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THE ROLE OF INSTRUCTIONS IN TESTING SUMMARI ZING ABILITY?
Andrew D. Cohen, School of Educationy Hebrew University

ABSTRACT

The main purpose of the study was to determine the effects of
specific guidelines in the taking and the rating of tests of
summarizing ability -- tests 1n which respondents read source texts
and provide written summaries as a measure of their reading
comprehension level as well as of their writing ability. Other 1ssues
under consideration 1n this study included similarities and
differences 1N native vS. foreign-language summaries, the foreign
l1anguage proficiency level of the suamarizer, and the relationskip
petwaen the language ifn which the susmary Was written and the native
language of the rater.

The subjects for this study were &3 native-Hebrew-speaking
students from the Seminar Hakibbutzim Teacher Training College 1n Tel
Twenty-six were froa two high-proficiency English-foreign~
lanquage (EFL) classes and 37 were from two intermediate EFL classes.
Four raters assessed the students' summaries 1n the study. The two
whe rated the Hebrew summariles nt the Hebrew texts were both native
Hebrew speakers. 0f the two rating tha Hebrew summaries of the EFL
tests, one was a native Hebrew speaker and the other an English
Five texts were celected for the ctudy, two in Hebrew and
{aach i1nteraediate and advanced EFL student being
agked to summarize two). Two sets 0f 1nstructions were developed.

One version was sguided” with specific ipstructions on how to read the
texts and how to write the summaries. The other version had the
typical wminimal® instructions. The scoring keys for the texts were
based on \he summaries of raine Hebrew-speaking and nine English-
speaking experts respectzve\y. Aall &3 respondents summari1zed the
first Hebrew text, 53 summarized the second Hebrew text, and on the
average, glightly more than a third of the students wrote summaries
for the EFL texts.

The stuay did not demonstrate that the guidelines developed 1n
this case made a si1zable contribution. Yet they did seem to have a
certain i1nfluence. an analysis of summaries on an ites-by-itea basis
gevealed that the guided instructions appeared to be both helpful and
detrimental, In some cases, they assisted respondents 1n $1nding the
Key elements to susmarize, and in other cases they prebably dissuaded
$he respondent fro# including details that 1n §-ct proved to be
essential in the eyes of the experts upon whom the rating key was

based.

Aviv.

speaker.
three 1n English

11 wish to acknowledge Elana ghohamy for her assistance 1n the design
of this study and Rachel Segev for her help 1n collecting the data. 1
would also like te acknowledge Don Porter, Gissi Sarij, and Iris Geva
for their constructive coaments regarding the study. In additiony 1
wish to thank the e1ghteen informants who graciously consented to
provide sxpert susmaries of the texts.
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Summarization tests are complex 1in nature. In ord

successtully on such tasks, test takers need a consxder:;lzoa:z;::rgf
infarmation -- information that often 1s not provided. Test takers
need to know the best way to read the given text(s) 1in order to‘
prepare the best written summary for the given audience. The
pregaratxon of a summary outside the framewort of a test 1s a
difficult enough task: summarizing for test purposes compound the
difficulty. In sumsarizing, the reading portion entails 1dentifying
topical 1nformation, distinguishing superordinate froa subordinate
material, and i1dentifying redundant and trivial inforsation. The
writing up of the suamary entails the selection of topical 1nformation
(or generating 1t 1f it 1s not provided), deleting trivial and
redundanF ynformation, substituting superordinate materi1al or macro-
pr?pozxtloqs, and restating the text so that 1t 15 coherent and
ggr::a::t(T;;:?fh % van Dijk 1978, Brown % Day 1983, Chou Hare &

In a study of high- and low-proficiency college-level EFL
students, Johns and Hayes (forthcoming) found neither group to be
us1ng macro-propositions or meta-statements in their summaries
Furthermore, the low students were found to be doing a consxde;able
amount of direct copying of material from the source text into their
summaries, as 1t was required that the summaries be written in the
second 1anguage as well. In an earlier study, Johns (1983) had found
that underprepared natives were likewise more prone to use
reproductions (copying apd paraphrase) 1n their summaries than macro-
propositions. In a study uf fourteen English-speaking beginning and
?ntermedxate unqerqraduate students of French, Cumming, Rebuffot, and
Ledwell (1989) found that both the beginners and intermediates used
equlvaleqt propositions of high-order problem solving strategies while
reading first- and ¢areign-langquage texts and while ;rxtxng summaries
in botn languages. ,Tha ey variable was the level of *literate
gxpert.se 1n asthar’ tongue" -- those more axpert tended to use the
ngh-order thinting strategies more {e.g., holistic rather than
jragmented understanding of texti.

