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Abstract—The present study investigated the effect of using scrambled cloze procedure on reading and writing
among intermediate EFL learners. To fulfill the purpose of the study, 60 participants were tested on a PET
test, from whom 48 homogeneous participants were selected and assigned randomly to two groups of 25 and 23,
as experimental and control group. Then, both groups were given a pre-test of writing and reading
comprehension. During 14 sessions, the experimental group were provided with scrambled cloze samples and
tasks while practicing paragraph writing and reading, whereas the control group did not, while they were
practicing paragraph writing and reading. At the end, the two groups were tested in reading comprehension
and writing, based on a posttest. Two raters scored the writing samples collected from two groups in the pre
and posttest. Pearson correlation was used to compute the inter-rater reliability. The results showed the
experimental group outperformed the control group in paragraph writing and reading comprehension.
However, it was found that gender did not make a significant difference in reading comprehension and writing
performance.

Index Terms—scrambled cloze procedure, reading comprehension, paragraph writing

I. INTRODUCTION

Based on the previous studies, a cloze test can measure three types of knowledge: linguistic knowledge, textual
knowledge, and knowledge of the world. A standard cloze can be used to measure almost all these types of knowledge
(Cohen, 1980), that is, the testees use their linguistic knowledge to deal with the text such as comprehending the text.
Textual knowledge is used by the language users to detect the logical intersentential relationships and understand the
references within the text. These two types of knowledge are mapped to the content of the text. These different types of
knowledge can be tested through using different types of cloze procedure. For instance, in a cloze test in which certain
functional words such as articles or prepositions are deleted can measure the linguistic knowledge, or a cloze test in
which cohesive devices such as conjunctions, or connectors are deleted can test the textual knowledge.

An important implicit assumption is that cloze tasks produce changes in comprehension over time. For example,
some scholars investigated the impact of using cloze tests on comprehension during a period of time (Bloomer, 1962;
Heitzman & Bloomer, 1967; Kennedy & Weener, 1973; Schneyer, 1965). However, cloze tasks may have temporary
effect on the reading comprehension of the language users, and may not have permanent change in the development of
their reading comprehension in the long term. Bloomer (1966) attempted to investigate the learners’ reading
comprehension after providing them with a single exposure to a cloze task. Unlike past studies, more regular
investigations of using cloze tests in reading comprehension and writing classes are required if cloze procedures are
considered as a teaching technique for reading comprehension and writing. As Bloomer (1996) claimed, previous
studies used questions to assess reading comprehension, which may not provide enough detailed information to assess
changes in comprehension processes.

The reputation of cloze tests was in computing readability of texts and language assessment. The validity of cloze
tests is under discussion as a measure of comprehension (e.g., Brown, 2013; Chen, 2004; Gellert & Elbro, 2013; Greene,
2001; Kobayashi, 2004; Oller & Jonz, 1994a; O’Toole & King, 2010, 2011; Trace, Brown, Janssen, & Kozhevnikova,
2017). Some other researchers (Alderson, 1979a; Kintsch & Yarbrough, 1982; Klein-Braley & Raatz, 1984; Pearson &
Hamm, 2005; Shanahan, Kamil, & Webb Tobin, 1982) claimed that only grammatical and linguistic knowledge can be
gauged whereas cloze cannot measure intersentential relationships in a text. Cloze is not a valid measure of text
comprehension because it does not measure discourse level knowledge. On the other hand, some researchers (Baker,
2011; Eckes & Grotjahan, 2006) asserted that cloze tests are integrative alternatives to measure reading comprehension.
Oller (1973, 1976, 1979) claimed that cloze procedure can measure reading comprehension as well as other language
abilities integratively. Brown (2004) stated that in a cloze test, a language user is expected to make correct guesses,
which depends on his/her ability to listen, speak, and write. He added that cloze procedure has regained its importance
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and become a valid assessment procedure for measuring language skills.

