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The three aims of the present investigation were; 1) to_examine which top-
level structure was the most difficult for grade eight Bhutanese ESL students to
comprehend, 2) to identify the effects of the top-level strueture instruction on grade
eight Bhutanese ESL readers’ reading comprehension/and 3) to examine whether the
awareness of the top-level strueture in the source texts enable the grade eight
Bhutanese ESL readers as ‘writers while they are composing their written synthesis.
The general reading Comprehension test eonsisted of three top-level structures:
description, cause and effects, and compare.and contrast. The test was given to 80
grade eight ESL. Bhutanese students,at'Samtse Lower Secondary School in Southern
Bhutan. From,thetest scores, the population was screened to include only the top-20
and bottom-20 scoring students(as the research participants. From the test, it was
found that the texts with cause and effect top-level structure was the most difficult to
understand by the réaders. As a result, an English test consisting of six expository
texts with cause and)effect top-level structure was developed to measure the
participants’ reading comprehension before the experiment. After the pre-test, the

participants were taught to read expository texts with cause and
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effect top-level structure. At the end of each lesson, the participants were asked to
write a reflective journal about their lesson. The participants were then asked to
compose a written synthesis by synthesizing information from 3 source texts with the
cause and effect top-level structure and approximately of the same length. 2-able- and
2 less-able participants were asked to volunteer to do the think-aloud while they
composed their written synthesis. They were afterwards asked to sit for a semi-
structured interview which was carried out to support the data gathered from the
think-aloud protocol. A post-test, which was identical to the pre-test, was
administered to all the participants two weeks later to measure the improvement of

their reading ability.

The arithmetic mean (X ), standdrd d®wviation (SD) and sample t-test were used
to compare the able- and less-able readgfsd pre-test and the postestéscores and there
was a significant statistical differend@ between the meanseétes of the less-able- and
able-readers (p<0.05). It indicated thatthe able-readergPerformed better than the less-
able readers in comprehending tie,cause and effect.expository texts. The participants
were also asked to compoSe( their own text bysgyhthesizing the information from 3
expository sourcertextwhich had the same“top¥evel structure, cause and effect and
approximately the sameylengths. It was founid that the able readers included more
ideas from the~3 souuce texts than the“ess-able readers. The participants’ reflective
journals wereahalyzed into themessing the coding system on the basis of grounded
theory. (Fhe 2-able- and 2 lgss=able)participants’ think-aloud protocol and the semi-
structured interview results, were also analyzed using the coding system on the basis
of grounded theory{From fhe analysis of the qualitative data it was found out that the
instruction of the cau$¢ and effect top-level structure enhanced the grade eight
Bhutanese ESL readers’ reading comprehension and their written synthesis from

multiple expository texts.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

This chapter contains the rationalesand“purposes of the\ study, research
objectives, questions and hypothesis, the“scope and limitations of the study and the

definition of the terms.

1.1 RATIONALE

Literacy is.a person's ability to read and write. In the fast developing world of
today where education has been givensthe top most priority, the abilities to read and
write are the ‘basic survival tools.forall mankind. How developed, integrated and
focused a'nation is has always+been_indicated by her level of literacy. Hence, every
nation desires full literacywthat involves the two skills of reading and writing
(Armbsruster, 2009).,. Reading and writing opens the door to learning about math,

history, science, literature, geography and much more.

Ray (2011) also stated that reading and writing are the integral parts of
learning any language. Myles (2002) argued that to handle any academic tasks, ESL
students need to do their best to read and write proficiently. However, it is one of the
most difficult tasks to teach reading and writing in an ESL program because learners
are expected to read texts and produce written texts on their own in a foreign
language. Panahi (2013) stated that reading and writing in English can be a
challenging task for ESL students because they experience difficulties with form,



morphology, vocabulary and syntax that are different in English from their native
language. Amiri, Fatemeh, Zainal, & Samad (2012) claimed that ESL students
complain about learning and focusing on the English word order or word forms. As
stated by Spivey and King (1989) the act of reading carried out by student readers can
be categorized into two purposes; reading to understand and reading to write. As
readers read they don’t want to remember or need all the information from the texts so
they select the information that they need from the available content (Grabe & Stoller,
2002). Therefore, the readers select the information they need and organize them to

construct their own representation of the text.

After the students have read any texts,, the process dogs-not end with the
comprehension of the texts read because'most of the time students have to write as a
part of their daily school activities. Foriexample, they are asked to write a recall or a
summary of the texts they have read in order that the teachers check their
comprehension. When reading to learn or to integrate, readers as writers have to
compose their own written text' using the texts'they have read as a model which
demands them to/Select information from the source text, evaluate it, and use it for
writing purposes (Jiang & Grabe, 2007). In other words, readers as writers construct
new meaning from the'source texts onsthe“paper. The meaning construction occurs by
means of three key textual operations: selecting, organizing and connecting (Segev-
Miller, 2004).-Writing can either e product-based or process-based. In the product-
based writing related information is gathered and written in an argumentative,
compare and contrast_or.problem and solution manner and generally evaluated in
terms of formal criteria such as grammar, vocabulary or punctuation. What is
important in such an approach in which writing and evaluation works mechanically is
the correct use of writing technique (Daiute, 2013). In a process approach, of course
the product and accuracy and grammar are important but more attention is given to
the stage in the process of writing (Reither, 2002).While writing the readers keeping
in mind what they have comprehended from their reading of the texts and follow a
process of writing in order to compose their own written texts which mainly
incorporates the four basic writing stages- planning, drafting or writing, revising or re-

drafting and editing (Pennington, 2013). Composing from multiple sources or



discourse synthesis is a term coined by Nancy Spivey (1991: 702; Spivey & King,

1989) to describe the act in which writers engage;

When they read more than one text... and draw from those texts in producing
their own texts... [it is] a hybrid act of literacy that entails both literate
processes, reading and writing: a person is not only in the role of the writer,
composing a new, unique text, but also in the role of reader, comprehending
texts written by other writers. The writer constructs meaning from the texts

that are read in order to construct meaning for the'text that is being written.

Composing from multiple sources is”a,complex task at“the core of many
academic writing assignments which can‘be‘defined as synthesizing information from
two or more source texts (Spivey & King, 1989). In compasing from multiple sources
readers as writers select, organize, and-connect to the content from source texts as
they compose their own new texts. ‘Bodycott (2007) 'mentioned that in order to assist
themselves in understanding the text the readers use their knowledge of the top-level
structure to recall and comprehend content of the text. Meyer & Ray (2011) states that
use of top-level structure’to understand how the important ideas of a text are inter-
related increaseS readers’ meaning making. Readers who use top-level structure can
mentally examine how ideas in‘a.text are interrelated through the use of such
relationships_as sequence, comparison, causation, or problem and solution. Over the
past few decades a number of researchers have argued that the knowledge of top-level
structure promotes reading-comprehension of the students. Amiri, Zainal & Samad
(2012) carried out a research to find out the effects of text structure instruction on the
Iranian students’ reading comprehension in Malaysia with 33 intermediate and 33
advanced levels students. It was found out that the cause and effect text structure was
the most difficult for the Iranian students. They also found out that the advanced
group outperformed the intermediate group when it came to comprehending the
different passages of the text structures. Meyer & Ray (2011) carried out a similar
research in the United States and found out that the readers of all ages benefit from
explicit instruction in text structure. Another study on text structure was carried out by

St-Jacques, Claude, & Lisa (2005) in Canada and suggested that the instruction on



text structure helps the students in their writing and that it should be an integral part of

teaching reading and writing expository texts.

The Bhutanese curriculum demands the ESL students to read and write as a
part of their daily school activity. Students are asked to read various texts such as
expository, narrative, descriptive and argumentative. After reading the students are
asked to write short summaries of the texts they have read. Till date there has been no
report of any research conducted on composing from multiple source texts being
carried out in Bhutan. But, a study carried>out by‘the DCRD (Department of
Curriculum and Research Development) in 2003win grades 7-12 found that the
students were not taught to practice speaking-and reading nor were-they being taught
how to write. In writing, though the curriculum guidelines demands the teachers to
use different strategies to let students-practice their writing skills, it had been found
that the teachers usually gave students asnumber of topics and let them choose the one
that they liked and were made to write on it. The ‘Students are taught briefly on the
different top-level structures and what expositorystexts are composed of before they
are asked to write- Compesing from multiple sources can be a strategy that the
English teachers of Bhutan can use as a strategy to teach writing to the students and
for researchersito find out its impact “on the Bhutanese ESL students reading

comprehension and writing ability.

1.2 PURPOSE OF“FHE STUDY

The purposes of the study were as follows;

1.2.1 To examine which top-level structure was the most difficult for grade

eight Bhutanese ESL students to comprehend,

1.2.2 To identify the effects of the top-level structure instruction on grade

eight Bhutanese ESL readers’ reading comprehension



1.2.3 To examine whether the awareness of the top-level structure in the
source texts enable the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers as writers while they are
composing their written synthesis and

1.2.4 To introduce composing from sources or discourse synthesis as a

strategy for the Bhutanese students to write expository texts.

1.3 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES

The objectives of this research studysare;

1.3.1 To investigate which “top-level structure ,is the most difficult to
understand by the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers.

1.3.2 Todevelop.material with the most'difficult top-level structure in order
to improve grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers ability in reading English expository

texts.

1.3.3%TJ0 examine whether-the instruction of the top-level structure can

enhance grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers’ reading comprehension.

1.3.4 To investigate whether there is any difference between grade eight

Bhutanese ESL able- and less-able readers’ reading achievement after the treatment.

1.3.5 To examine whether the instructions of the top-level structure have any
effect on the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers as writers while composing their

written synthesis.

1.3.6 To investigate the difference between grade eight Bhutanese ESL able-
and less-able readers as writers’ composing process while they are synthesizing the

information from multiple English expository texts.



