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ABSTRACT

Abstract: The study attempted to elaborate the effect of gender and digital graphic organizers toward reading
and writing at higher education. The 50 subjects were L2 learners consisting of male (n=24) and female (n=26).
The analysis of two-way MANOVA demonstrated The F value of Wilks’ Lambda for gender was , F(1, 49) =
6.765, p = 0.003; Wilks' A = 0. 769, eta= 0.23; digital graphic organizer was F (1, 49) = 5.474, p = 0.007; Wilks' A =
0. 804, eta= 0.19). Since the eta squared was 0.23 (for gender) and 0.19 (for digital graphic organizers), it indicated
that the effect size for gender was larger than digital graphic organizers. Then, the p value of Wilks” Lambda for
the interaction effect between gender and digital graphic organizers toward reading and writing was p = 0.144).
This demonstrated no interaction effect between gender and digital GOs simultaneously on reading and writing
atF (149) = 2.024, p= 0.144; Wilks' A = 0.917, eta= 0.083. This finding revealed that females had better
achievement on reading and writing; and teaching using digital graphic organizer can improve both reading and
writing.
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ABSTRAK
Penelitian ini mencoba untuk menguraikan pengaruh gender dan pengatur grafis digital terhadap membaca dan menulis di
pendidikan tinggi. Subjek yang berjumlah 50 orang adalah pembelajar L2 yang terdiri dari laki-laki (n=24) dan perempuan
(n=26). Analisis MANOVA dua arah menunjukkan nilai F Wilks" Lambda untuk gender adalah , F(1, 49) = 6,765, p =
0,003; Wilks' A = 0,769, eta= 0,23; pengatur grafis digital F (1, 49) = 5,474, p = 0,007; Wilks' A = 0,804, eta= 0,19).
Karena eta kuadratnya adalah 0,23 (untuk gender) dan 0,19 (untuk penyelenggara grafis digital), hal ini menunjukkan
bahwa ukuran efek untuk gender lebih besar dibandingkan penyelenggara grafis digital. Kemudian, nilai p value Wilks’
Lambda untuk pengaruh interaksi antara gender dan digital grafis organiser terhadap membaca dan menulis adalah p =
0,144). Hal ini menunjukkan tidak adanya pengaruh interaksi antara gender dan GO digital secara simultan terhadap
membaca dan menulis pada F (1,49) = 2.024, p = 0.144; Wilks 'A = 0,917, eta= 0,083. Temuan ini menunjukkan bahwa
perempuan mempunyai prestasi lebih baik dalam membaca dan menulis; dan pengajaran menggunakan pengatur grafis
digital dapat meningkatkan kemampuan membaca dan menulis.
Kata Kunci: gender; pengatur grafis; pengaruh; membaca; menulis

How to Cite: Elhawwa, T. (2024). The Influence of Gender and Digital Graphic Organizers on Writing and
Reading Performance at Higher Education. IJEE (Indonesian Journal of English Education), 11(2), pages 343-356,
doi: 10.15408/ijee.v11i2.42349

INTRODUCTION

Writing is urgently needed in today’s world. Through writing, people can share ideas, and
inform some important things. Kassem (2017) states that writing is a complex course. It is a complicated
skill and it is hard to learn. It requires grammar rule mastery, vocabulary, sentence structure, and
organizing ideas. Additionally, learners should focus on linguistic skills such as diction, spelling,
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punctuation, capital-small letters, conjunctions, subject verb agreement, planning the essay, and
structuring ideas. Some investigations indicated that university students still got difficulties in
composing essays (Abbas & Herdi, 2018; Ariyanti & Fitriana, 2017; Boyle, 2024; Liunokas, 2020;
Peloghitis, 2017; Sabarun, et.al, 2024; Syafe’i & Miftah, 2020). They found that most learners frequently
got difficulties in vocabulary, organization, mechanics, written conventions etc.

This study focuses on argument essay writing. It is the hardest writing genre (Zhao, 2017). It
involves critical thinking skills to structure the argument (Vogelin et al., 2019). Moreover, Rahmawati,
et.al (2018) found that learners had problems in writing argument essay in four aspects. They are
cognitive aspect (less information on argument essay features), linguistic aspect (thesis statement,
claim, counterclaim, mechanics, sentence structure, and evidences), and psychological aspect
(unmotivated, making errors, low self-efficacy, and low of self-esteem). Some scholars suggest using
collaborative writing in second language writing instruction (Susanti, et.al.2020). Some others
proposed graphic organizers as an alternative technique to improve the quality of teaching (Enighe,
2024). Therefore, it is necessary to apply the effective learning interventions to promote learners’
writing skills.