In a case study, Sarig (19688) helped explain th
11§t material directly out of the textpfor uZe in su:mz:?22TSl§Leto
found conceptual transformatien or raconceptualization at the macro-
level to be a skill that did not come naturally either 1n native or
foreign-language summarizing for a competent college stucent. She
concluded that 1t had to be taught explicitly. Nonetheless, the
explxgxt teaching of 3uch reconceptualization may not Yleld‘such
positive results erther. Bensoussan and Kreindler (in press), for
example, found that whereas EFL students with a sepester’'s tr;lnxng in
summary writing now saw sufmaries as an 1mportant tool for grasping
the gist of a text, they st1l] expressed frustration at their
1nab|hxty to distinguish macro- from micro-propesitions.

ence, summaries are problematic and yet they kee r
ﬁests of rezding and of wrating, largely for thexZ appza;pzza e
authentic" tests, since people need to suemarize in the real world
0f course, a real-+orld summary Mmay be quite different from a test-
summary. KReal summaries are usually prepared for someone who has not
read the text and simply wants to know what 1t 1s about. Test
summaries are prepared for an assessor who has already decided what
the te¥t 1s about 2n¢ wants to see to what extent the respondents
approximate these prior decisions,

.Asxde $rom th2? problem of & summary task as a valid measure of
reading comprehension, there 1s a further problem of reliabilaty
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regarding the ratings of the written suamaries. It 1s perhaps not
surprising that the statistical results from summarizing tasks are not
always consistent with esults from other types ot tests {(e.0.,
sultiple-choice, short-answer, and cloze). Shohaay, for example, set
out to compare tests of summarizing Englich-foreign-language (EFL)
texts to tests with a aultiple-choice and an open-ended response
format -- with responses either 1n native language or foreign
lanquage, depending on the test version. She found the results fronm
the summarizing data so inconsistent with the results on the other
subtests that she eliminated the findings from the published study
{Shohamy, Personal Communication, and Shohaay 1984).

A previous study by thais investigator (Cohen, forthcosing) had as
1ts purpose to investigate the ways 1n which respondznts at different
proficiency levels carry out summarizing tasks on a reading
comprehension test and how raters deal with the responses. The
respondents for that study were five native Portuguese speakers who
had all recently completed an EAF course (at the Pontificia
Universidade Catélica de S¥o Paulo, Brazil) with an eaphasis on
reading strategies, including summarizing. They represented three
proficiency levels. Two EAP course instructors who typically rated
the EAP exams of suadmarizing skill at the PUC also participated 1n the
study as raters.

The +1ndings showed tha* the respondents 1n that stud, had little
di$f1culty 1dentifying topical inforamation, yet they had difficulty 1n
distinquishing superordinate, non-redundant material from the rest,
due 1n large part to an insufficient grasp of foreign-language
vocabulary. For their written summaries, they did not need to
generate topic information because all the texts provided 1t. They
did not, however, have a good sense of balance with respect to how
much to delete. E.ther they were too vagque and general or too
detailed, #hile there was some concern for coher2nce production,
there appeared to be relatively little attention paid to producing
thoroughly coherent and polished summariés. in essence, the
respondents 1n the study appeared to be more concerned about their
interpretation of the source text than they are about their production
of a summary., Furthermore, the i1nconsistencies in the rate-s’
behavior underscored the importance of developing rigorous rating veys
with main 1deas and connecting schemata for each text.

The main purpose of the oresent study was to deteraine the
effects of specific guidelines in the taking and the rating of tests
of susmarizing ability -~ tests in which respondents read source texts
and provide written summaries as a measure of their reading
ceaprehension level as well as of their writing aoility, Tests of
susmarization do mot usually include specific, guided instructions for
the respondents as» to how tn construct their summary. Although 1t aay
be thought that respondents would draw upan previous knowledge as to
how to sumsarize =- 1.€., from classroom 1nstruction, 1t would appear
that they do not necessarily exercise this knowledge when 1n a testing
si1tuation. Ih addition, the raters may also lack specific enough
guidelines in o:der to rate the summaries reliably. OtHer 1issues
under consideration 1n this study included simlarities and
differencas in native vs. foreign-language SUMRAries, the foreign-
language praficiency level of the suamarizer, and the relationship
between the language in which the summary was written and the native
lanquage of the rater.

The study asked the following questions:

{. In what ways do gquided instructions affect performance on a
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supmary task?

=, TJo what extent does the lanquage of the source text play a
roie when the summary 1is written 1n *he respondent’s native language?

3. What 1s the relationship between indices of EFL proficiency
(1.e., EFL course level/course gvade/un:versxty entrance exam score)
and ability to summarize 1n a foreign and & native language”

4. How does the native language of the rater influence their
rating performance on the summaries, and how consistent are the
ratings across raters?