1.4 RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The findings of study were to answer the following research questions

1.4.1 Which top-level structure of English expository texts is the most
difficult to understand by the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers?

1.4.2 Does the instruction by using reading. materials with the target top-
level structure improve grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers’ reading comprehension of

English expository texts?

1.4.3 What is the difference between grade eight Bhutanese ESL able- and
less-able readers in comprehending English expository texts with the target top-level

structure after the treatment?

1.4.4 Do the grade eight Bhutanese ESL. readers use the knowledge of top-

level structure of the-expository text they read'in their synthesis?

1.4.5 What'is the difference between grade eight Bhutanese ESL able- and
less-able readers’ ‘composing process, while they are synthesizing the information

from multiplesEnglish expository:texts?

1.5 RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

From the research questions, the following hypothesis was formed for the

guantitative part of the research.

H1.There is a significant difference between grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers’
pre and post-test scores in comprehending the reading material with the target top-

level structure.



H2.There is a significant difference between the able- and less able-readers’ pre
and post-test scores in comprehending the reading material with the target top-level

structure.

1.6 SCOPE OF THE STUDY

1.6.1 Population and Sample

The population in this study was 80 grade eight Bhutanese ESL students of
Samtse Lower Secondary School in Samtse Distriet which is located in the southern
region of Bhutan. The school has grade level, starting from grade\Pre-primary till
grade 10 with the student population of400 and 22 teachers.wForty grade eight
students were selected as the subjects(in this study using purposive sampling method.
A reading comprehension test was/administered to select the top 20 and the bottom 20

as the research participants.

1.6.2 Text

For thewstudy, only expositery texts were used. They were selected from
different websites. Minor adaptations' were made on the texts in order to make them
appropriate to grade eight-Bhutanese ESL students readability level and to ensure
approximately the same length of the passages.



1.7 LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY

The study had the following limitations.

1.7.1  The study focused on the grade eight Bhutanese ESL students
of only one school in Bhutan therefore; the findings cannot be generalized to the
performance of the grade eight ESL students of other schools in Bhutan.

1.7.2  Although the source texts wereselected from.various published
materials, only three passages whose top-level.structure were found to be difficult to
understand by the grade eight studentswere used. Therefore, the findings cannot be

generalized to the other top-levelstructures.

1.7.3  Since the reading passages ,in“the study were expository texts

only, the findings cannot be generalized to the other genres of texts.

1.8 VARIABLES

In the quantitative part of the study there are 2 types of variables; independent
and dependent variable, The instruction on the most difficult top-level structure, cause
and effect, is the independent variable. The participants’ achievement score is the

dependent variable in the study.



1.8 DEFINITION OF TERMS

1.9.1 Top-level Structure means the overall organizing principle of the text
or how the ideas in the text are organized and interrelated to each other in order to

convey the intended message to the readers.

1.9.2 Able ESL readers are the 20 grade eight Bhutanese ESL learners whose
scores in the reading comprehension test developed by the researcher were in the top

group of the class.

1.9.3 Less-able ESL readers are, the”20 grade eight Bhutanese ESL learners
whose scores in the reading comprehension,test developed by.the.researcher were in

the bottom group of the class.

1.9.4 Reading Comprehension means the camprehension of the cause and

effect top-level structure by thewgrade eight Bhutanese ESL readers.

1.9.5 Think=aloud Proetocol is the actof speaking out their thoughts while the
participants are composing their written synthesis using the multiple expository texts,
cause and effect, as the source texts.



CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE OVERVIEW

In this chapter the literature provides the,theoretical background to understand
the concept of reading and writing in English,in the Bhutanesecurriculum, composing
from multiple source texts and top-lével structures. The literature also includes the
learning theories which support composing from multiple source texts. The reviews of
some related research conducted which supportthe“instruction on top-level structure

and its effects on reading comprehension and written synthesis are also presented.

2.1 READING PROCESS MODELS

Reading is a complexscognitive activity. Comprehending the texts read and
fluent reading is the product of long-term efforts and improvement (Lee, 2007). To
make ESL reading more efficient and effective, proper teaching materials, reading
strategies and teaching approaches need to be adopted. There are 3 models of reading
process that are widely used to teach reading comprehension; bottom-up model, top-
down model and the interactive model. The bottom-up model of reading is a part-to-
whole processing of the text. It focuses on the text as the convergence of encoded
messages to be deciphered and on how learners extract information from the printed
page, and on whether or not learners deal with letters and words in a systematic
fashion (Lee, 2007). In other words, in the bottom-up model, the reader constructs

meaning from letters, words, phrases and sentences (Puangmaliwan, 2005). There are
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two processes in the bottom-up model; decoding where the readers go from printed
words to some phonological representation of word recognition and comprehension
where the reader derives meaning from the decoded message. Explicit instruction on
phonics and spellings is crucial in the bottom-up model.

The top-down model suggests that the processing of the text begins in the
mind of the readers. It is a meaning-driven process where the readers make
assumptions about the meaning of the text (Restrepo & Erika, M. B, 2013). The
readers use their knowledge, expectations, assumptions and questions related to the
text while understanding the vocabulary. The_readers employ both general and
specific knowledge to predict what might come next in the text and then confirm or
reject their predictions (Puangmaliwan; 2005). Therefore, “the learner’s prior
knowledge is activated. The readers identify letters and words only to confirm their
assumptions about the meaning of-the text. The interactivesmodel is one of the most
promising approaches to readingstoday. It attempts to combine the valid insights of
bottom-up and top-down madels, by taking into consideration the strong points while
avoiding the criticisms of the,top-down and bottom-up models (Rumelhart, 1994). In
the interactive model reading involves interaction between the readers and the text.
Readers use knowledge, assumptions, expectations and questions while still being
dependent on. what is in the text to decode and comprehend as they read

(Puangmaliwan, 2005).

2.2 STANDARDS, FOR READING AND LITERATURE IN
BHUTAN

The new English curriculum of the Bhutanese education system which was
implemented in 2007 was based on the theories presented by James Moffit (1983) in,
“Teaching; the universe of discourse” and it consists of the four modes of discourse
namely reading and literature, writing, listening and speaking, language and grammar.

The standards for reading and literature and writing were developed by the CERD,
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Centre for Educational Research and Development, Bhutan in response to a request
from the director of education to examine the standards for high school English in the

public schools in Bhutan.

The standards for reading and literature in the Bhutanese classroom demands
that the classroom must be an active place where students learn to read independently
by engaging with real literature in a community of readers. The students should be
taught how to use reading strategies as they study some great literature, strategies
which will enable them to go beyond the simplecretrieval of information, to an
analysis of what is said in the text. They were to learh to connect their reading and
their writing, discovering that writing is a powerful way to find out what they are
thinking about a text and a powerful way of saying it. They were.also to learn that the
readings which have been selected;for,them show them models.of good writing which

can help them in their own compositions:

According to the currieulumrguidebook published by CAPSD, Curriculum and
Professional Support Division,.the following are'the standards of writing;

1. Graduatestare able to read a wide range of texts — fiction and non-fiction
- independently.

2. Graduates know the different forms of literature and the purposes they
SErve.

3. (Graduates know, and“use appropriate reading strategies for making
meaning.with a variety of texts — fiction and non-fiction.

4. Graduatesi,have read relevant major literary works from Bhutan and
other countries.

5. Graduates have an interest in books and continue to read for enjoyment
and learning.

6. Through their reading, graduates have studied and reflected on the
different ways in which people discover meaning in their lives; different
expressions of fundamental values like Truth, Goodness, and Beauty; the
possibilities of human achievement; and have found directions and

models for their own aspirations.
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Through their reading, graduates have developed a heightened sense of

beauty and harmony which informs their lives.

The curriculum also has learning objectives for different discourse set and the

learning objectives for grade eight students in reading are as mentioned below;

Grade eight students will demonstrate that they can:

1.
2.

10.

11.

12.
13.

Use the reading strategies developed in earlier classes.

Identify the features of a variety of texts,and use them to support their
reading.

Recognize the denotative and connotative effects of words in the texts
they read.

Recognize the emotive effeet ofiwords in the texts.they read.

Appreciate the beautysof-language by identifying the apt uses of
symbolism, imagery;.allasion, and cadence.

Identify and discuss the use of free verse in different kinds of modern
poetry.

Readtexts.and make personaliconnections.

Appreciate ‘big’ ideas expressed in literature — for example, forgiveness,
loyalty, and love.

WUse the dictionary to understand phonetic transcriptions and the syllabic
structure of words to'help with reading and pronunciation.

Build their vocabulary and use pronunciation skills to pronounce new
words clearly.

Employ the features of biography of worthy personalities to make
meaning in their reading.

Read at least 40 pieces of fiction and non-fiction texts.

Enjoy reading as a learning activity.
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2.3 STANDARDS FOR WRITING IN BHUTAN

Written words have the power to withstand the passage of time and can
immortalize the mindscapes and the dreamscapes of those who commit their ideas to
writing. They connect people directly regardless of time and place (Centre for
Educational Research and Development, 2007). The English curriculum presents a
programme which will give students the opportunities to write in a variety of forms.
To learn to do it well, students need to become members of a writing community in
classrooms where they are regularly able to share their essays, poems and letters with
other writers. According to the curriculum-.guidebook published by Centre for
Educational Research and Development (2007), the following are the standards of

writing;

1. Graduates communicate in coherent and grammatically correct writing
in awide_range'of forms - personal;transactional, poetic.

2. Graduatestuse writing as a way of learning, taking time to explore,
clarifyand reflect on “their thoughts, feelings, experiences and
relationships.

3. “Graduates use_.writing to develop critical thinking skills - review,
analysis, hypothesis, recollection, summary, and evaluation.

4. Graduates use the writing process to plan, draft, redraft, edit and
publish their own work.

5. Graduates have studied examples of excellent writing both from the
literature that they are studying and other sources to use them as
models for their own writing.

