
Lectura: Jurnal Pendidikan 
Volume 15, Nomor 2, Agustus 2024, Halaman 405-419 

P-ISSN: 2086-4876 

E-ISSN: 2549-063X 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.31849/lectura.v15i2.20257  

Link: https://journal.unilak.ac.id/index.php/lectura/article/view/20257  

  

405 

 

 

The Effectiveness of Summary Writing Strategy with Bloom Taxonomy Questions 
 

 

 

 Atika Kumala Dewi  
Universitas Negeri Malang 

E-mail: atika.kumala.2202218@students.um.ac.id 

 

Bambang Yudi Cahyono 
Universitas Negeri Malang 

E-mail: bambang.yudi.fs@um.ac.id 

 

Nanang Zubaidi 
Universitas Negeri Malang 

E-mail: nanang.zubaidi.fs@um.ac.id 

 

 

Submitted: 19-05-2024 Accepted: 03-06-2024  Published: 10-08-2024 

 

 

Abstract 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) evolves to include reading, writing, listening, and 

speaking. Writing is crucial in higher education for academic report preparation and final 

project requirements by developing a proper summary. However, there is a lack of 

research on enhancing summary writing skill in EFL contexts. The Bloom taxonomy 

model can help to develop students' cognitive analysis. Therefore, this study aims to 

examine the difference in summary writing skills among EFL students taught using 

Bloom taxonomy questions. To achieve this aim, a quasi-experimental method was 

employed by two groups: an experiment group and a control group. The experimental 

group was taught summary writing strategies using Bloom taxonomy questions, while the 

control group received a control group. Both groups were given a pre-test and a post-test 

before and after the treatment. The results showed that the pre-test scores and post-test 

scores were similar between the experimental and control groups. However, the paired 

sample t-test showed a significant difference between pre-test and post-test scores in the 

experimental group, indicating a significant increase in results. The study provided 

valuable insights into the effectiveness of different treatment methods in improving 

students' summary writing skills. In conclusion, the study shows that Bloom taxonomy 

questions can significantly enhance students' summary writing skills, as they are more 

attractive, hierarchical, and cognitively domain-specific than conventional teaching 

methods. The experimental group achieved higher mean scores. The results suggest that 

EFL teachers should select appropriate source texts and future research should consider 

locations and subjects. 
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INTRODUCTION 
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) integrates reading, writing, and speaking 

skills. However, relying on models for writing proficiency is problematic, necessitating 

innovative frameworks for university students. The field of EFL has undergone 

development over time, emphasizing the integration of reading and writing abilities with 

listening and speaking proficiency (Council of Europe, 2001). Writing is becoming more 

common in higher education because it is used for academic report preparation and final 

project requirements, which necessitate the creation of a well-crafted summary (Ahn, 

2022; Chuenchaichon, 2022). Nevertheless, a prevalent issue in EFL settings is the 

dependence on models and studies based on the learning experiences of university EFL 

students in order to improve writing skills (Tlonaen, 2020). The efficacy of instructing 

EFL models in enhancing writing proficiency was analyzed (Kim & McCarthy, 2021a; 

Konuk et al., 2016), specifically for university students who are acquiring EFL and need 

to navigate diverse language and writing conventions (Fauziah et al., 2023). This problem 

has necessitated the development of inventive frameworks and concepts to tackle the 

specific situations in which university students studying EFL participate in summary 

writing activities. 

A significant number of students find the process of summary writing to be 

tedious, which ultimately results in bad grades on their examinations. Students have a 

unique problem when it comes to summary writing since it requires them to be able to 

identify the most important aspects included within each paragraph of their textbook (J. 

Li, 2021; M. Li et al., 2022). Students who locate the process of summary writing to be 

difficult or confusing can, fortunately, take use of the numerous ways and resources that 

are offered to them. There is also the possibility of using a tool that summarizes 

information for this purpose. It is possible for a student to improve their understanding 

and their capacity to properly synthesize the material once they have completed reading 

their textbooks if they set aside some time before beginning to study them. 

In academic writing, summary writing is a critical skill (Nurkamto et al., 2022). 

In academic discussion, it is standard practice to succinctly communicate essential 

concepts by condensing one's argument and discoveries (Cahyono & Rahayu, 2020). A 

summary allows one to record their thoughts in an efficient and accurate manner, ensuring 

that they do not become bogged down by excessive information or overlook significant 

subtleties of the material they have read and understood. Furthermore, it helps students 

who are short on time by providing them with enough information to understand the main 

point. For students seeking a more exhaustive elucidation of the causes behind a particular 

incident or persistent circumstance, this synopsis functions as a valuable reference (Mali, 

2022).  