In L1 and L2 setting, while being a controversy among researchers, cloze procedure has widely been used as an
integrative measure of reading comprehension. Some researchers claimed that cloze can be an objective, and reliable
test of language learners’ general comprehension (Bachman, 1982; Clarke, 1979; Cziko,1978; Oller,1973). Others
questioned the validity of cloze procedure to tackle the intersentential relationships, and they hypothesized that in a
cloze test, language users process tasks mainly at the sentence or sub sentence-level and fill in the blanks but they do
not reach the intersentential comprehension (Alderson, 1979; MacGinitie, 1961; Miller & Coleman, 1967; Shanahan, et.
al., 1982). Considering the cloze test as a measure of overall reading comprehension, some researchers (e.g., Klein-
Braley & Raatz, 1984; Pearson & Hamm, 2005; Shanahan, et.al., 1982) argued that cloze procedure fails to test it. Of
course, most of these investigations were done on standard cloze tests in which every nth word is deleted.

However, the proponents of the cloze procedure argued that for performing on a cloze test, testees require to process
information at the supra-sentential level (Brown, 2002; Chihara, Oller, Weaver, & Ch&vez-Oller, 1994; Cziko, 1983;
Gellert & Elbro, 2013; Jonz, 1994; McKenna & Layton, 1990). Brown (2004) detected that in standard cloze tests, 56-
70% of cloze items are cohesive devices. Jonz (1994) explored that 32% of the cloze items require information beyond
sentence levels. Finally, the analyses of item difficulty show that passage-level variables influence the difficulty of
individual cloze gaps (Ch&ez-Oller, Chihara, Weaver, & Oller, 1994; Kobayashi, 2002a; Oller & Chen, 2007; Trace et
al., 2017). These critics asserted that standard cloze tests measure para-sentential knowledge.

Reading Comprehension and Cloze Procedure

Many language learners at various levels get into trouble while reading English texts. Several studies demonstrated
that most language learners are not able to read English with perfect comprehension (e.g., Lijuan, 2007; Wahyuni, 2000;
Wallace, 2001). Such learners are to be helped in comprehending the texts. Assessing reading ability is not limited to
only measuring comprehension. There are some more important factors which should be considered while assessing the
learners’ full understanding in formative classroom assessments. Brown (2004) claimed that if readers fail to
comprehend the text, they need to develop some reading strategies to enhance their reading comprehension. For
instance, a student may comprehend an academic technical report at the sentence level, but may have a
misunderstanding at the discourse level because the learner has not exercised certain strategies. It can be claimed that
scrambled cloze tasks involve the learners’ mind beyond the separate sentence level, and they need to process the text
as a whole, which would be a good practice for them to read and understand the text as a whole or to rewrite or
unscramble the sentences as a text.

During the past years, various definitions have been offered for reading comprehension. Reading was defined as “the
process of understanding and interpreting information from the text” (Shanahan, 2005; p. 175). Readers are expected to
process the integration of several variables in order to understand this complicated language skill. Different researchers
considered these factors from separate perspectives which may influence reading comprehension: the familiarity with
text, structure and topic, the use of reading strategies, and word recognition (Pang, 2008), lower-level and higher-level
processes (Ajideh & Sattarpour, 2014; Grabe & Stoller, 2002), micro skills and macro skills (Brown & Abeywickrama,
2010), and task types (Grabe, 2009).

An important goal in ELT programs will be improving reading comprehension. Thus, many activities in learning to
read are organized to develop reading comprehension. Cloze procedure, as a technique used to improve comprehension,
requires learners to read and understand a text while filling in the blanks within the text at regular intervals (Bormuth,
1966), so that the completed text could make sense. Cloze procedure was originally designed to gauge readability
(Taylor, 1953); later was used to help language learners use contextual clues (Kennedy & Weener, 1973); to increase
learners’ motivation to read (Bloomer, 1966; Heitzman & Bloomer, 1967); and even to help learners improve their
reading ability in many studies (Rye, 1982). Many researchers and teachers have used it successfully in improving
learners’ reading ability.