6. Graduates are able to take notes from meetings, their reading, and
other sources and use their notes to construct an accurate report of
proceedings or research findings.

7. Graduates respond clearly in writing to test items on school and

national examinations.
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8. Graduates have produced a portfolio of their Graduates have produced

a portfolio of their own writing containing samples of their best work:
a. Personal (letters to friends, diaries, autobiography, wishes,
dreams....)
b. Transactional (information, explanation, argument, narration,
report, descriptions, persuasion, biographies...)

c. Poetic (plays, skits, short stories, novels, poems....)

The curriculum also has learning objectives for different discourse set and the

learning objectives for grade eight students in.writing are as mentioned below;

o B~ D

Use the writing strategies developed in earlier classes:

Use the thesaurus and dictionary for vocabulary development.

Spell correctly the words they are using.

Use punctuation,and paragraphing to organize ideas.

Write compesitions using a rangesof sentence structures to achieve
different effects.

Use figurative language effectively.

Write for a variety of purposes and audiences using wider variety of
forms encountered in their reading to include narrative essays.

Use criteria of goeod'writing to evaluate their writing and the writing of
others.

Distinguish.best pieces of their writing and add at least 5 pieces to their
portfolio.

10. Enjoy writing by participating in a community of writers.
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2.4 TOP-LEVEL STRUCTURES

Text structure refers to the ways that authors organize information in text. For
example, some texts are organized as a chronological sequence of events, while others
compare two or more things (Bolton, 2007). According to Ghaith & Harkouss (2003),

the most common text structures are;

1. Description texts: the author describes a tepic by listing characteristics,
features and examples.

2. Sequence/process texts: the author describes items or events in order or
tells the steps to follow to do-something or make, something.

3. Compare-contrast-texts: the author explains ‘how two or more things
are alike and/or how they are different.

4. Cause-effect texts: the author lists,one.or more causes and the resulting
effect or effects.

5. Problem<selution texts: the author states a problem and lists one or

more solutions for the problem:

Teaching students to recognize‘the underlying structure of content-rich texts
can help them foeus attention on"key concepts and relationships, anticipate what is to
come, and monitor their comprehension as they read. Students can learn to identify a
text’s structure by paying attention to signal words (Bodycott, 1997). Signal words
link ideas together, shew relationships, and indicate transitions from one idea to the
next. Each text structure is associated with different signal words. Given below are

some of the signal words used in different texts structures according to Bolton (2007).

1. cause—effect texts: therefore, as a result, leads to, so, because of, thus,
in order to, if...then

2. problem-solution texts : fortunately, unfortunately, therefore, trouble,
problem, issue, challenge, answer, solution, conclusion

3. compare—contrast texts: different from, the same as, similar to, as well

as, but, compared to, in contrast, however, like, unlike, more, less
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4. Sequence/process texts: first, next, then, last, finally, meanwhile,
following, before, after, second, third, last.
5. description texts: for example, for instance, in addition, also, too,

some, most, all, other

As readers interact with the text to construct meaning, their comprehension is
facilitated when they organize their thinking in a manner similar to that used by the
author. Readers who struggle with text comprehension often do so because they fail to
recognize the organizational structure of what they are«teading, and they are not aware
of cues that alert them to particular text structures.<The reader's awareness of text
features such as the overall organizational ' pattern, transitional markers, topic
sentences, and the hierarchy of content ideas also influencess<comprehension. A study
by Ghaith & Harkouss (2003) in text structure awareness showed that students were
most aware of compare-contrast text'and-least aware of the cause-effect text structure.
In another study, Zhang (2009)found-out that the Chinesestudents found difficulty in
comprehending description dexts, than compare-contrast and problem-solution texts.
Nodoushan (2003) carried. out a study among. Iranian Turkish students and found out
that they found cause-effect texts difficult than compare-contrast texts.

2.5 COMPOSING FROMMMULTIPLE SOURCE TEXTS

The term “synthesis” means to combine separate elements to form a whole.
Teachers around the world who teach writing often use this term when they assign
students to write a literature review or other paper that requires the use of a variety of
sources. Teachers use this strategy often hoping that students will write papers that
make a variety of connections among source material so that their papers are more
organized and a whole text is created. Writing from sources, a complex task at the
core of many academic writing assignments is defined as synthesizing information
from two or more source texts (Reynolds & Perin, 2009). Writing from sources is also

known as discourse synthesis, a term coined by Nancy Spivey in 1989 (Segev-Miller,
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2004) which requires the students to select, organize and connect content from source
texts as they compose their own new texts. It is a hybrid task of reading and writing,
or of comprehension and production. So, it can be said that composing from multiple
source texts is similar to writing a summary but it is cognitively more demanding
because while summarizing a text the students frequently replicate its structure, thus
producing a miniature isomorphic version of the text (Spivey, 1997). When
synthesizing, however, students are required to create their own macro-proposition,
from different — sometimes even contradictory — macro-propositions of several source
texts, and to organize these in a previousty non-existent conceptual structure.
Composing from multiple source texts, therefore, ‘requires conceptual transforming
and the production of personal and creative “perspectives on the.part of students
(Boscolo, Pietro, & Lucia M., 2001).

2.6 THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOL

Jacobson,/Michael J., & Anthi’A. (2000) stated that one way for teachers to
know what reading and writing strategies students are using and help them use
effective strategies in their reading.and writing is to engage them in think-aloud
protocols. With think-aloud*protocols, students verbalize, in an interview context,
how they are processing the text they are reading or writing. Therefore, modeling
strategic behaviors for'struggling readers by thinking aloud for them while they read
or write and hence, allowing students to think along, is the first step in raising their
awareness of what it means to be a strategic reader or writer. Smith, L. A. (2006)
refers to the think-aloud as a technique in which students verbalize their thoughts as
they read and thus bring into the open the strategies they are using to understand a
text. By getting students to reflect on the process of thinking aloud as they read or
write, students are encouraged to recognize the difference between reading the words,

comprehending and writing their own texts. By talking about their strategy, students
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gain insights into the complexities of reading, and hence expand their understanding

of what it means to be a good reader and later become a good writer.

The think-aloud protocol method was introduced as a method to gather data in
usability testing in product design and development, in psychology and a range of
social sciences, such as reading, writing, translation research, decision making, and
process tracing (Jaaskelainen, 2010). Think-aloud protocols involve participants
thinking aloud as they are performing a set of specified tasks. Users are asked to say
whatever they are looking at, thinking, doing,.and feeling as they go about their task.
This enables observers to see first-hand the process of task completion rather than
only its final product. Observers at such a test'are asked to objectively take notes of
everything that user’s say, without attempting to interpret their actions and words.
Test sessions are often audio and)videa-recorded so that developers can go back and
refer to what participants did and haw they reacted (Tirkkonen, 1990). The purpose of
this method is to make explicit what is implicitly present in subjects who are able to
perform a specific task.

2.7 LEARNINGTHEORIES

2.7.1 Constructivism

Constructivisttheory is one of the major learning theories that support writing
from multiple source texts. Constructivist learning theory provides a situation in
which the learners construct their own knowledge based on previous experiences,
skills and interaction with the environment. When individuals deal with the physical
world, their minds construct, through certain mental mechanisms, collections of
cognitive structures that enable them to conceptualize reason and coordinate their
engagements (Rahim, & Issa, M, 2011). The constructivist view involves two
principles. The first principle is that knowledge is actively constructed by the
learners, not submissively received from the environment. The second principle is

that learning is a means of adaptation based on and frequently modified by the
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learner’s experience of the real world. The constructivists view the role of the teacher
as a facilitator to learning by providing the context and arranging the environment in
which learning is to take place. In writing from multiple source texts readers are
making meaning by integrating content from source texts with previously acquired
knowledge in a process that involves the operations of selecting, organizing, and
connecting. Readers select content on the basis of some relevance principle, organize
the content by applying their knowledge of discourse structures, and connect related
ideas by discovering and generating links (Spivey, 1989). In the act of writing by
synthesizing information from multiple source-texts the readers become writers since
it becomes a highly constructive act where they need to select, organize and connect

content from the source texts as they compose-their own text.

2.7.2 Cognitivism

According to cognitivism, learning is a result of a child’s cognitive process.
Cognitivism has been defined as a learning. theory of psychology that attempts to
explain human behaviorby understanding the thought processes (Ertmer, Peggy A., &
Timothy J. N, 1993)., Cognitive learning theories explain learning by focusing on the
changes in mental\processes and structures that occur as a result of people’s efforts to
make sense of the world (Kauchak & Eggen, 1993). The cognitivist learning theory is
also known @s cognitive development based on the development of the human brain
and the learning ability related to it. Feldman, M. (1981) mentioned that the
underlying concepts of,cognitivism involve how to think and gain knowledge. The
key advocates of the cognitivist learning theory are Gesalt, Willhelm Wundt, Jean
Piaget and Lev Vygotsky who believed that the cognitive performance of a child was
directly associated with the cognitive development stage he or she is in. Knowledge
was not merely transmitted verbally but must be constructed and reconstructed by the
learner. Paiget asserted that for a child to know and construct knowledge of the world
the child must act on objects and it was this action that provided knowledge of those
objects. The role of the teacher in a Cognitivist classroom was to provide a rich

environment for spontaneous exploration of the child so that they become active
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constructors of their own knowledge through experiences that encourage assimilation
and accommodation. In writing from multiple source texts the teacher acts as the
facilitator and supporter who provide the students with the different source texts and
instruction to the students on how to read and write their own synthesized text. The
learners are using the source texts to construct meaning and knowledge in their own

text.