Besides writing, mastering reading skill is also important for EFL learners. Being able to
comprehend the written texts is very crucial for EFL learners. To strengthen the learners’ ability in both
skills, this investigation proposes the application of graphic organizers (GOs). A graphic organizer (so-
called GO) is a visual technique to assist learners to structure ideas (Daniels, 2020; Janelle, 2020; Lynch,
2021; Marchant, 2023). Boykin et al. (2019) described GOs as tools that allow students to visually collect,
relate, and display ideas. Meanwhile, Colliot and Jamet (2021) defined GOs as a tool for representing,
modeling, and illustrating ideas in graphic or visual formats that teachers use to help students learn.
GOs are useful pedagogical tools because they let learners to visually and physically arrange content
and concepts, which facilitates learning and information acquisition. Brady et al. (2021) argued that
students who employ GOs are more likely to internalize the content of what they are taught. Teaching
students how to use GOs in the classroom can greatly improve their CT skills. Combining GOs with
the teaching content significantly promotes instructions and understanding (Samba et al., 2020).

There are some studies investigating GOs in reading comprehension, such as Khalaji (2016) and
Rahmat (2020). Moya and Tobar (2017) examined various reading comprehension techniques for EFL
instruction. They emphasized the use of GOs in reading since they promoted peer cooperation and
interaction and aided in students' effective learning. Furthermore, students have little trouble
remembering the primary idea or ideas. Then, Hazaymeh & Alomery (2022) and Kurniaman and
Zufriady's (2019) study revealed that GOs might be utilized to categorize data and help students with
critical reading analysis and critical thinking.

Abdul Aziz (2018) found that the advantage of GO is that it improves students’ learners’
creativity and critical thinking that enable them to look at information as a whole. Next, Batinga (2020)
found that GOs were able to motivate learners to learn. Additionally, Sari (2019) found that GOs gave
effect on the L2 learners’ reading comprehension. Then, Kelly (2020) found increased reading
comprehension scores over the course after treated using GOs; Santika, et.al, (2021) also confirmed an
improve performance of reading skill after treated using GOs. Next, Rahat & Rahman (2020) found a
significant difference on GO class than the other class. Kurniaman, et.al, (2018) demonstrated an
improvement in the recall of reading texts.

Another important factor contributing to the successful successfull of learning is gender
difference. Prior studies studes elaborated gender differences in L2 writing. Some scholars found many
differences between female and male learners in writing. For example, Mutar & Nimehchisalem, (2017)
found that the difference occurs on male and female in writing performance. Girls displayed more
frequently fraquencies than boys in writing product. Additionally, girls applied more strategies than
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boys. Then, girls tend tent to use more lexical density than boys (Ginting, 2018). The other
investigations evidenced that girls outperformed better than boys in writing (Castro & Limpo, 2018;
De Smedt et al., 2018; Adams & Simmons, 2019; Urquhart-Cronish & Otto, 2019; Zhang et al., 2019).

Despite the facts some valuable investigations above, further investigation on GOs is strongly
needed to improve the quality of EFL teaching. All of which present evidences on a number of
advantages of using GOs. However, in the current study the focus lies on the essay development. As
a result, to fill the gap, the investigation attempts to examine the influence of gender and GOs on
reading and writing at higher education. The novelty is that the study involves gender; and reading
and writing as the outcome variables being investigated. This study has two independent categorical
variables: gender (girls and boys) graphic organizers (Non- Graphic Organizer/ NGO versus Digital
Graphic Organizer/DGO); and two dependent variables: learners’ reading and writing score. The
research questions are: (a) does gender give effect significantly on reading and writing score? (b) Does
Graphic Organizer (GO) give effect significantly on reading and writing score? (c) Do gender and GOs
give effect simultaneously on both scores?

The study measures the effect of two independent categorical variables: gender (male versus
female) and graphic organizers (Non- Graphic Organizer/ NGO versus Digital Graphic
Organizer/DGO) on two dependent variables: learners’ reading and writing score.

The theoretical thinking is shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1 Theoretical thinking

Reading : : Gender (1) : : Writing
oD 2)

<=I| Graphic Organizer (x2) |I=>

METHODS
The quasi experiment design was employed in the current investigation. The participants were
50 L2 learners at reading and writing class at Islamic higher education as distributed in Table 1.
Table 1 The Participants

Course
Treatment Reading Writing
Male Female Male Female
Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO) 19 9 19 9
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO) 5 17 5 17
Sub-total 24 26 24 26
Total 50 50

Research design
The data collection was seen in Figure 2.