Heaton (1991) believes that the goal of using cloze procedure is to measure readability and reading comprehension. It
indicates that performance on the cloze procedure reflects the learner’s ability to use the language context (Rye, 1982),
and reflects learners’ success in reading (Steinman, 2002). Hence, if the reader can supply the missing words in a cloze,
it shows that he/she could understand the text (Daines, 1982). In other words, cloze passage can be used to assess
reading comprehension (Yamashita, 2003). Also, cloze procedure is used to assess the learning or reading strategies
used by language learners. As Steinman (2002) asserted while practicing cloze procedure, readers get more awareness
of meaning, and other reading skills such as scanning and searching, which are not tackled in normal reading.
Ahluwalia (1993) claimed that in practicing cloze procedure, readers get involved in more active reading, and are more
conscious of their reading strategies during this process. In other words, teaching cloze strategies is, in fact, teaching
reading strategies.

Since reading is a very complex and important skill, some measures have been introduced to best measure it. These
methods are divided into two main types: traditional and modern test methods (Brown & Abeywickrama, 2010). As
Alderson (2000) asserted, in traditional test methods, learners’ reading abilities are measured separately and lower-order
reading skills such as detecting dates, linking the referring expressions with the antecedents, and finding the
grammatical relations are being emphasized. According to Fulcher (2010), based on the traditional test methods,
learners’ understanding of the text will be generally indicated; however, the cognitive and metacognitive processes
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required to comprehend a text will not be revealed. However, more recent approaches are more holistic and integrative
by nature, requiring readers to employ a vast set of resources to grasp the text meaning and understand the
intersentential relationships (Bachman & Dambd&ek, 2018).

Research in cloze procedure concentrated on reviewing the cloze tests carefully and refining its procedure. Alderson
(1979) detected that the deletion rate could affect learners’ comprehension. Brown (2002) found different patterns of
word deletion could result in different results. Other researchers found that shorter texts could make the cloze test less
reliable (Woods, Grafton, Watson, Sicotte & Mazziotta, 1998); and cloze tests would frustrate some testees compared
with other measures (Brown, 2002). Reacting to these critical reviews, researchers focused on modifying the original
format of cloze tests, while introducing other alternatives for cloze tests. Several studies attempted to refine the cloze
procedure, but very little is known if using cloze tests can improve students’ reading comprehension. Apsari (2016)
found that learners instructed by cloze passages significantly were better than those taught by full passages in terms of
reading comprehension. Thus, cloze passages need to be provided in teaching reading.

Writing Skill and Cloze Procedure

Writing proficiency develops gradually during a period of time. Writing, as a language skill, needs to be instructed.
Writing involves conveying the ideas, which is hard for a writer to do. In fact, writing will be a personal device, at the
most advanced stage, for expressing one’s own knowledge and experience (Bereiter, 1980). The more writers get more
proficient in writing, the more they move from knowledge-telling to knowledge-transformation (Bereiter & Scardamalia,
1987). The former is the signal of less proficient writers, and the latter is more complex. As knowledge transformer,
writers express ideas and reasoning as a vehicle for the development of personal awareness, philosophical ideas, and
knowledge.

An autonomous use of lower-level skills such as spelling, grammar, handwriting, punctuation, keyboarding, and
proper diction paves the way for the easy utilization of the higher-level writing macro-strategies used for planning,
generating, and revising a text (Bereiter & Scardamalia, 1987). If writers are not skilled in the lower-level skills, they
will find it difficult to use macro-strategies to produce a coherent summary or a persuasive essay. Command in both
these lower- and higher-level skills is vital for writers to be able to write. According to Li (2000), writing is a complex
process particularly for elementary and intermediate language learners, which requires learners to focus on only one
aspect of syntactic complexity or grammatical accuracy, etc. at the expense of the other one. In fact, language learners
find it difficult to attend to form and meaning at the same time.

Creating a successful written text is a complex process which requires “simultaneous control over a number of
language systems as well as an ability to take into consideration the ways the discourse must be shaped for a particular
purpose” (Celce-Murcia, 2001; p.48). On the other hand, cloze procedure has been extensively investigated from both
theoretical and methodological perspectives. Heaten (1990) stated, “performance on cloze test correlates highly with the
reading, writing and speaking abilities” (p.17). Hughes (2003) declared, “in doing cloze tests, learners make use of the
abilities that underlie all their language performance” (p.139). Nunan and Carter (2001) found strong relationship
between testers’ performance in integrative tests (such as cloze test) and in the subcomponents of various other test
batteries, testing other language skills, such as writing and speaking.