Desian of the Study

Subjects

The Respondents: The subjects for this study were 63
native-Hebrew-speaking students from the Seminar Hakibbutzim Teacher
Training Coilege in Tel Aviv. Twenty-six were froz two high-
proficiency English-foreign-language (EFL) classes and 37 were from
two i1ntermediate EFL classes,

The Raters: Four raters assessed the students’ susmaries in
the study. The two who rated the Hebrew summaries o4 the Hobrew texts
were both native Hebreu-speaklng_undergraduates in their last year at
the Hebrew University. g¢ the two rating the Hebrew summaries of the
EFL texts, one was 2 native-Hebrew-speaking freshman at the Hebrew
University and the other an English speakar doing a graduate degree at
Tel-fviv University. The latter was highly proficient 1n Hebrew, as
she had received twelve years of schooling at a Hebrow day =chool 1n
the U.5., was married to an Israely, and had lived in Israel for five
years.

Instruments

The Tests: Five texts were selected sor the study. two in
Hebrew and three in’English. The two Hebrew teuts were intended to
reflect two levels of difficulty -- both 1n terns ot content,
complexity of language, and summari1zability f{1.2., how easy they
appeared to susmarize), The first Hebrew text (800 words) was
entitied, "The Film Medra -~ $rom a Play Thing to an Art Fore.® 1t
was divided 1nto five sections, each containing a subtitle, thus
makinq 1t sgummarizer-friendly.” The second text (1,200 words) was
entitled, "The Problematicity of Modern Israely Prose -- froe
Detachment to Continuity.™ This text was written 1n a more
problematic style, and a successful sumaary of the text required a
certain degree of background knowledge about the topic.

Three EFL texts were selected so as to represent three levels of
difficulty. The easiest {1,000 words), entitled "How to Avoid Foolish
Opinions,* presented a series of procedures for avoirding such
opinions. Its clear organization facilitated summarizing. The second
text (1,200 words), entitled "Modern Constitutions,” was more complex
both 1n language and 1n 1ts conceptual organization. The third
article (850 words), entitled "Specialization,® was intended to be the
most difficult article, but actually turned out to have a relatively
easy structure for purposes of summary.

Instructions for Summarizing: Two sets of instructions were
developed, One version was "guided" with specific instructions on how
to read the texts and how to write the summaries. The other version
had the typical "mimaal” 1nstructions. The guided instructions told
the respondents to read eacl text in order to 1denti1fy the most
important points -- those that contained the key sentences 1n each
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paragraph aor those that would make the summary interestino to read.
Tae respondents were then instructed to write the cummary such that
the content would be reduced to only the essential points and that
1:ss 1mportant details or thoee detracting from the main points would
be eliminated. They wera also requested to write briefly -- e.g., 80-
120 words per summary.? Their text was to comprise one paragraph with
all the 1deas linked by connecting words. They were requested to
write the summaries in their own words, and in the case of Hebrew
summaries of EFL texts, not to translate word for word. They were
also asked to write a draft first and then to copy 1t over legibly
(see Appendi+ A).

The more traditional, non-guided instructions siaply told the
respondents to read each text so as to be able to write a summary ot
1t. They were asked tu be brieft -- B0-120-word summaries, to write
their summary first in dratt fornm and then to copy 1t over legibly.

£ _astruction of Rating Keys: The two Hebrew texts were read
and suamarized by nine Hebrew speakers, all experts «(n the areas of
reading and writing. Three were university lecturers, specralizing 1n
discourse. The rest were university students of languaae arts and
teachers in their own right. The three EFL texts were read and
summarized 1n English by nine native English-speakers, most of whom
were university instructers of EFL. The summaries of these experts
were analyzed and a key was constructed to include only those main
1deas and linking 1deas that a sajority (1.e., five or more) of the
experts had included 1n their summdries {after Sarig 1989). In this
study, no e{fort was made to distinguish the eacro- from the micro-
propositions in the scoring key.

The kev for the Hebrew texts was produced by one af the two
raters. The key for the EFL texts was produced by the investigator
and then transiated i1nto Hebrew by the Hebrew-speaking rater of the
EFL texts, whose English skiils were also quite advanced. The EFL key
Wwas translated 1nto Hebrew. The keys appeared 1n the for= of a list
0f numbered 1deas. each i1n sentence form. Appendix B shows the level
of agreement for each point selected per passage.

The summaries of the Hebrew experts reflected an BOV average
agreement as to which Mmain 10eas and connecting 1deas should be belong
in the summary. The summaries of the EFL experts reflecied an 851
average agreement as to which 1deas to include. Hence, 1t should oe
noted that there was not full agreement even among experts as to which
1deas were essential to the construction of a maaringful summary.

Criterion Measures: Measures also included two pteces of
oackground infarmation on all the respondents -- the score that they
received on the Psychometric (college-entrance) Exam and the s1d-year
grade that they received 1n their EFL course.

