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ABSTRACT

As students progress through our education system they ai.-
increasingly a’ake_d to independently comprehend and compose |
informational material to show evidence of their ability to use and
learn from texts. One skill which facilitates students’ abilities to léarn
from. texts is suinﬁmarizing. Research into summarizing suggests it is a
complex ekill needing explicit and systemétic instruction. However,
materials to which teachers turn to for advice on strategies and
instruction do not always reflect the ﬁndings of reseérch‘ Thie being
" the case, this study sét out to investigate what teachers understood
about, the nature of summarizing and the extent to which instruction
was being provided in summarizing. With the need for increased
independent learning from texts in secondary school settings, this
study also aimed to investigate the difference between upper primary
and lower secondary teachers’ understandings and knowledge about
the nature and provision of instruction in summarizing.

A descriptive/analytical study was conducted with eleven teachers
from Western Australian primary and secondary schools. Teachers
were asked to individually plan and administer an ‘ideal’ lesson
involving summarizing. Following the administration of the ‘ideal’
lesson, teachers were interviewed and responses transcribed. Data
from the teacher's lesson plan, interview and students’ marked

summaries were triangulated to present case scenarios. The case



___scenarioa were ..gnalysed to doocribo_ the nature and provision of
| instruction in sumrnarizingQ |
Tne study found that téﬂchorS’ instruct:io_ns and acti_,'viti.esli.mpl.ied
' an ’awar'eness of the use ofsélection, conde:nsing and transforming 3
skills, however .teachers'djld not deliberately and consciously mak.e
- these alullo exphclt to theu- studento Teachers’ L;nowledge about the

| nature of summanzrng and subsequently their p].'OVlSlOH of 1nstructlon
were directly i.nﬂuenced by their purposes for asking students tol |
sumniarigse. In addition, four teaching orientationo emerged which
describe a developmental trend in .whio'h systematic instruction and
opportunities to practise summarizing appear to decrease as students
progress through the education system. This developmental trend is
manifested in upper primary teachers tending to have an integrated
process and task orientation to summarizing whilst secondary teachers

- demonstrated content and assessment orientations.
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CHAPTER ONE
Introduction’

As students progresé through the education system, much of what
they are expected to learn will involve processing written, media and
computer texts. Gaining information from brinbed texts, is commonly
referre& to as ‘reading to learn’ and/or ‘study skills’. Generally, study
skills encompass a range of strategies which assist students to access,
select, interpret and éynt_he_size information fme a range of texts for a
variety of purposes. One étﬁdy skill which incorporates all of these
'~ tasks is summafizihg. |

Studenta in school are frequently asked to summarize for many
reasons in a variety of situations. One reason students are asked to
summarize may be to recount or recall events over the week-end,
ho]idayé;, excursions, of from stories they haye read or heard etc.
| These summaries take the form of oral news telhng written
recounting and retelling. Other reasons involve stﬁdents researching
and developing topics as evidence of their understanding about a given
topic or as evidence of their abi]ity to comprehend or write. These take
the form of assignments and/ or prdjects and they u'sually include |
teacher directed inquiry questions generated from and abb'ut a given
text, |

Summarizing was chosen as the topic of this thesis because it is a
complex skill which requires the orchestration of a number of

comprehension and composing skille and provides an opportunity to



stucdy the unique relationship between reading and writing.
Summarizing is also believed to be an important skill .'for tertiary
learning as students progress through our education system there is
- anincreased demand for étudents to be able to comprehend and
compose informational material independently.

Statement of the Problem

Research suggests many students have difficulty with
summarizing (Brown, Campione & Day, 1__981; Winograd, 1984; Hahn
& Garner, 1985; Hill, 1991) because it is a complex and multi-
d.chi'pliI'léd task, involving high order cognitive opérations (Hidi &
Andersoﬁ, 1986; Winograd, 1984; Pressley, Johnson, Symonds;
McGoldrick & Kurita, 1989). The cognitive operations involved in
summarizing include knowing the purpose for summﬁrizing; what
" information to select to achieve that purp.ose; how to condense,
combine and transform information; and how to present the
information in a way that reflects the original purpose.

In addition to the skill demands of summarizing, there are a
number of variables which further influence and contribute to
students’ difficulties in sumn:arizing (Brown & Day, 1983; Armbruster
& Ostertag, 1989). These variables include the procedure for
summarizing as well as characteristics related to the text,_task, and
the learner. Research studies suggest that manipulation and contrdl of
characteristics related to these variables can make the summarizing

task more or less difficult for students (Taylor, 1982; Pincus, Geller &



Stover, 1986; Hidi & Anderson, 1986; Armbruster, Anderson &
Ostertag, 1989; Bransford, Stein, Shelton & Owings, 1980; Ambruster

& Brown, 1964).

Successful Instruction in Summarizing

As indicated above, a number of research studies have
manipulated and controlled strategy and text related variables and
I;eported success in terms of the amount and type of ideas being
recorded. However, many of these studies attribute success to the
instructional design for teaching sunﬁﬁiﬁrizing. That is, some studies
have taught strategies, rules or text structures using metacognitive,
direct and or collaborative instructional models. Generally, these
studies found that when and where explicit instruction and practice
were pfovided s'tudents’ strategies and summaries improved (Kintsch
- & Van Dijk, 1978; Brown & Day, 1980; Taylor, 1982; Taylor & Beach,
1984; Berkowitz, 1986; Armbruster & Ostertag, 1989; Mann & Volet,
1996),

A synthesis of the research would seem to ihdicate that students’
abilitiea to summarize are influenced by the type and amount of
instruction they have received. However, a rev_iew of materials readily
available to teachers, such as teacher’s guides and curriculum syllabi,
suggest little evidence of explicit instructional guidelines for. |
summarizing (Hidi & Anderson, 1986; Bergin, 1992). Most teacher’s
guides and syllabi define a summary rather than providing explicit

teaching strategies or procedures for students to follow. This sort of
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information and lack of sti-ategic instruction implies a view that
sun_iimarizing is a skill which students autbmaticaﬂy attain as a
consequence of developing other, more ‘difﬁcult_.’ c.omprehension skills,
such as implied main ideas and identifying top level structures of texts.
Purpose Of The Study

Tq date research suggests summarizing involves high order akﬂls
which requife not only. an awareness of the nature of summarizing, but
also instruction and practice. Several studies support the idea that
-summariziné is not simply an outcome of comprehension or recall, but
instead, involve .additional and deh’be;até processing étrategies (Brown
| & Day, -1_993, Brown Déy & Jones, 1983). Sjostrom and Hare (1984)
claimed that the difﬁculty_many secondary students experience in
selecting main ideas is difectly related to the lack of systematic
instruction. Further, Goetz, Alexander and Ash ( 1992) emphasize the
importance of intervention by claiming that the more teachers
encourage summarizing, model strategies and pfovide feedback to their
students the better students will learn to apply tlllese strategies
independently. Finally, Tabberer (1987) suggests summaﬁzi.ng
activities should be integrated into everyday lessons in a variety of
subject areas in order for students to develop effective skills.

The complex nature of summarizing, recommendations from past
studies to provide explicit instruction and practice, the lack of strategic
ingtructional guidelines in teacher reference material and the

“discrepancies between the amount of instruction and practice in
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summarizing provided motivation to find out how summarizing was
taught in classrooms. The purpose of this study was to investigate
t'eacl.lers'.understandings about the nature of'summfjrizing and thc
extent to which teachers provided instruétion in gummarizing. With
past research suggestiﬁg that strategic instruction decreases as
students pfogreas through the education system and recommendations
that sdmmarizing st;rategies be encouraged, modelled and practised in
order to further dévelop effective ekills, thjs.study also aimed to
investigate the diﬁ'erehce between upper primary and lower secondary

' teache.rs’ knowledge about the nature and provision of instruction in
summarizing,

Overview of Study

Chapter two describes the nature of summarizing by identifﬁng
definitions of summaries, summarizing purposes, types. of summaries,
summarizing skills and their apparent development ac described by -
past studies. The provision for instruction describes the control and
manipulation of strategies, text, task and learner variables, |

“instructional models involved in past studies, criteria for evéluating:
rsummaries, and the frequency and regularity of summarizing. An
analysis of the literature resulted in the development of an inquiry
framework which assisted in the collection and analysis of data.

Chapter three describes the methodology used to gather data for
this study. In order to capture and describe what really goes on in

classrooms with regard to summarizing, this study asked eleven



teachers to plan, prepare and administer an ‘ideal’ lesson involving
summarizing. The 'ideal’ leason method gave teachers the opportunity
.to Ctlané.ider what they knew to be effective instruction in summarizing
gnd therefore demonstrate what they believed to be ‘best practice’. The
“deal lesson allowed teachers to teach in their natural setting taking
i'nto.consideration the uniqué and individual nature and dynamics of
their clags. Such.var.iables as teacﬁer famﬂiarity, rapport with
studénts, prior knowledge and experience, students’ interests and

| abi]i{’_:ies, subjecﬁ, and time of day were within the teacher’s control to
' fur‘Lher _éupport teachers’ attempts to. demonstrate ‘best précticé’.
“f&i}alf’ lessons were not audio or video taped in an attempt to lessen
the intrusion factor. Following the administration of this leseon,

- teachers were interviewed in order to provide data relevant to their
undérstand..ings. about the nature and provision of instruction in
summarizing. Lesson plans, students’ samples and structured
interview transcripts were used to write up case scenarios.

Chapter four describes the data collected aﬁd presents the eleven
case écenarios. Chapter five analyzes the data from the case sce’nai'ios
in order to determine the current nature and provision of instruction in
gummarizing and to determine the difference between upi)er primary
and lower secondary teachers in this regard.

Finally, Chapter Six discusses the implications of these results,
: concluding with limitations of this study and recommendations for

future research.



Significance Of The Stﬁdy’

Summarizing is commonly used in cll'a.ssro'oma and it is a skill
requi;ed in rﬁany workplace environments. Research indicates
summarizing is a com:plex skill requiring strategic and systematic
| in'Structié'n if students are to develop effective skills in this area. The
_ dg_livery of effective instrucﬁon in summarizing means teachers need
to understand the nature of tﬁe task and the most effective method of
instruction to facilitate the development of gkills. This study attempts
| to describe the current state of affairs with regards to the nature and
provision of instruction in Summarizihg and the difference between
upper primary and loWér secondary in this regai'd, therefore this s.tudy
.is.signjﬁcarit for four reasons.

Firstly, sumimarizing is a common task asked of students in both
primary and secondary schools. The primary. thicle fqr presenting
information in the school curriculum is th.rough printed texts.
Students need to be able to comprehend, compose, recall, And apply
content from books. The ability to comprehend or compose
informational text is essential for success at school and in further -
education, Summarizing is one task teachers often ask students to do
as evidence of their ability to learn from such material.

Secondly, summarizing is a complex but important skill. It
involves selecting, extracting, condensing, combining, tranéforming

and recrganizing information. The ability to summarize texts
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effectively enhances students’ understandings about text structure and
writing, and improves students’ abilities to récall, retrieve and apply
learned knowledge. Independent learning is facilituted by the ability
to read and extract relevant and important information, which are
aspects of summarizing. Teachers need to have a sound understanding
of the nature of the summarizing task in order to provide effective -
instruction on how to summarize. |

.Third.ly, this study attempts to provide qurrent infofrnation about
what teachers know and understa.nd about summarizing and how this
is manifested in the form of instruction or intervention. Past research
has tended to take place in artificial environments and provided
students with artificial purposes for summarizing. This study is
qualitative in design as it attempts to capture teachers’
understandings about the nature and provision of instruction in
summarizing in a realistic context. The type of information gained
from such research has not been well documented in the pasi:.

Finally, this study examines and describes the difference between
~ the nature and provision of instruction in summarizing in upper
primary and lower secondary school settings. It shows the way
summarizing is taught in the transition from primary to secondary
school settings where summarizing appears to play a particularly

significant role in student’s learning independently from texts.



Terminology
Sumnuary - a concise reconstruction of main ideas of a given text or

dialogue

Selection skills -skills employed in order to select appropriate ideas or
information from a gi'ven' text or dialogue. Such skills include
-idéntifying a purpose for summarizing, identifying textual or
contextually significant information, deleting trivial and redundant
information. |

Condensing skills - those skills eﬁiployed in order to reduce ideas or
‘information. Such skills included identifying su_bordinate terms,
collapsing lists or events. |

Combining gkills - those skﬂls_employed to link information. ‘Such
 gkills include identifying topic sentences, use of text’'s headings or
imposing headings or topic sentences.

Transforming skilla - skills employed to reconstruct or reprqduce the
 meaning of a text or dialogue. Such skﬂla include baraphi-asing, use of
abbreviations, note taking, linking own knowledge with__informafion
extracted or received.

Text related variables - features of the text which have an impact on
students’ abilities to summarize. Such variables include style,

- stru_cture, language complexity, length of text and absence or presence

of text during summarizing.
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Task related variables - refers to the design aspects of summarizing.

Such variables include purpose for summarizing, type of summary, and
stipulated length of a summa'ry.

Learner relétud variables - refers to those aspects of learners which
will afféct their abilities to summarize. Such variables include,

' studénts’ background knowl_edée of the topic, experience 6r familiarity
with summarizir;g, interest, ;ﬁotivation, perceptions of themselves as
readers/ .w_riters and their abﬂity to read and write.

Strateay related variables - refers to the strategies or processes used

whilst summarizing. Such variables include various summarizing

- procedures, regularity aﬁd the frequency of which summarization |
takes place.

Writer based summm - 8 summary writtén for the benefit of the
writer. It is usually written to facilitate recall of content and is

- characteristically in note fbrm. For exa.mple; main idea and supporting
information, graphic organizers, top level structures, genre
frameworks, graphic metaphors, semaﬁtic grids.

Reader based summary - a summary written for an audience who may

not have read the original text. It is characteristically in full sentences
as opposed to notes format. Examples of this kind of summafiz'ing
include a precis, abstract, synopsis, review, recount, reteH.
Instructional model - a model which describes a theoretical perspective

for providing instruction.



~ Graphic grganizer - blank overview of a text's structure using title,

headings, subheadings, diagrams, illuatrations, paragraphs to which is
added predicted and confirmed content.
Writing' framework - a writing plan with specific headings related to

| Writing: purpose and from which predicted and confirmed informati_on |

can be organized.

| Graphic metaphors - a pictorial repregentation of the hierarchical
order of ideas in a text. Pictorial representation may be in the shape of

an umbrella or pyramid shape.

Topic sentence -is the sentence which tells the main idea of a
~ paragraph. Ina gooﬂipa;aéfaph_ the main idea is often stated in the
first sentence,

Secondary school - tradit.ionaﬂy secbhdary school in Western Australia

| usually iﬁcludes studehts ﬁ'om year 8, (1.3 years of age) to year 12 (17
years of agé). | |
 Upper primary schoo] - traditidnally.réfers to students from year 6, (11
years of age) to year 7 (12 years of age). |
Narrative texts - texts which tell a story, often written in persﬁhal or
colloquial language. |
Informational texts - texts written to provid'e factual information.
‘Structure may be less familiar and predictable to students aé the
structure varies according to purpose.
Top level structures - the organizational structure with’.in and 'be'fween

sentences, e.g problem/solution



_ ,G_t_,in:g - OQerall framework or organizing structure of a text. e.g.
'reco__unt. report. |

Stu'dj.gls m?f society - commonly ;eferred to as the humanities such as

' 'geogr_ﬂlﬁ.hy, social studiés, hjsto.ry, archéeology.'