2.8 RELATED RESEARCH

Many researchers have studied the effects of top-level structure instruction on
reading comprehension and readers as_writer’s ability, to~'compose the written
synthesis from multiple source textssThe research studies.on top-level structures have
been conducted all over the-waerld using different.kind of research instruments with
research participants at ‘different educational* levels. All the studies had similar
findings which emphasized that the instruction on the top-level structure affected the
reading comprehension and the compasing of written synthesis from multiple source

texts. Some of the.most recent research studies have been discussed below.

Amiri,"Zainal & Samad (2012) carried out a research on the effects of text
structure on the Iranian students’ reading comprehension performance in Malaysia
with 33 intermediate”and 33 advanced levels students. The researchers investigated
the 2 groups of students"jperformance after reading 2 types of text structures; compare
& contrast and cause &effect. The results of the study indicated that both groups
performed differently after reading the different text structures. The researchers found
out that the Iranian students' performance and their level of understanding of the text
vary depending on the type of text structure. It was found out that the Iranian students
performed better in compare/contrast than cause/effect text structure. They also found
out that the advanced group outperformed the intermediate group when it came to
comprehending the different passages of the text structures.
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Meyer (2011) carried out a research in the United States on the title; individual
differences in children’s knowledge of expository text structures in order to examine
the individual differences in young elementary school readers’ knowledge and use of
expository text structures. The type of text structure used were; collection,
comparison and problem & solution. The researchers found that the readers of all ages
benefit from explicit instruction in text structure, particularly for the less-skilled
readers. The researcher also suggested that text structure instruction should focus on
the top-level structures like comparison, causation, and problem-and-solution.

De La Paz, Susan, & Mark K. F. (2010).carried out a study on reading and
writing from multiple source documents in history. This study examined the effects of
historical reasoning strategy instruction on grade 11 students‘in the US. Students
learned historical inquiry strategies -Using“20™ century American history topics
ranging from the Spanish-Americarnwar-to the Gulf of Tonkin incident. In addition,
students learned a pre-writing strategy’'for composing argumentative essays related to
each historical event. The design of the current ‘study was pre and post-test quasi-
experimental design. A totalhof 160 grade 11 students received instruction from four
US history teachers/at two schools, in intact classrooms in a total of 10 different
sections. One teacher at each school, agreed to have his students serve as the
experimental -group. and another teacher at each school agreed to have his or her
students serve, as the comparison group. The experimental group received instruction
in analyzing-sources and planning argumentative essays. Students in the control group
read the same primary-and secondary source document sets, and received feedback on
written essays on the same topics but they were not given specific instructions on how
to use the source texts to write their own text. It was found that in comparison to a
control group, essays written by students who received instruction were longer, were
rated as having significantly greater historical accuracy, were significantly more

persuasive, and claims and rebuttals within each argument became more elaborated.

Mateos, Martin, Villalon & Luna (2008) carried out a study on reading and
writing to learn in secondary education: online processing activity and written
products in summarizing and synthesizing tasks in Spain. They employed a multiple-
case methodology to assess the online cognitive and meta-cognitive activities of 15-
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year-old secondary students as they read informational texts and wrote a new text. To
investigate the influence of the summarizing and synthesizing task, students were
required to perform two different tasks which differed in complexity and familiarity.
The first task was reading a single text and making a written summary of it, while the
second consisted in reading two texts and making a written synthesis of them. To
gather information about how students construct meaning from informational texts,
the students were asked to think aloud as they read and wrote in order to provide
information about their comprehension and composition processes. The reading and
writing activities during the tasks were also examined. The results showed that to a
large extent secondary school students lack /the, cognitive and meta-cognitive
processes that would enable them to make strategic use of reading-and writing. It was
also found that, although there are no majordifferences in the*way sécondary school
students tackle these different tasks, ‘those who create the most elaborate products
evidence a more recursive and flexible use of reading and writing. The most obvious
conclusion as far as the repercussions of these findings. are concerned is that there is

an urgent need for work on,summarizing and synthesizing tasks in the classroom.

Similar study was carried out bywReynolds, G. A. & Perin, D. (2009) in
Canada. The researchers compared textistructure and self-regulated writing strategies
used by middle school students in their’composing from multiple expository sources
texts. The twe different writing.strategies used were text structure instruction (TSI)
which focused on the text characteristics using graphic organizers and plan and write
for summarization (PWS),. a self-requlated strategy development (SRSD) which
focused on note-taking, composing, editing and revision and self-monitoring. The
research participants were 121 sixth and seventh grade social studies classrooms in
western Canada. Fifteen different reading passages were used. All the passages which
were used as source texts were taken from their social studies and science texts.
Minor adaptations were made on the passages in order to maintain sixth and seventh
grade readability levels and ensure comparable word length. It was found that
compared to a traditional instruction control, each technique had unique impact, plan
and write for summarization on writing quality and content knowledge, and plan and

write for summarization on inclusion of main ideas in the written summary. Three
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variables, main ideas, writing quality, and content knowledge, were used to compare
the effectiveness of text structure instruction and plan and write for summarization.
Main ideas and writing quality were measured at pre, post, and on near and far
transfer tasks, and content knowledge was measured pre and post. Both of the
treatments were associated with better performance on the three outcome measures at
all testing points, compared to a control group that received conventional instruction.
These findings added to previous demonstrations of the efficacy of explicit instruction
in strategies for expository writing and extended work showing effective instruction

in writing skills contextualized in classroom content.

Segev-Miller (2004) carried out a study on,the effect of explicit instruction on
college students written products while”composing from multiple source texts. The
subjects were 24in-service teachers whowvere enrolled in the researcher’s 1999-2000
courses on “reading and writing toA€arn.”*The research participants were assigned the
same task of composing a written.synthesis using, multiple source texts at the
beginning and at the end of_the.course. The participants were required to document
their two performances of.the task by means-of a process log, to assess their pre- and
post-instruction processes and products. The findings obtained from a content analysis
of the subjects’ process log summaries and criterial self-assessments of products
indicated significant improvement in the'subjects’ post instruction discourse synthesis

processes.and\products.



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter consists of the description of the general jprocedure that was
adopted to collect the data for the study. It describes the, research design, the
population and the participants in the'study, the research instruments used to collect
the data, the methods to ensure validity~of the instruments,,data collection procedures
and the statistics that were used to analyze the data collected.

3.1 RESEARCH DESIGN

A mixed method approach was used in this study. The quantitative approach
was used to find the answer to the research questions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 and the
qualitative approach was“to answer the research questions 4.4 and 4.5. The findings
from the qualitative approach also provide the support evidence to the research
questions 4.2 and 4.3. In terms of the quantitative approach, the research was a one
group pre-test and post-test design. The pre-test was given to the participants before
the experiment whereas the post-test was administered after the experiment. The
scores from both tests were analyzed statistically by using a commercial statistical
analysis program. In terms of qualitative approach, the research participants were
asked to write reflective journals, two able- and two less-able participants were
chosen on voluntary basis to do the think-aloud protocol verbally while they were

composing from multiple source texts. The four volunteer participants were then
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asked to answer a semi-structure interview. The data was analyzed into themes by

coding. Figure 3.1 illustrates the procedure of the research study.

General reading comprehension test
to find out the most difficult top-
level structure and to select the
research participants

I

Pre-test on the most difficult top-
level structure (40 participants)

I

Instruction on the most difficult

Writing reflective journals
top-level structure <—— J .

U

Composing from multiple source Think-aloud protocol
texts, (3 causé and effect texts) | ——

(2 able- and 2 less-able participants)

4

Semi-structured interview

(2'able- and 2 less-able

I

Post-test (same as the pre-test)

(40 research participants)

Figure 3.1 Illustration of the research procedure.
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3.2 POPULATION AND SAMPLE

3.2.1 Population

The target population of the study was 80 grade eight Bhutanese ESL students
of Samtse Lower Secondary School in Samtse District, Bhutan in the academic year
2014.

3.2.2 Sample

Purposive sampling method was used to select. the 40 research
participants. A general reading comprehension test with 3 tap-level structures;
description, cause and effect, and cOmpare and contrast. ‘were used to conduct a
discriminant analysis on the target population. From thertest scores, the subject
population was screened to include only the top-20.and bottom-20 scoring students,

which are herein referred to as “able” and “less-able™readers, respectively.

3.3 RESEARCHINSTRUMENTS

The researcher used mixed method in the study. Quantitative methods
were used to collect'data-to answer research questions 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3. Qualitative
methods were used to collect data in order to answer research questions 4.4 and 4.5.
The findings provide the support evidence to research questions 4.2 and 4.3 as well.

The methods and instruments used in the study have been illustrated in table 3.1.
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structure.

