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Absstract

The purpose of +this study was to compare English reading
comPrehension and written summary achievement of students taught
by summarization instruction and self-questioning. The subjects were
76 Mathayomsuksa 5 students of Piyamaharachalai School, Nakhon Phanom
Province in the academic year 1995. They were divided into two groups:
the experimental group I and the experimental group II. Each group
consisted of 38 students. Both groupé tock the reading comprehension
and written summary test before the experiment. The researcher taught

the experimental group I by the summarization instruction and +the



experimental group II by self-questioning for seven weeks. At the end
of the experiment, these two groups tock the reading comprehension and
written summary achievement tests. The scores obtained from students?
reading comprehension and written summary achievement tests were
analyzed by using the analysis of covariance (ANCOVAi.'

The results of this research were as follows:

1. The English reading comprehension achievement test scores of
the students taught by summarization instruction were significantly
higher +than those of the students taught by self-questioning at the
level of .01.

2. The English written summary achievement test scores of the
students taught by summarization instruction were significantly higher
than those of the students taught by self—questioning‘at the level of

.001.