Sciences - traditionaily subjects such as biology, chemistry, physics,

| gec.)logy... B |

Inquiry Framework - a overview or plan from which an inquiry or
iﬁvest;igafion ié made. |

‘M@ -a lésson in. .“.rhich._teachers believe most of the fa:;iables
are within théir control so. that the lesson is as close to a ‘best ﬁréctice’_
as can be.obtained. J' |
Structured interyjiew - an interview in which a set .6f preparéd
questions are asked of each participant in the st.ud.y.

Case scenario - a narrative description of a parj:icipant’s

knowledge and understanding about summarizing
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction

In order to investigate the current status of summarizing this study
reviewed literature from research studies and examined teacher reference
materials such as syllabi, handbooks and commercially produced materials.
The following chapter reports on the results of this review and examination.
The chapter itself is divided into two parts.

The first part of the chapter reports on the literature related to the
nature of summarizing. There are four main elements in this literature
which are relevant to this part of the chapter: definitions for summarizing;
purposes for summarizing; types of summaries and; summarizing skills and
their development.

The second part of this chapter reports on literature pertaining to
summarizing instruction. Four topics are described as: variables which
influence summarizing; instructional models for teaching summarizing;
methods of evaluating summaries and; the frequency and regularity of
summarizing.

At the end of each part of the chapter a table is presented which
provides a summary of the relevant research. Finally, the literature review
concludes with a summary of the literature and its significance to this

study.
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The Nature Of Summarizing |

Definitions of Summarizing

A review of the literature was carried out hy analysing the definitions
brovided by research studies a;1d teacher refei2nce materials (Hidi &
Anderson., 1986; Hill, 1991). From an cxam.ination-of rescarchers’
descriptions of a s.ummary, the following frémewor_k ém_erged. This

framework is d_eséribed below:

A summary (term) is a statement (descriptio.n) of the main ideas (contents) from a
given text in order to coiivey {action) the gist (product) of the original text.

. 'Deﬁnifjons were reviewed _using terms, déscriptions, co.nte.nts,, actions
and produ.éts. A number of studies referfed to a summary as a preéis,
abstract or sy_ndpsis. The descriptions used adjectives such as concise, brief,
s_ucciﬁ_ct and short, and nou_ns'_ such as reconstr!ﬁction, overview a.nd outline,
_The_.conte.xitjs 0 f the summary were described using adjectives such as main,
'centrﬁi_br s'igniﬁ(_ia'nt and n_ouns: such as déta_i.ls,. facts, points of id_éaé. The -

" éétidn&i infolvéd m summar'iziﬁg v'-.vfer'e described using verbs such as glean,
reﬂect, éom.réy," reduce, ééledt ar_ic_i cbhdenéé. .The product was described
o uamg hbﬁns like gist, essence br .r..pa.c'.'rosi':r.ucture of the‘-'Or_iginal. fe_xt. A

' su'mniary of the vocabulary used in defining a summary appears in Table 1.
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Table 1
Words Used to Define Suinmarizing from Research Studies and Teacher
Reference Material '

Terms lor a summary Summary
Precis
Absiract
Synopsis

Description - adjectives Concise
Brief
Succinct
Short

Description - nouns Reconstruction
QOverview
Qutline

Content - adjectives ' Main
Central
Significant

Content - nouns Details
: Facts
Points
Ideas

Product Gist
Essence
Macro Structure

.Action Glean
Reflect
Convey
Reduce
Select
Condense

. The review suggested little variation in the definitions of summaries.
Geheraily, researchers agree that a summary ié. a concise reconstruction of
the m@st important ideas in a text _(Johnson, 1983; Winograd, 1984; Hidi &
Anderson, 1986). The key words cOnchse,_.recon,struction and main i&eas and
their various synonyms were consistently mentioned in definitions reviewed
in the literature. Research studies su'ggést the most important ideas are

those ideas which fluent, adult readers identify as textually significant
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(Winograd, 1982). [nterestingly, little of the literature takes into account
the purpose for which people summarize and how thig influences the
selection of information in any one reading of a text. This issue will be
discussed later in the literature review,

Whilet there appears to be substantial agreerﬁent amongst writers
about what a summary is, Hidi and Anderson (1986) argue there is still
some difficulty in deﬁnihg summarizing. This difficulty arises because of
the eognitive operations involved in summarizing and the variety of terms
used by different writers to describe a fundamentally similar process. For
‘example some investigators refer to summarizing as _‘_macrostructure
| abatra.ction’ whilst '__othera refer te it as main idea comprehension. Ti’u’ﬁ
'distinctiea in terminology relates to epeeiﬁc theoretical perspec.tive’s and ih
particular whether or not summarizing is viewed as a reading, writing or
integrated task.

Most definitions describe summarizing as having both a reading and
Wiﬁiting component, however, Hare (1992) suggests some definitions display
bias towards aummarizihg as a reading task because of a belief that the
summary is conceptualised whilst eomprehending. Kintsch _and Van Dijk

(1978) suggest a set of rules in which students select, delete and' generalize
important information as they are reading.. Others, such as Erown and Day
(1983), believe summarizing is a writing task bee.ause it occurs after
comprehension when students make decisions about what telinclade and
| what information can be combined and condensed in a written sammary.

Hayes (1989) describes the integrated nature of the task when he says:



one’s reading locuses attention on gsignificant text information and forces reflection
on that information as it is encoded into a summary, The written product expected is
a statement of the information gleaned from reading, cast in the student's own
words. (p. 96)

Thia view is supported by Hare (1992 ) when she says “we typically
think of readers as constructing a summéry or mac;o-structure from the
text ahd writers as constructing a text from the macro-structure”, Hare -
concludes that summarizing niay be both a reading and writing task, She
suggests summarizing “is a recursive process that begins around the time of
ehcoding and ends when the desired summary is complete”. Encoding is
described as a reteﬂjng or recounting whereby summarizers use key
selection and condensation processes which are largely eiutomatic. Hare
sﬁggests co_mpreheﬁdjng may well be summarizing, however she believes
summarizing entails more deﬁberabe and continued selection ahd
condensing to ‘get to the point’ which is especially the case with written
summafies. Therefore, she concludes “the nature of summarizing makes it
difﬁcult to judge when reading ends and writing begins.”

Research Purposes for Investigating Summarizing.

A synthesis of the relevant literature indicates a range of research
purposes. This section reviews those reasons or purposes for .which
researchers asked students to summarize. The research revealed ten
purposes for asking students to summarize. These categories are not
conclusive nor exclusive and iﬁdeed a number_bf studies shared more than

~ one purpose.
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Diagnostic Purposes

The first research purpose for the study of summarizing invoived
identifying the summarizing strategies used by students. This cavegory of
" research is characterised by its lack of intervention. In other words, the
'. .research purpose was to identify strategies or procedures used by students
when they summarized, without prompting or instruction. This involved
observation of what students did whilst summarizing (use of highlighters,
writing in mairg’ins), prompting students to tell whét they were doing
,(questionnaire.s, inteﬁdewin'g, reflections, journals) and /or analysis of
stﬁdents’ summaries to determine the type or amount of information
recorded. |

Kintsch and Van Dijk (1978) attempted to describe the sysfem of
mental operations that underlie text comprehension and the production of
recall on summary protocols by analysing the type of information in
students’ summaries. Brown and Day (1983) and Winogra_d (1984)
identified the summarization strategies used by adults anc{' experts. Brown
and Smiley (1978) compared the summarizing strategies of younger and
older students, whilst Brown, Campione and Day (1981) compared the
summarizing strategies of various reading ability groups { Brown,
Campione & Barclay, 1979).

- Intervention Purposes

As a consequence of earlier studies which investigated what students

did when they summarized, more recent studies investigét’e& the effect of

‘intervention on students’ abilities to summarize. Intervention appeared in
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the form of imposing various strategies for summarizing, teaching styles or
instructional models and investigating the effects of this on students’
abilities to summarize.

Studies where students received intervention reveal a range of
intervention techniques. These strategies, which are discussed in more
detail later in the chapter, include simple one step instructions, sets of
instructional rules (Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1978; Brown and Day, 1983; Hahn
& Garner, 1985; Hare & Borchardt, 1984), use of text structure (Taylor,
1982; Baumann, 1984; Berkowitz, 1986; Bartlett, 1984; Bergin, 1992) and
other diagrammatic forms including graphic metaphors, acronyms, and
structured overviews.

Studies which investigated the style of intervention or the actual
instructional model or approach used to teach students summarizing
strategies included those involved in metacognitive instruction (Brown &
Day, 1983), direct instruction (Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Archer & Gleason,
1989), collaborative learning models (Stevens, 1989) and combined
approaches (Palincsar, 1984; Bergin, 1992). Such studies either tested one
group of students before and after intervention, or two groups of students
were used in a control and experimental group situation. In this situation
both groups of students were pre-tested and post tested, however, one group
received one type of instructional intervention whilst the other group

received no intervention.
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Practice Purposes

Anbther instructional purpose for summarizing was to practise a
particular sti'ategy. In this category, intervorition or instruction was
gradually reduced while students were required to apply the strategies with
increasing in&ependence. This category is characterized by teacher/expert
prompting, peer or small group collaboration and immediate feedback
| (Stevens, 1989; Bergin, 1992),

| Product Driven Purposes

Other instructional purposes again involve.d procedures and
instructional models which emphasised the Summary produéf. Studies in
| th.is category looked at the effect of training (.)I.'l instruction on the qualities of
| summ.ariea in terms of either the type of information recorded or the
organization/structure of thei;writing (Taylor & Béach, 1984; Bergin, 1992;
Mann & Volet, 1996). In these studies the desired effect of training was to
improve the quality of the written summary.

Content Driven Purposes

Some research studies investigated the effect of a particular strategy
or instructional model on the amount of content recalled. The desired
outcome in such studies was to increase the amount of information which
could be recalled by the reader. Bean, Singer, Sorter & Frazee (1986)
gought to determine the effect of two different strategies on student’s ability
to recall. One group of students were instructed to use a graphic organizer
whilst a second group were instructed to use outlining. it was

hypothesized that the graphic organizer would provide greater links
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between ideas and therefore students would recall more information, This
was found .to be so.
Combined Purposes

The remaining purposes .for summarizing suggested by research
literature were more. likely to appear in conjunction wiﬁh the major
purposes outlined above. These instructional purposes included
sdmmar_izing as a means of’

a) integrating reading and writing (Armbruster, Ande;son &

Ostertag, 1989; Taylor & Beach, 1984, Bartlett, 1978; 1984),

b) developing vocabulary,

q) monitoring comprehension (Cohen, 1993)

d) improving students’ self control and awareness of their own

learning processes (Palincsar, 1984).

A summary of research purposes for investigating summarizing

appears in Table 2.

Table 2:
Research Purpgses for Investigating Summarizing.

Diagnostic Purposes To determine what strategies students are using
(pretest/ post test)

Intervention Purposes To investigate the effect of a new strategy
To investigate the effect of a particular instructional
model
To practice a summarizing strategy
To assess or improve writing
To determine the amount and type of information
recalled , understood or learnt

" Combined Purposes To intergrade reading and writing
To develop vocabulary
To promote critical thinking
To apply summarizing independently




33

Types of Summaries

Summaries may be constructed from information experienced, heard,
or seen (read). They may be presented orally or in a written mode and they
may be formal or informal. Despite the variety of summaries the literature
classi_ﬁes summaries according to audience and purpose. Hidi and
Anderson (1986) s’uggeét summaries are élassiﬁed according to who they are
written for and because of this they have different functions and are
produced under different conditions. |

‘Writer Based Summaries

The first category is described as a writer based summary. This type
of summary is usually written for personal use, such as study notes. The
purpose of this type of summary is to help facilitate and monitor the
writer's comprehension. The summary takes the form of a condensed,
external record of the important segments of the original text. The original
text is often new or unfamiliar information that the writer wishes to recall.

Writer based summaries are characteristically in note form and often

contain gymbols and/or diagrams. Little attention is paid to grammatical
rules and sentence cohesion. This is largely to reduce the risk of memory
overload and to facilitate recall.

The research suggests that the way students naturally or intuitively
extract information for a writer based summary depends on their experience

and maturity as a reader and the instruction they have received. Younger
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and less experienced readers telnd to read sentence by sentence and select
information based on personél significance (Hare & Borchardt, 1984: Brown
& _Daf, 1983, Johnson, 1.983; Brown Day & Joner 1983). Instructions on
writer based summaries generally encourage extraction of information
based on the original text's struci:ufe.

Ini its simplest form teachers often encourage students to select
information based on the ideas presented in each paragraph. They ask
students to identify and stéte the idea in the topic sentence first followed by
the sﬁpporting deta.il.s (AIChér & Gleason, 1989). For example the foﬂowing
structure might be used:

MAIN IDEA

¢ supporting information
¢ supporting information
e supporting information

Other more complicated writer based summary formats use graphic
ofgarliﬂers (Taylor, 1982), top level structures, (Meyer, 1982), genré
frameworks (First Steps, 1992; Sloan & Latham, 1989) and graphic
metaphors (Baumann, 1984; Berkowitz, 1986). |

Graphic organizers use the exact structure of the original text. That
ie, a blank overview of the original text’s headings, illustrations, diagrams
and paragraphs are used to facilitate the extraction of main and supporting
information.

Structured overviews can be used to help students identify the toﬁ
level structure relevant to the given text. This is followed by informa'fl;i“on

being selected and extracted according to a particular top level structure,
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Although the terms may vary, the literature suggests there are five top level
structures f(jun_d in informational texts (Meyer, Br-'ahdt & B]Ut}ii:, 1980;
.Bartlett, 1978). These include problem/gulution, cause and effect,
comparison and contrast, listing or sequence, and description.

Top level structures may be used to help select and organise
appropriate ideas for a summary. For example, in a problem/solution text, a
piece of paper is divided into two columns. One column is entitled ‘Problent’
and the second column is entitled ‘Solution’. The reader extracts and |

‘records the problem aé identified in ﬁhe original text and then searches for
and recorcis'the corresporidin'g solution in the second colulﬁn. Téxts with é
cause and effect structure follow a similar outline. The ‘Problem’ column is
substituted with ‘Causes’ and the ‘Solutions’ column becomes ‘Effects’

(Armbruster, Anderapn & Ostertag, 1989). Texts which follow a comparison

and contrast structure a_[so encourage students to extract using a semantic
grid. The vertical axis of the grid lists the features to be compared, whilst
the horizontal axis of the grid lists the concepts which are either similar or
contrasting. For example, if the text is comparing the eating. habits of
animals, the table may be organised with features such as teeth and feet

listed vertically, and concepts such as herbivores and carnivoies listed .

vertically. Descriptive texts tend to identify and list features With.

