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IFOE framework for assessing summarization

Note: Items italicized represent research focus of Yu (2005) © Guoxing Yu

INPUT
p  Text type (texts of three types)
p  Text length (2100-2300 words)
p  Text presentation mode (computer, print, audio-recorded)
»  Number of text(s): single-/multiple-sourced
p  Text exposure chances/availability/whereabouts (present, absent)
» Readability (Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level 11-12)
p Lexical density (by VOCD)
p  Syntactic complexity
» Rhetorical conventions

»  Summarizability

v Y FILTERPLANT v
Reading ability (L2 measured by FCE & TOEFL, L1)
Writing ability (L2, L1)

Translation ability (L22L1, L1 2> L2)

L1 literacy/experience in summarization (by questionnaire + interviews)
Computer familiarity (by computer familiarity questionnaire)

Topic familiarity with the source text (by questionnaire + interviews)
Cognitive styles (field-dependent, field-independent...)

Summarizer’s age (205)

Summarization purposes (reader-/writer-based, public/private...)

L2 vocpbulary kngwledae

v v OUTPUT v
»  Production or selection (summary-choice, summary-cloze, summary
production)

» Languages (L1, L2, oral, written)

»  Presentation mode (Word-processed, handwritten ...)
] Leng Eh (constrq{ned/free)

EVALUATION SYSTEM

p  Content coverage (RSC, WSP)

» Summarization strategies employed (copy, deletion, integration...)
p  Succinctness (5% Score)

p  Topographical relationships with the source text ($SS)

p  Whose criteria (expert, popular, auto-summarizer)

» Syntactic complexity

» Lexical density (D for English summaries)

» Summaries in 2 languages (differences between L1 and L2)
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