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Abstract—This study investigated language learning strategies used by EFL web-based learners and face-to-

face learners. It also examined the difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension scores of 

EFL students who were exposed to web-based and face-to-face instruction. The participants of the study were 

200 Iranian EFL university students. They were randomly assigned into two groups, 100 students in one group 

taking web-based instruction and 100 students in the other group taking face-to-face instruction. The students 

took a 50-item translated version of Strategy Inventory for Language Learning and a test of reading 

comprehension. This scale and the reading comprehension test were given as the pre-test and post-test to all 

students. During the treatment, summarization-strategy training was used to promote the learning process. 

The result of an independent samples t-tests revealed that there was no significant difference between the two 

groups of learners regarding their preferences for language learning strategies. Moreover, the result of a 

paired samples t-test indicated that there was significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading 

comprehension scores of EFL students who were exposed to face-to-face instruction. However, there was no 

significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension scores of EFL students who were 

exposed to web-based instruction. 

 

Index Terms—language learning strategies, reading comprehension test, web-based instruction, face-to- face 

instruction 

 

I.  INTRODUCTION 

During the past several years, computers and new technologies have become widespread in society. Accordingly, the 

number of people using computers and computer software daily for recreational, educational, and vocational purposes 

has increased, and knowing how to use computers has become a basic and indispensable skill. Perhaps one area of 

society that is noticeably influenced by computer technology is education, specifically in educational systems, students 

need to be computer literate in order to achieve success in a technologically-advanced society (Seyyedrezaie, 

Ghapanchi, & Seyyedrezaie, 2013). 

For understanding the effect of technology on education, formal education should be taken into account.  In the 

formal education, there are some factors including systematic instruction, teaching, and training by professional 
teachers. In such known traditional form of education, teachers apply many different techniques for their teaching. 

Recently, online education is gaining popularity as an effective medium. "Online learning which is sometimes called 

WBI uses the attributes and resources of the World Wide Web to create a meaningful learning environment where 

learning is fostered and supported” (Khan, 1997, p. 6). Web-based instruction is a home-based learning and often 

emphasizes the value of distance learning and communication among the learners and their peers. The ways learners 

learn, remember, and process information has become the main concern of researchers in recent years. Most of the 

recent studies claim that technology is an increasingly influential factor which changes the face of the education (Khan, 

1997; Lam, 2009). The teachers of e-learning seek guidance on pedagogical aspects of teaching, learner-focused and 

learning activities, and learning contexts which are provided with electronic technologies (Beethman, 2003). 

In the case of language learning strategies, Littlewood (1996) holds the view that, because there are a lot of 

information to be acquired in a course of study, learners usually apply some language learning strategies consciously or 

even unconsciously in order to perform the tasks and process the new input. The application of language learning 
strategies is an indispensable part of a language learner’s development. “The term strategies in second language 

learning sense, has come to be applied to the conscious moves by second language speakers intended to be useful either 

in learning or using second language” (Cohen, 1998, p.1). Oxford and Nyikos (1989) mention that selection of suitable 
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language learning strategies makes learners to take responsibility for their own learning by increasing learner autonomy, 

independence, and necessary attributes for life-long learning. 

Moreover, there are some basic factors including learners’ goals, language proficiency, level of motivation, 

personality traits, and general learning styles which affect the selection and use of language learning strategies (Wenden 

& Rubin, 1987; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). 

Regarding all the existing factors which influence language learning strategy use, it is considered that the educational 

system under which the learners develop L2 communicative abilities affects the choice and use of learning strategies. 

In the investigation of the role of strategies, one of the areas that has attracted much of the attention of researchers is 

reading skill. Learners tend to apply a variety of strategies while reading in order to understand the text. 

Some might consider summarization as a kind of reading strategies would be an effective strategy to smooth the 

progress of the cognitive process of comprehension. Summarization is an effective learning strategy that can give 
students a hand to construct and retain enough summary of important points of text (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978, cited in 

Pakzadian, 2012). 

In this respect, the purpose of the present study is to investigate whether there is any significant difference between 

post-test scores of web-based learners and face-to-face learners with regard to their preferences for language learning 

strategies, as well as whether there is any significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension 

scores of EFL students who were exposed to web-based and face-to-face instruction. 

To fulfill the purpose of this study, the following research questions were addressed. 

1. Is there any significant difference between post-test scores of web-based learners and face-to-face learners with 

regard to their preferences for language learning strategies? 

2. Is there any significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension scores of EFL students 

who were exposed to web-based and face-to-face instruction? 