Research Objectives | Research Questions Research Quantitative/
Hypothesis Qualitative
analyses/
Research
Instruments
1. Toinvestigate which |1, Which top-level
top-level structure is structure of English Quantitative
the most difficult to expository textsisthe |
understand by the most difficult to General reading
grade eight understand by the comprehension
Bhutanese ESL grade eight Bhutanesé test
readers. ESL readers?
2. To develop material
with the most
difficult top-level | % | A=
structure in order to
improve the grade
eight Bhutanese ESL
readers’ ability in
reading English
expository texts.
3. To examine whether Does the instruction by (4. There is a Quantitative
the instruction of the using reading significant
top-level structure materials with' the difference between |1. Pre-testand
can enhance grade target‘top-level grade eight Post-test on
eight Bhutanese ESL structure’improve Bhutanese ESL the target
readers’ reading gradeeight Bhutanese readers’ pre- and top-level
comprehension. ESL readers’ reading post-test scores in structure.
comprehension of comprehending
English expository the reading Qualitative
texts? material with the
target top-level 1. Reflective

journal
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Table 3.1 Research objectives, questions, hypotheses and instruments (Cont.)

difference between

Bhutanese ESL able-

difference between

Research Objectives | Research Questions Research Quantitative/
Hypothesis Qualitative
analyses/
Research
Instruments
4. To investigate 4. What is the difference | 4. Thereis a Quantitative
whether there is any between grade eight significant

1. Pre-test and

information from
multiple English
expository texts.

multiple English
expository texts?

grade eight and less-able readers’ the able- and less- Post-test on
Bhutanese ESL able- in comprehending able'readers’ pre- the target
and less-able English expository and post-test top-level
readers’ reading texts with the target scores in structure.
achievement after top-level structure after comprehending
the treatment. the treatment? the reading Qualitative
material-with-the
targettop-level 1. Reflective
structure. journals
5. To examine whether . Do the grade eight Qualitative
the instructions of Bhutanese ESL readers
the top-level use.the knowledge of 1. Reflective
structure have any. top-level structure of . Journal
effect on the grade expository text they
eight Bhutanese ESL read in their synthesis? 2. Written
readers as writers synthesis
while composing
their written
synthesis.
6. To investigate the . What is'the difference Quialitative
difference between between grade eight
grades eight Bhutanese ESL able- 1. Think-aloud
Bhutanese ESL able- and less-able readers> | . protocol
and less-able readers composing processes
as writers composing while they are 2. Semi-
process while they synthesizing the structured
are synthesizing the information from interview
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3.3.1 Questionnaires to check the validity of the reading comprehension

test, pre- and post-test items and the materials developed

There were 2 questionnaires in this study. The first questionnaire was used to
examine the appropriateness of the general reading comprehension test and the pre-
test with the most difficult top-level structure, cause and effect. The purpose of this
questionnaire was to examine whether the expository texts used as the reading
passages have the appropriate level of difficulty for the grade eight Bhutanese ESL
students. It was also to check the explicitness of the top-level structures in the reading
passages and the test items used to measure”the students’ reading comprehension
ability. Two ESL reading experts and one ESL testing expert were asked to complete
the questionnaire. The second questionnaire was used to examine, the appropriateness
of the teaching material and the learning.activities in the 3 desson plans. Three ESL
reading experts were asked to complete the questionnaire.

3.3.2 General reading comprehension test

The general reading comprehension test consisted of 12 short expository texts.
Three types of top-level structures considered difficult to ESL students according to
literature review: description, campare and contrast, and cause and effects were
includedinithe'test. Each textwas<followed by 5 reading comprehension questions as

in Table 3.2 Summary of the.reading comprehension test.
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Table 3.2 Summary of the general reading comprehension test

Top-level No. of | Number of questions in each passage
structure Passa Total number of
ges | Top-level | Signal Main | Details | the questions in
structure | words idea each passage

Description 4 1 1 1 2 5
Compare and 4 1 1 1 2 5
Contrast
Cause and effect 4 1 1 1 2 5

The scores of the reading comprehension, test were used to investigate which
top-level structure‘was the:maost difficult.to understand by the grade eight Bhutanese
ESL students. In addition; it was used to put'the students into the groups of able- and
less- able readers. Only 20 students whose scores were high and 20 students whose

scores were lew.were selected to be“the research participants.

3.3.3 Pre-test and post-test

Based on the result of the reading comprehension test which indicated that the
most difficult top-level structure was the cause and effect, the pre-test and post-tests
was designed. The pre-test contained 6 expository texts with the most difficult top-
level structure, cause and effect and 50 comprehension questions were designed and
administered to the subjects to measure their ability in recognizing the top-level
structure of the text, its signal words, main idea, details, the meaning of the
vocabulary, and conclusion in the text. The pre-test items were used as the post-test
after the treatment to examine whether the instruction of the most difficult top-level

structure, cause and effect for grade eight ESL Bhutanese students had any effect on
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their ability in identifying the most difficult top-level structure and use it in

comprehending expository texts.

3.3.4 Lesson plan

Three ninety minutes lessons with the purposes to improve the participants’ 1)

ability in

identifying the most difficult top-level structure and 2) reading

comprehension of expository texts with the target top-level were planned for the

instruction of the research participants. Table(3:3_shows the summary of the activities

carried out.

Table 3.3 Summary of the activities

Week Activities

Week 1

19/05/15 Pre-test (1 hour)

23/05/14 (90 Minutes)
Introduction to top-level structures; description, compare and contrast,
cause and effect and problem and solution.
Introduction to theamost/difficult top-level structure, cause and effect
Instruction on main.idea and signal words
Identification of "'the top-level structure and the signal words by the
participants using different passages
How to'write reflective journal
Participants write a reflective journal for the lesson

24/05/14 (90 minutes)

Revision of the previous lesson

Instruction on looking for details in the passages
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Table 3.3 Summary of the activities (Cont.)

Week

Activities

Participants read the passages and look for details in each cause and effect
passage
Participants write a reflective journal for the lesson

Week 2
28/05/°14

30/05/°14

(90 minutes)

Revision of the previous lesson

Introduction of “composing frommultiple sources”

Participants compose their own written synthesis using 3 cause and effect
passages as the source texts

2 able- and 2 less-able readers sit for think-alouds.protocol and semi-
structured interview on¢voluntary basis

Participants write thereflective journal for the lesson

Post-test (1 hour)

3.3.5 Reflective journal

The'subjeets in the study were asked to write a reflective journal at the end of

each session‘on what they learnt, what they did and the difficulties that they faced.

This was to investigate whether the instruction of the most difficult top-level structure

had any effect on the research participants’ reading comprehension of expository texts

and what problems the research participants faced in identifying it and using them in

understanding the expository texts they read.
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3.3.6 Written synthesis

After the 2—-week instruction, the participants were asked to compose their
own text by synthesizing the information from 3 expository texts with the same top-
level structure, cause and effect, and contained approximately the same number of

words.

3.3.7 Think-aloud protocol

Think-aloud protocol was used in this study to gain insights into what goes
on in the student writer’s mind and to study-the complex process-and strategies that
the 2 able- and 2 less-able readers used while composing theirown written text from
multiple sources. Four researchyparticipants were chosen to do the think-aloud

protocol purely on voluntary basis.

3.3.8 Semi-structured interview

After thes2 able- readers and 2 less-able readers, who had volunteered to
think aloud, . finished composing/‘theiy written synthesis from multiple English
expository texts. * They were interviewed by the researcher to find out information to
support the (data that the researcher gained from the think- aloud protocol. In the

interview, the semi-structured interview questions were used.

3.4 VALIDITY

In this study, the reading passages and the test items in the reading
comprehension test and the pre-test were validated by 2 reading experts from Bhutan

and 1 testing expert from Thailand. The experts checked if the test items were
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appropriate for the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers and they also checked if the

instructions were clear and appropriate for each test.

In addition, to gather the data by the qualitative approach, two qualitative
research instruments, student’s reflective journals, think-aloud protocol and semi-

structure interview were used to assure the validity of the research.

3.5 DATA COLLECTION

3.5.1 Ethical consideration
Approval

Before carrying out the study in-the school chosen for the research experiment,
the researcher got an approval letter from the Ministry.0f Education. Upon reaching
Samtse district, the researcher, also“sought the permission from the Principal of the

school and the concerned English subject teacher of grade eight in Samtse LSS.

Anonymity of the participants.and confidentiality of their views

Anonymity of the research- participants and confidentiality of their views
were strictly-followed by theresearcher. The participants and their views and opinions
were strictly kept confidential through the use of coding system instead of the names
of the participants.

3.6 RESEARCH PROCEDURE

The research was carried out by following the procedure as mentioned below;

3.6.1 A general reading comprehension test that was administered to 80
grade eight ESL students of Samtse LSS to find out the most difficult top-level
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structure for the grade 8 Bhutanese ESL students to comprehend. This would be

indicated from the reading passages that most of the students cannot not identify.

3.6.2 The students were selected as the subjects by using a purposive
sampling technique. The test scores of all the students were tallied from the highest to
the lowest. 20 students whose scores were from the highest and 20 students whose

scores were from the lowest were selected as the research participants.

3.6.3 The experimental group was taught, by the researcher for 3 sessions

over 2 weeks without disturbing the normal class schedule.

3.6.4 The subjects were.-asked towwrite a reflective journal at the end of each
session to investigate how the instruetion of the most difficult top-level structure
helped them in identifying it in the expository texts, how it helped with the general
reading comprehension, what/difficulties the subjects faced while they were learning

the lessons.

3.6.59At the end of the 2 weeks experiment, the experimental group was
given the, post-test which was ‘the .same as the pre-test. They were also asked to
compose a 1-page written synthesis using the information from 3 multiple expository
texts with the most difficult top-level structure and had approximately the same

length.

3.6.6 On the voluntarily basis, two able- and two less-able readers were
asked to think aloud verbally about what they were doing while composing their

written synthesis.

3.6.7 After they finished composing their written synthesis, both able- and
less-able readers who had volunteered to think aloud verbally were interviewed for

their composing process and to support the data from the think aloud protocol.
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3.7 DATA ANALYSIS

To find out the most difficult top-level structure and its effect on the
synthesizing process from multiple English expository texts, the collected data will be

analyzed by using a commercial statistical analysis program as mentioned below.

3.7.1 Questionnaires to check the validity-of'the reading comprehension
test

The 2 questionnaires asking for_the opinion from ESL experts on the reading
comprehension test, pre- and post-test and the appropriateness of the learning

activities and the teaching materialssin lesson plans were analyzed using mean (X)

and standard deviation (SD). Thesmean score .of €ach statement developed in the

questionnaire for the experts were calculated on the basis of mean (X ) is higher than

3.51.

3.7:2 General reading.comprehension test

After the administration of the test, the test scores were analyzed to find out
the most difficult top-level structure for the grade eight Bhutanese ESL students to
comprehend. The scores’of the reading comprehension test were analyzed in terms of
percentage.

3.7.3 Pre- and post-test

The research participants’ scores from the pre- and post-tests were

calculated for the mean (X) and standard deviation (SD). Then, the t-test of paired
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measurement was used to determine the significant difference between the subjects’

scores from both tests.

