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ABSTRACT : The aim of this study was to examine students’ summarizing strategies in writing summaries from multiple texts. A total of 30 students from the group of high-ability and low-ability based on TOEIC scores were invited to participate in this study for data collection using writing summary task. The participants were taught summary writing using concept mapping strategies. The summarizing strategies of the students were collected through think aloud protocol and questionnaire. This study suggests that explicit instruction in the use of concept mapping strategies during summarizing was crucial to improve the quality of their summaries. This study indicates some differences in the strategies employed by the students of the two different groups. Information about successful strategies employed by high ability students in writing a summary can be used to teach low ability students.
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Comprehension skills in this study include the ability to retrieve and summarize from multiple texts in order to make use of necessary information and organize it into a coherent summary.  Summarizing difficulty has an effect on the use of reading materials as a source of learning and reference use in writing paper. Teaching students strategies to create summary can improve their skills in understanding and processing information which will further enhance the students' ability to achieve the overall learning success (Pakzadian & Rasekh, 2012: 118). 
A number of studies on summarizing process have been done, for example, readers’ difficulty in finding main ideas (Johns, 1985), a progress in the ability to understand research expository texts through summary (Armbruster, Anderson, & Ostertag, 1987), learners’ expertise progress in summarizing (Jones, 1983), differences between good and poor readers (Brown & Day, 1983; Sherrard, 1986; Winograd, 1984). Bean and Steenwyk (1984: 297) reported that summarizing activities coud improve not only the ability to write a summary but also an understanding of the source text. In general it can be said that most of the research was conducted on L1 speakers. 

There has been relatively little research on the summary by EFL speakers and was once neglected. Research on summary has been revived by some researchers. In their study, researchers such as Idris, Baba and Abdullah (2008) identified strategies employed by ESL learners in Malaysia. Chimbganda (2010) reported the results of the study showed that learners who had high English proficiency were able to choose the main ideas and incorporate them into a coherent summary while the low-ability learners had difficulty understanding the main idea. Furthermore, research on the effects of learning to write summary by L2 learners (Karbalaei & Rajyashree, 2010; Pakzadian & Rasekh, 2012) showed that the summarization strategies could improve FL learners’ comprehension. In this paper, we discuss how the EFL learners summarize from multiple source texts using concept mapping. Furthermore, the objective of this research was to examine whether CM instruction their summary quality.




Research problem of this study is formulated in the following research questions: 
1. 
Are there any differences between low-ability learners (LALs) and high-ability learners (HALs) in the use of strategies in writing a summary from multiple source texts? 
2. 
Are there any significant differences between the summary scores given before the instructions of summarizing using concept mapping and those given after the instructions?

This study assumes that the solution to LALs’ problem should involve helping them to improve their English proficiency as well as improving the use of effective learning strategies. We selected strategies that were easy to apply and hence could be adopted by many LALs. It is expected that this study will gain information about summary writing problems faced by LALs and how to overcome their poor performance. The results of this study is also expected to show successful strategies that learners use when they make a summary from multiple source texts. Information about successful strategies employed by HALs in writing a summary can be used to teach LALs. Furthermore, the results of this study will be used to improve recent teaching materials and instructional design. 
TEXT COMPREHENSION
Theoretical basis on text comprehension developed by Brown and Day (1983) and Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978) has led many researchers to study summarizing process. To make a proper summary learner should have a strategy to build relationships that can unite information from multiple source texts and then convey the main idea in a well organized summary. (Barzilay, Elhadad & McKeown, 2002). The choice of comprehension model made for the purpose of the present study characterizes comprehension as the assembly of multi-level representations of the source texts. In practice, one text is chosen as a base text, and information from the other texts is mapped onto the representation obtained from the base text (Kintsch, I988 ; Gernsbacher, 1990). 









This paper will argue that the study tactics used by students to synthesize information from source text should be aligned to the model of text comprehension. How a set of texts are recalled, and how notes are made depend on the text processing characteristics used to read and learn from texts in the first place (Otero and Kintsch, l992).In adopting the construction integration (CI) model of text comprehension (Kintsch, 1988), the present study assumes that readers will construct rough, piece meal and approximate representations of the first text they encounter on a topic and then map on representations of the information obtained from the other texts. An integration process will result in a more coherent representation of the set of texts through expansion, elaboration, restructuring, and developing  a network of link between propositions appropriated from various sources including social knowledge The personal knowledge factor is particularly important because it also includes knowledge of text structures associated with writing about the topics. 