- supporting information being organized around the features.

Instruction involving genre frameworks requires students to select
information to match the various stages of a genre. For example work

sheets with blank boxes and headings are ueéd to direct the selection of
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information rclated to any particular genre. Notes from information
provided in the original text are extracted and placed in the appropriate
boxes,

Graphic metaphors include pictorial representations of facts according
to the hierarchical order of information in the original text. Pictorial
representations include pyramids and umbrellas to represent information
ranging from the least to the most important.

Reader Based Summaries

In contrast, a reader based summary is produced for the benefit of an
audience. This type of summary is characterised by its formal, full sentence
descriptions. To produce a reader based summary, the writer needs to be
very familiar with the original text. The original text is fe~read'-.'siéve'ral
times in order to produce a summary based on the whole text or at .ll'east
large chunks of it. The writer must pay attention to grammar and sentence
cohesion because the purpose of the summary is to prdvide information for a
reader who has. not read the original text. In many cases the reader based
summary is often written from a writer based summary and therefore uses
a similar writing framework. The function of this type of summary is .to'
demonstrate one’s ability to extract and condense the important ideas of a
text by providing the gist of the original text to enable a reader to ascertain
the main ideas in the original text.

Examples of reader based summaries include: abstracts, preces,
synopses, reviews, recounts and retellings. Abstracts, synopses and preces

are characteristically succinct in length and give a general summary of the
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type of information to be found in the original article. They are traditionally
associated with research studies and informational texts.

A review tends to be more detailed than an abstract and is
characterised by a structure similar to the original text with critical or
emotive statements. Reviews are more traditionally associated with
critiques of literature, films, and/or entertainment.

A third differentiation can be seen in a recount. Recounts are recall
orientated and writers are often asked to recall verbatim from the text.
They tend to follow closely the sequential order of the original texts.
Retellings are the oral versioﬁ of a recount.

Table 3

Types of Summaries Suggested by Research Studies and Teacher Reference
Material

Writer Based Point Form
Symbols
Topic Sentence/ Supporting Details
Diagram :
Graphic Organizer
Graphic Metaphor

Top Level Structure Description
List/ Sequence
Contrast/ Comparison
Problem/ Solution
Cause & Effect

Wnting Frameworks Narrative
Description
Recount
Report
Procedure
Explanation
Thesis/ Argument

Reader Based Abstract
Synopsis
Precis
Review
Hecount
Retell (Oral)
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Table 3 describes the types of summaries suggested by research
studies and teacher reference material.
Summarizing Skills

Rescarchers agree that summarizing is a multi-disciplined task which
involves high order cognitive operations (Hidi & _Andcrson, 1986; Winograd,
1984; Pressley, Johnson, Symonds, McGoldrick & Kurita, 1989). However,
unlike other writing tasks, when summarizing, the content and structure
are already present. The reader must decide on which information is
important, which information can be combined, and which information can
be omitted. Although research studies use different terminology to describe
the skills involved in summarizing, there is general agreelment that
summarizing involves three main sk.i.lls; selection, condensation (sometimes
referred to as combining), and transformation (Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1978;
Brown & Day, 1983; Hidi & Anderson, 1986).

Selection Skills

Selection skills involve deciding which information from the text
should be included in the summary. Thié is done as readers evaluate the
ideas being presented in terms of importance. Ideas can be contextually
important, that is, of interest or significance to the reader, or ideas can be
textually important such as main ideas and supporting information. The
literature suggests that the type of information usua]ly deemed as
important and therefore expected to be present in a summary, is
information adult readers regarded as important. This information tends to

be information which is of textual significance rather than of personal
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interest or intrigue to the reader (Winograd, 1984). In this regard_, the
reader is required to .remain subjective and keep in mind the perceived
writing purpose of the author. Strategies involved in choosing textually
importﬁnt intbrmatiOn include learning to delete trivial or unimportant and
_ redu‘ﬁdant information.

It is interesting to note thaf rescarch studies have only recently moved
from being interested in cognitive considerations to more socio-cultura]
faci.:ors.. This shift challenges the assumption that texts have one single
~ meaning. Bull (1993) goes further to suggest that literacy teaching is both
ﬁolitical and ideqlogical. Political because it is driven by the power of the
_ relati'onuships of.ind.ividuals communicating .in the'litefacy environment, and
ideological because the viewé. that p;gfticular individuals hold about literacy
“influence their literacy practices.

In a practical sense research in critical literacy theory would suggest

that teachers/experts need to be aware of how their personal meanings and
interpretations may affect studept’s meaning making and reality
-construction. Knobel's (1993) reéearch into the role of the teacher as a
mediator of text suggests that unless teachers/ experts are conscious of their
~ power to affect students conatructions of meaning, they are playing a
Simon says’ pattern of interaction as opposed to obtaining ‘authentic’
student responses. Clearly, past research in summarizing has not allowed
for multiple interpretations of texts' meanings. Instead it appears to

encourage a ‘Simon says’ approach to selecting information from a text
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because it advocates only the ideas "experta’ would include as being the
‘right’ ideas to record.

Condensing and Combining Skills

Condensing information involves classifying information for the
pﬁrpose of reducing the size of the text. The reader muét reduce the
inforination in the text to super-Ordinaﬁe terms, This usually involves
combining or collapsing lists of nouns, verbs or events into two or three
words (Brown & Day, 1983). Other strategies which :involve combining
_in.formai:ion include identifying main ideas and supporting information,
rating and reorganising ideas using concept maps, structured overviews and
bop. level structures.

Transforming Skills

Transformation or constructivism skills are concerned with attempting
- to reproduce the author's intended meaning ﬁnd structure. This skill is
often difficult because it involyes inference, inveﬁtion and interpretation by
the reader. Strategies involved in tranafd.rmin'g include identifying topic
sentences and relating these to one another in an attempt to understand the
top level structure and the thesis contained within the text. In the case of a
writer based summary the transformation rule n:ught be to re-arrange facts
into a diagram or takble. |

Table 4 highlights the three main skills of summarizing and é. number

of corresponding strategies identified by research studies.
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Table 4
Summarizing Skills Suggested by Rescarch Studies and Teacher Reference

Materials.

Selection Skills Delete trivia
Delete redundant information
[dentify contextually important information
Identifly textually important information
Identily supporting information

Condensing/Combining Skills  Collapsing lists
' Combining information

Finding subordinate terms
Rating ideas
Linking information using a concept map
Linking information using a structured
overview
Extracting information using top level
structures

Transforming Skills Inferrning/inventing topic sentences
Inferring top level structures or writing
frameworks
Interpreting author’s position
Rearranging information into a table

Development of Summarizing Skills

Knowledge about how summarizing skills develop has predominantly
been investigated through the analysis of students’ summaries (Kintch &
Van Dijk, 1978; Brown & Day. 1980: Hidi & Anderson, _1986). Students’

summhriea were analysed in terms of the type of information extracted, the
| amount of information manipulated or reorganized and the amount of
inference or interpretation evident, Results from these studies indicate
clear developmental trends in the use of summarizing skills. Strategies for
selecting information appear first, followed by the emergence of strategies to

help condense ideas. Combining ideas across paragraphs and transforming
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appears to be the most difficult skill. The research suggests that without
instruction. or intervention sﬁch gkille evolve gradually and may not he
achieved at all by some adults (Brov@n & Day, 1980,1983; Hare & Borchardt,
1984; Winograd, 1984; Anderson & Hidi, 1‘5‘389).

Garner (cited in Hidi & Anderson, 1986) proposed three stages in the
development of summarization skills. In the first stage, the ‘deficiency’
stage, Gérner suggests students perform like novices, in that information is
selected on the basis of personal interest or intrigue and shows little or no
relationship to what is textually important. In the second stage, referred to
as the ‘inefficiency’ stage, students begin to employ strategies to help them
seleC_t information. However these strategies are only mildly effective. The
delete and copy strategy idéntiﬁed by Brown and Day (1980) is an example
of such a strategy. The third stage is called the ‘efficiency stage. In this
stage readers use text structﬁre to select or eliminate information.
Information .is cb.ndensed' by identifying redundant.information or using
super-ordinate terms, Topic senteﬁces‘ are invented and information is
reorganised. '_Théae are all deliberate strategies emplloyed by the reader. In
' ghort, the development of summarizing skills is consistent with the amount
of text manipulation required. |

| Provision Of Instruction In Summarizing

The second part of the chapter reports on four issues derived from the
research studies and teacher reference materials relevant to the provision of
instruction in summarizing. The issues include: control and manipulation

of the variables associated with strategy; text; task; learner; instructional
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models; methods of evaluating students’ summaries; and time allocation for
summarizing.

_Y_acriables Involved in Summarizing Instruction

Wh.ille summary writing skills have been identified as developmental,
there are other variables which influence students’ abilities to summarize.
Awareness of the influence of other varis;i\bles is important in order to
bro'vide instruction which best suits the needs of students. These variables
are br(;uadly referred to as strategy, text, task and learner variables,
Strategy Related Variables

Strategy related variables refer to procedures for summarizing. Bergin
(1992) carried out a review of 18 research studies and teacher reférence

materials in order to identify and classify the procedures. This review
involved 11 research studies and 7 teacher reference materials. From this
review Bergin identified five groups of strategies. She classified these
prbcedures as follows:

1 definition an@or questioning

2 one étep ..

3 useof é prescribed structure

4 a set of rules

5 combined procedures

Definition and questioning.

This procedure is characterised by lack of instruction or explanation by

the teacher and a relatively passive role of the student. It assumes the
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student has a purpose for summarizing and knoWs how to go about
summarizing. In this category students are usually asked to summarize by
reading and answ:ering QUés.ti'onB-qr' having been told what a summary is.
Instructions involving definitions 1nclude “ read the article.and summarize
the main points’.’. Variatibns include substitution of main points for main
ideas, key words or most impor;:ant i_nformation. Instructions to students
may be written or verbal.

The questioning aspect of the strategy usually occurs after students
have read the given text. Questions relevﬁnt to the main ideas are asked
~and sfudents éither respond verba]ly or in writing. Below is an exémp]e of
the questioning strategy (Reading to learn in the secondary school, 1987, p.
125): |

1. The teacher needs to study the text carefully to:
o select the main ideas and important information

e write questions that will direct students to these main points

2. Students read silently through the given text to make notes to
answer the questions.

3. In pairs or small groups students use the text to make notes to
answer the questions,

4, Téxt books are put away and groups write long answers, ie, they .usé

their own words in complete sentences. Thi_s is the student’'s

suminary.
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This strategy also appears in basal reading schemes and published
comprehension texts (Josepbs, 1986). It assumes the student will connect
answers to. the main points in the story.

Another version of this approach involves the author of the text
presenting a written summary for the student at the conclueibn of a
chapter. Presum abj_[y this is for the purpose of studying or recall and.

therefore is most commonly found in text books (Anderf,on, 1990 ).

One step.

This procedure is again characterised by its simplicity, however in this
c'a'tégory a strategy is suggested to students. The most common strategy is
that the student is told to write one phrase or sentence for each paragraph.
For example the following guideline is. provided to teachers (Readin g K-7

teachers notes, 1983, p 81):

... give children time ta read a paragraph silently then as 2 groun summarize the passage.
Before going on to the next paragraph, blackboard a phrase which captures the essence of the
paragraph. When all the paragraphs have been treated in this way, the Mackboard phrases
sheuld present a summary. (. 81)

Another example of this strategy is suggested in a study carried out by
Doctrow, Wittock and Marks (1978), in which students were asked to
construct a sentence which captures the meaning of each paragraph in the
given text. Doctrow, Wittock and Marks reported students were able to
recall information more readily than those who were not given this

instruction.

Prescribed writing structures.
In the third procedure the structure of the text is used as an aid to

summarizing. Taylor (cited in Pressley et al., 1989} encouraged students to
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use the headings and subheadings in a text to develop an outline of that
text. Students were asked to identify main ideas and important information
from the paragraphs under each heading or subheading (T'aylor, 1982;
Taylor & Beach, 1984).

A similar approach is to'répresent information visually (Armbruster &
'Anderson, 1980; Baumann, 1984; Berkowitz, 1986). Baumann (1984) used
graphic metaphors such as an umbrella or a table top to demonstrate the
relationship betwe.en main ideas and aupﬁorting details in a text. The
efficiency of such approaéhe's is uncertain, howe?er as Taylor's study
claimed students improved their recall of main ideas, yet Baumann found
no difference in the recall of main ideas, but some improvement in the
organization of students’ summaries. Some publications suggest a similar
graphic representation of main idéas and supporting details by suggesting
students set work out by numbering main ideas and indériting supporting
information (Archer & Gleason, 1989).

A more elaborate version of text structure was designed by
Armbruster, Anderson and Ostertag (1989) in which students were taught
to identify the problem/solution top level structure, take notes by using a
visual problem/solution framework and write their summary from this
framework. Using this approach they found students improved their
comprehension of the text and their ability to write well organized

summaries.
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Set of rules.

The fourth category involves the ﬂpi)lication of a given set of rules.
These procedures were used more often in rescearch studies. The use of a
.set of rules was initially designed by Kitsch & Van Dijk ( 1978) and has
been 'ada'pted by several other researchers in an attempt to provide
inforﬁxatidn which wag more student friendly (Day, 1980; Brown & Day,
'1983; Bean & Steen:wyk, 1984; Pressley et al., 1989: Hare & B'c)rch.ardt,
1984; Bean, Singer, Sorter & Frazee, 1986; Bromley & McKeveny, 1986).
The set of ruie's procedure includes strategies which enable studen ts to: (a)
delete iﬁformation, namely information which is either uni.mportant and/or
red.u'ndant; (b) condense information by collapsing and combining, and (¢)
transforming information by selecting or inferring topic sentences. This
procedure has been found to improve the numBer of main ideas being
identified (Bergin, 1992; Hare & Borchardt; 1984; Brown & Day, 1980),
enhance recall (Doctrow, Wittrock & Marks, 1978; Taylor & Berkowitz,
1980), and help students learn content material (Bromley, 1985 cited in
Bromely & McKeveny, 1986). |

Combined approach procedures.

The fifth category is described as a combined approach to summarizing
because this procedure involves strategies from more than one of the above
mentioned groups (Hahn & Garner, 1985; Gambrell, Kapinus & Wilson,
1987; Rhinehart, Stahl & Ericson, 1986; Archer & Gleason, 1989; Hayes,

1989; Bergin ,1992). The range of procedures in this category is wide and



48

~ often involves many different instructional strategies and characteristics
from a range of methodologies,

A number of research studies and teacher reference materials suggest
usihg various strategieé such as before, during and after summarizing
strategies (Bergin, 1992; Archer & Gleason, 1989.; Hayes 1989).._ Such
procedures involve the use of checklists. Bergin (1992) taught year six
s'tud'e.nts to summarize using a Combined Approach to Teaching
Summariiing (CATS procedure). This involved five modules of
summarizing activities, ‘at the completion of which students had a checklist
process to follow when independently summarizing. The checklist
suggested ‘before’ sﬁinniérizing strategies in which students activated their
own prior knowlec_lge by p..l;fed.icting content and the text's structure.
‘During’ summarizing strategies included using Brown and Day’s set of
rules. ‘After’ summarizing strategies related to self checking for
understanding, logical and clear links between one idea and another, use of
abbreviations and proof reading for spelling and grammar.