II.  LITERATURE REVIEW 

Web-based and face to face instruction 

Delivery of the education has changed throughout the history. Nowadays, there are two main delivery methods: face-

to-face instruction and web-based instruction (Lam, 2009). In the industrial era, the main delivery method for 

instruction has been face-to-face (Lam, 2009). Olson and Wisher (2002) stated that in the traditional face-to-face 

method, the instructor can devote time to the learners, learners can interact with other learners and with the instructor, 

and immediate feedback is plausible. On the other hand, web-based instruction (WBI) is becoming a desirable training 

option in both industry and higher education.  The term web-based education traces back to distance and virtual learning. 

Sampson (2003, cited in Adegbile & Oyekanmi, 2009) declared that today, the term distance education is mostly used 

to describe courses where most of the interactions between teachers and students take place electronically through audio, 

video, chat, e-mail, videoconferences or internet platforms. According to Clark (1994, cited in Luthans, Avey, Patera, 
2008), the mere application of Web-based instruction has no real value with regard to learning outcomes. Nevertheless, 

it has been proposed that students' performance improvements are the result of the advantages of WBI for school and 

faculty (Goldstein & Ford, 2002; Welsh, Wanberg, Brown, & Simmering, 2003, cited in Aguinis & Kraiger, 2009).The 

structure of a strategic reading instruction component of English for professional purposes course in a technology-

enhanced environment was analyzed by Dreyer and Nel (2003). According to their study, the subjects who were trained 

on reading strategies in the technology-enhanced environment got higher scores on three reading comprehension 

measures than did the subjects in the control group. 

The results of Biggs, Simpson, and Walker (2006, cited in Senn, 2008)’s study revealed that online students receive 

lower instructor support and student interactions in an online instruction. On the other hand, Lock (2006) found out that 

cooperative work made online learners more successful and motivated than when they worked individually. 

 Reading and language learning strategies 

In the process of learning, learning strategies play a prominent role. The appropriate use of learning strategies can 
result in increased foreign/second language proficiency. Applying certain strategies in language learning including 

reading skill is important because they are tools for active and self-directed involvement. Appropriate learning 

strategies lead to improvement of proficiency and self-confidence which become prerequisites for communicative 

competence as the main goal of language learning. 

Reading strategies are complemented by language learning strategies. Several authors have provided definitions and 

taxonomies for learning strategies (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990; Oxford, 1990, cited in Asgari & Mustapha, 2011). 

Oxford (1990) defined leaning strategies as “steps taken by students to enhance their own learning [which] are 

especially important for language learning because they are tools for active, self-directed involvement, which is 

essential for developing communicative competence” (p. 1). Even if the reading comprehension course does not aim at 

developing such communicative competence, the use of language learning strategies as declared by Oxford (1990) helps 

improve students’ self-confidence and these reading strategies approach assist the learner to apply a learning strategy to 
solve problems when trying to understand a text. The learner relies on textual elements and his/her background 

knowledge to interact with the text. 

Effect of Summarization strategies on Comprehension 
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Summary writing is a mixture of reading and writing. Writing a summary of a text can help learners connect main 

points of ideas, process thoughts, rephrase and restructure them in their own words (Perin, 2002, cited in Pakzadian, 

2012). Graham and Hebert (2011) investigated the reciprocal relationship between writing and reading to see whether 

writing activities have an impact on reading activities. They declared that having students write about what they have 

read simply will improve their reading abilities. 

In many studies, teaching students how to use summarization strategies are considered to have significant impact on 

their comprehension (Doctorow, Wittrock, & Marks, 1978; Wittrock  &  Alesandrini, 1990). Wittrock and his colleagues 

concluded that the process of summarizing helps readers make relations among concepts of a text and relate these 

concepts to prior knowledge. Other studies suggest that summarization can help readers to pay attention to main 

information and therefore improve comprehensio   )n Anderson & Armbruster, 1984; Pearson & Fielding, 1991).Others 

have noticed that summarization improves comprehension by promoting self testing during reading and apply strategies 
to remedy comprehension failures (Palinscar & Brown, 1984; Paris  &  Lindauer, 1982). 

III.  METHOD 

A.  Participants 

The participants of the present study were 200 Iranian freshman male (94) and female (106) EFL students chosen out 

of 225 students based on their Preliminary English Test (PET ) language proficiency test scores. The EFL students were 
from four Islamic Azad universities. The participants belonged to both genders and aged from 18 to 24 years old. They 

were all freshman students since they had to have passed the reading courses 1 and 2. The reason for this was to ensure 

that they had enough knowledge and background for understanding different types of reading comprehension texts. 