3.7.4 Reflective journals

After collecting all the reflective journals from the subjects at the end of each
lesson, the researcher categorized the content of the journals by coding to find similar
issues to put them into different themes based onStrauss and Corbin’s grounded

theory.

3.7.5 Written synthesis

After the 2-week instruction‘thesparticipants were asked to compose their own
synthesis by using the information“from the 3 source.texts. The written synthesis of
the research participants weretanalyzed in terms/of the number of ideas or information

they used from the"3’source texts and were presented in terms of percentage.

3.7.6 TFhe analysis of the think-aloud protocol

The think-aloud of the 2'able- and 2 less-able readers as they composed their
own text from the multiple” source texts were recorded in an audio-tape. The
recordings from the audio-tape were then transcribed and the data was categorized by
coding and put into different themes.

3.7.7 Semi-structured interview

The researcher took notes of the 2 able- and 2 less-able readers’ answer
to the semi-structured interview questions. The interview was audio-recorded to

support the data from note-taking by the researcher. The audio-tape recorded
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information was transcribed and checked with the data from the note-taking. After

that the data was categorized by coding to put into different themes.



CHAPTER 4

RESULT OF DATA ANALYSIS

This chapter presents the findings ofcthe research study in order to infer on
whether the objectives of the study had been fulfilled. The main purpese of the study
was to 1) examine which top-level structure was the most-difficult for grade eight
Bhutanese ESL students to comprehend, 2) identify/ theeffects of the top-level
structure instruction on grade eight Bhutanese ESLireaders’ reading comprehension
and 3)examine whether the=awareness of the tep-level structure in the source texts
enable the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers as writers while they are composing
their written synthesis »and 4) investigate..the difference between grade eight
Bhutanese ESL .able-"and less-able readers as writers’ composing process while they
are synthesizing the information fremrymultiple English expository texts. The results
are presented bhased on the general réading comprehension test scores, the pre-test and
post-test achievement of the participants, the participants’ written synthesis and the
findings from the think-aloud protocol, semi-structured interview and the reflective

journals of the participants.

4.1 ANALYSIS OF THE GENERAL READING COMPREHENSION
TEST

The general reading comprehension test that was administered to the target
population of 80 students of Samtse Lower Secondary School was to find out the most

difficult top-level structure. The scores of the reading comprehension test consisting
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of 60 test items on 3 top-level structures such as description, cause and effect and

compare and contrast were analyzed in terms of percentage.

It revealed that the cause and effect was the most difficult top-level structure for
the grade eight Bhutanese ESL students in understanding the expository texts. Table
4.1 shows the results of the scores of the reading comprehension test in terms of

percentage which reveals the most difficult top-level structure.

Table 4.1 The most difficult top level structure

Top-level structure Incorrect responses Correct responses
Description 25/36% 74.64%
Cause and effect 55:07% 44.93%
Compare and contrast 29.71% 70.29%

4.2. ANALYSIS OF PRE- AND POST-TEST SCORES

The pre-test and paost-testi.scores of the able- and less-able grade eight
Bhutanese ESL readers werg'compared. The comparison was first done by comparing
the pre-test and post-test'scores of the whole class and then between the able- and
less-able grade 8 Bhutanese ESL readers by comparing the able- and less-able

readers’ pre-test scores and then post-test scores of the able- and less-able readers.

The comparison was mainly done in terms of mean (X ), standard deviation (SD), t-

test (t) and significance value (p).
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4.2.1 Means and Standard Deviations for the pre-test and post-test of able and

less-able readers

Firstly the pre-test and post-test scores of the research participants were
compared. Table 4.2 shows the result of paired samples t-test of the pre-test and post-
test comparison of both able- and less-able grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers in

terms of mean and standard deviation.

Table 4.2 Means and Standard Deviations of pre-test and post-test of able- and less-

able readers

Pre-test Rost-test
Groups N Mean SD Mean SD t-value | p-value
Able- 20 20.1 1.97 44.8 3.58 56.07 0.00
Less-able 20 15.1 1.65 36.8 4.7 58.82 0.00

p<0.05

The result shows that the mean’ in the pre-test of the able grade eight
Bhutanese ESLureaders was 20.1 andthe standard deviation was 1.97. In the post-test
the mean“was 44.8 and the meanhas increased by 24.7. The standard deviation was
2.98.In the less-able grade-eight-Bhutanese ESL readers the mean of pre-test was 15.1
and the standard deviation was 1.65. The mean of the post-test was 36.8 and the
standard deviation was 4.7. The mean had increased by 21.7. The t-test value of the

able-readers was 56.07 and the less-able reader’s t-test value was 58.82.

From the comparison of the pre-test and the post-test scores, there was an
increase in the means of the post-test scores of both the able- and less-able readers.
The mean of the able readers’ post-test scores was significantly higher than that of the
pre-test scores. Similarly, the mean of the less-able readers’ post-test scores was
significantly higher than that of the pre-test scores. It indicated that the instruction of

top-level structure, cause and effect, enhanced the reading comprehension of both
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able- and less-able readers. Figure 4.1 illustrates the means and standard deviations of

pre-test and post-test of able- and less-able readers.
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Figure 4.1 Pre-test and-post-test comparisons.of able- and less-able readers

4.2.2 The'comparison of the pre-test scores of able- and less-able readers

Table 4.3.shows the comparisens of the pre-tests scores of the able- and less-

able grade eight Bhutanese ESLureaders.

Table 4.3 Comparison of able- and less-able readers’ pre-test scores.

N Mean SD t-value p-value
Able-reader 20 20.1 1.97
8.702 0.00
Less-able reader 20 15.1 1.65
p<0.05

From the table 4.3 it can be concluded that there is a significant difference

between the scores of the able- and the less-able readers during the pre-test with the p-
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value of p<0.05. The t-test value showed a difference of 8.702. The scores indicated

that the able-readers scored higher than the less-able readers during the pre-test.

Figure 4.2 illustrates the comparison of pre-test of able- and less-able readers.
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Figure 4.2 Comparison of pre-test'aof able- and less-able readers

4.2.3The comparison of the pest-test scores of able- and less-able readers

Table-4.4 shows the comparisons of the post-test scores of the able- and less-

able grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers.

Table 4.4 Comparison of able- and less-able readers’ post-test scores.

N Mean SD t-value p-value
Able-reader 20 448 3.58
6.056 0.00
Less-able reader 20 36.8 4.70

p<0.05

A significant difference (p<0.05) can be noticed between the scores of the

able- and less-able readers in the post-test as well. The 2-tailed significance value was
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t=6.056 which indicated that the able-readers were better than the less-able readers in
comprehending the cause and effect top-level structure texts. Figure 4.3 further

illustrates the comparison of post-test of the able- and less-able readers.

Comparison of post-test of able- and less-

able readers
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Figure 4.3 Comparison of post-test-of able- and less-able readers

4.3 ANALYSIS\OF THE WRITTEN SYNTHESIS

After the participants received instruction on the top-level structure, cause and
effect and signal words they were provided with 3 expository texts which had the
same top-level structure, cause and effect and also were approximately of the same
length. The participants had to use the 3 texts as the source texts and compose their
own written synthesis. The synthesis of the participant was graded according to the
number of ideas they had used from the different source texts. Scores of the able- and

less-able readers were then presented in terms of percentage.
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The scores of the able- and the less-able Bhutanese ESL readers were
compared. Table 4.5 shows the result of the comparison of both able- and less-able

Bhutanese ESL readers in terms of percentage.

Table 4.5 Percentage of the number of ideas included in the written synthesis

Items No. of ideas Able-readers Less-able readers
Top-level structure 1 55% 40%
Background information 6 57.5% 46.7%
Causes 15 84.67% 55%
Effects 13 87:3% 56.5%

Table 4.5 shows the-percentage of the ideas used by the able- and less-able
readers’ in their written synthesis. From the table it'could be seen that the able-readers
could include mare jdeas in their written, synthesis than the less-able readers. The
results also showed, that” the able-readers mentioned the top-level structure of the

passage whereas anly some of the less-able readers mentioned it in their writing.

4.4 ANALYSIS OF THINK-ALOUD PROTOCOL

After the participants have been given the instruction on the cause and effect
top-level structure, 4 participants, 2 able- and2 less-able Bhutanese ESL readers, were
chosen on voluntary basis to compose by synthesizing information from 3 expository
texts which had the same cause and effect top-level structure and approximately the
same number of words as the source texts. While they were composing their synthesis
from the 3 source texts they were asked to think-aloud. The Think-aloud protocol was

used in this study to gain insights into what thoughts were on the participants’ mind
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and to study the complex processes and strategies that the participants used while
composing their synthesis from the 3 source texts. The voices of the 4 participants
were audio-recorded and were transcribed. Then their think-aloud protocol were
categorized by coding and putting into different themes. The findings from the data

have been discussed below.

4.4.1 The use of instruction on the top-level structure, cause and effect

and its signal words in the participants’ synthesis

Instruction on the cause and effect top-level structure and the signal words had
been delivered to the participants during the experimental phasé-of the study. The
findings indicated that both the able- ant-the less-able Bhutanese”ESL readers used
the knowledge of the top-level structure that they had gained. from the instruction in

their synthesis writing from the 3 source-texts.

“I have 3 passages~on‘the same title as/ the source texts and I am going to
compose my/own_synthesis. So, I am.going to write... compose my own synthesis
on the causes and effects of Poyerty.” (TAPAI: Think-aloud Protocol able-

reader 1)

“..“Tmean the top-levelstricture of my synthesis is cause and effect... I will
now mention the signal words that will show that my synthesis belongs to the
cause and effect top-level structure.” (TAPLI: Think-aloud protocol less-able

reader 1)

4.4.2 The Bhutanese ESL participants’ composing process

While the participants composed their written synthesis it was noted that both
able- and less able readers followed similar writing process. Both groups read the
source texts repeatedly before they started composing their synthesis. They began by

first writing down the causes and then they moved on to the effects.
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“I have read the 3 passages which were provided to me as the source texts and
now | am going to compose my own written synthesis. Firstly, I am going to

write the causes of Poverty.... I will now write the effects of Poverty.” (TAPA2)

“I have already read the 3 passages more than once. So, now I am going to start
writing my synthesis and I am going to start with the causes of Poverty... Next, |
am going to write about how it affects the people and the environment.”