Archer and Gleason (1989) used a similar idea in their procedure called
RCRC. In this procedure students ‘warm up’ by predicting content from
pictures and headings. This is followed by reading, covering, reciting and
checking, prior to writing. They also suggested self questioning as a means
of checking understanding whilst reading, followed by proof reading as an
after summarizing strategy.

Hayes (1989) suggested a Guided Reading and Summarizing

Procedure. In this procedure teachers prepare students for the lesson by
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establishing the purpose for summarizing and the purpose for rjeading a set
article. Secondly, s.t.udents were taught strategies for recalling. This
inc_luded reading, recollection, re-reading and adding peftinent information
which was missed on the first reading. Thirdly, students were taught to
grbup information in terms of categofies, headings, and supporting details.
Finally, grouped details were converted into a prose summary.

K-W-L Plus is another combined procedure suggested by Carr_and Ogle
(1987). This procedure builds on what the learner knows about the topic.
Studenﬁs were given a piece of paper divided into three columns. In the
first colum.n studenté brainstormed what they already knew about the topic,
prior to reading. In the second column students formulated questions based

on what else they wanted to know about the topic. After reading students
| attémptéd to answer their own questions. The answers to the questions
were reordered, much the same as a gfaphic organizer, to form a summary.
Carr and Ogle claim this procedure helps students with the most difficult
aspect of summarizing thatis, selectioh and organization of relevant
information. It also allows for students to construct their own views abOﬁt
the meaning without influence from adult/experts.

Gambrell, Kipinus and Wilson (1987) used mental imagery as a
strategy for summarizing, Students discussed a ‘good summary’, prior to
summarizing and as they read they were encouraged to make symbols or
notes in the margin of the text related to the information associated with

each paragraph. After they have made their annotations, students selected
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a topic outline and used their margin notes and aymbols to create a

Suminary.

Table 5
Summarizing Strategies Suggested by Research Studies and Teacher

Reference Material.

Definition & Given a definition of a summary
questoning Given questions to guide inquiry
Given an expert’s summary

One step Identify one idea per paragraph

Prescribed structures Extract according to graphic outlines
Extract using a graphic metaphor
Use of a given writing framework
Extract using top level structure
Extract using a concept map

Set of rules 1. Identify purpose
Delete trivia and redundant information
Combine / condense lists/ events
Select a topic sentence

2. Recognize a ‘good’ summary

Delete unnecessary information
Collapse lists/ events
Use a topic sentence
Integrate information
Polish summary
Compare with an expert’s

Combined approach 1. Activate known information
procedures Formulate questions

Search for answers

2, Establish summarizing context
Read & Brainstorm recall
Re-read to add/ delete information
Discuss an appropriate writing plan- Classify and
organize information into a writing plan

3. Skim and predict content
Read, cover, recite, check
Identify topic sentence - supporting information
Identify a ‘good’ summary
Read and draw symbols
Make an outline from notes
Use a suitable writing framework

4. Identify key words related to topic
Classify words
Identify purpose for summarizing
Classify information in text with
previous categories.
Wriie summary from notes
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Other combined approaches to summarizing include combining the
use of four rules with text structure identification (Rhinebart ct al , 1986;
Hayes, '1989), combining the use of four rules with self questioning
(Casazza, 1993) and Palincsar's Reciprocal Teaching model (1984).
This section has outlined the range and scope of procedures used in
research studies and teacher reference materials, Téhle 5 outlines these
procedures and their characteristics.

Text Related Variables,

Text related variables refer to the natUré of the original text. That is,
its style and structure, language complexity, length, and whether the
original text is absent or present when students are writing their
Bumm’a.ries.

As summarizing is a task commonly associated with studying and
learning in the content areas, usually students are asked to summarize
informational texts. Generally students find informational texts more
difficult to summarize. This is largely the result of students being less
familiar and experienced with the structure and content of the text (Fidi &
Anderson, 1986; Pincus, Geller & Stover, 1986; Armbruéter, Anderson &
Ostertag, 1989). This factor is further complicated by the variety of top
level structures associated with informational texts as opposed to the more
familiar, sequential nature of narrative texts. Armbruster et al. (1989)
describe five top level structures for informational texts as: description:
sequence; cause and effect; compare and contrast; and problem/solution.

They found that comparison and contrast top level structures were easier to
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summarize than others and, therefore, recommended the use of these texts
when introducing aummarizihg.

A review of the types of texts used in research studies revealed most
studies used informationa} text types. Comparative studies have looked at
.the difference between students’ abilities to summarize narrative and
informational material and these suggest students find narrative text
structures easier to summarize (Spiro & Taylor, 1980).

Research on language complexity within texts refers to the vocabulary,
sentence structure and complexity of ideas being presented in a text. The
processing load for a reader is increased by texts which contain: low
frequency vocabulary; lexically dense and elaborate sentence structure;
vague organizational structure; and contain abstract or unfamiliar concepts.
Interestingly, Brown and Day (1983) found that as texts increased in
difficulty and length, even older and more experienced readers reverted to
summarizing using a linear, paragraph by paragraph approach. In the
literature, only two studies were concerned enough about the text's
complexity to determine the readability levels of the original texts (Taylor,
1986; Brown & Smiley, 1978). In contrast, most of the vther studies tended
to choose texts which were aimed at the target groups. For example if the
subjects were in year four the text was selected at year four readability level
(Winograd, 1984).

Another text related condition is the length of the oripginal text. Hidi
and Anderson (1986) suggest shorter paragraphs are easier to summarize

because they involve the selection of one or two ideas. In contrast [onger
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passages increase the processing load and students have to integrate a
number of'deliberate strategics in o'rder to select, condense and transform
information. In the research studies reviewed as part of this investigation,
the Ieng‘th of the original text varied from 200 words (Hahn & Garner, 1985)
through to 2500 pages (Taylor & Beach, 1984). However, this variation is
' related to the ag_e'of the studen_ts in the particular studies. In most studies
the original text is between 200-500 words.u (Tay_lor, 1986; Winograd, 1984;
- Brown, Smiley & Day, 19‘78; Armbrustér, Anderson and Ostertag, 1989).
A final text related variable involves the absence or presence of the
ofi'giné_ll- text d_ui'ing the act of suminarizing. H1d.1 and Anderson (1986)
_ suggest a diﬂ'erent.sei_;_ of cognitive of)éra'tiqna are require;_i_ when the original
text is present. For example, whén students have aéces;'&; '.I:he original fext
- they are .able to re-read and scan for information, whereas when the text is
absent the wrii;er must rely oﬁ memory. In this regard the absence of the
text during summarizing places a_dditional burde_ha on the précessing load.
Hidi (cited in Hidi and Anderson , 1986) conducted a study on the
' eft'ef:ts of the original text being absent and present during summarizing.
She found that students who lad the text removed were able to recall more
information seven days after summarizing, that their summaries showed
greater deviation from the original text and they were more likely to
combine information than students who had the text present during
summarizing. She concluded that students who had the text removed were
more actively engaged in processing and thus their long term rétentioh was

better than if the text was present.
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In reviewing the literature, most studies allowed atudents to have the
text present during summarizing. This was particularly the case when
students were given training in summarization strategies (Brown & Day,
1983; Palincear, 1984; Hare & Borchardt, 1984 ; Bean, Singer, Sorter &
Frazer, 1986; Golden, Haslett & Gaunt; 1988). The main text related

variables are summarized in Table 6.

Table 6 _
Text Related Variables Involved in Summarizing
Structure . Narrative
Informational
Familiarity Structure
Content
Structure for extracting information Text's structure
Top level structure
Writing frameworks
Complexity of original text Readability level

Year level appropriateness
Presence of original text
Length - 1 paragraph

- 200 words

- 300 words

- 400 words

- 500 words

- 1000 words

- 1500 words

Length of summary E 20 words
40 words
60 words

paragraphs

Task Related Variables

Task related variables refers to the procedural aspects of the
summarizing task. This includes identifying the type of summary, purposes
for summarizing and stipulating the summary length. The éummary type

and purpose were discussed earlier. In general, students find it easier to
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complete writer based summaries than reader based summaries because
they can pay leas attention to writing style.

Length of summary

A number of studies stipulated the expected length of the summary in
terms of the number of words or the number of sentences (Brown & Day,
1982, 1983; Brown Day & Jones, 1983; Winograd, 1984). The number of

.words ranged from 20 -60 and the number of sentences ranged from 1-6.
The summaries were deacribed as constrained and unconstrained, with the
constrained summary being limited to a number of words or sentences. The
effect of constrained summaries on students’ abilities to summarize is
uﬁknoWn at this point in time.

Learner Related Variables

Learner related variables refers to: student’s knowledge of the content,
and experience or familiarity with summarizing; their interest or
motivation; their perceptions of themselves as réaders and writers; and
their reading and writing skills. Students are often asked to summarize in
order to read and learn, therefore, often the content is also unfamiliar.
However, to create understanding it is important to relate new knowledge to
what is already known. In this regard some studies have reported success
in activating students’ background knowledge prior to reading (Bransford,
Stein, Shelton & Owings, 1980; Ambruster and Brown, 1984). This
activation serves two purposes. Firstly, the use of a reader's existing
knowledge allows him/her to predict the story content and vocabulary and

reject or confirm his/her predictions about the content of the text. Secondly,
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background knowledge helps make new material more meaningful and
memorable as it is related to what is known.

Students’ experiences with summarizing and their reading and writing
abilities are also variables which teachers need to be aware of when asking
students to summarize. As indicated by Garner’s summarizing stages, little
or no experience with summarizing will lead to students employing
ineffective strategies. In addition, the task demands of summarizing may
be overwhelming if students are still coping with decoding. Likewise,
reading and writing skills will need to be considered in selecting
appropriate texts to match students’ abilities. These learner variables will
have important ramifications in that teachers may need to control variables
such as length of the text or the content in an effort to further develop
summarizing skills.

Instructional Models in Su arizi

In addition to describing various procedures for summarizing, the
literature appears to have three distinct theoretical perspective’s. These
perspectives include: metacognitive instruction; direct instruction; and
collaborative and co-operative instruction. This division is some what
arbitrary because whilst some studies claim to be driven by only one
theoretical perspective, others share or borrow characteristics from each
type of instruction. In this regard, this study acknowledges the addition of
a fourth theoretical perspectives being a Combined Approach to

summarizing.
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Metacognitive Instruction

Metacognition refers to knowing what skills and knowledge are needed
to perform a task and actively engaging those skills and knowledge in order
to learn. In addition metacognition involves self monitoring of
understanding in order to employ compensatory strategies if needed.

Metacognitive instruction refers to instruction which involves students
taking ‘deliberate conscious control over their own thinking’ (Flavell, 1976).
This includes increasing a student’s awareness about what skills and
resources are needed to perform a task effectively and how to monitor
aspects of the task by employing self regulatory strategies such as checking,
planning, evaluating and remediating (Brown & Baker, 1984).

Translated into instructional terms metacognitive instruction requires
teachers to recognise what learner characteristics may influence the
planned activity. In addition, teachers need to make explicit the strategies
needed to perform a given task, the conditions of the text, and develop an
awareness of the task parameters. Research studies and teacher reference
materials which claim to be based on a metacognitive perspective are
characterized by the following :

¢ explicit and clear instructions which include what it is that is to be

achieved and with what skills and knowledge, when and where to
apply the skills and knowledge, and understanding why particular

skills and knowledge are more or less appropriate;
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¢ expert modeling of the appropriate task including specific
behaviours and strategies to bring into play when comprehension is
lost;

e opportunities to perform the task with an ‘expert’ providing regular
and informative positive feedback in the form of encouragement and
advice;

¢ instruction which proceeds logically. For example working from
known skills, strategies, and content to new ones, or beginning with
shorter texts and proceeding to longer texts;

¢ self monitoring of understanding and the employment of effective
strategies;

e gradual release of responsibility from the ‘expert’ to the learner.

Whilst metacognitive skills are believed to develop slowly and appear
later, a number of studies have reported success in adopting metacognitive
instruction for teaching summarizing (Brown, Campione & Day, 1981;
Brown & Day ,1983; Garner, 1984; Hare & Borchardt, 1984).

Day (1980) trained junior college students to check their application
and use of six rules. Training was administered using four instructional
conditions. The first group were instructed using self management. That
is, students were given encouragement to write a good summary in order to
capture the main ideas and dispense with trivia, but were given no rules. A
second group were given explicit instruction and modeling in the use of the

rules. The third group received rules plus self management strategies such
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as a checklist. This meant these students received instruction from both
group one and two, but the students were left to integrate the information
for themselves. The fourth group received the rules plus explicit training on
control of these rules. This involved modeling of self checking strategies
such as ‘Do I have a topic sentence for each paragraph? Is all trivial
information removed? and so on.

Results of Day’s study indicated that all students performed better as
there was an increase in the use of rules following training. However, the
effectiveness with which these rules could be applied without training was
affected by ability. This study found less able students benefited more from
explicit training. Without explicit training these students were not able to
integrate rules and self management strategies. Average students benefited
from all the training procedures and the more able students did not require
explicit instruction. The results of this study suggest lower ability students
require more explicit instruction.

Palincsar (1984) used the reciprocal teaching model to teach students
to comprehend informational texts. The reciprocal teaching model involves
extensive modeling and practice in: (a) formulating questions about the
main ideas of the text; (b) summarizing; (c) prediction or hypothesising
about what will occur in the text; and (d) clarification and discussion about
difficult parts of the text. In this study students were given the opportunity
to discuss reasons for texts being difficult to understand, followed by 20

days of 30 minutes of instruction and practice in the four activities, and



corrective feedback. Finally, students identified useful strategies for school
related tasks.

Palincsar found there was an improved ability to answer
comprehension questions and a greater success in implementing
summarization rules. In particular there was an increased awareness of
main ideas and the ability to extract topic sentences with significant gains
in the ability to identify material about which teachers ask questions.

The success of metacognitive instructional techniques is based on
training which generalizes skills so that they may be applied to a variety of
situations. In contrast, training students in specific skills can often isolate
skills from the whole task to the extent that students may not relate the
specific skills to the whole task. This in turn may influence a student’s
ability to recognise other situations in which the strategies can be applied.
Metacognitive instruction aims to train students to consciously recognise
the versatility of a skill or strategy so that it can be generalised and applied
to appropriate situations. In short, metacognitive instruction should provide
students with the knowledge, skills and monitoring strategies necessary to
enable them to consciously monitor and regulate their own summarizing.

Direct Instruction

According to Hare and Borchardt (1984) direct instruction is ‘having
academic focus, academically engaged time, controlled practice, all of which
can be linked to academic achievement and goals’.

In instructional terms direct instruction refers specifically to breaking

up a whole task into smaller and more manageable components. Students
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work at one component at a time. Once mastery is attained in the first
component, the next aspect of the whole task is introduced, so that
eventually the student completes the whole task.