Data Collection Procedures

The students were requested to write the sussaries 1in two
meetincs of their EFL course -- the first one for the Hebrew texts,
the second one for the English texts. The sessions took place 1n
December, 1988, and were one week apart. Each lasted approximately 1%
hours. The task with guided instructions was administered to every
other student according to how they were seated in 1 given classroon.
The other students received the unguided version. A, students

2The stipulation of number of words 1s based on common practice 1n the
United States. 1In Israel, students are used to being told to write a
paragraph or a page (a less precise neasure).
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recetved 1n the second sttting the same type of instructions as they
had received 1n the first, as this time their name was written on the
instruction sheet 1n advance. The tasks were not presented as
obligatorv and were not to count towards the students’ grade in \he
course. Fifteen percent of the students did not summarize the second
Hebrew text because they found 1t too difficult, and about 65% did not
summarize the EFL texts for a similar raason.

all 63 respondents summarized the first Hebrew text, 32 receiving
guided instructions and 31 not. Fifty-three respondents summarized
the second Hebrew text, 27 receiving instruct.ons and 26 not. On the
average, only a little more than a third of the students wrote
suamaries for the EFL texts. A breakdown of the numbers of
respondents for each text according to version tguided vs. unguided)
and respondents’ level of proficiency (intermediate vs., advanced)
appears in Table {.

Altnough the instructions for both the quided and ungu.ded
versions specified that the students were to write a draft summary and
then copy 1t over neatly, only seven of the &7 students did this for
the Hebrew summaries, four of the intermediate students and three of
the advanced ones. As for the suemaries of the EFL texts, only one
advanced student Wwrote a draft, as that student had done for the
Hebrew texts as weil. Thus, this element 1n the instructions was not
tollowed 1n either of the two versiens,

Data Analysis Procedures .

The raters received brief trairing by the investigator 1n rating
the summaries and thee did several of the ratings i1n the presence of
the investigator 1n order to resolve problems of 1mmediate concern.
The raters were also asked to make note of problems to be resolved 1n
consul.ation #i1th the 1nvestigator atter completing the ratinas. Fach
main 1dea and linkidg 1dea received one point 1n the rating process.
No effort was made to have the pairs of raters of the Heorew and EFL
texts “conference” together while learning how to do the ratings.
However, ratings of the two pairs of raters for the Heb-ew and EFL
texts were correlated to determine interrater reliability and
discreparcies were identi1fied on a point by point basis in order to
determine the types of ideas for which raters had difficulty reaching
consensus.

Crosstabulations and ANOVA were run using the SPS5-PC program to
check for differences 1n success at summarizing between the
-aspondents given the quided and unguided versions, and between those
at the intermediate and advanced levels. The Correlations prdgram was
run to determipe 1nterrater reliability and to assess the relationship
between summarizing and other variables -- 1.e., performance on the
psychometric -~vam (an entrance examination for Israel: umversities)
and the respondents’ first-semester grade 1n their EFL course.

Findings

1. The Effect of Buided Instructions on Summarizing
a. The Summaries of Hebrew Texts: Overall, quided

instructions did not seea to enhance susmarizing. In fact, on the
first Hebrew text, the une on films, the second rater rated the
ungquided 3roup significantly better than the group with guided
instructions. Yet when behavior was examined at the i1dea-by-idea
level, some interesting differences emerged suggesting that the
provision of gquided instructions has a differential effect on




summarizing, perhaps helping in some instances and interfering in
others. 1In examining the main ideas within that Filae text, 1tes #5
was one for which the unguided group were rated significantly better
by both raters (see Table 2). This idea involved giving details as to
why fila is an art form (e.g., 1t deals with shape, color, mcvement,
words, and susic). It 1s likely that those getting the 1nstructions
warning thes not to include unnecessary details were reluctani to
provide this level of detaii for fear that 1t would be rated as
extraneous.

On the seccnd Hebrew text there were two significant differences
by version, one vavoring the guided and owe favoring the unguided
instructions. In the first instance, the guided group which was told
to identify all the main ideas 1n the key sentences included 1dea #&
sore than did the unguided gruup. This i1dea consisted of the second
of two examples of "detachment and then reintegration in Israr!y
prose.” In other words, the guided group was more snrnsitive to
incluoing both of the examp'es. In the second i1nstance, the unguided
group was more likely to include i1n their sumsary a linking stateaent
to the effect that modern Israeli prose 1s characterized by continuity
in the midst of apparent separatiss (see Table 2). 1ln this case, 1t
was the guided group that was reminded of the importance of linking up
ideas and yet the unguid2d group practiced 1t more success®ully 1in
this case. .

b. The Summaries of EFL Texts: In the EFL text =ummcries,
there were two instances of significant difference by versior,
according to tne f1 st rater. The guidec group were more iif2ly to
include the first 1dea in the summary of the Modern Constitutions text
-~ namely. the 1dez #hach provides an historical perspective for the
passage. Then the unguided group was more likely to i1nclude the
detail that countries differ as to the number of special checks and
balances stipulated hy their constitut-on (see Table 2). Hence, the
group given the fuller 1nstructions seemed more sensitive to include
the introductory 1dea while they once again appeared to be reluctant
to include detail that might not be deemed central to the summary.