Also, they had different computer experiences. For example, some students had considerable experience using 

computers and software applications making presentations, and writing reports. It should be noted that most of their 

courses were held in traditional classrooms. But they had experienced some courses which included blended learning in 

the way that they were supposed to submit their assignments to their professors via email. Moreover, most of them did 

not have any experience of web-based instruction. But some of them had participated in some web-based classes which 

were not for teaching a foreign language. In this study, the participants were randomly assigned into two groups. There 

were 100 students in one group benefiting from web-based instruction and 100 students in the other group benefiting 

from face-to-face instruction. To reduce learners' anxiety and maximize learning, one face-to-face orientation was 

conducted for the online learners before the first session. 

B.  Instrumentation 

The instruments that were utilized in this study were the Preliminary English Test (PET), a translated version of 

Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL), and a test of reading comprehension. 

a. Preliminary English Test (PET) 

The present study was conducted with 200 EFL university students chosen out of 225 students based on their 
language proficiency test scores. A 67-item standard PET test, released by Cambridge ESOL exam (copy right 2004), 

was administered to evaluate the participants' general English proficiency level. The proficiency test PET (Preliminary 

English Test, 2004) is a second level Cambridge ESOL exam for the intermediate level learners. The test includes three 

sections because the researcher could not conduct the speaking section due to practicality issues. 

b. Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) 

A translated version of Strategy Inventory for Language Learning (SILL) adopted from Hasanpour (1999) was used 

to access the frequency with which language learners use each learning strategy. SILL consists of 50 likert-type items 

including 6 subscales. 

c. The Reading Comprehension Test 

The test of reading comprehension was composed of 3 passages titled "woman in ancient societies, crime, and history 

of religion," followed by multiple-choice format reading comprehension tests (Tahririan, 1996). Each passage contains 

almost 100 words. Also they were designed for intermediate level learners. 
d. The Reading Comprehension Text 

Five passages entitled "computer games, colors, looking for being in shape, a mysterious triangle, and luck," were 

selected from Live Reading developed by Yazdani Moghaddam, Seyyedrezaie, Rajabi, and Barani (2008) on the basis 

of the students' current level of mastery of the English language and their presumed interest. Each passage contained 

almost 150 words followed by matching and multiple-choice items. 

C.  Pilot Study 

A number of 30 students with similar characteristics to that of the target sample were used for piloting the tests. 

It took about 30 minutes for either test to finish. The Cronbach's alpha for reliability of the tests in the pilot study was 

estimated. The results indicated the reliability of 0.78 for reading comprehension test. This indicated that the 

instruments enjoyed high reliability estimate and were therefore appropriate for the purpose of the study. Based on the 

results of pilot study, some items of the test were modified to avoid confusion on the part of test takers. The piloting 

section indicated that the time necessary for taking the test was 30 minutes. 
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D.  Procedure 

In order to answer the research questions, the following procedure was pursued. 

The reliability of the Preliminary English Test (PET) was already piloted by Seyyedrezaie, Ghapanchi, and 

Seyyedrezaie (2013). The result indicated that it had a reliability of .91. In order to have a homogeneous group of 

participants, this version of the Preliminary English Test (PET) was administered to all the 225freshman students. And 
only those students whose scores were between one standard deviation above and below the mean of the normal 

distribution curve were chosen for the study. As a consequence, 200 learners were included as the participants in the 

study. 

To reduce learners' anxiety and maximize learning, one face-to-face orientation was conducted for the online learners 

before the first session. One day before the first session, all participants were given a reading comprehension test in 

addition to the Strategy Inventory for Language Learners (SILL) as the pre-test. Accordingly, the same reading test and 

one scale were given to them as the post-test six weeks later after the participants finished five 90-minute sessions, one 

session per week. The rationale behind using the same test and scale in pre-tests and post-tests was to assure exactly 

comparable tests. Students were not given the correct answers after the pre-test. Besides, the interval (five weeks) 

between the pre-tests and post-tests was deemed long enough to control for any short-term memory effects. 

During this instructional phase, 100 students in one group benefited from face-to-face instruction and 100 students in 
another group benefited from web-based instruction through Nicenet, because using the Nicenet course site did not 

require any special license or registration fees. The web-based learners used their own PCs and the Internet from home. 