Research studies and teacher reference materials which claim to be

direct instruction models are characterized by:

e a prerequisite to the instructional design is an explicit outline of the
known components of the task, for example Brown and Days (1983)
rules for summarizing.

¢ a clear sequence of lessons dealing with each component of the
summarizing task. This should proceed from the simple to the
complex.

¢ teacher explanation and modeling of task specific behaviours

e provision of regular informative feedback

e mastery of ordered components governing progression

¢ an instructional design in which responsibility for task completion is

gradually relinquished from the teacher to the learner.

The teaching strategy may be either deductive or inductive by nature.
Deductive strategies proceed from general rules and deduce specific steps.
Inductive strategies proceed from specific rules and induce general rules.

Several studies in summarization instruction utilise direct instruction
techniques which activate students’ prior knowledge about both content and
the way texts are constructed. Taylor (1982) and Taylor and Beach (1984)

successfully taught students to use format cues such as headings and sub-
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headings as indicators of text structure. Students used the original text
structure to predict content and vocabulary. This was followed by reading
the text to confirm predictions and make amendments to main ideas
selected.

Armbruster and Anderson (1980) and Berkowitz (1986) used a similar
approach, Students were taught to use a visual representation of a text’s
organization to recall important information. This approach was
particularly useful when summarizing texts without headings.

Bartlett (1978) and Armbruster, Anderson and Ostertag (1989))
successfully taught students to identify and recognize top level structures
such as description, sequence, problem-solution, and cause and effect. This
approach was particularly useful because it provided students with a
framework for extracting (reading) and organizing (writing) information.

Hare and Borchardt (1984) tested the effects of deductive and
inductive direct instruction in summarizing on eighty-four college students.
They found no significant difference between the type of direct instruction.
However, the direct instruction groups performed significantly better in
terms of their use of rules than the control group who participated in pre
and post tests but received no instruction. These results were found to be
durable two weeks after instruction had ceased.

The significance of direct instruction lies in the breakdown of a process
into smaller components or skills. The use of this approach which involves
explicit modeling, group and individual practice of these skills as they build

up to the whole task is reported to be successful particularly with less able
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students (Brown, Campione & Barclay, 1979). This is most likely a
consequence of the task demands being made more manageable and
students experiencing success as their skills build up to the eventual whole
task. One disadvantage of this instructional approach is that sub-skills may
be isolated to the point whereby students are not able to link them to the
whole task. It may also be difficult for students to understand how skills
lessons relate to the more integrated tasks of the curriculum areas.

Collaborative and Co-operative Instruction.

Collaborative and co-operative learning theory is based on the fact that
natural learning is a communal activity which takes place when students
observe, engage and interact with the expert as they carry out the task at
hand.

In applying collaborative and co-operative learning to the classroom it
is important to consider Vygotsky’s (1978) theory of learning. Vygotsky
claims that knowledge is acquired unconsciously and automatically followed
by a gradual increase in the active conscious control of that knowledge.
Vygotsky suggests that language is acquired through modeling, providing
practice and giving feedback. Initially, this means the expert is responsible
for the completion of the task, while the novice observes. This is followed by
a gradual increase in participation from the observer with support from the
expert until such time as the task is performed by the novice independently
from the expert. This second phase is referred to as the “metacognitive
aspect of performance. Renshaw (1990) refers to this as ‘cultural

apprenticeship’.
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This ‘cultural apprenticeship’ suggests that students do not simply
learn from others but rather through their interactions they begin to
internalize and transform what is learned into knowledge. It is this
internalization and transformation of knowledge and experiences that
builds up a student’s tools for thinking and problem solving (Renshaw,
1990).

In applying collaborative and co-operative learning to the classroom,
Vygotsky made the distinction between ‘spontaneous concepts’ such as
language acquisition, in which time and practice are not controlled, and
‘non-spontaneous concepts’, such as mathematics and science. Vygotsky
warned against simply delivering knowledge about non-spontaneous
concepts and suggested teachers need to provide or create a ‘zone of
proximal development’. Renshaw (1990) refers to this as a zone of growth.

This zone is the point at which the spontaneous concepts are mixed
with the non-spontaneous concepts in order to gain knowledge, skills and
strategies which could be internalized and transformed. In this regard,
Vygotsky suggests non-spontaneous concepts develop down through the
spontaneous concepts and the spontaneous concepts develop up through the
non-spontaneous concepts, in a form of cultural interchange. Whilst lacking
personal meaning, non-spontaneous concepts are useful for organizing
thinking. On the other hand, the spontaneous concepts are meaningful but
not particularly useful for developing knowledge outside of oneself.

Collaborative and co-operative learning situations provide the opportunity



for non.-spontaneoue concepts to be used in conjunction with spontancous
concepts which in turn develop thinking and problem solving skills,

Research studies and Iinstru(':tional procedurcs which claim to be |

collahorative and co-operative by nature are characterized by the following
.attribute.s:

. explicit attention is paid to the development of interpersonal skills
such as small sharing, leadership, roles and regponsibility,
decision making, conflict/ resoletien sti-ategies.

e group dependence because of goal.eimilerity.

~ ® resource interdependence

* positive interdependence in which all individuals have a role and
for responsibility te participate in order for the group to complete
the task. | | |

o face to face interaction which maximises the opportunity to
queetion,l discuss, justify and learn from one another.

. individual aCcouhtabiJity and personal res'po_n'e_ibﬂ._ity for the

* achievement of the groups goais. |

~ e team recognition as the end result is assessed as an entity
e self reflection and evaluation to monitor progress and est.ablish

trust.

-As indicated earlier, many of the research studies borrow

. characteristics from all the instructional modele. For this reason it is

65
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difficult to find research studies which use collaborative and co-operative
methods alone.

One study which claims to have investigated the effect of collahorative/
co-operative instruction on summarizing was conducted by Stevens ct
al.(1989), .Stevens tock 486 third and fourth grade students and exposed
them to three instr_uetional treatments on strategies for identifying main
ideas. The treatments included coopefative learning with direct instruction,
direct instruction elone and a traditior_lally instructed control group. The
direct instruction with co-operative learning strategies involved teacher
direct instruction preeeding teams of four or five who practised material
| presented by the teacher. Teams wefe involved in doing practical activities
_ "'{ndependently but drilling each other for recall, discussing answers and
reaching a consensus and assessing each other to ensure each team member
was successful, Students scores on their ability to learn ekﬂls and content
_from each lesson were combined to form a team score.

The results of this study indicated that both the direct instruction and
the co-operative direct instruction groups performed better in terms of
identifying main ideas than the traditional control group. Students who
used co-operative learning strategies plus direct instruction performed
significantly better in terms of the strategies they used. The researchers go
on to explain that when students are given a structured way to collaborate
they are more likely to remain on task and engaged. Subsequently, when
students provide elaborate explanations to peers they are required._to reflect

upon the information or strategies learned and to make generalizations
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about the knowledge or skills. This increases both the depth of processing
and the information presented. [t was concluded that the effect of co-
operative learning had a measurable impact on students’ learning.

Collaborative and co-operative instructional models have been found to
achieve greater academic success than other instructionalﬂmcthods hecause
students have a more positive attitude to school, improved self esteem and
improved relations with others (Stevens et al., 1989; Slavin, 1983).
Advocates of this learning theory suggest that giving incentives and
working as a group enhances performance. Risk of failure is reduced and
_‘on task’ behaviours are more likely to occur beéausé' peers share zones of
proximal development. The whole group responsibility makes the task more
fnan_ageable. It reduces the “rigk” of failure and increases self esteem. In
addition, this type of instruction utilises peer pressure in a positive way
because every student has a role to play and is therefore dependent and
responsible.

Combined Approaches to Teaching Summarization

As indicated previously, some studies do not have characteristics
predominantly influenced by one of the above methodologies. Instead they
| share or borrow characteristics from other previously described
methodologies. In this study these are described as Combined Approaches.
Bergin (1992) designed a procedure for teaching students to summarize
which combined metacognitive and direct instruction with cellaborative and
co-operative learning. She taught 25 year six students to summarize using

a 6 week intervention program. The intervention program developed
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summarizing skills using five modules. Module one introduced students to
summarizing by defining and identifying purposes for summarizing.
Modules two-four developed strategies for students to use before, during

and after summarizing. Module ﬁ.ve provided students with the opportunity
to practice the whole procedure in a guided and independent practice
situation, The collaborative and co-operative nature of this intervention
ihvolved students collaboratively defining a summary by brainstorming
definitions and eliciting common elements to describe a summary, Students
brainstormed arlswers to questions relevant to the purpose for and uses of
writing summaries. The development of befere, during after strategies
-involved small group work in which students had specific roles and
reSponsibiJities for carrying out summarizing tasks. The five modules
concluded with both personal and whole class evaluation and reflections in
the form of a personal leerhingjournal and a class journal. Practice at
writing summaries was achieved by small groups and progressed to peirs
and finally individual responsibility for summary writing. Evaluation and
feedback were regularly given to students at the start of each lesson.

Table 7 outlines the main characteristics of each of the_ three
instructional models described in the previoes seeﬁon. A combined
approach to summarizing is not described as its characteristice are unique
to each research project which combines characteristics. The combinations
of characteristics are almost limitless and dependent on various purposes

and control of variables.
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Table 7

Instructional Models Suggested by Research Studies and Teacher Reference

Material

Metacognitive Instruclion  clear explicit instruction on strategies
modeling of strategies by an axpert
modeling of compensatory strategies
opportunity to practice whole process each lesson
regular and informative feedback
logical instructional design
self monitoring/ checklists
gradual move from dependent to independent
generalizability of strategies

Direct instruction academic focus
explictt instruction
accumulative skill acquisition
deductive instruction ( general-specific)
inductive instruction ( specific to general)
checklist

Collaborative / co-

operative instruction explicit instruction
teacher directed instruction
team practice
goal similarity
resource interdependence
role interdependence
face to face interaction
individual aceountability
self reflection / evaluation
team recognition

Methods of Evaluating Students’ Summaries

An integral part of any form of instruction is evaluation, Effective
‘delivery of the eurriculum is cyclic in that future teaching is often based on
the degree to which student outcomes match the intehded teaclﬁng
objectives. Therefore the form of assessment and evaluation needs to

clearly demonstrate the scope of students’ skills and knowledge.
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In 1992, Bergin conduc.ted a review of the relevant literature and found
the assessment practices with respect to student summary writing either
focussed on the prﬁduct and/or on the process. Generally, the summary
product refers to the content or more specifically the amount and type of
information presented in the summéry. Process focussed evaluation refers
to the procédures and strategies students engage in as they attempt to
select, condense and transform information from a text.

Product Evaluation

Product evaluation refers to the content or type of information
contained in a student’'s summary. Most studies which evaluated the
sUmméry product used a mechanism for rating ideas. That is, the ideasin a
passaige were rated by exﬁerts or adult readers. Students wére awarded
points for the inclusion of information the experts had deemed very
important and important. Ih other words students’ summaries were graded
according to their.ability to replicate an exp"(.—:'.rt’s summary (Garner, 1984;
Hare & Borchardt, 1984).

Hahn and Garner (1985) suggested an ‘efﬁciency rating’ for students’
sunimaries. The efficiency rating is achieved by asking experts to rate each
sentence 1n a given passage as very important, important and not
important, A score of three was assigned to very important ideas. The total
number of very important ideas as indicated by the experts is added to the
total number mentioned by the student. This becomes the numerator and
the denominator is the total number of words in the students summary.

The higher the rating the better the summary.
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The emphasis on the ‘expert’s’ choice of main ideas being the only
meﬂtho.d.of rating ideas alienates the student from the purpose. The
__‘expert's’ choice of important information may not reflect the original
purpose for summarizing. The purpose dictates the gelection of main ideas.
Presumably ﬁn expert would not need as much of the same type of
inforr’nation as a novice. Sécond]y, relying on an expert’s decigion to include
or exclude éertéin information éuggests that the information gleaned from
any one reading of a text will relﬁaiﬁ consistent.

. Process Evaluation

Process refers to the student’s ability to process information. That is,
| what students do when they Seléct and reC6rd certain informatio.n. This
generally relates to rules such as thdée suggested by Day (1980) in which
students select, condense or combine and transform information. Evidence
of these processes are apparent when students copy information verbatim,
condense, combine or reor.g.anize id.eas. and of make inferences based on the
information in the text. Inthis regard _sﬁmmaries are comparéd by their
resemblénce or not to the original text ( Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1978; Brown,
Day & Jones, 1983; Winograd, 1984; Garner, Belcher, Winfield & Smith,
1985).

Evidence of the process being evaluéted appears in Brown énd Day’s
(1983) study. In this study Brown and Day wrote texts to help stlidents
apply a given set of rules. The rules included: deletion of trivia; deletion of

redundant information; generalization of lists; topic sentence selection; and
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invention. Students' summaries were collected and marked according to
their abilities to apply the appropriate rule to the information in the text.

Integrated Product and Process Evaluation

Other research studies integrated both process and product evaluation
m.ethods. For example in Bergin's {1992) study, students pre and post te.st
summaries were marked according to both product and process and the total
number of words. In terms of product, each sentence in students’
summarie.s_ were analysed according to the number of very important,'
iniportant and unimportant ideas present in the summaries as compared to
those suggested by eight experts. In terms of process, each sentenée was
analyséd éccording to whether or not the phrase was copied verbatim, the
sentences represented more than one main idea and supporting idea, and if
sentences suggested an inference.

Coding Evaluation

Golden, Haslett and Garnett (1988) developed a slightly different |
approach to evaluating summaries in their study. The main purpose of
their study was to develop a data driven model for analysing expository
texts based on text organization and semantic content. Golden et d.[,
developed a coding system which involved the superstructure (text
organization) and macrostructure (semantic content) Ie{rel. In the
superstructure students gained one point each for stating the orientation of
the original text and providing the context or background information about
the topic. If students identified the top-level structure they were awarded

five points. Inclusion of main ideas scored two points with one point for
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each supporting facts. Finally, if students acknowledged the theme they

were awarded an extra point. The researchers claim their gystem of coding

| essays provided teachers with the opportunity to probe deeper into student’s

. stréngths and weakness, and it allowed teachers to assess qualitative

differences between students’ essays. |

There ;vere' a number of less common methods of evaluating .students'
summaries. Sometimes these were used on theif own but generally .these
jneth_ods were used inl' conjuhction with either produét or process methods.

Some studie’s used a qﬁii or multiple éhoiée test to determine students’

abﬂitiés to identify mam ideas (Stevens et al., _1989; Bean, Singér, Sorter, |

Ffaiee', 1'986). Other studies used the brevity of the summary or the

number of words as an indicator of student’s ability to condensej (Bergin,

- 1992; Téylo_?, 1986).. Another method of evaluaﬁng summaries was either
individual or whole claés léar'ning journals in which students recorded the
stratégies 1:he1,.r used whilst summarizing (Bergin,_ 1992). The use of self
checking or checklists was quite a popular tool for students to use as they
practised summarizing {(Archer & Gleason, 1989).. A modified version of self
checking appears in the form of self questionjng_ (Caséz_ia, 1993; Paﬁncsér,
1984).