The purpose of this study was to provide information for effective use of a certain type of cloze; namely, the
scrambled cloze procedure, in increasing comprehension and writing ability. The study then focused on these questions;
what is the impact of using scrambled cloze procedure on Iranian intermediate EFL learners' paragraph writing/reading
comprehension? Is there any significant difference between writing/ reading of male and female Iranian EFL learners
who practice scrambled cloze procedure and that of those who do not?

Il. METHOD

Research Design

The study was based on an experimental design, in which two intact groups participated in the study. The participants
were not selected randomly; hence, the design was by nature a quasi-experimental one. However, the participants were
randomly assigned to an experimental and a control group. The independent variable was the mode of instruction,
which influenced the two dependent variables under the study. In one group, the researchers presented scrambled cloze
tasks to the participants, whereas in the other, they used the current prevalent techniques for teaching reading and
paragraph writing. These two dependent variables were measured before and after the treatment to make intra- and
inter-group comparisons possible.

Participants

To carry out the study, the researchers selected a sample of 48 participants based on non-random sampling, including
both male and female Iranian EFL learners who enrolled in two English language institutes in Tehran. They were
intermediate adult learners within the age range of 18-30, who had been learning English for some years. They were
divided into two groups: experimental (N=23) and control group (N=25). Both groups took a pretest of reading
comprehension and paragraph writing. The writing pretest consisted of a topic, about which the participants were
supposed to write a paragraph. The reading pretest consisted of four short reading passages followed by 20 multiple-
choice items. The participants in the experimental group received the treatment, which was practicing scrambled cloze
tasks during 14 sessions. The control group received no treatment; however, they practiced the traditional way of
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learning reading and writing. At the end, both groups sat for the posttest.

Instruments

Language Proficiency Test: A standardized general proficiency test (PET) was used to help the researchers select the
homogeneous participants in terms of their language proficiency. From among the participants, a proper sample was
needed to be selected for the study. Accordingly, the test was administered to a group of 60 EFL learners. Then, those
learners whose scores fell within one SD below and above the mean (N=48) were selected. Afterward, the researchers
randomly assigned them to two groups. The test consisted of 60 items in different sub-sections, which were
administered to the participants in the first session.

Reading Comprehension Tests: Two teacher-made identical tests of reading comprehension were used to measure the
participants' reading comprehension before and after the treatment. The difficulty level of the reading passages of the
tests were computed based on Fog Index of readability, which was adapted to be at the level of their textbook. Each of
the two identical reading comprehension tests consisted of four short reading passages followed by 20 multiple-choice
items. The rationale for selecting such tests was to minimize the practice effect in the study. The reliability coefficients
for the two reading tests were computed through using Cronbach alpha.

Paragraph Writing Tests: Two teacher-made writing tests were used to measure the participants' performance in
paragraph writing before and after the treatment. Since students in both groups were taught how to write paragraphs
during the treatment, the researchers designed two identical tests of writing in which they were required to write a
paragraph. Their writing samples in the two tests (pre- and posttest) were scored analytically based on Baily and Brown'
s (1984) scoring scale, in which five main components of writing were given credits. These five components were
organization (introduction, body and conclusion), logical development of ideas (content), structure, mechanics
(punctuation, spelling, capitalization ...), variety and quality of expression. Each writing task was scored by two raters
to ensure the inter-rater reliability.

Procedure

At first, the research instruments were prepared: a test for measuring learners' language proficiency, a pre- and
posttest for reading comprehension, and for paragraph writing. The language proficiency test (PET) was administered to
the two groups to help the researchers select the homogeneous learners for the two groups.