Figure 2 The procedure of collecting data
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Research site and participants
The investigation was performed in reading and writing class. First of all, the subjects were

given pretest in reading and writing essay to see the early ability of the subjects. This was done to make
the subjects were comparable to be analyzed. In reading class, learners were given reading text using
GOs in three stages. In pre-reading stage, the language instructor made a preparation for students by
distributing reading text and talking about them. This was intended to elicit learners” information on
the theme, content and other relevant materials. Afterwards, the language instructor explained the
topic and assigned students to create GOs about the topic. Learners were assigned to share ideas with
peer during while-reading stage. Learners were also asked to read silently the text while looking at
GOs and take notes to identify the main idea. They were also asked to complete GOs provided. In post-
reading stage, the learners” comprehension was explored through comprehension question session,
small group discussion, and reading assessment.

The same procedures were performed in writing class using GOs. The experiment class was
treated using Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO) by (1) choosing a template. (2) Using Symbol. (3)
Adding Text in the Graphic Organizers. (4) Customizing details of the Graphic Organizer. (5)
Exporting and sharing the File. After the treatment was given, the posttests were performed. The
participants were tested on reading and writing performance. In reading test, they were given 50
mutilple choice tests. They should select the right answer of each test given. They should complete the
test in 90 minutes. Meanwhile, in writing test, learners were assinged to write an argumentative essay
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on the selected topic. They should write an argumentative composition having introductory
paragraph, body paragraphs, and a concluding paragraph. They should complete the test in 100
minutes.

Data collection and analysis

The null hypotheses are: (a) Gender did not give effect on reading and writing score; (b)
Graphic organizers did not give effect to reading and writing score; (c) The interaction effect did not
occur between gender and GOs on reading and writing. A two-way MANOVA test was applied.
Result

The description of scores was presented in Table 2.

Table 2 Mean Score
Variable Gender Graphic Organizers Mean Std. Deviation N
Reading Male Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO)
58.26 9.36 19
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO
& P 8 ( ) 68.60 9.84 5
Total 60.42 10.19 24
Female Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO)
69.78 10.46 9
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO
& P & ( ) 78.47 10.65 17
Total 75.46 11.20 26
Total Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO)
61.96 10.99 28
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO
& P 8 ( ) 76.23 11.08 22
Total 68.24 13.05 50
Writing Male Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO)
60.90 7.36 19
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO
& P & ( ) 67.60 777 5
Total 62.29 7.79 24
Female Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO)
68.56 7.70 9
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO
& P 8 ( ) 78.88 8.42 17
Total 75.31 9.46 26
Total Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO)
63.36 8.18 28
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO
& P 8 ( ) 76.32 9.43 22
Total 69.06 10.83 50

The data showed demonstrated that the means of Reading for male students with Non- GOs
was 58.26, SD 9.36 (n=19); Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO) was 68.60, SD 9.84 (n=5); for female
learners using Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO) was 69.78, SD 10.64 (n=9); Digital Graphic Organizer
(DGO) was 78.47, SD 10.65 (n=17). The total mean for reading was 68.24 (n=50). Then, the means of
Writing for male learners using Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO) was 60.89, SD 7.36 (n=19); Digital

Graphic Organizer (DGO) was 67.60, SD 7.77 (n=5); for female learners using (NGO) was 68.56, SD
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7.70 (n=9); Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO) was 78.88, SD 8.42 (n=17). The total mean for writing was

69.06 (n=50). The data were illustrated in Figure 3.
Figure 3 The Learners’ score of reading and writing
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Assumption tests
Tests of Normality
The Shapiro-Wilk was applied since the number of participants was only 50.
Table 3 The Shaphiro-Wilk

Course Gender statistics df p values conclusion

reading male 0.97 24 0.65 Normally distributed
female 0.96 26 0.44 Normally distributed

writing male 0.98 24 0.96 Normally distributed
female 0.96 26 0.42 Normally distributed

The output showed that the value for Reading male learners was 0.97, p = 0.65; female learners
was 0.96, p = 0.44. In contrast, the statistic value for Writing male learners was 0.98, p = 0.96; female
learners were 0.96, p = 0.42, indicating the data came from normal distribution.