-

2, The Language of the Text and Native-lLanquage Susmaries

in thie study, performance in summarizing native-langquage texts
appeared superior to that of performance on EFL text summaries. Just
considering those subjects who wrote summaries in both languages, the
overall mean for the susmaries of the Hebrew texts was significantly
higher than the overall mean for the summaries of the EFL texts
averaged across raters (see Table 3).3 Thus, the writing of native-
language summaries for the EFL texts could be construed to be 2 more
difficult task than writing summaries for the Hebrew niative-language
texts, For one thing, writing the summary 1n the native lanjuage
eliminated the possibility of lifting material directly from the
passage without fully understanding 1t, thus making the summarizing
task more difficult. .

While the two raters of the EFL text summaries had similar
average total ratings for the three texts separately and overall, the
two ratere of the Hebrew texts differed, with the first rating more
leniently (see Table 3). In addressing question #4, below, we will

Q e analysis still remains to be done, namely, to submit the results
l(: main i1dea in both languages to a Rasch analysis to determine

o ther these iteas fall on the same unidimensional scale.
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louk a2t the main 1deas that raters characteristically agreed upon and
disagr -ed upon 1N their ratings.

3. The Relationship between 1ndices of EFL Proficiency ane
Su.‘a;t was ?2:i;tthat respondents’ EFL course {evel gas ngtt;et;ted
to their Hebrew sumsarizing ability on an overalil basis. Lho aver: .
intarmed;ate and the advanced groups scored sxn:larlz Sqt; eb351s ce,
accarding b N seve (Tee’rab:e 4)€ d??f::e;t::"o: ;h:.Flln t;xt.

were several significan :

:::e;::;nzh:::a in the key described the socioeconudlc st;t:: ::t:r:
audience that used to come to thetplcture ?tgrzgoih?:d;deao

] ate respondents as 1nc .
;:;g::iz::t;:t:;::d;ften, a:d the second rater assessed.the a:vazced
respondents as more likely to 1nc;ud$ th:e::X:;:?;I::th;g::g: ;EVE

ng the ways in whic" #0
;::zlzeglizzci:{; gn art form (*.e., selection, focus, and editing)
e i the seven’een

Wwith respect to the EFL summaries, however, e e ks
1nternediate-level students who wrote summaries for t?e Lt
ou performed the ien advanced students who responded (see conno;
it must be noted that the advanced students had one essa¥ 1nd one
wi.h the i1ntermediate students (the one on Constitutions :n e
agvanced rticle {(on Specialization) which their fmean was a:e i ;n
while the intermediate studen's had the one articae 1n‘cot:o o
pasier one ion Foolish Opinions). dTh;s canu:elp expla'n e

vor of tne intermediate group.
dl‘{eB:nE: ::e;iés-ltem basis, only the third 1dea on th: Co:st;tr;:on
text showed significant difference. It involved atjuszx }c:h:o
why the constitution was put above other laws. A thar ot n‘the,r
intermed; ate respondents {4 gut of 12) included this Eﬁxn 1 e
suamaries while none of the students 1n the advanced EFL COﬁ;:: '
did (Table 5). 1t would stand to reason that the more :nva el s
students would include th:s point, but then the 1ssue Of wna e
comeone an advanced siudent 15 called 1nto question. ltdnay te A
advanced students know more grammar and vocabulary, but csdnghmce
necessarily have better cognitive pﬁueri ot discernment an

summarizing a complex text.
e ;Eec::::oizents' semester grade 1n their EFL cours? and tzi{; EFL
qrade on the unmiversity entrance exam (the Psyc?ometrxc :ere B
éorrela'ed with summary performance. The resul*c produiz :o tst that
significant correlations uh;t:o:ver. Su::a::T?;;gjr:o:ct :eggssarily

ties calle or 1n su H

t:: 2232‘2;:: :::L:d to nbtain high grades 1in the EFL cuurses or oc¢
well on the EFL subtest of the entrance exanm.

4. The Effect of Rater's Native Lanquage on Summary Ratings and
abitit

Raterl:nZ::::ilto tﬁ;léecond questinn above. 1t was n?tegsthai ;gﬁ)tuo
raters of the EFL texts had similar total ratings (r = .85, g ; nat;ve
although the first was a native Hebrei spe?ker and the seio:c bt
English speaker. Yot when we loak at the ievel of con:;s'e aze rom
1dea to i1dea within the three EFL texts, we note that ere e oo
differences (Table 6). On the Op.nions text, the raterblagree0 O he
thear ratings of the +1fth and sixth i1deas, and more :r(le:s sthe
‘hird 1dez, but not for the first or onening statemen ons; .;he 1
article suggests procedures for avoiding foolish opim , -l
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second, or the ourth (an extension of the second suggestion).