In the instructional phase, for the face-to-face learners, first, the researcher as an instructor informed the students 

upon the importance of strategic reading and made an attempt to define the concept of summarization strategy in theory 

and practice.  But for the web-based learners, the students were given an instruction on the concept of summarization 

strategy which is available on the Nicenet. Teacher as a model tries to initiate using this strategy while reminding merits 

of this strategy in being effective readers. Then, the explicit instruction of the summarization strategy was given to the 

participants. Besides, both groups were provided with clear examples in order to grasp the usefulness of this strategy 

and learn how to apply it. After this step, the participants practiced what has been taught to them using various texts and 

tasks. After that, the teacher encouraged independent use of summarization strategy. Also, the teacher provided 

scaffolding until they became independent. So, for the face-to-face learners, the instructor provided support whenever 

necessary, while for the web-based learners, there is no opportunity for receiving the instructor's help whenever it is 
needed. They also assessed their own strategy use right after each practice session by monitoring their strategy use in 

addition to their understanding. To develop larger collection of strategies, the instructor asked the students to apply this 

strategy to new tasks. The students follow the instructional phase during five weeks of their educational semester in 

their reading class. Moreover, the participants take the comprehension test once as pretest before going through the 

instructional program and once after it as a posttest. 

E.  Design 

The design of this study was a true-experimental design. The reason for choosing this design rested upon the fact that 

participants were randomly selected and during a 5 week course of treatment, they were given instruction on the 

summarization strategy to apply it to new task. Web-based and face-to-face instructions were independent variables and 

language learning strategies and reading comprehension were the dependent variables. Because all participants were 

between the age range of 18-24, the age of the participants was the control variable. Also, another control variable of 

the study was the language proficiency of the participants. As the researcher had no control over gender of the 

participants, gender was considered as the intervening variable. 

IV.  RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The results of the study are summarized in the following tables: 

In order to answer to the research questions of the study, the results of the questionnaire and the reading 

comprehension test were discussed in relation to descriptive and inferential statistics. 
Table 1 indicates descriptive statistics for the scores of the students on the SILL. In other words, the table shows 

minimum score, maximum score, mean, and standard deviation for the same number of participants in each group 

regarding their preferences for language learning strategies. 
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TABLE 1: 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE SCORES OF THE PARTICIPANTS ON THE SILL 

Strategy 

Statistic 

Memory Cognitive Compensation Metacognitive Affective Social 

Web-

based 

learners 

Face-to-

face 

learners 

Web-

based 

learners 

Face-to-

face 

learners 

Web-

based 

learners 

Face-to-

face 

learners 

Web-

based 

learners 

Face-to-

face 

learners 

Web-

based 

learners 

Face-to-

face 

learners 

Web-

based 

learners 

Face-to-

face 

learners 

N 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 

MIN 1.81 1.69 1.85 2.03 1.38 1.69 2.03 2.19 1.69 1.69 2.03 1.53 

MAX 4.69 4.86 4.53 4.69 4.53 4.53 4.58 4.81 4.84 4.69 4.74 4.69 

MEAN 3.19 3.32 3.20 3.09 3.30 3.29 3.31 3.57 3.12 3.20 3.20 3.15 

STD 0.67 0.76 0.58 0.69 0.67 0.73 0.69 0.65 0.71 0.64 0.75 0.75 

 

The first research question of the study stated that whether there is any significant difference between post-test scores 

of web-based learners and face-to-face learners with regard to their preferences for language learning strategies. In 

order to investigate this research question, an independent samples t-test was conducted. The results are summarized in 

Table 2. 
 

TABLE 2: 

INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST FOR WEB_BASED AND FACE_TO_FACE LEARNERS’ PREFERENCES FOR LSSS 

 Levene’s Test for Equality of 

Variances 

T-test for Equality of Means 

F. Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) 

LLSs 

Average 

Equal Variances Assumed .231 .635 -1.178 200 .243 

Equal Variances Not 

Assumed 

  -1.178 199.95 .243 

 

As shown in Table 2, the average scores of the two groups were compared. As the table indicates, the existing 
significance value (.243) is larger than the significance level (.05). This result is similar to that of the comparison of pre-

test scores of two groups with regard to language learning strategies. As the result of pre-test scores revealed the 

existing significant value (.151) was larger than the significant level (.05). In other words, both of them indicated that 

there is no significant difference between the two groups of learners (web-based learners vs. face-to-face learners) with 

regard to their preferences for language learning strategies. 

In fact, it should be considered that language learning strategies are applied more or less the same way by learners 

under different educational contexts; in other words, learning provided with web-based program is more self-directed 

and doesn’t need any instruction to fit the assumed framework to the current teaching/learning issues. As a result, the 

selection and use of language learning strategies is not noticeably affected by the type of education system. 