Test Homogeneity
The homogeneity of variance was shown below.
Table 4 Levene Test
F dfl df2 Sig. conclusion
Reading .09 3 46 97 accepted
Writing 15 3 46 .03 accepted

The table showed F value of Reading score was 0.09, p = 0.97; F value of Writing was 0.15,
p = 0.93; it indicated that all variables had the same varian and Manova test was performed.
The result of homogeneity of matrices covariance was shown in Table 5.

Table 5 Box’s Test
Box's M F P value conclusion
9.951 0.975 0.459 Accepted/ equal

It showed that the Box’s M was 9.951, p = was 0.459, indicating variables were equal.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION
Findings
The two way Manova tested the difference among the independent variables toward
dependant variables. The independent variables were gender/ x1 (male versus female) and graphic
organizers/ x2 (non- versus digital). Meanwhile, the outcome variable covers learners’ reading
score/yl and learners” writing score /y2 as shown in Table 6.
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Tabel 6 Two Way Manova

P Partial
Factor Value F Df1 Df2 value Eta conclusion
Squared
Gender (A) Wilks 0.77 6.77 2 45 0.00 0.23 significant
Lambda
Graphic organizers (B) Wilks' 0.80 547 2 45 0.01 0.20 significant
Lambda ) ) ) )
gender * graphic Wilks' Not
organizers (AB) Lambda 092 202 2 45 0.14 0.08 significant

It demonstrated the F values and the p-values. The F value of Wilks” Lambda for gender was, F
(1,49) =6.77, p = 0.00; Wilks' A = 0. 77, eta= 0.23; graphic organizer was F(1, 49) = 5.47, p = 0.01; Wilks'
A =0.80, eta= 0.20). This meant that both independent variables separately contributed to both reading
and writing. Then, the p value of Wilks” Lambda for the interaction effect between gender and graphic
organizers toward reading and writing was p = 0.144), describing no significant interaction effect
between gender and graphic organizer simultaneously on reading and writing at F(1, 49) = 2.024, p =
0.144; Wilks' A = 0.917, eta= 0.083. The hypotheses were: (a) gender did not give effect to reading and
writing score; (b) graphic organizers did not give effect to reading and writing score; (c) the interaction
effect between gender and graphic organizers did not occur on reading and writing at higher
education.

a. First hypothesis: gender did not give effect on reading and writing score.
Table of Tests of Between-Subjects Effects gave explanation, as described in Table 7.

Table 7 Test of Between-Subjects Effects

Source Dependent df Mean Square F Sig. Partial conclusion

Variable Eta

Squared
Corrected Reading 3 1230.82 1216 .00 44 significant
Model

Writing 3 973.28 15.85 .00 51 significant
Intercept Reading 1 179111.22 1.77 .00 .98 significant

Writing 1 180181.99 2.93 .00 99 significant
Gender (A) Reading 1 1082.26 10.70 .00 19 significant

Writing 1 849.20 13.83 .00 23 significant
Graphic Reading 1 856.97 8.47 o 16 significant
organizers (B)

Writing 1 686.50 11.18 .00 20 significant
gender * Reading 1 6.40 .06 .80 .00 Not significant
graphic
organizers
(AB)

Writing 1 31.04 51 48 .01 Not significant
Error Reading 46  101.19

Writing 46 6141
Total Reading 50

Writing 50
Corrected Reading 49
Total

Writing 49

The output indicated the effect of gender for reading was F (1,49) = 10.70, p = 0.00, eta = 0.19),
for writing F (1,49) = 13.83, p.0.00, eta 0.23). This demonstrated that gender gave significant effect for
reading and writing. The F value of Wilks” Lambda for gender was, F (1, 49) = 6.77, p = 0.00; Wilks' A
= 0. 77, eta= 0.23. The next step was to find the mean score for each course as explained in Table 8.
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Table 9 Pairwise Comparisons

ezﬁiﬁleent (I) Gender (J) Gender Diffelz/gfcr; (1) Std. Error Sig. Conclusion
Reading Boys Girls -10.69 3.27 .00 Significant
Girls Boys 10.69* 3.27 .00 Significant
Writing Boys Girls -9.47 2.55 .00 Significant
Girls Boys 947" 2.55 .00 Significant

The table confirmed that the mean difference of reading score between male and female
was -10.69, SE 3.27, p = 0. 00. Then, the mean difference of writing score between male and
female was -9.47, SE 2.55, p = 0.00. It meant that the different was significant and female was
better than male for both reading and writing. The mean score of each gender was seen in

Table 9.
Table 9 Gender
Outcome Variable Gender Mean Std. Error
Reading Boys 63.43 2.53
Girls 74.12 2.07
Writing Boys 64.25 1.97
Girls 73.72 1.62

b. Second hypothesis: graphic organizers did not give effect on reading and writing score.