(TAPL1)

4.4.3 The strategies used by.-the “particCipants while‘~«composing their

synthesis

The able- and the less-able Bhutanese ESL readers used different strategies to
write their synthesis. The able readers’used more strategies than the less-able readers
during their synthesis writing.“The able readers‘selected the information and took
notes when they were reading the 3 source texts.that were provided to them whereas
the less-able readersjust read the source texts without selecting the information or
taking notes. The able readers also highlighted any new words they found in the
source texts and used the dictionary to find the word meaning. They also sought help

with the spelling of the words that they could not spell.

“This word is .awnew_word and I think I will look for its meaning in the

dictionary once. "(TAPAI)

“Can you please help me with the spelling of...." (TAPA2)

However, both the able- and the less-able readers looked for words and the
information that appeared in all the 3 source texts and wrote in their synthesis. They
also referred to the 3 source texts whenever they didn’t know what to write next. Both
able- and less-able readers explained why they were writing a particular idea stating

the passage that they had taken the idea from.
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“...Now, I will write the effects of poverty. In all the 3 passages it is mentioned
that... ah... let me check the passages again...” (TAPA2)

“... ITam stuck and don’t know what to write next, so, I will refer the source texts

again... I also want to take the idea from the first passage and write... ”

(TAPL2)

4.5 ANALYSIS OF SEMI-STRUCTURED INTERVIEW

After the 4 students, 2 able- and2less-able readers; who volunteered to think
aloud, finished composing from the3'source texts, they were asked to sit for a semi-
structured interview. The purpose of the semi-structured interview was to find out the
information to support the data that were gained.from the think- aloud protocol and
the results of the-reading.comprehension test. The data gathered from the semi-
structured interview: were coded and categefized into themes using Strauss and
Corbin’s, (1990) coding system. The,findings of the semi-structured interview have

been discussédbelow.

4.5.1'Knowledge gained\frem the instruction of cause and effect top-level

structure.

It was found outthat the instruction of the most difficult top-level structure,
cause and effect, and the signal words helped the participants to understand the source

texts faster and better for both the able- and less-able Bhutanese ESL students.

“The knowledge of the top-level structure and the signal words really helped me
to understand the different texts faster and in a very easy way.” (ILI:Interview

less-able reader 1)

“Before, when I read different texts, I could not fully understand the text but

now after being taught about the top-level structure and the signal words I can
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understand the texts better because just be looking at the top-level structure or
the main idea and the signal words used in the passage | can understand what

the passage is talking about.” (IA1:Interview able-reader 1)

In addition the knowledge of the top-level structure and the signal words also
helped them to compose well.

“The activities carried out in the class on the top-level structure and the signal
words helped me when | was composing my own expository text using the three

passages given to me.” (I42)

4.5.2 The procedure participants followed in composing their‘'synthesis

The able- and the less-able-readers followed almost similar procedure while
composing their own synthesis.However, the able readers-followed a more systematic
procedure than the less-able)readers and they used the knowledge of the top-level

structure and the signal ideas.in their synthesis.

“When I was _provided with the sourcetexts, first of all I read all three of them
thoroughly, for several times and in'a rough paper | took notes of ideas and
words which were commonly “Used. And those notes helped me to complete my
synthesis.» | kept in mind the things I learnt in the class like the top-level
structure, signal words, the main idea and | also looked for details in each

passage to guide me_through my writing.” (IA1)
“l used the signal words and I also used the details from the source texts.” (IL1)

However there weren’t many differences between the able- and less-able
readers’ procedure after they had finished writing their synthesis. Both the able- and
less-able readers re-read and then compared their synthesis with the source texts.

They then made changes where ever it was needed.
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“After composing my own passage I re-read my passage to see whether | had
made any mistakes or not. And then | compared my passage with the source

texts to see if the concept was the same.” (IL2)

45.3 Methods used by the participants while composing the written
synthesis

The able- and less-able Bhutanese ESL readers used different methods while
composing their synthesis from the 3 source texts.Fhe able readers used different
methods while composing their written synthesis.” The able readers used more
examples and experiences from their real lives-whereas the less<able readers stuck to
the information in the 3 source texts. The able readers also used’ithe dictionary when
they did not understand the meaning, of-any words in_the.source texts whereas the
less-able kept on reading even when they did not understand the meaning of the words

in the source texts.
“I recollected some ideas from our real life and added to my synthesis.” (IA1)

“When I redd the source texts.l did not understand some words so, | referred to
the dictionary and | also got“help from my teacher with the spelling of some
words.(IA2)

4.5.4 Problem ‘faced by the participants while composing the written
synthesis

From the interview it was noted that both the able- and the less-able readers
faced similar difficulties while composing their written synthesis. The participants
stated that they were nervous and could not put all their thought into words since it
was their first time to think-aloud and have someone record their thoughts while they
were composing their written synthesis. In addition, the participants also had problem

with using the correct grammar in their writing.
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“As I was doing the think-aloud protocol for the first time | was very nervous

and I also had problem in using the correct grammar.” (IL2)

“I could not put all my thoughts into words because I was nervous since it was

my first time to have someone recording my voice, my thoughts.” (IA1)

4.6 ANALYSIS OF THE REFLECTIVE JOURNALS

The participants were all taught anshow’to write a reflective journal and
were asked to write a reflective journal at the end of each session.for 10 minutes on
what they learnt, what they did and the difficulties that they-face. The purpose of the
reflective journal was to investigate'whether the instruetionof the most difficult top-
level structure had any effect ‘on the participants’ reading comprehension of
expository texts and how they used the knowledgeyof the top-level structure while
they were writing-their, synthesis. The contents of the reflective journal were
categorized by coding and similar issues were-put into different themes. The findings
from the reflective journals have been.presented below.

4.6:1 The instructionton the top-level structure, cause and effect

In day 1 the participants were taught about the top-level structures and the
signal words where the-researcher gave them three passages and asked them to
identify the top-level structure and the signal words used. In day 2, the researcher
revised the previous lesson and talked about the cause and effect top-level structure,
the main idea and the details in the passages. The participants were also asked to
identify the main idea and answer questions about the details of the passages. In day
3, discourse synthesis was introduced and participants were asked to compose their

own written synthesis using the 3 source texts provided by the researcher.
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From the reflective journals it was found out that the participants discussed
what was taught and the activities that were conducted during the lessons. Based on
the participants’ reflective journals, it could be concluded that the participants

understood what had been taught to them on the top-level structure, cause and effect.

“Today, we were taught about the top-level structure, cause and effect and the
signal words. After that we were given 3 passages and were asked to find the
signal words. Before | did not know what top-level structure and what signal
words were but now | know and | can easily identify the top-level structure of
any passage and also identify the signal“words that show the top-level

structure.” (JDIR:Journal day 1 student initial)

“Today, we learned about)the “‘top-level structure,‘main idea and the signal
words of the cause and effect top-level structure. It was new and very interesting
to all of us. We were taught how to identify“the top-level structure and the signal
words in different passages:” (JD2H)

4.6.2. The participants enjoyed the lesson

From.the reflective journal entries of the students it was found that the
participants.enjoyed and found,the lessons informative. The participants mentioned
that they have never heard jof words top-level structure, signal words and discourse
synthesis before and‘added.that the knowledge of the top-level structure, signal words
and the discourse synthesis helped them in composing their own synthesis. They also
added that the knowledge of the discourse synthesis would be helpful to them in
future. They mentioned that it would be helpful to them when they have to write their

own expository essays in their English classes.

“It was interesting to learn about discourse synthesis. I really like the idea of
using the ideas from different source texts and composing our own synthesis.”
(JD3P)
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“This (discourse synthesis) will help us a lot when we have to write expository
essays in our English class because we will be able to write more and better
essays than before... ” (JD3K)



CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSION, DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter presents the summary @nd conclusions to the, findings of the
present study as mentioned in chapter 4.t is followed by thexdiscussions on the

findings and recommendations for practice.and further researeh:

5.1 CONCLUSION

The main objectives of this“study were tol) investigate which top-level
structure is the most difficult to understand by the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers,
2) developsmaterial with thesmost difficult top-level structure in order to improve
grade eight Bhutanese ESL:readers ability in reading English expository texts, 3)
examine whether the,instruction of the top-level structure can enhance grade eight
Bhutanese ESL readers’ reading comprehension, 4) investigate whether there is any
difference between grade eight Bhutanese ESL able- and less-able readers’ reading
achievement after the treatment, 5) examine whether the instructions of the top-level
structure have any effect on the grade eight Bhutanese ESL readers as writers while
composing their written synthesis, and to 6) investigate the difference between grade
eight Bhutanese ESL able- and less-able readers as writers’ composing process while

they are synthesizing the information from multiple English expository texts.
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5.1.1 Research Procedure

From the population of 80 students, 40 grade eight Bhutanese ESL
students were selected to participate in the study on the basis of their scores from the
general reading comprehension test developed by the researcher. The top-20 scoring
students were referred to as able readers whereas and bottom-20 scoring students were
referred to as less-able readers. The general reading comprehension test also
determined that the most difficult top-level structure for the grade eight Bhutanese
ESL students to comprehend was the cause and effect. After that the researcher
developed another test on the most difficult top-levelstructure and was administered
to the research participants as the pre-test. Thessame test was administered to the
research participants as the post-test. Three lessons were planned and taught to the
participants for three days after the pre-test. The most difficult to-level structure,
cause and effect, was taught to the,students. At the_.end, of each session all the
participants were asked to write“a, reflective journal. “After the two-week instruction,
the post-test was given tocCthewresearch participants to see their improvement in
reading comprehension... \Next, the research. participants were asked to compose a
written synthesis from 3.expository passages provided to them as the source texts. On
voluntarily basis, 2 able- and 2 less-able readers were asked to do the think-aloud
protocol while they were composing from the source texts. Finally, they were asked

to answer_theiquestions in the semi-structured interview.