The pre-tests of reading comprehension and paragraph writing were administered to both groups to enable the
researchers compare the two groups before presenting the treatment. Having compared the mean scores of the two
groups, the researchers made sure about the homogeneity of the two groups in terms of reading comprehension and
paragraph writing.

The treatment was presenting the scrambled cloze passages and tasks to the participants in the experimental group.
The treatment lasted for 14 sessions. In the first session, the researchers administered the reading and writing pretest to
them. Then, from the second session on, the researchers presented scrambled cloze procedure to the participants in the
experimental group. In 14 sessions, fourteen passages were presented to them in the form of scrambled cloze tasks, in
which the sentences were scrambled. The participants were required to fill in the blanks first, and then put the
scrambled sentences back into the correct order to form a unified and coherent paragraph.

Having accomplished the treatment in 14 sessions, the researchers administered a posttest of reading comprehension
and paragraph writing to the participants. This enabled the researchers to collect data from the two groups in the posttest.
Thus, the scores in the pretest and posttest were the basis for intra- and inter-group comparisons.

I1l. RESULTS

The Analysis of the Language Proficiency Test (PET)

The researchers had to check the homogeneity of the two groups in terms of their language proficiency. As shown in
Table 1, the descriptive statistics showed that the mean scores of the two groups (M= 51.21, M= 50.32) and the standard
deviations of the two groups (SD= 3.75, SD=2.86) were close to each other.

TABLE 1
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TEST (PET)
Groups N MeanStd. DeviationStd. Error Mean

E_I_Experimental group2351.21  3.75 0.782
Control group ~ 2550.32 2.86 0.573

In order to compare the mean scores of the two intact groups, the researchers used an independent samples t-test. As
shown in Table 2, the difference between the two groups was not statistically significant, t (46) = 2.458, p= 0.118. The
results showed that there was no significant difference between the two groups on the PET. Accordingly, the
researchers could safely carry out the study with the two homogeneous groups.
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TABLE 2
INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST RESULTS FOR LANGUAGE PROFICIENCY TEST (PET)
Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
Equal v assumed .015 .902 2.458 46 118 2.65 1.08 0.481 4.83
PET  Equal v not 2457456 118 2.65 1.08 0.480 4.83

assumed

The Analysis of the Writing and Reading Pretests

Since the main focus was on the EFL learners’ reading comprehension and paragraph writing, the researchers had to
check the participants’ homogeneity in these two dependent variables. Hence, a writing and a reading pretest were
administered to the participants. The descriptive statistics as shown in Table 3 indicated that the mean and SD of the
experimental group (M= 13.89, SD= 2.20) and control group (M= 12.90, SD= 1.89) were close to one another in
writing. In reading pretest, the results showed that these measures in the experimental group (M= 14.45, SD= 2.06) and
control group (M= 15.20, SD= 1.94) were also close to one another.

TABLE 3
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE TWO PRETESTS
Groups N MeanStd. DeviationStd. Error Mean

Exp group 2313.89 2.20 459
W prEtEStControl group2512.90 1.89 378
Exp group 2314.45 2.06 430

RC pretest
Control group2515.20 1.94 388

In order to make sure that there was no statistically significant difference between the two groups in these two skills,
an independent samples t-test was utilized. The result of the Levene test indicated that the condition of the homogeneity
of the variances was assumed, p>0.05. As shown in Table 4, there was no statistically significant difference between the
two groups with regard to their paragraph writing, t (46) = 1.67, p = 0.101. The difference between the two groups was
not statistically significant. Also, the difference between the two groups in reading comprehension was not statistically
significant, t (46) = 1.28, p = 0.205. Thus, the researchers could safely start to present the treatment to the candidates.
The treatment was using scrambled cloze samples and tasks in the experimental group, while using common prevalent
traditional techniques for teaching paragraph writing and reading comprehension in the control group.