To respond the question number 2, Table 7 gave explanation. The value of Graphic organizers
for reading at F (1, 49) = 8.47, p = 0.01, eta = 0.16), for writing F (1, 49) 11.18, p.0.00, eta 0.20. This
meant that GOs facilitated for both reading and writing. The F value of Wilks” Lambda for graphic
organizer was F (1,49) =5.47, p = 0.01; Wilks' A = 0. 80, eta= 0.20). The following was the mean score

for each course as shown in Table 10.

Tabel 10 Pairwise Comparisons

. . Mean
Outcome () Graphic () Graphic Difference Std. Error Sig. conclusion
Variable Organizers Organizers (1)
Reading NGO DGO -9.52 3.27 .01 Significant
DGO NGO 9.52 3.27 01 Significant
Writing NGO DGO -8.52* 2.55 .00 significant
DGO NGO 8.52 2.55 .00 significant

NGO= Non- Graphic Organizer, DGO= Digital Graphic Organizer

The table explained that the mean difference of reading within NGO and DGO was -9.52, SE
3.27, p = 0.01. It meant that the different was significant and DGO was better than NGO for reading.
Then, the mean difference of writing score using NGO and DGO was -8.52, SE 2.55, p = 0.00. It
meant that the different was significant and DGO outperformed higher than NGO for writing. The

average of each intervention was explained in Table 11.

Table 11 The mean score

Outcome Variable  Graphic Organizers Mean Std. Error

Reading Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO) 64.02 2.04
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO) 73.54 2.56

Writing Non- Graphic Organizer (NGO) 64.73 1.59
Digital Graphic Organizer (DGO) 73.24 1.99

¢. Third hypothesis: the interaction effect between gender and graphic organizers did not occur on reading and

writing at higher education.

Page 350 of 356

*Corresponding author
IJEE (Indonesian Journal of English Education), 11 (2), 2024

P-ISSN: 2356-1777, E-ISSN: 2443-0390 | DOL: 10.15408/ijee.v11i2.42349
This is an open access article under CC-BY-SA license (https:/ /creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/4.0/)



To respond the research question 3, Table 7 gave explanation. The value of gender and graphic
organizers for reading was F (1,49) = 063, p = 0.803, eta = 0.001), for writing F (1,49) = 0.505, p.0.481,
eta 0.211). Additionally, the p-value of Wilks’ Lambda for the interaction effect between gender and
graphic organizers toward reading and writing was p = 0.144). This demonstrated there was no
interaction effect between gender and graphic organizer simultaneously on reading and writing
at F (1,49) =2.02, p = 0.14; Wilks' A =0.98, eta= 0.08. The next was the mean score for each gender
and the treatment using graphic organizers as shown in Table 12.

Table 12 Gender * Graphic Organizers

Outcome Variable Gender Graphic Organizers Mean Std. Error
Reading Boys NGO 58.26 2.31
DGO 68.60 4.50
Girls NGO 69.78 3.35
DGO 78.47 2.44
Writing Boys NGO 60.90 1.80
DGO 67.60 3.51
Girls NGO 68.56 2.61
DGO 78.88 1.90

NGO= Non- Graphic Organizer, DGO= Digital Graphic Organizer

The result demonstrated that the reading average score for male using NGO was 58.26, SE
2.31, DGO was 68.60, SE 4.50; female using NGO was 69.78, SE 3.35, DGO was 78.47, SE 2.44.
Meanwhile, the writing mean score for male using NGO was 60.90, SE 1.80, DGO was 67.60, SE 3.51;
female using NGO was 68.56, SE 2.61, DGO was 78.88, SE 1.90.

To sum up, the statistical calculation using a two way Manova demonstrated The F value of
Wilks” Lambda for gender was F (1, 49) = 6.77, p = 0.00; Wilks' A = 0. 77, eta= 0.23; graphic organizer
was F (1,49) =5.47, p = 0.01; Wilks' A = 0. 80, eta= 0.20). This meant that gender and GOs separately
contributed reading and writing. Then, the p value of Wilks" Lambda for the interaction effect
between gender and graphic organizers toward reading and writing was p = 0.14). This
demonstrated there was no interaction between gender and graphic organizer simultaneously on
reading and writing at F(1, 49) = 2.02, p = 0.14; Wilks' A = 0.92, eta= 0.08, as illustrated in Figure 4.

