식  증가

시켰고, 지  읽고 핵심 장  별 는데 효과 이었다. ‘생각말 ’ 

법  요약  쓰  업이 ‘ 는 부분만 단편  번역 ’, ‘ 신 없

이 답 고르 ’  같  효 인 략들  사용  감소시킨 면, ‘

’, ‘읽  목  ’ ‘주요 단어  장 찾 내 ’  같  람

직  략들  증가  사용  냈다. 째, 요약  쓰  업  인지 

략에 뛰어난 향상  보  권 생들에게 가장 효과 이었다. 째, 

요약  쓰  업  어 독해 장  , 향식  거시 이고 통합 인 

읽  처리 과  요구 는 항들과 추  이해  요구 는 항들  해

결에 가장 드러진 향상  보여주었다. 마지막 , 요약  쓰  처 를 

 집단  통  집단에 해 어 독해 시험에  좋  과를 거  것이 

인 었다.  

본 연구는 EFL 독해 업에 해 다 과 같   미를 지닌다. 요

약  쓰  업  어 읽  쓰 를 통합시키는 훈  통해 어 쓰 에 

 움  여주며, 인지  과   여 생들  사고 능

 강 시킨다. 라  생들  어 독해 능  향상과 업 과  효

  여 습자에게 잘 계획  요약  업  공  것  

다.  

 

주요어: 요약  업, 요약 , 어 독해 과 , 어 쓰 , 인지  략, 

담  구조 

번: 2010-21464 
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