Producing summaries is an effective method for augmenting the desirability and 

dependability of a written product. By providing succinct and pertinent information, it 

relieves the reader of the strain associated with perusing extensive paragraphs. Moreover, 

it facilitates the writer's sustaining concentration on the topic at hand (Hadiyanto, 2019; 

Pan, 2015), all the while proficiently communicating the essential arguments of every 

paragraph in an easily comprehensible format that averts curiosity or diversion, thus 

guaranteeing the reader's active involvement with the written material. Summary writing 

is a highly effective technique for upholding a record of the credibility of the sources 

consulted. It allows for easy tracing and verification when questioned.   

Several EFL teachers trust their students' summaries, which serve as indicators of 

which students conducted studies on a specific topic (Weerasekara et al., 2023; Zare et 
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al., 2023). The research's specific timing and goal are unknown. Students use a summary 

as a tool to consolidate their previously acquired knowledge, which they can then use to 

explore further research or initiate discussions on specific issues. Hence, it is a crucial 

aptitude that we employ on a daily basis while engaging with media and assimilating new 

information from it.  

The goal of summary writing is to provide students with relevant information 

(OECD, 2016). Simply put, it involves expressing an idea or notion in concise terms. 

Summaries are advantageous for several reasons; they enhance the learning experience 

by emphasizing crucial information, making it more engaging and efficient. When writing 

a summary, a student's goal is to effectively convey the fundamental content of the 

provided source materials in a captivating manner (Creswell, 2012). The student does this 

by emphasizing and elucidating crucial concepts that are essential for comprehending the 

written material. A summary enables readers to grasp the essence of a document without 

having to read it in its entirety (Zare et al., 2023). By condensing the major points and 

concepts of a piece of material into a single paragraph, someone else can more effectively 

comprehend its content. This concise summary allows for a rapid understanding of the 

topic. However, it should not be excessively succinct, like the process of whittling wood 

by removing unneeded words. 

Previous studies have consistently identified university EFL summary writing as 

a significant area of concern (Ahn, 2022; Choe et al., 2022; J. Li, 2021; Mallahi, 2022), 

particularly with regard to specific writing tasks such as summary writing, which serve 

as a preliminary exercise to enhance students' academic research writing skills (Benzer et 

al., 2016; Hood, 2008; Kim & McCarthy, 2021b; M. Li et al., 2022; McDonough et al., 

2014). The objective of this study is to ascertain whether summary writing reflects a 

student's individualized and authentic rendition of the source text (Chuenchaichon, 2022). 

To fulfill these requirements, the suggested method involves cultivating students' 

cognitive analysis through the Bloom taxonomy model, a valuable framework for 

categorizing learning and understanding through summary writing. This model is a 

valuable tool for English teachers, especially when designing writing assignments that 

include rhetorical tasks in the context of writing. 

As a result of their inadequate comprehension, a significant number of students 

struggle with summary writing their reading material, resulting in academic performance. 

Summary writing is an essential skill in academic writing because it enables efficient and 

accurate communication of important concepts (UNESCO, 2016). It aids time-

constrained students by offering sufficient information to comprehend the primary 

objective. Summary writing is a reliable technique for maintaining sources' 

trustworthiness and facilitating straightforward tracking and verification in cases of 

doubt. Consequently, EFL teachers frequently rely on students' summaries as reliable 

indicators of their comprehension of particular subjects. Teachers utilize summaries to 

condense previously acquired knowledge, which they can then utilize to delve into 

additional research or initiate discussions on specific topics (Brown, 2012). The goal of 

summary writing is to provide students with pertinent information by highlighting 

essential concepts and improving the learning experience so that it is more captivating 

and effective. 

The goal of a student is to proficiently communicate the core substance of the 

given source materials in an engaging way, highlighting and clarifying critical concepts 

necessary for understanding. A succinct summary allows readers to understand the 

fundamental content of a document without having to peruse it in its entirety (Cambridge 
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Assessment English, 2013). However, it should not be overly concise, akin to carving 

wood by eliminating superfluous words. Academic scholars recommend that programs 

for developing the Bloom taxonomy model include skills that are in line with current 

academic research and instructional practices (Brookhart, 2010). This includes 

incorporating strategies for summary writing, which assist in succinctly summary writing 

a wide range of information, effectively demonstrating and defending the significance of 

multiple sources on the same subject, and providing a structured overview of the concepts. 