On the second text, the raters agreed on the opening statement
uhlch gi1ves an historical perspective and on three of the basic points
(i.e., a justificatior for constitutions being above law, protection
of special comaunities, constitutions of countries differ), but
disagreed r. the topic sentence linking the passage together
cohesively (in terms of the caonstitution as a fresh start) and on an
item dealing with details of what rights a constitution includes. On
the third {axt,_the raters agreed on all tut the opening i1dea (i.e.,
that by the end of the nineteenth contury the intellectual generaliuts
had given way to specialists).

Thus, the raters were inconsistent in their ratinas of several of
the more global, linking 1deas and of ideas involvirg details :n the
EFL.textl. These discrepancies would not appear to be the result of
native language differences. Instead, 1t would seem that these are
perﬁapl the ideas that lend themselves to the most controversy in
rating, even when a precise key is provided.

For purposes of comparison, let us look at the intercorrelations
of the ratings of the two Hebrew native speakers on the two texts that
they ratad. On the Filam text, there was significant agreement on five
of Fhe points, four involving basic description and one i1nvolving
basic exemplification (1.e., what makes f#ilam an art form) {(Table &).
There was inconsistency on three points, two involving contrast (both
involving the contrast between then and now and one nvolving
detailed exemplification (i1.e., regarding modern technology in movine
making). ! i

On the Modern Israeli Prose text, there was considerable
?greelent involving the opening contrastive ,dea (1.e., s=paratism and
integration), two examples of this, and a linking 1dea i1.e., dealing
with the continuity 1n Israeli prose) (Table 4). There was some
agreemeqt concerning a descriptive point regar.ing the origins of
separatisae, and less agreement regarding two other descriptive points
-- a point about continuity and a point introducing the two examples
ot separatism and i1ntegration.

This study did not attempt to investigate why raters disagreed on
their assessaments of respondents’ answers as conducted in a previous
study (Cohen {98B), but the findings would indicate that certain ideac
on a rating kev are problematic for scoring and others are not, and

that the language of the rater may not be as important here as other
factors.

Discussion and Conclusions

This study had as its main focus to investigate the contribution
that instructions make to a test of summarizing ability. Previous
research on test-taking strategies would suggest that instructions on
tests may not even be read if they are heeded to at all (e.g., Cohen
1984). The intention in this study was to build i1ato the test a set
of instructions that would serve as a genuine guide for the
respondent. It had been the experience of the investigator and of
colleagues that test instru “.ons were n+%en notoriously vaghe and
that they presupposed an understanding o: 70w to do the task --
especially in the case of an activity as complex as summarizing.

The current study did not desonstrate that the guidelines
developed in this case made a sizable contribution. Yet they did seem
?o have a certain influence. An anulysis of summar .s on an itea-by-
item basis revealed that tie gu.ded instructions ap ~ared to be both

\)holp&ul and Jetrimental. In some cases, they assicted respondents in
ERIC
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finding the key elements to summarize, and 1n other cases they
probably dissuaded the respondent from including details that 1n fact
proved to be essential 1n the eyes of the experts upcu whom the rating
key was based.

In addition, performance in summarizing nativa-language texts was
superior to that of performance on EFL text summaries. [t was also
found that respondents’ EFL course level was not related to their
Hebrew summarizing ability on an overall basis. Bolh the internediate
and the advanced groups scored similarly on the average, according to
both raters. inally, with respect to interrater consistency, 1t was
found that the raters differed 1n their ratings of several of the more
globat, linking 1deas and of i1deas involving details in the EFL texts.
These discrepancies would not appear to be the result of native
language differences. Instead, 1t would seem that these are perhaps
the 1deas that lend theamselves to the most controversy in rating, even
when a precise key 1s provided.

Limitations and Sugaestions for Further Research

Although the intentiun was to indicate for each summary who the
text was being summarized for, thys was i1nadvertently left out of the
instructions for both groups. I we take the EFL text on
Specialization, for example, 1t was intended that the respondents
would be told, say, that they work for a Company that makes
documentary movies and that their boss has asked them to read an
article on the dangers of overspecialization and to summarize 1t for
him 1n order that theé may get some 1deas for the preparation of the
script for the documentary. Perhaps the addition of this modicum of
functionality would have prompted more ¢ the students to do the task
1in a context where participation was not obligatory.

It say also have been beneficial to the research to have to
sumsaries count for course credit. Then perhaps the students would
have taken the EFL text summaries, and even the secon< Hebrew text
summary, more seriously. The fact 1s that the responcents may not
have behaved on these tasks as they would on a genuine test.

The first rater of the Hebrew texts had an observation regarding
the scoring key. She felt that by usina a key based on the judgment
of "experts,” 1t was skewing the assessment away fros the level of the
students who were being assessed. She felt that the experts wrote a
different type of summary from the seminar students -- more of a
logical sequence in the 1deas, a tighter use of words, and a greater
quality of writing. Besides for these obsarvations, she noted that
there were points that the experts did not agree upon and so they were
leét out of the key. Yet students felt these points to be iaportant
enough to include. £ compromise would be to build a rating key based
both on the suggestions of the respendents as to key ideas and the
ineights of the examiners, as was done by Bensoussan and Kreindler (in
press}.