5.1.2 Findings

Through the analysis of the pre-test and the post-test mean scores of
the able- and less-able readers it can be concluded that the able readers performed
better than the less-able readers in both the pre- and the post-tests. In the pre-test the
mean difference of the able- and less-able readers was 5 and in the post-test were 8
with the t-value of 8.702 and 6.056 respectively. Another conclusion that can be
drawn from the mean scores of the pre-test and post-test is that the knowledge of the
cause and effect top-level structure improved the reading comprehension in both the
able- and the less-able readers. In the pre-test, the mean score of the able readers was
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20.1 which had increased to 44.8 in the post-test. The less-able readers’ mean score in

the pre-test was 15.1 which had increased to 36.8 in the post-test.

The participants’ synthesis had also been graded according to the
number of ideas they had used in their synthesis from the 3 source texts. The
percentage of the ideas used in their written synthesis indicated that the able-readers
used more ideas from the 3 source texts than the less-able readers. It could be noted
that the less-able readers also included ideas from the source texts even though the
frequency was lesser than that of the able-readers. Therefore, it can be concluded that
the knowledge the research participants received from-the instruction on the cause and

effect top-level structure helped them to compose their synthesis well.

5.2 DISCUSSION

The findings of the study revealedthat the most difficult top-level structure
was the cause andeffect. The results also'supported Amiri, Zainal & Samads’ (2012)
findings that the/most difficult top-level structure was the cause and effect. The
research study also supported the findings of Segev-Miller (2004) that the instruction
on the most'difficult top-level structure, cause and effect, and the signal words helped
the grade eight Bhutanese readers in-their reading comprehension and in writing their
synthesis of the information from multiple source texts. The findings of the study

have been discussed indetails below.

5.2.1 The most difficult top-level structure

From the general reading comprehension test that was administered to
the target population of 80 grade eight Bhutanese ESL students, it was found out from
the test scores that the most difficult top-level structure for the grade eight Bhutanese
students was the cause and effect. It was seen that 55.07% of the population could not

identify the cause and effect top-level structure whereas 74.64% and 70.29% of the
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population could identify the description and compare and contrast top-level

structures respectively.

5.2.2 Comparison of able- and less-able readers’ reading comprehension

ability

The scores obtained by the research participants in the pre-test and the
post-test were analyzed to examine the answers to the«research questions. The results
of the analysis of the pre-test and post-test scores revealed that the mean of the post-
test was comparatively higher than the mean of the-pre-test as shown in Table 4.1 in
chapter 4 and the mean scores of both-the pre=test and post-test of the able-readers
was higher than the mean scores of the ‘less-able readers as shown in the same table .
However, the 2-tailed significant value was 0.00 (p<0.05) in both the pre-test and the
post-test. The findings revealed«that there was signifieant difference between the
achievement of the able- and the less-able readerswin both the pre-test and the post-

test.

The significant difference could*be due to the sampling of the research
participants forcthe study. Screening tep <20 scoring and bottom-20 scoring students
from the general reading comprehension test to participate in the study indicated that
there was-already a significantudifference in the reading comprehension ability of the
participants before the treatment. But, there was a significant difference in the mean
scores of the 2 groups of participants in both the pre-test and the post-test. In the pre-
test the mean scores of the able readers was 20.1 and the mean scores of the less-able
readers was 15.1 which revealed that the able-readers scored higher than the less-able
readers (20.1-15.1=5). Similarly in the post-test the mean score of the able-readers
was 44.8 and the mean score of the less-able readers was 36.8 which mean the able-
readers again scored higher than the less-able readers (44.8-36.8=8). The ideas
included in the research participants’ written synthesis was calculated in terms of
percentage. Table 4.5 in Chapter 4 revealed that the able-readers could include more

ideas in their written synthesis than the less-able readers. It also showed that the able-
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readers mentioned the top-level structure of the passage whereas only some of the

less-able readers mentioned it in their written synthesis.

5.2.3 The composing process of the readers as writers

The think-aloud protocol was carried out to find out the insights of what
thoughts were in the participants’ mind and to study the complex processes and
strategies that the participants used while composing their written synthesis from the 3
source texts. The findings from the think-aloud protocol showed that the participants
with different reading ability levels had different, composing process. The able-
readers followed a more systematic ‘process—by first reading, the '3 source texts
carefully while selecting the ideas and“information that they wanted to use in their
synthesis. They also organized the-ideas-and information they had selected from the
source texts before composingwtheir own written® synthesis. In the process of
composing their written synthesis they also referred to the 3 source texts for more
information when they got stuck and could“not'figure out what to write next. After
they had finished” composing their synthesis/ they re-read their composition and
compared the ideas and information-with the 3 source texts and they eliminated some
information that they did not want. An_other words, they revised their composition and
their revisiomnwwas recursive. The able readers also made use of the dictionary when
they did not' understand the, meanings of some words and they also asked the
researcher to spell the,words that they could not spell by themselves. After they
finished writing they réad and re-read their composition and corrected the mechanics.
This means that they edited their composition. On the contrary, the less-able readers
just read the 3 source texts and then started composing their written synthesis. They
also referred to the source texts from time to time whenever they did not know what
to write next. The less-able readers neither took notes on the selection of ideas or

information from the 3 source texts nor did they organize the ideas.

From the findings it could be noted that the able-readers used the process of
selecting, organizing and connecting (Meyer & Ray, 2011) where they selected the

information that they wanted to include in their written synthesis from the source
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texts. They, then, organized the information they had selected before making the
connections between each idea and putting them into their own written synthesis. The
less-able readers also followed the process of selecting, organizing and connecting;
however, they did not carry it out as elaborately as the able-readers. They never took
notes while reading the source texts and never sequenced and organized their ideas
before writing their synthesis. They just read the source texts and went on to write
their synthesis. Whenever they didn’t know what to write next, they just read the
source texts trying to figure out what they were going to write next. During the think-
aloud protocol, the participants were too nervous tospeak their thoughts because they
were sitting for the think-aloud protocol for the'first.time. Therefore, the participants
couldn’t speak out all the thoughts that were, going on inside“their minds while
composing their written synthesis. They ‘eould not express théir. thoughts into verbal
words which limited the researcher to=gain a full insight on the thought process that

was going on in the minds of the patticipants.

From the analysis of the semi-structured interview it was found out that the
instruction of the cause ‘and effect top-level “structure helped the participants to
understand the 3 'Source, texts faster and better. In addition, it also helped them to
compose their synthesis well for both the able- and less-able Bhutanese ESL students.
To support the findings from the think-aloud protocol, the participants also revealed
in their interview that the able readers followed a more systematic procedure than the
less-able readers in their synthesis.”The findings also supported what the researcher
had noticed during the,think-aloud protocol that the participants were nervous and
could not speak out all the thoughts. The participants mentioned that they were
nervous since they were doing it for the first time and that they could not put all their
thoughts into words. The participants had problems in grammar and the spellings of
words while they were composing their synthesis because they had to think-aloud and

write at the same time which made them nervous.

The participants’ reflective journals aimed to investigate whether the
instruction of the most difficult top-level structure, cause and effect had any effect on
the participants’ reading comprehension of expository texts. The findings revealed

that the instruction on the top-level structure, cause and effect, helped the participants
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to comprehend the expository texts better. The instruction on top-level structure
helped the research participants in composing their synthesis. The participants
enjoyed the lesson since the instruction on the top-level structure, cause and effect and
signal words were new to them. The participants also mentioned that the process of
composing their own written synthesis with the use of the 3 source texts was useful to
them and that they can use this strategy in their English lessons to write expository
texts effectively. From the reflective journals it could be seen that the participants had
some limitations in expressing their opinion concerning their expectations of the
lessons and their learning difficulties in each lesson. It was evident that the

participants had never written journals before.

5.3 RECOMMENDATIONS

5.3.1 Recommendations for practice

5.3.171 ~Since"study foundwout that the instruction on the top-level
structure and signakwords helped theyparticipants in reading comprehension and in
writing synthesis, the Ministry of Education, Bhutan and the curriculum and
instructionakdesigners can implementthe instruction on top-level structure and signal

words in designing the instruction:

5.3.1.2 “The study also revealed that composing a synthesis from
multiple expository source texts helped the research participants in their writing. As a
result, the instructors can use it to teach Bhutanese ESL students in writing an

expository essay.
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5.3.2 Recommendations for future research

Since it was found out that the instruction on the top-level structure
assisted the research participants in their reading comprehension and in composing a

synthesis, further research could be pursued on the following areas.

5.3.2.1 Other researchers can study the effect of instruction on the
other top-level structures like compare and contrast, description, and problem and

solution at different grade levels.

5.3.2.2 Endeavoring researchers /cansalso carry out an in-depth study

on the process of composing written synthesis-from multiple source-texts.
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AVERAGE MEAN OF GENERAL READING COMPREHENSION
TEST ITEMS
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Statement Experts’ | Mean Level of
opinion opinion
1 (2 |3
The passages match the English Strongly
proficiency of grade eight 5 |5 |5 |5 Agree
Bhutanese ESL students.
The difficulty level of 5 |5 |4 |47 Strongly
vocabulary used in the passages Agree
is appropriate for the grade eight
Bhutanese ESL students.
Difficulty | The length of thé-passages is 5 |