A framework known as Bloom taxonomy model classifies educational learning 

objectives into cognitive, affective, and sensory domains (Bibi et al., 2020). English skill 

development and improvement widely use Bloom taxonomy model to achieve their 

learning objectives (Butarbutar & Sauhenda, 2022; Horváthová & Naďová, 2021; 

Muhayimana et al., 2022). However, the study of content analysis provides limited 

answers, highlighting the need for active learning to understand their promotion in 

dynamic situations. Therefore, developing particular English skills, such as writing, 

should consider student cognition to instill critical thinking skills and enhance higher-

order thinking for active learning and language development. Therefore, this study aimed 

to examine the difference in summary writing skills among EFL students taught using 

Bloom taxonomy questions. The study focuses on incorporating Bloom taxonomy 

domain levels into teaching materials to facilitate the production of more thorough 

English summaries. 

Teaching students to write a summary is crucial for their social and academic 

development (Brown, 2012; Cambridge Assessment English, 2013). However, EFL 

students in Indonesia face challenges in distinguishing between written and spoken 

English, formulating outlines, identifying essential skills, and avoiding plagiarism 

(Bacinschii, 2018; Li, 2021; Stander, 2020). Cultural differences and limited exposure to 

English writing outside the classroom also contribute to these difficulties. To improve 

writing proficiency, it is essential to establish protocols that eliminate inaccuracies and 

promote proper citation and plagiarism avoidance. Additionally, increasing accessibility 

to writing exercises, incorporating authentic writing tasks into the academic curriculum, 

providing guidance on proficient writing methods, and raising awareness about citation 

and plagiarism avoidance are essential steps. 

Questions for developing summary writing strategies based on the Bloom 

taxonomy model of the cognitive domain, a hierarchical classification of different levels 

of knowledge acquisition, focus on the cognitive domain (Bibi et al., 2020; Fuller, 1997; 

Muhayimana et al., 2022). To configurize Bloom taxonomy model in summary writing, 

protocol questions have been developed, consisting of six distinct types: remembering, 

understanding, applying, analyzing, evaluating, and creating, which are presented in 

Table 1. People often illustrate the model as an inverted pyramid, placing complex tasks 

at the top and fundamental aspects of learning at the bottom. EFL students are required 

to produce written work through the processes of remembering, understanding, applying, 

analyzing, evaluating, and creating. The model categorizes cognitive skills into lower-

level thinking skills (LOTS) and higher-order thinking skills (HOTS). Academic scholars 

suggest that Bloom taxonomy model development programs should incorporate skills that 

align with current research and instructional practices, including writing skills. 

 

 

 

 



Lectura: Jurnal Pendidikan, Vol. 15, No. 2, 2024 

  

409 
 

Table 1. Protocol Questions by Bloom Taxonomy Model 

Paragraph Organization Type  by Protocol Question 

1 

The writer(s) and the title 

Who is the writers? [remembering] 

What is the title? [remembering] 

Thesis statement 

What is the article’s thesis statement? [understanding] 

2 

Elaboration of the thesis statement 

How do you elaborate the thesis statement and the gap of the study? 

[applying]  

3 

Critical personal comment. 

How do you describe the results from the thesis statement, the 

investigation and the main topic? [evaluating] 

4 
Conclusion  

What is your personal comment from this study? [evaluating] 

In order to write a summary that is effective, students must possess a thorough 

comprehension of the Bloom taxonomy guideline and adhere to appropriate protocols. 

An effective summary should possess clarity, brevity, and logical structure, showcasing 

the writer's understanding of their readership and their anticipations. Additionally, it 

should possess exceptional quality, showcasing the author's deep respect for language and 

its influential capabilities. Effective writing abides by four essential principles: catering 

to the intended audience, comprehending their preferences, and upholding grammatical 

accuracy. The summary's duration may differ depending on the complexity and length of 

the source material. The summary should be succinct, cohesive, and rational, with an 

emphasis on substance, consistency, vocabulary choice, and linguistic attributes. 