TABLE 4
INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST RESULTS FOR THE WRITING AND READING PRETEST SCORES
Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
PW Equal v assumed .657 422 1.67 46 101 991 .59 -.199 2.182
pretest Equal v not 166435 .103 991 .59 -209 2.192
assumed
Equal v assumed .001 975 - 46 .205 -743 .57 -1.908 421
RC 1.28
pretest Equal v not - 450 207 -743 .58 -1.911 424
assumed 1.28

The Analysis of the Writing Posttest (Testing the First Null Hypothesis)
An independent samples t-test was utilized to compare the mean scores of the two groups in order to test the first null
hypothesis. The descriptive statistics as illustrated in Table 5 showed the means and SDs of the experimental group (M=

16.00, SD= 1.38) and of the control group (M= 14.30, SD= 1.37). The means are somehow different, whereas the SDs
are close to one another.

TABLE 5
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE PARAGRAPH WRITING POSTTEST
Groups N MeanStd. DeviationStd. Error Mean

Exp group 2316.00 1.38 28

PW posttest
P Control group2514.30 .37 27

In order to check whether there was a statistically significant difference between the two groups in their paragraph
writing after the treatment, an independent samples t-test was run. The result of the Levene test indicated that the
condition of the homogeneity of the variances was assumed, p>0.05. As shown in Table 6, the difference between the
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two groups in their paragraph writing, t (46) =4.26, p = 0.000, was statistically significant. That is, the experimental
group outperformed the control group in paragraph writing; thus, the first null hypothesis restated as “Using scrambled
cloze procedure makes no significant difference in Iranian intermediate EFL learners' paragraph writing” is rejected.

TABLE 6
INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST RESULTS FOR THE PARAGRAPH WRITING POSTTEST SCORES
Levene's Test for Equality oft-test for Equality of Means

Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-Mean Std. Error95% Confidence Interval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
PW Equal v assumed .182 671 4.2646 .000 1.70 .39 .89 2.50
post Equal v not 4.2645.6.000 1.70 .39 .89 2.50

assumed

The Analysis of the Reading Posttest (Testing the Second Null Hypothesis)

In order to test the second null hypothesis, an independent samples t-test was used to compare the mean scores of the
two groups in reading comprehension. The descriptive statistics included in Table 7 shows the mean scores and SDs of
the experimental group (M= 16.15, SD= 1.14) and of the control group (M= 14.04, SD= 1.39).

TABLE7
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE READING COMPREHENSION POSTTEST

Groups N MeanStd. DeviationStd. Error Mean
RC posttest

Exp group 2316.15 1.14 23

RC posttest
PO control group2514.04  1.39 27

These measures in the two groups are different; however, the inferential statistics were used to compare the two
groups statistically. In order to check whether there was a statistically significant difference between the two groups in
reading comprehension, an independent samples t-test was run. The results of the Levene test indicated that the
condition of the homogeneity of the variances was assumed, p>0.05. As shown in Table 8, there was a statistically
significant difference between the two groups in reading comprehension, t (46) = 5.70, p = 0.000. The difference
between the two groups was statistically significant. That is, the experimental group outperformed the control group in
reading comprehension; thus, the second null hypothesis restated as “Using scrambled cloze tasks makes no significant
difference in Iranian EFL learners' reading comprehension” is rejected.

TABLE 8
INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST RESULTS FOR THE READING COMPREHENSION POSTTEST SCORES
Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the

tailed) Difference Difference Difference

RC Equal v assumed .090 765 5.70 46 .000 211 37 1.36 2.85

post Equal v not 5.74453  .000 211 .36 1.37 2.85

assumed

Gender Analysis (Testing the Third and Fourth Null Hypothesis)

In order to test the third and fourth research null hypothesis, an independent samples t-test was utilized to compare
the mean scores of the male and female participants in paragraph writing and reading comprehension.

The descriptive statistics as demonstrated in Table 9 show the mean scores and SDs of the female group (M= 15.11,
SD= 1.72) and of the male group (M= 15.12, SD= 1.44) in paragraph writing posttest. Furthermore, the mean scores
and SDs of the female group (M= 15.25, SD= 1.50) and of the male group (M= 14.67, SD= 1.89) in reading
comprehension posttest are also displayed.