When the term "text representation" is used, Kintsch is referring to the choice made by the reader to work at the surface level, the propositional level, situational level of the text. At the surface level, a reader will be attempting to deal with text in a verbatim manner, as evidenced by rote learning and copying sections of text for notes. At the propositional level, the reader is dealing with the ideas underlying the text and linking these into a complex semantic framework. Paraphrasing and concept mapping are two indications that a reader is working at this level. At the situational level, the text is integrated with background knowledge. Visualization processes enable the reader to see information that may be missing from or contradictory in the text.
Study Strategies and Tactics

The description of study tactics has grown out of information processing research (Mclaughlin, Rossman and Mcleod, 1983). Typically the range of tactics used is described as well as the tactics that students prefer to use in particular text processing situations. Verbal reports of different kinds provide the data base. For coding purposes a distinction is drawn between tactics and strategies. Wade, Trathem and Schraw (1990) limit study tactics to a single technique, such as summarising, outlining, or visualising. on the other hand, a study strategy is defined as a "collection of mental tactics employed by an individual in a particular learning situation to facilitate acquisition of knowledge or skill" (Wade et al:149).
Summarizing Process
The ability to summarize a source text rests on a person's competence to “convey main points concisely" (Webster's Third New International Dictionary cited in Winograd, 1984, p.405). This research defines a summarizing strategy as a group of techniques used by each learner in identifying, condense and convey the main idea of longer text sources. (Swales & Feak, 1994). The process requires reorganization and reproduction of the material using different wording, The summary text is always shorter than the original text and may contain only the ideas from the original texts. In other words, the writer usually excludes his or her own ideas, beliefs and judgments’ in the summary. 










This study used the task of multiple text summarization in which learners summarized from four different sources. The provision of multiple texts has advantageous over the learning of a single text. Single text learning leads to the transmission of knowledge, making the transformation of knowledge a difficult process to facilitate. Multiple texts in this study were written by four different authors discussing the same topic from different perspectives and opinions. Learners use the information from the source text to develop their own summary consisting of one to three paragraphs.  A concept map (CM) is an effective tool for any meaningful learning, including summarizing. The tool is one kind of graphic organizer that aids students to make a knowledge representation. It can act as a tool to aid study or process ideas (Novak& Cañas, 2008).
METHODS
The research was conducted in the English classes in the second semester during academic year 2013/2014. The participants, accounting students of Sriwijaya State Polytechnic, attended 10 three-hour sessions for 10 weeks. The course aimed at developing students' ability to read and write intermediate level consisting of reading skills such as skimming, scanning, paraphrasing, summarizing, paragraph writing and concept mapping. The course provided the students with several topics using the principles of multiple text learning. Students summarized by making diagrams and concept maps. They read four different sources and processed information so that they were expected not only to repeat this information but also infer and apply it to new situations. They learned a wide range of topics such as animals, transportations, computer, food and psychology.







The subjects of this study, were recruited based on purposive sampling technique. Thirty students were chosen from total 176 accounting students in the second semester. They were selected by considering their scores of English proficiency test (TOEIC score between 250-400) and scores of summary texts higher than 9 based on rubric for assessing summary text. They are classified into three groups: HALs (TOEIC score of 300 or higher), LALs (250-299) and very low (lower than 250). A total of 30 samples were taken only from the group of HALs and LALs as participants.



Pre-test and post-test design was used to measure the achievement of learning outcomes. The collected data were processed using a paired sample t-test to examine the achievement after the CM instructions. The data were also analyzed using k means cluster to examine some differences in strategies used reported by HALs and LALs
TABLE 1 
Pre-test and Post-test Design
	Group
	Pretest
	Treatment
	Posttest

	Single Group

(HALs+LALs)
	ST1 
	Summary & CM instructions
	(ST2 & TP)+Q


ST
= Summarizing Test

Q 
 = Questionnaire
CM
= Concept Mapping
TP
= Think aloud Protocol
The researchers designed an inventory to survey the strategies they used as they summarized from source texts.  A questionnaire was given after think-aloud protocol to collect data about the students’ use of summary writing tactics. The questionnaire adapted the strategies categorised by Flower et al (cited  in Walvoord, Anderson, Breiham, McCarthy, Robinson & Sherman, 1995:390-421) and Wade et al (1990). Because of possible problems with the inventory, the researchers piloted its use by inviting eleven non participant respondents before using it. The researchers trained the participants to think aloud while they were reading a text in a training session. The training was important as it orientated the students to the think-aloud protocol. The selected participants did think aloud during summarizing in post test. Cohen (1987) has pointed out that think aloud may be more accurate in reflecting what learners actually do than data which are collected through questionnaire or interview. They verbalised what they were doing and thinking about their actions and what their thinking processes. The students were also reminded to report what they were doing and why whenever they stopped reporting process. In the main study, think-aloud protocols were collected during reading, note taking, and summary writing. 



They wrote a summary from multiple texts responding the instruction sheet that asked them to write a summary between 250-300 words. Four argumentative source texts (between 300-385 words: Flesch Reading Ease Score :67.2)) on lethal bites of Komodo were provided for the learners to summarize. Processing time was not strictly limited ( between 45 to 60 minutes).
RESULT DISCUSSION
The summary texts were assessed by two raters to improve interrater reliability (interrater agreement :87 %) using the Summary Rubric for Assessing Writing (Frey, Douglas and Hernandez, 2003). Two students failed to accomplish their summaries.