By comprehending the various levels of cognitive complexity and richness 

described in Bloom taxonomy model of the cognitive domain, one can anticipate that 

understanding Bloom taxonomy questions in English summary writing will lead to 

suggestions for improving teaching and learning strategies for writing. This will be 

particularly beneficial for EFL students who need to effectively manage their academic 

writing tasks, including undergraduate theses, articles, and participation in national and 

international conferences. Therefore, Bloom taxonomy model is configurized to enhance 

students' cognitive abilities and improve their learning outcomes, particularly in the area 

of summary writing. Universities ought to employ Bloom taxonomy model as a structural 

model for categorizing cognitive capacities and cultivating students' proficiency in the art 

of summarization. This research can serve as an inquiry for English language lecturers 

and academic members in Indonesia to enhance the proficiency of EFL students in writing 

English summaries. 

 

METHOD 
To achieve the aim of this study on how Bloom taxonomy questions affected EFL 

students' ability to write summaries required a quasi-experimental approach in line with 

the protocols of Creswell (2012). This study involved 51 EFL students from the English 

Language Department at the Faculty of Letters, UM, who were instructed to summarize 

research articles. The study aimed to compare the effectiveness of Bloom taxonomy 

questions as an independent variable and students' summary writing as a dependent 

variable. The experimental group was taught five sessions of Bloom taxonomy questions, 

while the control group did not. Both groups took pre- and post-tests, with the post-test 
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scores comparing to pre-test scores. The investigation aimed to assess the effectiveness 

and impact of Bloom taxonomy questions on students' summary writing. This research 

method was used to address assessment inquiries on the effectiveness and impact of 

Bloom taxonomy question applications in summary writing. The formula of quasi-

experimental design is presented in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Formula of Quasi-Experimental Design 

Group Population Quasi-experimental design 

Pre-Test Treatment Post-Test 

Experiment 28 student Yes Yes Yes 

Control 23 students Yes No Yes 

In order to produce a brief summary, the writers (the EFL students) must 

carefully consider numerous concerns. Therefore, the researchers construsted a scoring 

rubric, blended by the literature research sources from Brown (2012), Cambridge 

Assessment English (2013), OECD (2013), to be one summary writing assessment. It 

resulted four primary components, namely content, coherence, lexical selection, and 

linguistic aspects. Then, a homogeneity test was conducted on EFL students to identify 

a uniformly dispersed sample. The results of the summary writing exam were used to 

conduct the homogeneity test using the IBM SPSS 24 program. Furthermore, normality 

testing was used to verify if a set of data follows a normal distribution, enhancing 

evaluation objectivity and reducing prejudice by comparing the sample to the 

population. The Kolmogorov-Smirnov and Shapiro-Wilk tests were used. Inter-rater 

reliability testing was used to compare pre-test values. An independent sample test was 

administered to determine the homogeneity of treatment groups. A homogeneity test 

was used with 10 students to determine the sample size. The experimental group's 

results were compared with the control group using an independent sample t-test. The 

results were analyzed using IBM SPSS 24. The EFL students were cooperative in the 

test. 

 

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 

Findings 

Based on the results of calculating score from both experimental and control 

groups above, there was a significant difference in the skill in summary writing among 

the EFL students who are taught based on Bloom taxonomy questions. 

Intraclass Correlation Coefficient (ICC) method was used to test inter-rater 

reliiability. The results are presented in Table 3. 

  

Table 3. Intraclass Correlation Coefficient 

 

Intraclass 

Correlationb 

95% Confidence 

Interval F Test with True Value 0 

Lower 

Bound 

Upper 

Bound Value df1 df2 Sig 

Single 

Measures 
0.821a 0.706 0.894 10.162 50 50 0.000 
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Average 

Measures 

0.902c 0.828 0.944 10.162 50 50 0.000 

The results of inter rater reliability testing to compare the assessment between 

rater 1 and rater 2 of the pre-test value were seen from the ICC test results and obtained 

a reliability value of 0.821. This value shows a result of more than 0.600 so it can be 

stated that the assessments between raters are not different or the same.  

The distribution of the study data was ascertained using the normality test. Results 

from the Shapiro-Wilk test were used to compare each group's pre- and post-test scores; 

these results are presented in Table 4. 

Table 4. Tests of Normality 

 

Group 

Kolmogorov-Smirnova Shapiro-Wilk 

 Statistic df Sig. Statistic df Sig. 