TABLE 9
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR GENDER DIFFERENCES IN POSTTESTS
Gender N MeanStd. DeviationStd. Error Mean

Female3l1511  1.72 30
PW posttest \role 171512 1.44 34

Female3l15.25 150 27
RCposttest’ 1ol 171467 1.89 45

As shown in Table 10, there was not a statistically significant difference between the female and male participants in
paragraph writing, t (46) = .010, p = 0.992. The difference between the two groups was not statistically significant.
Thus, the third null hypothesis restated, as “There is no significant difference between the paragraph writing of male
and female Iranian EFL learners who practice scrambled cloze procedure and that of those who do not” is not rejected.
That is, male and female participants performed similarly in paragraph writing.
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TABLE 10
INDEPENDENT SAMPLES T-TEST RESULTS FOR THE GENDER DIFFERENCES IN POSTTEST SCORES
Levene's Test for Equality of t-test for Equality of Means
Variances
F Sig. t df Sig. (2- Mean Std. Error 95% Confidence Interval of the
tailed) Difference Difference Difference
ow Equal v assumed .665 419 .0-10 46 .992 -.004 49 -99 .98
post Equal v not - 382  .992 -.004 46 -94 .93
assumed .010
RC Equal v assumed .889 .351 1.16 46 .249 .581 49 -42 1.58
post Equal v not 1.0927.2 .285 .581 .53 -51 1.67
assumed

Based on Table 10, the difference between female and male participants in their reading comprehension was not
statistically significant, t (46) = 1.16, p = 0.249. Accordingly, the fourth null hypothesis restated as “There is no
significant difference between the reading comprehension of male and female Iranian EFL learners who practice
scrambled cloze procedure and that of those who do not” is not rejected. Female and male participants show
homogeneity not only in their writing performance but also in their reading comprehension after practicing scrambled
cloze samples and tasks during the study.

1V. DISCUSSION

The findings provided a strong support for the claim that scrambled cloze techniques in language learning classes
does improve the participants' reading comprehension and paragraph writing. However, male and female learners
performed similarly not only in reading comprehension but also in paragraph writing.

The results of the study were in agreement with those of many studies in the past (Alderson, 1979; Brown, 2002;
Woods, et al., 1998). Based on some critical reviews done in cloze-related studies, some modifications in the cloze
procedure have been made and some other varieties have been proposed, which have been used in language learning
programs. Despite the fact that many investigations were done on the cloze procedure, it is still miscellaneous whether
using cloze tests or tasks in language classrooms can help improve reading comprehension (Ch&vez-Oller, et. al., 1994;
Kobayashi, 2002a; Oller & Chen, 2007; Trace, et. al., 2017).

Like scrambled cloze activities, other effective strategies were used by many researchers to improve reading
comprehension such as, Concept-Oriented Reading Instruction (Guthrie, et al., 1996, 1999, 2000), Students’ Achieving
Independent Learning (Pressley, Harris & Marks, 1992), Summarizing-Contextualizing-Inferring-Monitoring-
Corroborating (Hicks, Doolittle & Ewing, 2004), Survey-Question-Read-Recite-Review-Reflect (Richardson & Morgan,
1997), and the Mind Map technique (Buzan, 2000). In most of these studies, the learners’ reading comprehension was
enhanced. The findings of the present study confirmed the results of the previous studies, which indicated that cloze
tasks produce superior comprehension (Bloomer, 1962, 1966; Kennedy & Weener, 1973). Based on the available
evidence from the previous studies done on cloze procedure, it has been widely used as an effective technique for
developing reading comprehension and writing performance in language classes (Baker, 2011; Eckes & Grotjahan,
2006).

On the other hand, there have been some disagreement in using cloze tests or tasks in language classes to help
improve reading comprehension, which may be because of some deficiencies in research methods in this regard (e.g.,
Brown, 2013; Chen, 2004; Gellert & Elbro, 2013; Greene, 2001; Jongsma, 1971; Kobayashi, 2004; Oller & Jonz, 1994a;
O’Toole & King, 2010, 2011; Trace, et. al., 2017). Concerning the effectiveness of cloze procedure, cloze tests and
tasks will produce changes in comprehension, which may lead to an improvement in comprehension. In such studies,
however, the researchers did not make clear that cloze tests or tasks can change which reading strategies or processes.
The results of the present study contradicted the findings of some other studies which claimed that other reading
activities make more effective comprehension than cloze procedure (Heitzman & Bloomer, 1967; Schneyer, 1965).