While the above methods of evaluating summaries tended to appear in
the form of a pretest or post test, other forms of evaluation took place dﬁring
| practice and instruction., The forms of evaluation used whilst surﬁmérizing

| represent the type of feedback students received. Feedbaék reported during

lessons tended to be verbal in the form of advice or encouragement. Some
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1989). Feedback after the lesson was usually given in the form of grades or

points, short commentarles and/or feedback from a checklist.

Table 8 summarizes the criteria for evaluating students summaries.

Table 8

Criteria For Evaluating Students Summaries As Suggested by Research

Studies

Product focus

Included the same main ideas as an expert’s
main ideas
supporting informaiton
inclusion of trivia
Recall of content
by answering quiz
by answering questions

Process focus

Use of rules
reproduction( copied verbatim)
combination (ideas from 2 or more sentences)
run on combinations ( careless combinations)
inventions/ inferences

Writing Framework structure
use of a given writing framework to extract ideas
accuracy and clarity of details
uses writing framework to organize information
length and ability to condense
use of own words

Text’s structure
states orientation
states context
uses top level structure
includes main ideas

Miscellaneous

number of words/ sentences
abbreviations

makes sense/ logical/sentence structure
spelling

neatness

provide a checklist ( self or peer checkhst)
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Frequency And Regularity Of Summarizing.

The extent to which summarizing is used in schools varies according to
frequency and regularity and lesson time. Bromley & McKeveny (1586)
suggest American schqols cu_rréntly enjoy more widespread u.se of
summarizing than in the past, hoﬁrever it is not integral to the curricula. In
contrast, British and European countries report summarization as being |
central to curricula and it is considei'eci an important ingredient of a sound
education. Inthe past, British schools claimed to use precis writing at least
twice a week, beginnirig in year 3 i;hrough to ye.ar 9 ( Squire & Applebee,
1969). In addition, .British students receive instruétiori on the analysis of
- both narrative and informational texts, and precis writing traditionally
prrévides a bagis for teaching students to read and write (Squire, 1983).

Although the use and frequency of sunimarizing in Australian schools
rémai.n's largely undocu:ﬁented, Australia does appear to foIlon trends
gimilar to the Un.ited States. In Westerh Australia, Bergin (1992) found
social studies and reading syllabi recommended teaching summarization |
skills from as early as year 4, however there were no accompanying
teaching guidelines to explain what summarization and note-taking |
involves nor how these skills can be developed. Recently, curriculum -
documents such as the First Steps Project (1992) have outl_ined.a sequence
for developing note-taking skiils from pre-primary thrﬁugh to upper
primary. However the regularity with which students experien.ce the

explicit teaching and practice of these skills is not documented.
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One Aifﬁculty with trying to establish the frequency and regularity
with which summarizing i.a carried relates to its application acroas various
suhject areas. Whilst the curriculum scope for using summarizing is wide,
summarizing is a skill more commonly associated with ‘reading to learn’ or
study skills, therefore it s more likely to dominate content areas such as
Studies of Society and the Sciences (Taylor & Beach, 1984; Ki.ntsch & Van
Dijk, 1978; Bartlett, 1984; Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Winogréd, 1984;
Golden, H.'asl.ett &.Gaunt, 1988; Bean, Singer, Sorter & Frazee, 1986; Brown
' &Day, 1983),

Length of Lesson and Subject Areas
The amount of time given to summarizing, in terms of actual lesson

time is_.prohlematic because it is not nec;essarily within the control of the
teacher/researcher.. In addition to the_ influence of variables mentioned
_ear]ier, s_chbols have external 'c':oné.traints such ag timetables. Bean, Singer,
So_rter énd F_razer (.1986.) ptes_cribéd 10 minutes for readjng, 25.minutes for
applying a sumlfnq;‘izing strategy _a'nd 15 minutes to write pro_dﬁce a written
. recall. GoIden, Haslett & Géunt (1988) 'gave their students unlimited time
| as the summary was to be completed as a homework task. Taylor & Beach
(1984) used regular class time to completé the summary, the total time of
which was not stated. Winograd’s (1984) study asked students to |
- summarize six articles over eight 40 minutés sessions. She allowed reading
time, asked for a 60 word summary and tested students recall. by a 5. item

multiple choice questionnaire. Palincsar (1984) conducted 35 minute
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sessions. Thus the research literature suggosts the total t‘.im_g sp(-znt'on
sm.nrnar'izing ranges from 35 minutes to unlimited time.

According to Sjostrom and Hare (1984, cited in Mann & Volet, 1996)
secondary school st;.u'dent:s éxperience difficulty with note taking or |
summarizing beééuse of the lack of aystematic instruction. Hill (1991)
~ suggests many secondary teachers believe students should already know the
skills for _s_ummal.'izin.g. Many content area and. some primary school
teachers, expect students to write essays and research assignments which
implicitly assume students have the neceasﬁry gkills to summarize
éffectively. Dux.':ki.'n (1979) investigated the provision of com prehensi_on
instruction in 24 elementary sqhobls in years 3, 5 énd 6. She OBsérved
'teéche.rs aé they taught reading arid sociﬁl studies leséons and s_he
concluded that less than .one percent of the time was devoted to study skills
ir.lstruct‘.io.n.. Generally, teachers believed the social studies lesson was not
the time to give ._i_nat'ruction in reading.

Garner (1984) asked 12 teachers from kindergarten to year 12 to devis.é
a éuniﬁléfization_les'son énd audio-tape the lesson. Her analysis of the
| ‘taped lessons lead her to conclude that only 2 of the 12 teachers discussed

more than 1 of the 5 summarization rules suggested by'Brdwn and Day
_(_1980). The reﬁlaining teachers provided instruction that emphasised words
~and facts. She concluded that summarization received ‘meagre amounts of
] "i.nstru'ct.ion’. :
In addition, and most likely asa conéequence of the lack of explicit

teaching, studenis appear unaware of the use of summarizing as a tool for
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learning from texts. Bean, Singer, Sorter and Frazee (1986) surveyed 58
. average and above average tenth grade students on strategies for studying
world history. Only two strategies were reported as useful, that of"eu'tlining

and re-reading.
The time:takea to provide illstructien, practice'and evaluatieé in
summarizihg also varies and appears to be influenced by the instr'éctio'nal
purpose For example, research studies in wh1ch the purpose was .:to
1dent1fy summarlzmg strategies used by students, tended to ask students to.
summarlze only once. Stuches_ whose purpose was to provide students with

mstructlonal strategles or tramlng procedures varled conszderably Brown

. and Day (1980) tramed students every day for several days, Hare &

L Borchardt (1984) had three two hour sessmns; Stevens _et al. (1989) trained

_ Stude’nt;s for four days a Week over fou_r _\yeeks; Taylot & Beach (1984) had
one hour per week for seven weeks and Pa]jncear (19.84) conducted twenty
35 minute sessions. In addition, where research studies were at_tempting to
determine if summarizi.n'g 'ski]ls were transferable, instruction and practice
tended to stop with ”re testing_S weeks after 1;he last_ lesaen (Palincsar, 1984).
For this reason not a great deal is known abo’u:t-.the enduranc_e eﬁects of
training studies. | |

Researchers and educators alike believe summarizing is aa lessential-

* communicative skill needed for gathering information. | Some ge:ae far as to

~ say summarizing must be a naturally occurring ability because much .of.

what we expect students to learn comes from texts and thefefore

. summarization is a mechanism for managing one’s learning from texts
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(Brown & Smiley, 1978). This provides support for the idea that
summarizing should be explicitly taught, however these research studies
have had little immediate impact on classroom practice. Teachers’ reference
‘materials in Austraﬁa, such as syllabi, teacher’s guides and commercial.
publications are only just beginning to provide guidelines for feaching
students to write sumrﬁariesj (Beriter, Scadamatia, Brown,Anderson,
Campibné & Kitsch, 1989, cited in Anderson & Hidi, 1989). Table 9

summarizes the time and subject area variables effecting summarizing.

Table 9
Time and Subject Area Variables

Regularity/ frequency -all the time - daily
3 -regularly- 2 per week
-regularly- 1 per week
-regularly- 1 per fortnight
-regularly 1 per month
- regularly -1 per term ( 10 weeks)
-regularly - per topic ( 6 weeks)
- irregularly - 2/3 times in one week
- irregularly - every day for one week
- irregularly - once per week for four weeks
- irregularly - once a week for seven weeks

¢ Lesson time - 35 minutes

: - 45 minutes

-I Curriculum area Studies of Society ( history, geography
: Sciences

English - language, reading, writing, literature
Across curriculum areas

Library

Projects/ assignments/ homework/ study

The Significance of the Literature Review to this Study.
Although much of the research sbout summarizing has been conducted
under experimental conditions the literature review provided an inquiry

~_ framework for understanding the nature and provision of instruction in
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summarizing. In addition, the summary tahles at the conclusion of each

section provided categories for potential data analysis. The information

summarized in the tables provided a framework for the development of the

research questions for this siudy. The inquiry framework shown in Figure

1 demonstrates how the research questions were generated from what is

aﬂready known about the nature and provision of instruction,

Nature;ofSummnming"" '

.. Provision oﬂnat ctitin ix':- T
- Summarizing, T

1. What is summarizing ?

2. Why are students asked to
summaries ?

3. What types of summaries are

used?

4, What summarizing skills are
being encouraged?

5. How are sum narizing skills
developed?

1. What do teacherq understand
about;
a) summarizing strategies

b) effect of text variahles on
students’ abilities to summarize
c) effect of task variables on
students’ abilities to summarize
d) effect of learner variables on
ability to summarize

e) instructional models for
summarizing

D methods and criteria for
evaluating summarizing skills
g) amount of time needed to
develop summayizing abilities

Figure 1. Inquiry Framework
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From the inquiry framework three major research questions have been
derived. They are as follows: |
1. What is the nature of summarizing which takes place in Qpper
primary and lower secondary school classrooms?

2. How are teachers providing instruction in summarizing in upper
primary aﬁd lower secondary classrooms?

3. How does the nat_}lre of summarizing and the provigion of
instruction differ 5'§_Fween the upper primary and lower secondary
school classrooms?

Research Question One
The first research question sought to i'nvéstliiga_t.:'é 'the. nature of
_summafizing in the upper primary and lower sécoﬂdary classrooms. This
literature review suggested the nature of summarizing involved identifying
teachers’ definitions of summarizing., their purposes for asking students to
‘summarize, the types of summaries requested, and the types of
suiﬁmarizing gkills being. encouraged and developed.
Research Question Two
Research question two sought to investigate the extent to which
instrucfion in summarizing is provided to upper primary and lower
secondary students. The provision of instruction involves identifying
teachers’ understandings and knowledge about the influence of | |
instructional variables such as procedures, texts, tas_k. and the learner, |

instructional models for teaching summarizing, methods and criteria for



82

evaluating students’ summaries and their summaries and the time and
place in which summarizing is carried out.

Research Question Three

Research question three sought to investigate the differences between
upper primary and lower secondary school in terms of the nature and

provision of instruction in summarizing.
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CHAPTER THREE
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

Summarizing was chosen as a topic for investigation because it is
‘a common but difficult task which students are asked to perform as
evidenee of their ability to learn from texts. Summarizing is used in a
w}ariety of situations for a variety of purposes in every day experienoes,
eduoation and work place environments. Whilst past research studies
suggest students find summ ari.zing difficult because it is a complex,
high order oognitive operation, there are also 2 number of variables
B reiatejd to procedures, teﬁcts’ and learners which impact on and
inﬂue'nce a student’s abﬂity to summarize effecrively. In this regard,
teachers of summarizing skills _need to be cognisant of and develop sn
awareness of the na’tore of summarizing as well as providing
-instruction and practiee that is both explicit and.strategic..

In the past, research studies have tended_to investigate
:sumrosrizing _under e:ﬁperimental conditions. That is, summarizing
: h‘_a!a _takeo plece in ':onnatural settings and”removed'ﬂ_'o'm the realistic

“context in which summarizing usoaﬂy takes place. Generally,
re'search purposes have endeavoured to determine which strategies
~ gtudents use as they summarize, or they have attempted intervention
.~ in the form of manipulation and control of variables related to the

strategies, task, text or learner, N_evertheless the results of these
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research studies confirm the necd for explicit and systematic
instruction.

To date only a few studies have investigated the provision of
instruction in suminarizing and they indicate very little explicit
instruction is provided (Durkin, 1979). In addition, the materi.als to
which t_eachers turn to for advice on summarizing instruction, such a
' | teachers’ gﬁides and_syﬂabi, do not appear to suggest instruction that
is explicit or systematic, |

| Therefore the purpose of this study was to investigate the nature
and p'rovision of instruction in summarizing. This study differs from
‘previous studies becaus_e it aimed to describe qualitatively, the current
. né;t_ure _émd provision of instruction in summarizing as it occurs in the
u.pp:er primary and. lower secondary claésfoom. The researcher was not
intervehing but simply reporting on what occurred in various
: claésrooms at a given point in time.
Design
In this study the colle;:tion of data. involved both nonverbal and

" véfbal techniques. The nonverhal techniques included analysis of the
lesson plan from an administered ‘ideal’ summarizing lesson and
samples of students’ finished summaries. The verbal techniques
included a structured interview following the administration of the
‘ideal’ lesson. Information from the three techniques were triangulated

. in order to construct case scenarios for each teacher,
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The case scenarios desceribe a 'snap shot’ of the nature and

provision of instruction in summarizing in each teacher’s clasgroom.

The categories and themesl that emerged from the descriptions in the

case scenarios were also used to compare and analyse the nature and

provision of instruction in summarizing in upper primary and lower

secondary classes.

This study involves eleven participants, five secondary and six primary

| teachers., The basic design of the study is described in Figure 2.

WEEK 1 WEEK 2 WEEK 3
Teachers Teachers Teachers
prepare an administer evaluate
‘ideal’ lesson  the ‘ideal’ students’
lesson summaries

FIGURE, 2. Basic Design of Study

Qualitative Data Collection

Qualitative data collection methods include variations of

WEEK 4

Teachers
attend a
structured
interview

WEEK 5

Teachers are
presented
with case
scenarios to
member
check and
edit

participant observations, questionnaires, interviews and case studies.

Participant observation involves the researcher conducting

observation in the natural classroom setting. Observation methods

~ include interviews, checklists, anecdotal notes labo_ut'what takes place

- and audio or video-taping. Observation allows the researcher to
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observe roles, responses, interactions and influences from all.

participants. A disadvantage of classroom observation is the effect and

presence of the rescarch_e_r:(m the subjects, particularly if lessons are
audio-taped or video-taped. A second disadvantage of this approach
includes time. Observing or récording classroom activity requires the
résearche_r. to be ptl'es'.ent for significant periods .o.f time in order to
captuféthe imique nature and pérspective of the c_lassroom. The
.amount .of rune in one classroom .impacts on the researcher’s ability to
_géther data from a .great.er number of. sources, Alternatively,

increasing the number of participants results in researchers observing

- for less time over a greater number of classes. However, thinner data

collected over a greater number of classess limits the quality of data
collected in each case study site.