Pre-test 

Score 

Experimental 0.149 28 0.116 0.940 28 0.110 

Control 0.180 23 0.052 0.925 23 0.085 

Post-test 

Score 

Experimental 0.121 28 0.200* 0.958 28 0.316 

Control 0.136 23 0.200* 0.973 23 0.759 

*. This is a lower bound of the true significance. 

a. Lilliefors Significance Correction 

A normality test was conducted on the pre-test results, yielding significant values 

(sig) of 0.110 and 0.085 for the experimental group and control group, respectively. These 

findings indicate that the significance value is more than 0.05 (sig > 0.05), suggesting that 

the pre-test scores follow a normal distribution. A normality test was conducted on the 

post-test results, yielding significant values (sig) of 0.316 and 0.759 for the experimental 

group and control group, respectively. These findings indicate that the significance value 

is more than 0.05 (sig > 0.05), suggesting that the post-test scores follow a normal 

distribution. 

To find out whether the treatment groups are homogenous or not, statisticians use 

the independent samples test. The results of the administration of the Levene’s samples 

test on both the pre-test and the post-test is presented in Table 5. 

Table 5. Independent Samples Test 

 

Levene's Test for Equality of Variances 

F Sig. 

Pre-test Score  0.063 0.803 

Post-test Score  0.014 0.906 
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Using a significant value (sig) of 0.803 for the pre-test and a sig of 0.906 for the 

post-test, we conducted a normality test. The findings demonstrate that the difference 

across the treatment groups in pre- and post-test scores is homogenous, since the 

significance value is greater than 0.05 (sig > 0.05). 

A total of 51 students participated in the study, with 23 as the control group and 

28 as the experimental group. The number of samples represents the proportion of the 

total population that participated in both the pretest and the posttest. Table 6 presents the 

findings from the pre-test, and Table 8 presents the results from the post-test, both after 

using the average value and standard deviation to describe the scores. 

Table 6. Group Statistics of Pre-Test 

 

Group N Mean 

Std. 

Deviation Std. Error Mean 

Pre-test Score Experimental 28 75.4241 11.36904 2.14855 

Control 23 75.4620 11.43506 2.38437 

In the experimental group, the pre-test results showed a mean of 75.424 and a 

standard deviation of 11.369, while in the control group, the findings showed a mean of 

75.462 and a standard deviation of 11,435. These findings demonstrate that there is little 

difference in the pre-test scores between the two groups, suggesting that their starting 

talents are comparable. 

Table 7. Group Statistics of Post-Test 

 

Group N Mean 

Std. 

Deviatio

n Std. Error Mean 

Post-test Score Experimental 28 89.1295 6.84514 1.29361 

Control 23 84.4293 6.73650 1.40466 

Comparing the two groups, the experimental group's post-test findings were more 

descriptive, with a mean of 89.129 and a standard deviation of 6.845, while the control 

group's results were more straightforward, with a mean of 84.429 and a standard deviation 

of 6,736. These findings demonstrate that there is a significant difference in the post-test 

scores between the two groups, suggesting that their final skills are distinct. 

When comparing the outcomes of two groups—the experimental group and the 

control group—the independent sample t-test is the statistical test to use. Table 8 

presents the results from the pre-test, and Table 9 presents the results from the post-test. 

Table 8. Independent Samples Test of Pre-Test 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differe

nce Std. 

Error 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 
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Differe

nce Lower Upper 

Pre-test 

Score  

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

-0.012 49 0.991 -

0.0378

5 

3.2077

4 

-

6.4840

3 

6.40834 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

-0.012 46.98

9 

0.991 -

0.0378

5 

3.2095

9 

-

6.4947

6 

6.41906 

By comparing the experimental group's and the control group's pre-test scores 

using an independent sample t-test, we found a t-value of 0.012 and a sig-value of 0.991. 

According to these results, the significance value is more than 0.05 (sig > 0.05). This 

means that the experimental group and the control group did not vary significantly in their 

pre-test scores, suggesting that their starting talents were equal. 

Table 9. Independent Samples Test of Post-Test 

 

t-test for Equality of Means 

t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tailed) 

Mean 

Differe

nce 

Std. 