In the work by Bensoussan and Kreindler. as soon as the
respondents finished summarizing the given texts, they were presented
with the two researchers’ set of aain 1de>: for the suasary arrived at
through conferencing, and were asked as a ’roup to react to that set.
14 they disagreec with any points, they had to convince the teacher
researchers that a change was in order in the scoring key. Apparently
the students became more proficient at this task as they performed it
various times. While at the beginning of the course the teachers
dictated the correct summaries, by the end of the seaester, the
students had learned how to suggest changes (Bensoussan, Personal
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Communication).

Finally, no test-taking data were collected 1n this study as had
been collected 1n studies reported on elcewhere te.g., Cohen 1984,
1986). Hence, there was no assurarce, fur exaaple, that the students
taking the guided version paid ful! attention to the elaborated
instructions that they received. It was 1mpossible to read those
instructions aloud since every other student received the unguided
instructions. Perhaps a future study would collect data regarding the
processing of the 1nstructions Furthermore, a follow-up study would
include rater conferencing with other raters, say in pairs, in order
to allow for potentially greater consistency across raters, Such
conferencing could also be studied at the process level through
analysis of verbai reports in order to determine what such
conferencing entails. Future work could also distinguish main 1deas
at the level of micro- and macro-propositions to see the extent to
which the .evel of abstraction of the proposition influences the
behavior of the rater.
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Table |

Respondents for Text

Ruided Version

EFL Level: Int.
Hebrew Texts:
Film as Art 19
Wodern lsrael: Prose 16
EFL Texts:
Foolish Opinions 12
¥odern Constitution 8

Specxal::at:on

Adv.

13

i1

(2]

Total

Summaries

Coher 12

Unguided Version

Int.

18

17

Adv.

-
(2]

L]

Total

i1

Overall




Table 2

Summaries of Hebrew and EFL Texts by Version
(with/without Buided Instructions)

Rater 2 - Total Per$. Rater | - Idea 5 Rater 2 - ldea 5
Version (Details) (Deta:ls)
Foints Guided Unguided Version Version
Pts. Guided Ung. Fts. Buided Ung.
(¢ 26 15 0 28 18
1 b te 1 4 13

— ) D) B

N = 32
d.f. 3 d.f. | d.f. 1
Chi-Square=15,19%# Chi~Square=7.4B+# Chi-Square=6,92%+

Rater 1| - Idea ¢ Rater 7 - ldea 7
{Second Example) {Linting ldea)
Version vVersson
Pts. Guided Ung. Pts. Guided Ung.
Modern 0 7 14 ¢ 19 7
i{srael: i 20 12 i 12 19
Prose
Text N =2 26
in d.f. | d.f. 1
Hebrew Chi~Bquare=4.3C* Chi-Square=4.47%

. % opoyal
* p. .05

Rater § - Idea ! Rater 1 - Idea o
(Perspective) (Detail)
Vers.on Version
Fts. Guided Ung. Pte. Guided Und.
Modern 0 0 9 0 [ 10
Consti- 1 11 [ 1 9 i
tution
Text N = i1 11
10 d.+. 1 d.f. 1
EFL Chi-Square=6.47%+ Chi-Square=3.47#

#* pl.0l
% peL03s

Table 3

Ratings by Language of Text and by Rater

N Hebrew fe:ts S.D. EFL Texts S.D. t
Ave. % Score Ave. % Score ' value
Raters ¥ Texts
Combined 27 51.73 35.06 ~ 14.86 4,78%%%
Overall Hebrew Texts
Rater 1 63 56.93 Y 7.812xx
Rater 2 63 44,34

Film Text
Rater ! 63 66.47
Rater 2 3 30.20

Prose Jext
Rater 1| 3 54,72
Rater 2 53 49.86

G.erall EFL Te:ts
Fater | 27

-~

neter Z o7

Brinions fext

Rater 1 16
Rater ¢ 16

constitution Text
Rhater 1| =2
Rater 2 22

Specialization Text
Rater 1 7

Rater 2 7

ERI!
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Table 4
Overall Summarizing Abilit

Hebrew Summaries

Intersediate fdvanced 1
Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Rater | B.89 2.14 B.03% 2.14

ANOVA F Ratio .42

2.3%  6.95 .22

Rater 2 7.24

ANOVA F Ratiu  1.55
+#4p<, 001
#¥p{.01
Table 3
Summari1zing Abil.ty b
Crocstabulations of Differ
Rater 1 - ldea 2
{Description)
EFL Level
Pts., Inter. Adv.
Film 0 12 15
Text i 25 i
in
Hebrew N = 17 26
g.f. 1
Chy-Square=3.98%
* p.. 0%
Rater 2 - ldea 7
(Exemplification)
EFL Level
Pts. Inter. Adv.
Film ] 26 12
Text i i1 14
1
Hebrew N = 37 26

d.f. 1

Chi-Square=3.71#

# pl{.03

Ric '8
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y by EFL Ceurse Level