Table 3
Tactics Used Reported In The Questionnaire By Two Groups
	Strategy
	Tactics
	means
	SD

	Cognitive 
	Selecting/ deleting trivia or overlapping information
	4.1333
	.81931

	
	Elaborating 
	2.9333
	1.08066

	
	Linking information to background knowledge or experience
	3.4667
	.77608

	
	Integrating texts by linking/comparing
	4.3667
	.85029

	
	Predicting
	3.1333
	.89955

	
	Imaging, visualizing
	3.8000
	.84690

	
	Self-questioning/self-testing
	3.1000
	1.18467

	
	Collapsing/ generalizing
	3.5667
	.72793

	
	Evaluate
	3.5000
	1.19626

	Rote learning
	Reciting/ restating
	3.7000
	.53498

	Organizational
	Making concept map
	2.6667
	.71116

	
	Outlining Diagramming
	3.3667
	.96431

	Note taking
	Highlighting, underlining, circling, copying key words, phrases,  or sentences 
	3.7000
	.74971

	
	Paraphrasing in notes
	3.3333
	.84418

	Language based
	Translating 
	4.3000
	.74971


The frequency uses of strategies reported through questionnaire were classified into three namely mean 3.5 or more means that the frequency use of strategies is high, 2.5 to 3.4 moderate and lower than 2.5 low (see Table 2). The summarizing processes were dominated by translating tactics. The learners also reported a greater use of cognitive processing strategy. The tactics that were specifically mentioned as important by the students were selecting and integrating ideas from the source texts. Furthermore, the learners said that they frequently approached summary writing by visualizing, reciting, highlighting, and generalizing.







The resulted transcripts were broken down into1275 idea units to be classified based on the tactics used when creating a summary.The result suggests that there may be some differences between HALS and LALs in the tactics they employ during summary writing (Table 3). HALs used a wider range of cognitive processing and rote learning than LALs did.

Table 4
Comparison: Tactics Reported In The Think-Aloud
	
	Cluster

	
	HALs
	LALs

	Zscore(Summary text assessment)
	.87228
	-.01704

	Zscore(Rote learning: restatement)
	.66883
	-.28838

	Zscore(Cognitive: link texts)
	-.10522
	.13678

	Zscore(Cognitive: evaluate)
	1.58922
	-.26243

	Zscore(Cognitive: compare)
	.89198
	-.41717

	Zscore(Cognitive: visualize)
	1.11223
	-.27806


Results indicated that most of the learners were aware of the task demands of summarization and the importance of strategies. However, they differed in what they reported in their questionnaire and think-aloud protocols. HALs used higher frequency of rote learning and cognitive strategies than LALs did. Similarly, summary assessment showed that HALs and LALs also differed in what they summarized from multiple source texts, how they transformed the four source texts and how they organized their summary. HALs’ higher scores on summary texts resulted from their accuracy in selecting main ideas and better structure of their summary texts. 



Many factors may have influenced their decision in choosing tactics during summarizing. Language proficiency and background knowledge of text processing during reading and writing may have influence the way students processed and represented the information into their summaries. Without appropriate knowledge of text organization, they have seen the ideas as chunks of information without clear organization.  In light of the discussion above, it seemed necessary for the teachers  to consider the following:
1. Raising awareness of the tactics that more expert writers use in reading-to-write tasks.

2. Helping students reflect on their own strategies.
3. Assisting students to assess the efficacy of their own strategies.

4. Providing  opportunities to identify information structures in texts they are reading as sources of information for writing.

CONCLUSION
This study has attempted to characterize the composing processes of polytechnic students as they wrote a summary text. There were differences between HALs and LALs in the tactics they reported, and in the tactics that were actually used. The differences noticed in this study may have appeared to be related to the ability to comprehend what had been read and their background information about text organization. LALs may not have possessed appropriate formal schema to guide the selection of information present in source texts and guide the organization of their summary. The results may also suggest that the language constraint may also affect the use of the strategies and effect the structure of texts.
In light of the results, teachers are urged to provide the students with the means to assess their own strategies. This study shows that teachers should assess the students' use of strategic skills and provide appropriate training if necessary. More experienced writers can provide a model of the knowledge and tactics that are required to operate in various academic contexts. However, care must be taken to stage the development of tactics, using expert writer models, so that the low ability writers have appropriate challenges in his /her course work.












We must be careful in interpreting the results of this study as there are some caveats. It is likely that the conclusion of this study is somewhat intuitive. The study investigated only thirty participants and there was no control on the students' background knowledge of the topic. Further research will be necessary to examine the features of learners’ notes that moderate reading to write process  and tract the transformation ideas from source texts to summary texts. 
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