Error 

Differe

nce 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Post-test 

Score 

Equal 

variances 

assumed 

2.457 49 0.018 4.7001

2 

1.9126

4 

0.8565

3 

8.54370 

Equal 

variances 

not 

assumed 

2.461 47.37

5 

0.018 4.7001

2 

1.9095

8 

0.8593

5 

8.54089 

A t-value of 2.457 and a sig-value of 0.018 were the outcomes of the independent 

sample t-test that compared the post-test scores of the two groups. According to the 

results, the significance value is less than 0.05 (sig < 0.05), meaning that the post-test 

scores of the experimental group and the control group are significantly different. This 

suggests that the two groups' final abilities are different, and that the treatment in the 

experimental group was successful in raising scores compared to the control group, which 

did not receive any treatment. 

Repeated comparisons of one group's outcomes, specifically between pre- and 

post-test scores, are the goal of the paired sample t-test. Table 10 presents the findings 

from the pre-test, whereas Table 11 presents the results from the post-test. 
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Table 10. Paired Samples Test of Pre-Test 

 

Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. 

(2-

taile

d) Mean 

Std. 

Deviatio

n 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Pre-test 

Score – 

Post-test 

Score 

-13.70536 11.7973

0 

2.22948 -

18.2798

7 

-

9.1308

4 

-

6.14

7 

27 0.00

0 

A paired sample t-test comparing the experimental group's pre- and post-test 

scores yielded a t-value of 6.147 and a sig-value of 0.000. The results demonstrate that 

the sig < 0.05 significance value, indicating a significant change from the pre-test to the 

post-test score in the experimental group. Therefore, it can be inferred that the 

experimental group achieved significantly better results. 

Table 11. Paired Samples Test of Post-Test 

 

Paired Differences 

t df 

Sig. 

(2-

tail

ed) Mean 

Std. 

Deviation 

Std. 

Error 

Mean 

95% Confidence 

Interval of the 

Difference 

Lower Upper 

Pair 1 Pre-test 

Score – 

Post-test 

Score 

-

8.96739 

13.45976 2.80655 -

14.7878

3 

-

3.14696 

-

3.195 

22 0.0

04 

A t-value of 3.195 and a sig-value of 0.004 were the findings of the paired sample 

t-test that compared the control group's pre- and post-test scores. This study's findings 

demonstrate that the sig < 0.05 significance value, indicating a notable disparity between 

the control groups’ pre- and post-test scores, suggesting a notable improvement in their 

performance. 

Discussion 

Summary writing requires measurable learning outcomes, avoiding quantifiable 

verbs, matching content, coherence, word choice, and linguistics, and guiding with an 

educational framework, including Bloom taxonomy questions. Therefore, summary 

writing standards is needed to include the inclusion of learning outcomes that can be 

objectively measured. In line with Benzer et al. (2016) and Mauludin (2018), this research 

has come into the objective that summary writing questions are possible to be the standard 

of writing summary. Using summary question table from this research is accepatable to 

be considered in circumventing paragraphs that lack comprehend. This research has been 
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in line with the theory of Wallace et al. (2004) who stated that writing English should be 

comprehended by the logical aspects and hierarchical levels. For a reason, summary 

writing necessitates that the evaluations of the summary (regarding its content, coherence, 

word choices, and linguistics aspects) be in accordance with the source text (Brown, 

2012). Thus, the process of creating a summary should be directed by an educational 

framework. This research has yielded substantial findings using an experimental 

approach, highlighting the necessity of utilizing Bloom taxonomy questions for the 

purpose of summary writing. 

The results of this research has demonstrated that, by utilizing Bloom taxonomy 

questions, the EFL students’ summary writings are significantly better if compared to 

those who did not experience the teaching treatment of Bloom taxonomy questions. This 

research in line with Li (2021) which stated that effective summary writing requires 

careful consideration. It signifies the writer's inclination to contemplate specific subjects 

as a focal point. Furthermore, a well-executed summary writing exhibits a high level of 

organization. It signifies the writer's proficiency in articulating their thoughts, discerning 

the crucial elements, and arranging them in a logical sequence. In addition, the act of 

summary writing information is highly efficient (Chew et al., 2020; J. Li, 2021). It 

demonstrates the writers' awareness of their audience and their regard for their audience's 

typical expectations or demands. Those all theories have been found in this research 

results which demonstrated that a well-written summary by comprehending Bloom 

taxonomy questions protocols has come to a high quality.  

The well-organized and logical arrangement of summary writing exhibits traits 

such as being meaningful, clear, cohesive, and well-structured (Kim & McCarthy, 2021b, 

2021a; Li et al., 2022). Put simply, it progresses in a logical order, being both 

economically and sufficiently developed while also maintaining grammatical correctness. 