One advantage of participant observation is that the researcher

_ has the dpportﬁm't}? to question pa_l'i'ticipan'ts’ roles, responsibilities,

' -.'fee].i'ri'g"s, k_no_wle'dge and uhdérétanding about a given topic or

situation. This provides richer, thicker data in comparison to the use

of a gfeater number and range of particil;)ants where details may be

~_obvious or evident in the given observation time.

. Garner (1984) devised an approach to overcome some of the

disadvantages of the researcher being present in the natural setting.

Garner was investigating the Iikelih_bbd of explicit summarization

- instruction being provided in classrocms. For this reason she used an

- “ideal lesson method. She asked twelve teachers to prepare ah'gudio-
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tape of an ‘ideal’ lesson. Audio-tapes were transcribed and coded for
explicit instructioné given to students.

This approach highlighted a num.ber of advantages which made 11‘.
p’articularly appropi'iate and suitable for this study and its
participants. Firstly, it gave part_idipating teachers the opportunity to
| consider what they knew to be effective instructional strategies in the

context prescribed by the researcher., Know.ing the focus of the inquiry
allowed teachers to prepare to demﬁns’trat_e what they belieVé is ‘best
-practice’,

S'.econdly, because the ‘ideal’ lesson was not audio or video taped
fhie provided téachers with a leés intrﬁsi\'re' and more natural
environment which fecogn_jzed influential variables such as teacher
familiarity with students’ priolr knowledge, experiences, interests and
abi]itieé.; time 6f day; school cﬁnsti‘aints; and othelr variables which ’
inﬂuehce a teacher's ability to prOvide effective instruction.

| Thjrdly,_the time faétor.ﬁas_minim13ed because each teacher
cﬁﬁtro]led whe.n. and WHere-the ‘ideal’ lesson took place. The lesson _
_ waé able to take place quite naturally. as pai_‘t Of the daily teaching
routine with minimum affect on content, skills;_time tabling .
qonstraints and work loads. In addition, the ful_l“time employinént and
;ﬁa‘rt time student status of the reééarcher meant that she wasnot able
to afford the time to sit in.classes. |

This study recognised the need tolgéther_valid and reliable

- information from a variety of sources in order to identify, classify, .
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c_atego'ris'e and confirm interpretations. Garner’s ‘ideal’ leason model
“provided the opportunity for teachers to understand the nature of the
in.quiry whilst at the same time providjhg teachers with the freedom
and ﬂexibi]ity to choose thé most appropriate method of delivery to suit
| their personal and unique sitqation. That is, they could construct a |
_lééson format that best suited their class, the curriculum, the school
.an'd their pérsonal teﬁchjng étyle and philosophy. Therefore the ‘ideal’
- lesson was a&opted because this method appeared tb.offer the
. opp_or.tun'_it'y to colleqt data from teachers in realistic contexts.

o Teééhé’rs were a_sk’ed to plan, p_i'epare, write up a lesson plan and
administer an ideal lesson in which _summazl'.y_.writing or sumuia:izin'g
instruction took place. Pérticiﬁants were asked to sﬁbmit cdpies of
_.théir lesson pl_aﬁ._ A lesson proforma was suggested but not
compulsory for participants to foﬂow. ‘The 'proforma appears in
Apﬁendii III. Teachers ﬁrere asked démographic details such as name,

- subject, topic/theme, year and number of students. The lesson plan

B - included teachers aims or obje'ctivea', identification of students prior -

knowledge/skills if known, resources, lesson p'rocedure/for_ma't and
evaluation. .. o
It was decided not to audjo-tape lessons bec.a_us_e. this was
considered unnatural and obtrusive. In order té effectively ta’pe record
~ lessons, teachers would be required to stay at prescribed distances
from the tape recorder. The use of a radio microphon.e was also rejected

as it would restrict movements and/or result in poor sound quality.
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Whilst it might be argued that Fm radio mierophones reduce this
restriction, it was felt that any recording devise worn by a teacher
would inhibit responses and reactions as it would act as a constant
reminder of beihg tﬁped. Héwever, this study recognized the need to
| confirm and clarify thé researcher’s interprei;ation of the nature and
provision of instruction in summarizing in each participant’s lesson.
Therefore the use of questionnaires and interviews were considered.
Ques_tionnaires can yi'eld results frbm a large sample 'and.'can be

co_nducted at the leisure of the participant. However, thié_ success of
queétionna_ires as a source of data, are dependent on the recipients
_ cqmpletihg and returning them_. In addition, quéétionnaires are
restricted by space. Questionnaires which are lengthy or take time to
complete will influence the nurhber of returns. Also space limits the
" type of responses made by participants therefore influencing the
" quantity and thickness of data (Gay, 1987). For this reason it was
decided not to use a formal questionnaire,

| _Interviews can also provide more information and they _pmvide
the researcher with the opportunity to clarify his/her interpretations.
As a consequence, interviews are often used to triangulaté information
gained from other sources or methods of data collectiqp. Howeve_r, they
~ are time consuming and for this reason interviews are often used with
a smaller group of participants. Disadvantages include confidentiality
and the need to make interviewees feel comfortable in order to receive

~ honest and accurate responses. As well, interviews can be risky as
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they have the potential to provide information which the participant
believes the researcher wants to hear (Ericsson & Simon, 1980)
Taking into _acéount the advantages and disadvantages of hoth
qﬁestionnaires and infervieWs this study. cdmbined the qui_estionhaire
and intéi'viéw to f(_)rm a _structuréd interview. The structured
interviews were conducted ﬁrithin a week of the actual_lesaon and
i_ntérview_s' were audio-taped with the permission of the participant.
Thé ihterview aﬂowed'teachers to discuss any changes to the
~ original lesson plan which méy have occurred as a result of external
va.téables. It ga've. participants thé. opportunity to .debriéf and re'ﬂec.t on
thé.less._on ina mannex: which was quite natural and unthreaterﬁng. It
a_llov_?éd the researcher to coﬁﬁrin the hatﬁ.r'e of the summarizi.ng.t'ask
_ an_d the prdviSion of instruction in summari._zin'g. The audio tapes were
transeribed to provide information for data analysié..

In addition, teachers were 'askeci to provide copies of students’
 evaluated summaries. Teachers 'weré -askéd to submit copies of
students’' summaries wl_ﬁch I'Eﬂeci;ed three abﬂity groups.. That 1'3,_'
samples of students’ summaries which the teacher regarded as tyfjical
of the majority of their class, and samples of studénts’- work .which was
below and above what they expected from theii' class. The collection

and classification of students’ summaries were designed to stimulate

- ::tea_cher’s recall of the lesson.
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Participants

The literature review suggested summarizing is a high order
comprehension task with clear developmental trends ( Winograd, 1984;
Brown & Day, 1980; Garner, cited in Hidi and Anderson, 1986).

- Research also indicates ménj.r students do not reach the 'elfﬁciency’
stage until weI_l intq secondary school and college (Anderson & .Hid.i,
1989).' For this reasop studen_ts between 10 and 14 years were
co.néidered the target years where instruction and practice was moét
likely to occur, In addition, this phase of schooling signals the
beginning 6f learning contex.ts in thch students are expected to carry
out féadinglwriting tasks independéntly és evidence of their ability to
-.le.a.r'n: from tékts. T_herefofe teachers of years 6,7,8 and 9 were

_appr_oached} '

The partipipanta were self-selected thr_ouéh cOmmuI_ﬁcation with
| digtpict superintendents, principals, primary head teachers and heads
of departments. The principals and heads of department.s suggested
1;he names of teachers interested_in pa'rticipating.' The resea:cher

~ contacted these teacheré, in person or by teiephone fo].low_ed by a letter

of explanation and conﬁrmatibn_ of the pfppoéed time line for each

participant (see Appendix I). | .

Four schools were successfully approached. The school
* descriptions included, government and independent schbola, primary
and K-12 schools, single sex and co-educational schuol set.tings and low

| . and high school fee paying schools. All schools were located in the
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Perth metropolitan area. A summary of the school descriptions

appears in Table 10,

Table 10
Descriptions of Participating Schools

DESCRIPTION SCHOOL1 | SCHOOL 2 | SCHOOL 3 | SCHOOL 4 |
| government

independeni low fee
independent high fee
primary

secondary

K- year 12

single sex school

co-educational

Teacher.e_z were told of the nature of the research and asked to
prepare an ‘ideal’ Iesson__%n'volving summarizing, This lesson was to be
administered to their Stﬁdenta in the second week of term 2. Eleven. |

- teachers agreed to paitigipate in the study. Six teachers were from two
metropolitan primary schools. One teacher was from an independent
_single sex, K-12 school and the other a government co-educational K-7
school. Three teachérs taught year. six (11 year olds) and three
~ teachers taught year Beﬁn (12 yéar olds). One teaéher was a teacher
librarian.
Five teachers from three metroB;Htan secondary schools agreed to
participate in the study. They represented the 13-14 year old group.
As teachers in secondary schools teach across year levels and subject
levels, the sample of teachers was a little more difficult to control,
however all schools were independent K-12 schools. .Three teachers

were from a high fee single sex school and two teachers represented



93

two different low fee co-educational schools. One of the low fe¢ schools
was located in a low socio-cconomic area. All teachers taught hoth
year 8 and year 9 students, _however all lessons were conducted in year
8 classes. One teacher was a teachér librarian.

Table 11 summarizes the teacher participants.

" Table 11
Descriptions of Teachers Involved in this Study

Description T1 (T2 (T3 |T4 |Ts5 |T6 {T7T (T8 |Ta [ T10 | T11
government o
independent low
fee
independent
high fee
primary
secondary
k year 12
co-educational
single sex
teacher librarian
year 6 teacher |0 |Saei]o
year 7 teacher
year 8/9

Instruments

The main instruments for this study were related to the collection.
and presentati_on of data. This involved a structured interview
questibnnaire and a case scenario writing framework..

Structured Interview.

The structured interview questions reflected information gained
" from the literature review. Essentially this represented an_' elab'oration
of the questions in the inquiry framework on page 79,
Interview questions relevant to the nature of the summarizing

task included; identifying the teacher’s definition of a summary: type
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and characteristics of the required summary; the teacher's purpose for
asking students to éumm’arize; and awareness and. development of
summarizing skills.

Interview questions pertinent to the provision of instruction in
Summa.rizing included: identifyin_g sﬁm'marizing strategies; evidence of
control over text, task, and learner related variables involved in the
summarizing Iessbn; the in.struct_iorial model; evaluation me_thods_; and
the'régulai;ity and frequency of the summarizing task.. '

~ The interview questionnaire appears in Appendix II. Initially it
- may appear di_sjointed b.ecause_a number of questiqns’ provide data
~ which relates to bofh _thé nature and provision of instruction ina
Summ.a..rizing. .For example, asking téa_chers how they evaluated a
student’s su_i:umary gives inf_orr’nation related to their purpose, type of
summary, awareness of summarizing skills and their development,
' awéfeness of the .effect of variables, and evaluation methods;

Case Scenarios,

Case studies are defined as the, study of an instance in action.
Théy provide a narrative version of what is happening in a given
| _situétibn. Guba and Lincoln (1982) suggest case studies are
characterized by their natural setting, human instrﬁment, tacit
knowledge, qualitative methodology, purposive sampling, inductive -
data analysis and grounded theory. This study dem.onstrates similar
characteristics in that, the data was gathered ffom_ the natural setting

and context of ‘real schools and classrooms. This, in turn, involved
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‘real’ teachers and students as the respondents to the question about
the nature and provision of instruction in summarizing. The methods
of colleéting data were qualitative in that this study used the ‘idealf
lesson, a structured interview, member c.hecking, independent feader
reviews and student’s samples to build up an inquiry framewofk. The
sample .of teachers and schools was purposive in that this study looked -
specifically at surﬁméﬁzing instruction in feérs 6-9 and that classes
were selected to r;present_ eq ua].ly year levels and subject disciplines.
The data analysis w.as inductive and bas_ed on grounded theory in that
fhe inqui.fy fra'mewofk was conceived from the findings of the
literature revie"w: which inturn _inﬂuénce_d the data collection and

| interpmtaﬁon methods. All of thich were integrated and drawn
toéether to _fcjrm a descriptidn of the natt:.re_ and provision of
instruction in each teacher's case. This study refers to those
descriptiqns as caée scenarios.

The first section of each case scenario introduced the participant
'._;_I::)y"describhg the demogfaphic details. qu example, each teacher was
- given a pseudonym, then a.déscription of the school and their class was

given, followed by personal detéils about the teacher's qualifications
and experience. The setting was concluded with details about the
actual lesson such as subject, topic, theme, time and place.

Following the introduction was a description of the nature of
summarizing specific to each teacher. Essentially each teacher defined _

summarizing, described their purposes for asking students to
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summarize and the type of summary. Finally, the prior knowledge,
skills and experiences of students desc ribed.teachcr"e. awarencss and .
development of summarizing skills. |

The final section of the case scenarios described the provision of
instruction. In this section discussion centred around the description
of the ‘ideal’ lession, éontrol of yariables, instructional model,
evalu.ation -énd time variable.

| Reliability and Validity of Data Collection Methods

This study recognizes that in qualitative research, reliability and
validity may be seen to be problem;_ltic because such studies use
variables which are difficult to cori:.l.:;rol. For example, qualitative
's'tudiés usuaily involvé natural settings, hﬁman inst_rﬁments, and tacit
knowledge. The aBility to make conclusions, transfef and replicate
ﬁhdings are limited by the unique and individual nature of each
setting in which the research is carried out. Finally, qualitative
:esearch is based on grounded theory which aims to catch moments in

time in ofder to build up and report on vﬁhat might be héppening in
- reality. In this regard the information will not necessarily remain
static. However, as discussed earlier, there are a num.ber of methods
for obtaining reliability and validity in qua].itat_;ive research in order to
ensure credibility and the likelihood of r_epreaehting reality.