The change of cloze tasks in comprehension occurs during time. That is, when cloze tasks were used in language
classes during several weeks, researchers came up with some change in comprehension (Bloomer, 1962; Heitzman &
Bloomer, 1967; Kennedy &Weener, 1973; Schneyer, 1965). Based on these critical views, cloze tasks may have
temporary effect on the reading comprehension of the language users, and may not have permanent change in the
development of their reading comprehension in the long term. Cloze tests are not sensitive to intersentential constraints
and they measure only lower-order skills; that is, measuring grammatical and linguistic knowledge (e.g., Alderson,
1979a; Kintsch & Yarbrough, 1982; Klein-Braley & Raatz, 1984; Pearson & Hamm, 2005; Shanahan et al., 1982),
rather than gauging intersentential and discoursal knowledge.

V. CONCLUSION

In the beginning of the study, the two groups were homogeneous in terms of their reading comprehension. After the
treatment, the inter-group comparisons showed that the reading comprehension of the participants in the treatment
group differed significantly from those in the control group. Also, the findings of this study showed that the approach in
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enhancing writing performance through scrambled cloze activities among learners produced better outcomes. The use of
scrambled cloze activities as a technique in language learning classes might be considered as the merits of study, which
increased their skill in writing. The finding obtained through the research procedure led to the conclusion that this study
supports the use of scrambled cloze procedure.

The results of the study indicated that when samples of scrambled cloze tasks are carefully constructed and the items
are supplied with proper words, and when the scrambled sentences are put together to form a unified and coherent
paragraph, they can help increase both reading comprehension and writing potential. This teaching technique is quite
helpful for poor readers and/or writers. Some more studies are required to investigate the impact of using scrambled
cloze procedure on reading and writing in the long term.

The present study aimed to investigate the gender differences while the intervention was being done during the 14
sessions. There was a uniform procedure for measuring the reading comprehension and writing skill of the two groups.
Having all the learning conditions and exam administration environments the same, the researchers found that the two
groups of learners; that is, the male and female, showed homogeneity in their reading and writing posttests.

The findings of this study are applicable for devising policies and decision making in EFL settings. Teachers and
supervisors can include some varied activities in the EFL learners’ language learning programs not only to give variety
to their materials, but also to motivate them to practice language learning beyond the sentence level; that is, practice
language items at the text or discourse level. The findings showed that authorities, material developers and policy
makers in charge of EFL instruction should devise new ways to change the attitudes and perceptions of learners from
mere traditional ways of practicing reading or writing. They should try to instill the same mentality in learners’ minds
that exists in their minds. Another implication is the necessity of familiarizing learners with new techniques, strategies
and activities for practicing language skills and components, and giving them a realistic picture of how EFL instruction
operates. Through teacher education programs, on-the-job training workshops, teachers’ and supervisors’ meetings, and
journal papers used to update teachers’ teaching practice and professional development, teachers, supervisors and
mentors could share their views, attitudes, and perceptions to updating classroom techniques, which could lead to
discussions, constructive arguments, and finally reaching agreements on points of difference.

Interested researchers are recommended to investigate the impact of other types of cloze test procedure such as
catered technique, summary cloze tasks, summarizing tests, cloze elide tasks, editing tasks, etc. on language skills and
components. Further research could select the sample purposefully from learners of different proficiency levels, and
compare them together while including the language level as a moderator variable. Doing a research while using a
single research instrument may not be convincing for the researchers who advocate mixed method designs. It is
recommended to do some similar studies while using triangulation either in tools, in data or in methods. Some variables
have not been controlled in the study, which may be the source of variability in the results compared with some
previous studies. It is suggested to replicate the study while controlling for such variables as intelligence, learning style,
personality type, attitude, etc.
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