The result that language learning strategies scores of students did not change regarding the type of instruction the 

learners received is the same as the finding of Köymen (1990, cited in Kurt & Gurcan, 2010)’s study. Köymen 
concluded that there was no significant difference between traditional higher education students’ use of learning 

strategies and the learning strategies use of students attending online education. On the other hand, this finding is in 

contrast with Bar-Yam’s (2003) finding revealing that the educational system under which the learners develop L2 

communicative abilities influences the choice and use of learning strategies. Also, Carns and Carns (1991) reported the 

similar finding. These two research findings were different from the finding of the present study due to the fact that the 

students provided with training on learning strategies, while in the present study, no such training was given to the 

students. Regarding the research findings, it could be mentioned that without taking any training on strategies, there was 

no significant difference in the learning strategies of students regarding the type of instruction they received. In addition, 

it could also be stated that the strategy training received by students might result in a significant difference. 

The second research question stated that whether there is any significant difference between pre-test and post-test 

scores of EFL students who were exposed to web-based and face-to-face instruction. In order to investigate this null 

hypothesis, a paired samples t-test was conducted.  The results are summarized in Table 3. 
 

TABLE 3: 

A PAIRED SAMPLES T-TEST OF PRE_ AND POST_ TEST READING COMPREHENSION SCORES OF WEB_BASED AND FACE_TO_FACE LEARNERS 

Face-to-face group Web-based group  

 N M SD t p N M SD t p 

Pretest 100 115.10 18.80 2.10 .01 100 70.8 9.39 .89 .38 

Posttest 100 120.85 20.14   100 70.1 9.65   

 

As the table shows, the existing significant value (.01) of face-to-face group is smaller than the significant level (.05). 

In other words, there is a significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension scores of EFL 

students on the basis of face-to-face instruction. On the other hand, for the web-based group, the mean almost decreased 

which does not necessarily indicate that there was no progress at all in this instruction. As the table shows, the existing 

significant value (.38) of web-based group is larger than the significant level (.05). In other words, there is no 

significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension scores of EFL students exposed to web-
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based instruction. As for this instruction, several aspects must be considered: the degree of familiarity students had with 

the Nicenet platform, the limited interaction they had with the instructor and the classmates, and the degree of 

motivation for this instruction. 

The finding of a study conducted by Can, Saglam, Eristi, and Kurum (2007) indicated that students involving in the 

instructional activities without any Internet use are more successful than the students involving in Internet-based 

instructional activities supports the finding of the present study. On the other hand, the finding of the present study 

stand in contrast with the study carried out by Schutte (1999) which indicated that students taking education in 

multimedia classrooms were more successful than that of students taking education in traditional classrooms. The 

findings of the study are also in contrast with Harasim’s (1995) results of the study that investigated 240 teachers and 

learners utilizing the internet for educational purposes. 90 percent of the 176 responses to a question about differences 

between learning in a computer-mediated environment and a traditional classroom, revealed that there were differences. 
Although summarization strategy has a significant impact on post-test reading comprehension scores of EFL students 

on the basis of web-based and face-to-face instruction, it is the type of instruction which influences the effectiveness of 

summarization strategies. 

V.  CONCLUSION 

Concerning the first null hypothesis stating that there is no significant difference between post-test scores of web-

based learners and face-to-face learners regarding their preferences for language learning strategies, the findings of 

independent samples t-test indicated that the educational system has little effect on the way learners apply language 

learning strategies. That is, both groups of learners (web-based learners and face-to-face learners) had more or less the 

same ways in applying language learning strategies in their language learning process. 

There are several factors why the findings of the present research were not supported by most of the findings of other 

studies (Schutte, 1999; Harasim, 1995). The finding of this study is somehow different from Namlu's (2003) finding 
who found a significant increase in the learning strategies of the students who were in the experimental group taking 

training on learning strategies. The difference between finding of this study and Namlu's study may be because of the 

changes in the participants (age, gender, level) or in the number of participants in both studies. Another factor that 

might count for the difference between the findings of the studies may be caused by the kind of interaction between the 

teacher and the students in the two studies. In addition, it may be because of the length of the study. This study took 6 

weeks but Namlu`s (2003) study lasted a semester. 

Considering the second research question which deal with investigating the difference between pre-test and post-test 

reading comprehension scores of EFL students on the basis of web-based and face-to-face instruction, the  obtained 

findings through paired samples t-test  revealed that there is a significant difference between pre-test and post-test 

reading comprehension scores of EFL students on the basis of face-to-face instruction. In contrast, there is no 

significant difference between pre-test and post-test reading comprehension scores of EFL students on the basis of web-
based instruction. Additionally, although summarization strategy has a great impact on post-test reading comprehension 

scores of EFL students in both groups, it is the type of instruction which influence the effectiveness of summarization 

strategies. 
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