To summarize, good writing may be characterized by its positive attributes. A well-

regarded piece of writing is one that is informative and engaging, capturing the readers' 

attention and interest. It follows a logical and coherent structure with clear and precise 

expression. In addition, the duration of a summary also needs to be managed by the writer. 

Based on this research, Bloom taxonomy questions can assist in directing students 

through the process of summary writing. In line with Bibi et al. (2020) and Muhayimana 

et al. (2022), the feature of this summary writing strategy is especially advantageous for 

enhancing cognitive processes in the task of summary writing. It may also aid in the 

creation of assessments by helping you align the aims of summary writing with any 

desired degree of expertise. The objectives of summary writing should be clearly defined 

during the summary writing process to ensure that both teachers and students comprehend 

the true aim of summary writing. Based on the results of this study, the EFL students 

taught using Bloom taxonomy questions are guided through a structured approach to 

summary writing. They are encouraged to engage with text at various cognitive levels, 

including analyzing, evaluating, and creating, which helps develop a deeper 

understanding of the material. Bloom taxonomy questions promote higher-order thinking 

skills such as analysis, synthesis, and evaluation. Students are challenged to think 

critically about the content they are summary writing, leading to more thoughtful and 

nuanced summaries. 

According to the results of this research, by engaging with Bloom taxonomy 

questions, EFL students are more likely to improve their comprehension and retention of 

key information in their summary writing. In line with Shaarawy (2014), the process of 

answering questions at different cognitive levels reinforces learning and enhances 
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memory recall, which is beneficial for creating accurate summaries. Students taught with 

Bloom taxonomy questions are encouraged to organize their thoughts logically, 

synthesize information effectively, and present ideas coherently. Therefore, based on this 

research, the structured approach helps students create summaries that are clear, concise, 

and well-structured. Due to the analytical and evaluative nature of Bloom taxonomy 

questions, students taught using this method tend to produce higher quality summaries 

(Bibi et al., 2020; Butarbutar & Sauhenda, 2022). They are better equipped to identify 

main ideas, differentiate between essential and non-essential information, and articulate 

key points with clarity and precision. Based on the results of this study, the EFL Students 

who are not taught using Bloom taxonomy questions may have a limited depth of 

understanding of the material they are summary writing. Without engaging with higher-

order thinking skills, their summaries may lack critical analysis and evaluation. Students 

not exposed to Bloom taxonomy questions may produce surface-level summaries that 

focus on basic content recall rather than deeper comprehension. This can result in 

summaries that lack insight, analysis, and original interpretation. 

EFL students possibly have difficulty efficiently structuring their summaries if 

they do not have the assistance of Bloom taxonomy questions. It is possible that they may 

have difficulties in arranging their thoughts, linking the most important elements in a 

logical manner, and keeping coherence throughout their work. It is possible that 

EFL students who are not taught using Bloom taxonomy questions will have a learning 

experience that is less interesting and participatory. It might happen that the lack of 

organized questions may result in passive reading and a shallow engagement with the 

topic, which will also have an effect on their ability to write summaries. If EFL students 

do not have the scaffold of Bloom taxonomy questions to guide their thinking, they may 

be more likely to misread the substance of the assignment, misrepresent the major 

concepts, or leave out important material in their summaries. However, this study still has 

limitation in gathering the data as the researchers employed in one institution which limit 

the generalizability of the results. Therefore, future researchers are suggested to 

implement this study with larger population and different levels of EFL programs. 
 

CONCLUSION 
The study found that using Bloom taxonomy questions in summary writing can 

significantly improve students' writing abilities by targeting different cognitive thinking 

levels. This approach is particularly beneficial for senior high school students, as 

textbooks often include intellectual and hierarchical topics. EFL teachers should exercise 

caution when choosing source material for summary writing, considering study sites and 

subjects. Students taught using Bloom taxonomy questions demonstrated stronger 

summary writing skills, including critical thinking, coherent organization, clarity, and 

depth of analysis. The use of Bloom taxonomy questions as a complement to traditional 

methods can improve students' summary writing, offering a more attractive alternative to 

conventional education. In conclusion, implementing a summary writing strategy with 

Bloom taxonomy questions is effective. Therefore, this structured approach is suggested 

to be implemented to enhance students' writing skill to create insightful and well-crafted 

summaries for demonstrating a deeper understanding of the material. 
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