Figure 4 Result summary
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The investigation was directed by three questions to be presented to the result and relevant
literature. The study revealed that gender and GOs separately contributed reading and writing,.
However, the study found that there was no interaction between gender and graphic organizer
simultaneously on reading and writing. The study gave a clear evidence that female outperformed
better than male in reading and writing performance. For example, female tent to have better
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performance on hand writing. Language use, and mechanics. Meanwhile, male tent to have lack
performance on hand writing, and misspelled words.

This finding was in accordance with some investigations conducted by Powell et.al (2022;
Restrepo et.al. 2021), De Smedit, et.al. (2018), Ginting (2018), Adams and Simmons, (2019), Zhang, et
al., (2019), Al-Saadi (2020). The study highlights educational implications, as there was a difference in
performance between males and females. As a result, it was recommended that the gender gap be
reduced by strengthening writing teaching for male students. Language instructors required to
improve boys' writing performance by offering extra writing classes and assigning more writing
projects. The findings of this investigation were significant since some teachers did not take gender
differences into account while teaching writing. As a result, language instructors should focus more
on the gender gap in L2 writing classes.

Furthermore, language instructors should give more encouraging and constructive feedback to
male students in order to improve boys' writing skills. In L2 writing class, teachers needed to dispel
the myth that writing was a feminine activity. There were several suggestions to increase male
motivation to write better. Reading was another way to improve one's writing. Learners required a
large number of reads to develop their writing since reading supplied effective examples for writing.
As a result, teachers needed to present students with a variety of reading books that served as
appropriate models for writing activities. It was recommended that teachers give students the
opportunity to read both within and outside of class.

Dealing with GOs gave facilitative effect on reading, the finding was supported by previous
investigations such as Al Halim (2024); Aprianto & Syarifaturrahman (2020); Ramos Lorenzo (2024);
Guo (2020). They found that GOs enhanced deeper reading by building learners” autonomy, and guide
reading more selectively. The finding was also in accordance with prior investigation demonstrating
that GOs assisted students to improve reading skills (Hazaymeh & Alomery, 2022; Kelly, 2020;
Kurniaman, et.al, 2018; Min et, al., 2023; Nehru, 2019; Nurah, 2019; Rahat & Rahman, 2020; Santika,
et.al, 2021; Sari,2019 Souisa, 2020). with the text; (e) assigning learners to summarize the text from GOs
they made.

Dealing with GOs gave facilitative effect on writing, the finding was supported by previous
investigations such as Rahmat, (2020) stating that GOs help learners in the process of writing and it
helped to generate ideas. Other scholars such as Anderson, et.al (2018), Anggraeni and Pentury (2018);
Ansi (2023); Jumariati, & Sulistyo (2017); Hasibuan (2022); Liu, et.al. (2024); Lopez & Campoverde
(2018); Maharani (2018); Wang (2021), found similar findings.

In writing class, GOs help learners organize ideas. By applying GOs learners understand to
structure ideas such as providing thesis statement, claim, supporting claim, denying counterclaim,
and making a conclusion. GOs also motivate learners to write better, since they provide a conducive
atmosphere to learn. They help learners to perform a better writing in argumentative essay. In reading
class, GOs are helpful to determine the main ideas in the texts. Learners are easy to comprehend the
whole text using GOs. 1t is, therefore, GOs are powerful tool in both writing and reading class. For
example, in reading, GOs help learners catch the main idea of the text. Meanwhile, in writing, GOs
help learners to generate ideas and develop into essay.

CONCLUSIONS AND SUGGESTION

This study provided an empirical data on the implementation of GOs in reading and writing.
It had a positive result. First, in EFL writing class, it was suggested that the teachers taught the writing
process explicitly and they should focus on each step in writing process, especially in pre-writing step.
Second, it was advisable that teachers encouraged learners to use various techniques in pre-writing
stage to plan their writing. It was advisable that teachers should give opportunities for learners to
practice writing. Learners should practice writing as many as possible. Additionally, learners were
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recommended to take their responsibility of their writing process. Since, the study limits on the
implementation of GOs in reading and writing, the study suggests to conduct researches on GOs in
other language components, such as GOs in vocabulary class, grammar class, or speaking class.
Therefore, it is advisable that teachers consider gender difference in learning process. the future
researhers are recommended to conduct further investigation using different types of GOs. The further
investigation is needed to improve the quality of EFL teaching.
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