EFL Summaries

ntermediate Advanced

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

7.59 2.50 4,30 .00
12.4G 4+

7.53%%% 2,70 4,10 .BB

15.034x4

y EFL Course Level:
encee at the Idea Level

Rater - - ldea 2

{Description)
EFL Level

Pts. Inter. Adv.
0 il 16
i ot} 10

d.f. |
Chi-Square=5, 24+

Kater 2 - ldea 3
(Justification for
Constitution over other Laws)

EFL Level
Fts. Inter. Adv.
Cons- 0 8 10
stitution i 4 0
Text
in N= 12 10
EFL

Chi-Square=4.07+

X

Table &
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Correlations of Ratings for the Two Sets of Raters

EFL Texts
ldea: | 2 3 4 S 5 7 Overall
Purpose Ist 2nd  Ext 3rd *  4th
for Sugges- Sug. of Sug. Sug.
Opin- Rater 1! Article tion 2nd Sug.
1ons with Rater 2 .19 .04 .45 ~-.09 .54% .75%%x -- .5b*
Text
N=16
ldea: 1 2 3 ] 5 [ 7
Perspec- Justi- De- Descrip- Descr. Link
tive ficaticn tarls tion
Consti- " L59%%  -- .47 .20 L91#% 45 -.05 .b2%%
tution
Text
N=20
1dea: 1 z RS )
Opener General ignor. Result
lqgnorence 1h Field of techanization
Specia.- * Y Levussr .47 W73 LGakkr
yzatien
Text
N=7
Correlation of ratings across all texts = .BOR¥ (N=27)
Hebrew Texts
Idea: i 2 3 ] 3 b 7 '8 Overall
De- pescr. Con- Descr. Basic Descr. De- Con-
scription trast Exempli- tailed trast
fication Ewemplif.
“yim  Rater 1 .55%#s ,Bads*# .27 L 59%#x BIaxs [57#sr 10 .20 34
Text w' Rater Z
N=63
Contrast De- Descr. Descr. Exemp- Exemp. Link
scription 11fication
" frose " Lalrr  L45%x 04 .06 .B9sar ,BBrRx 6D ¥¥ LBlaes
Text -
N=53
Correlation of ratings across all texts = T3%x? {N=33)
* p..05
e p LUl

r¥ e p~_001

i3
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Appendin A
Translation ot the Elaborated Instructionss

Reading Text and Wr-ting a Summary of the Text
tafore vou are four texts, twe 10 Hebrew and twe 1n English.

Instructions for Reading

nead each text =0 as to extract the most i1mportant points from 1t,

that 1s, those points that contain the key centences (for the given
paragraphji: or those points that the reader of the summary Wwill be

interested i1n reading.

Instructions for Writing the Summary (16 Hebrew)

1. Reduce the 1nformation to main points only: avoid the inclusion of
redundant 1nvormation. Inciuding this information will detract from
the point’

. Write briefiy: the length of the cummary 1c to be B words for the
first passage and 127 words for the second.

. Write the summary ac & cingle passage: use connecting wWords to
lint the points touether.

4. Do not translate literally: write the summary 1f your OWn words.

%, MWrite ¢ dratt firet, end then copy 1t over legibly,

- ’

resneletror of tne Trediticnal Frigd inztruci:one:

Reading the Te't aca writing 2 Sunmay of it
Toiore vou are 1our te tE, two .o onEbrew ang two 1n Encglien. (oL ire
ts read €acn “RE S( @3 to write & summary 0f 1t.

Tnetructions for Wrating the Cummery 11n Hebrew:

.. Write brieflv: the lenath 0f the summary 1f o0 be 8. words for tne
rirst patsage enc 170 worde fo- the cecond.

Z Write & dreft first, end tner COp: 1t over iegibly.

wppendl b
_eve. of pgreement <or Foints Seiected for tey

Hebrew Tevve: "The File Hedia -- irom ¢ Flay Theng to an Art Form"
1L5/% oL 45 T T/ &L &1S 5. 5/5 6. 6/5 7. 8/5 6. 7i5

“The Froblematicity of todern lzrael) Froce -= 1rom Letachment to
Continuarty”
1, 8/ 2. 7/% I07i% 0 - 6/6 5. Git . 379 T, 8/%

"How to Avord Fool.sh Opinions”®
1 8% I, B/S . T/ A §/°

(]
Bl
Fal
[
m
~
-0
-1
w
n

‘Hodern constituticne
1, B/9 C. 8/8% L. oeff & giy 5. 7

‘fpecialization’
1 L VA D 5i8