This study chose to use multiple data collection methods in ah
attempt to validate the reliability of what was said to be occurring in

" classrooms with regards to the nature and provision of instruction in
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years 6-9 classrooma. Lincoln & Guba (1985) suggest that where a
s.tudy relies on the perceptions and descriptions of one researcher, the
study should lock at establishing credibility, applicakility, consistency
ahd neutrality. Credibility, applicability, consistency and neutrality
are established through the use of multiple data sources,
documentation, triangulation of data, and memb.er checking,

Firstly, this study chose to use three data collection methods. The
use of an ‘ideal’ lesson plan, structured intervievﬁ and samples of
students’ summaries meant that there was several opportunities for
the same data to appear in different contexts. For example: the lesson

“plan outlined the teaching procedure for surﬁmarizing; the structured
interview asked teachers to describe the ‘ideal’ lesson: and the
students’ samples provided working examples of the strategies
studerits were engaged in during the lesson. This study used a table
format to triangulate data. The vertical axis of the table represents the

_inquiry framework developed from the literature review. The
:'_I:horizontal axis represents the data collection m.ethods used in the
study. Appendix IVand V suinniarize the type of information gained

~ from the data collection methods and the corresponding inquiry

framework. The ability of findings to be evident in more than one
context establishes both credibility and applicability describing what
really went on in classrooms,

Secondly, teachers had the opportunity to.ed.it and member check

the descriptive case scenarios. This meant that any cross referencing,
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interpretations and/or assumptions made by the researcher as she
att.empted-to reconstruct the teacher’s nature and provision of -
instruction in summarizing, could be deleted or altered if teachers
deemed it not to be reni'esentative.
~ Consistency and neutrality refer to how valid and or fe]iable
findings lmig'h_t be. Inthis study, the case scenario was the result of
’ several.progressilve ‘drafts’ and opportunity for findings to be rechecked
and matched. Initia.liy draft ene was the result of data gathered from
the ‘ideal’ lesson. FoHoWing the structured interview draft two .was
formulated. This provided support, confirmation and ‘richer’ or
‘thicker’ descriptions, The'stu'dents’ samples submitted at the
- interviewe added further confirmation. Finally, the teacher edit/check
alleviated the potential misinterpretation and resulted ina ﬁnel draft.
The q’uesti_bn of ne utra]ity was established by providing teachers
nrith the opportunity to edit the final draft. Also the ﬁna.l d_raft of each
c.:as'e 's'cena'rio was reviewed by with two independent readers, These.
- readers acted as ‘critical’ friends in that they questioned and asked for
_ j.ustiﬁcetiene from the raw data , for assumptions and descriptions that
_' tne researcher had made.

- Limitations of Methodology

As with most research studies, an attempt is made to design a
- methodology which will yield data which is both accurate and

i representative of the ‘real’ world in which the subject of the
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investigation is carried out. How’éver; this study ack_nowledges several
l_i{gj‘.ﬁations. "

.-‘::i'i\“i‘faj:_ly, difficulty in ﬁhdjng teéchers to participate limited the
- range of tt;:‘;}lcl'.lers involved in this gtudy, therefore the participant
'aam.ple i:é....purpoé_;ive. For .this reason, six of the participating teachers
were from one K-12 school site. It wés difficult to attract secondary
and primary school i_;gachers from a wide range of schools, hence there
s ﬁniy one primai-y te.acher i-epreéentatiVe of the gbverﬁnient schoois
‘sector. | | |

R Se'cbridly, significant trust was pléced on feachefs to admini'ster.
~ an ‘ideal lesson for summ'ariéing and reflect on t‘.hat. lesson in an
intérview si_tu_a_l:i:'(:)n.. This meént that the ‘ideal lesson might not be
tru.ls' :eprésen'ta'tive of how summarizing usually takes place in that
:pa_rticu.lar téacher’s classroom. In éddition the 'stﬁruc_:_tured_interﬁew
questions may have signalled the type of information the researcher
was looking for, rather than what"acfua]ly .occu.r.red. However an
attempt was made by the résearcher to determine the degree to which |
the summarizing task was typical. |

Thirdly, the administration of the ‘ideal’ lesson took place Wii:hou.k.ti

" observation on behalf of the researcher. This meant that much
significant data relevant to the nature and provision of instruction in
 summarizing may have been missed. As the participating teachers
went about their work they may not have remembexj,'a_ti or been aware

of some of the ‘extra’ activities, instructions and discussions taking
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place. The structured interview was designed to overcome this
limitation in that the questions acted as a prompt for refreshing
teachers’ memories, but again the questions may have also alerted
teachers to the type of information the researcher was wanting to find.

Finally, the participating teachers prepared and administered
only one lesson involving summarizing. Teachers were requested to
plan a lesson in which summarizing was involved. They were not
asked specifically to provide instruction or practice. This was left to
the discretion of the individual teacher. In this regard, teachers may
have simply chosen a lesson in which summarizing took place rather
than summarizing instruction. Again, an attempt was made to
determine prior skills and knowledge of students and proposed follow-
up lesson in order to report on the provision of instruction in

summarizing.
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CHAPTER FOUR
Case Scenario One
Leonardo

Introduction

Leonardo teaches a year six class iﬁ an independent single sex échool.
The.school is a high fee religious school and his class is one of two year six -
classes. The school is siﬁgle sfream from kindergarten to year five. Year__'
six is an intake j?éar and therefore approximately half of Leohardb’s class

| weré new to thé school th.at year, o

Léonardo’s interview took place in his classroom and took
approxjmmely., one hour. Students woi-k sar;lpl_es had been photocopied and
'ch"e.y included work samples from preli_miﬁary lessons as well as the actual
‘.ide'al’ lesson.

Leonardo’s classroom had an overhead projectdr and teacher's desk at

' thé front of the classroom. The de_sks We_ré arranged in groups of four but .
| locatéd around the outskirts of the classroom so as to leave a large open )
gpace in the centre. This space was used .for group disqussion; The
classroom had a number of banners carrying the message.‘We' are all
learners’.

Leonardo has been teaching for 18 years, He has taught in
'government,. independent and overseas schools. He has a Teacher's Training
Certificate and a Bachelor of Education Degree. In addition to fu]l time
teaching, he conducts study skills seminars for secondary school students.

He is passionate about his role and responsibility in teaching his students.
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He believes children have different learning styles and that his role as a
teacher is to present content and skills in ways that rospect children’s

different learning styles. In particular, he gaid:

I want every damn teacher in the whole world to teach in the multiple intelligences
way and appreciate the types of learners in the world and the way we learn and
they are different. We learn visually, internally and externally. We learn auditory,
apeaking and listening, we learn kinestetically, we learn PO - print orientated We
learn interactively, cooperatively, competitively and independently

The Nature of Summarizing

Leonardo described summarizihg as selecting and extracting important
information from unimportant information, He believed summarizing was
something we do all the time both visually in things we see or experie_nce'
and/or in the auditory mode. His definition of summarizing indicated an

' aw;reneés of the active involvémenf of the summarizer. He said
| summarizing was:

Getting the guta of the information out - the main ideas. Do you understand it - do
you know what the article is about. You could recall that topic or summarize what a
person just spoke about - are you able to take out the key material.

Leonardo’s definition, purposes and type of summary confirm a belief
that summarizing was an integrated reading and writing activity.
Leonardo indicated he had three purposes for his lesson. Fir.stly, ﬁe
wanted to develop strategies which he]ped students’ compre_hensibn. In
particular, this involved procedures which facilitated the selection and
extraction of important information. Students were encouraged to
visualize by linking new information from the text with in-head. knowledge

“through the use of the vigual/analytical work sheet. Another procedure
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which helped students comprehension involved identifying key words as
'the ‘nouns or verbs'.

A sécond purpose indicated a writing perspective in the summarizing
act because Leonardo expected students to pfoduce a reader baged
summary from the visual/analytical writer based summary. He aimed to

| provide opportunities for writing skills to be developed in realistic and
relevant situations. His insistence on the removal of the 'original text
meant students had to rely on their own notes to transform exj:racted

: .ini.'o.rmatio.r_l into a reader-based summary.

Leonardo believed the development, of the reader based summary tied

together the reading and writing component of summarizing. He said:

Summarizing is children being able to break out the guts of it, the main points
and then he able to expand it either verbally or in a written form. So naturally
the next part they learn from this is they go into writing. The advantage of this
method is that without you meaning it you took on paragraphs. What is a
paragraph? How do we construct one? Paragraphs come in quite naturally
because they take each section, we call that paragraphs, and they say I'll need
gsomething on that and that’s another one, and they immediately hegin it
naturally.

In éddition, Leonardo evaluated both the work sheet used for
éxtracting information as well as the actual written summary. This
suggested equal importance being placed on reading and writing aspects of
summarizing. |

.Leonardo’s third purpose was to promote reading to learn. He
emphasized the need for students to be able to recéﬂ and use information
extracted from texts as part of the whole process of learning. Hé said, ‘they.
have got to be able to remember and you have to .create .t'o remember’ He

feels there is a need to recall under pressure, such as in exam situations,
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_ and he wants his studénts to be able to transfer, generalize and apply

: sufﬁmarizing skillS-to'diﬂ'erent learhing situations. _'l;he qu.(')te" beloﬁ BUMH
up his view th.at'-"esun.lmariz“ing is an integrated regdjhg and writing task
which facilitates reading to learn.

Summarzing is a life skill. 1 want them to see if they understand the process so
that when they go out in the big world they transfer it. They are going to he
. needing it next year and in the years to come, '

_I.éémardq_ develbped summarization skills over a period of two-terms.
Priqf to the ‘ideal’ lesson, Lebnardo’_s. students have been 1nvolved1n
- 'de]ibe'rate. and_stf;—ltegicaﬂy' dévéloped lessona on vi.'sualjzation, key wofd
. instrﬁction_, éSsociai:io_n and mind mapping.

Vi:éua]ization was .carri.ed' .out. incidenﬁally over appfoximately five -
lessoné.- Visualization .ixwolved'Leo.nardo calling ouf 25 Wordé. The
_s'tizdé_ﬁts Wer._e givenl th:ee seconds to record a symbol to remember each

| v(rdrd. No words' or let;ters of the alphabet?_wére permitted. Following the
] comi)letioh of the liét, eaéh student had tolturn to a partner to reci_te the
B list using oply their symbols, Lebﬁardo (_:lai_nied thié inst.ruction_. prbn_n_pted
'atu_dénts_ to talk and think éibﬁut. wsual learning which improved memory

- “and recall. He said.‘ what you create ydu re'men'a_.b.'ér’. __

He then spent one lesson inatruétihé étﬁg_lén’té on how to identify key '

- ~words. This involved defining a key wor;i as a noun or a verb folloﬁi_ed by
Leonardo modelling the selection of key words. St__udenf:s, in groups of four,
o practised identifying key words in a number of sméll passages.

| Following this lesson he trained his students in ‘association’.

o Asgociation involved the use of a visué]/analyticél work sheet.” The visual
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fanalytical work sheef wasg a blank page divided in half Ie.h.g.'th ways. On
the left side of the page the word ‘visual’ appeared and on the right side of
the page the wofd ‘_analytfcal’ appeared. As students read the text they
werc encouraged to draw a symbol which replresented the meaning of each
paragraph, When the students ﬁ_n'ished' reading the text, they were
encouraged to use the analytical side of the paper to record facts and words
félated to the symbols.

Leonardo felt the prerequisite skill of visualizing described above
meaht his students picked up the use of.t'he visual/analytical sheets quickly
and egsﬂy, éo he then moved on tb traim'.ng l'ﬁs students tq .use mind

_ mappin'g. This involved students beiﬂg given a topic and brain.stqu'ming
: what they knew about fhat topic. Ideas were recorded on-paper as they
| were thogght of, w1th ideas being linked to ohe anqther as apliropriate.
- The end result was similar to a concept map in v’fhich relaf'ed ideas v;vere
" 'gfbuped together usually by a common name or description.
Leonardo developed summarizing skills over a series of lessons in
wlﬁch mastery had to be attained before the ‘next’ skill was .iﬁtroduced.
This process was built up over time with previous skﬂis being practised as

part of the process.

The Provisior of Instruction In Summarizing

The ‘ideal’ lesson was a social studies lesson of 50 minutes duration.
The title of the text was “Firewalkers of Fiji”, This was an informational
text one page in length. The article was chosen because it rélatea to high

interest social studies topic which was Asian Studies,
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In the first five minutes of the actual ‘ideal’ lesson students were
given éblahk piece of papf;r folded in half. They were instructed to record
| the title of Ithe article at the top and in the left hand column the word
‘visual’ and in the right hand coldmn the word ‘analytical’. E'ollowing this
students were instrucfed to read the érticle gilently and after each
paragraph record a symbol in the visual column and any key worda or facts
in the éna}ytical column. This took students about ﬁfteeh. minutes and at
this point students were .working on their own. |

When students h.ad"é-dmpleted their own visual and analytical sheet
the origin.al text was removed. Students were instructed to fold their paper
in half ahd chose leith'er the wsual or analytical side to il!help them retell or
| recoui_lt infbr.nlnation to their partner. ':’:I‘.hei.r partner used their own
ﬁisual/énaljztiéal work sheet'as a reference. Partners evaluated.ea.ch other
by telling the other what was gobd about the summary and recounting and
detailing any parts missed. Following this discussion, students were given
twenty minutes to transform their visua]/ ‘analytical notes into a formal
reader based summary. Students worked inciependently on their
summaries, without reference to the original text." |

Leonardo demonstrated awareness of variables associated with 1_:he.
strategy, text, task and learner. Firstly, his procedure for sﬁmmarizing
demonstrated a variety of strategies which constituted a ‘process’ for
summarizing. He established a contexf: and purpose for summarizing as ke

N

felt it was important for students to understand the whole nature of the

task being asked of them. He encouraged students to draw on their own
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knowledge and experience bases in order to build new knowledge and
develop and generalize skills. He was insistent on a procedure which
facilitated récéll and memory. Finally he incorporated features of the rules
nlodel of summarizing by encouraging the developfnent of paragraphs
._through the inventiﬁri of topic sentences.

| The type of text was informational. This was not a deliberate choice.
Leonardo asked students to summarize éll the time and so he used a
variety of narrative and informational texts. He indicated students’
interests and relevance were an important consideration when choosing
texts because if the material was irrele;rant, new or of_.no interest to
stﬁdents, they would be disadvantaged. In addition, he was awa.ré the
leﬁgth of the text could effect a student’s abilitjr ﬁo summérize. He said,;

‘you wouldn't gi:ve students an overboard article because you are going by
their age’.

L_e_ona.rdo-' had a strong opinion about the__inﬂuenoe of the learner ..on
' the. summarizing task. In particular, he was léognizant of students’ interest
and the relevance of the topic of articles he chose. He said: |

As you can see this is one of the articles. It varies in size of print and language
structure and you can see the sub-headings...okay we try current issues as you
can see that's what I try to use for my examples... Vandalism, Forests In D anger,
there’s another one on computers, Computer Power...ckay things like Why Kids
Get Picked On- coz we're doing a bullying issue, Pets or Pests and I try to make
them on things they know ...These are just things (topics) that come up.

Leonardo’s instructional model borrows characteristics from
metacognitive, co-operative and direct instruction, therefore his
instructional model is consistent with a Combined Approach to

summarizing. The metacognitive aspect of his instructional model was
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evident in the explicit and clear instruction on when, where, why and how
to sunmmarize. The dil_‘_ect instruction aspect of his instructional model was
evidenced by thi strategic develolpmer.]t'of lessons prior to and including the
- ‘ideal’ lesson. Collaborative learning was less obvious but he provided
Opportﬁnitiés for students to collaboratively suinmarize, sharing visual/
analytical work sheets and he provided positive and constructive feedback
to his students on a regular basis.

Leonardo’s combined approach to teaching summarizing is perhaps

best summed up in his comment:

What influences my teaching - I've just grown in my teaching maturity. [ wish I
had known about all this material when I was at teacher’s college... A wide range
of reading...current material that works...I did a lot of pictures myself and I've
just gone on and flowed...giving kids a variety of ways of learning... I'm
influenced because I want all the kids in my class to take away learning not the
same 6 or 7...Here is a subject we're doing. We are doing the topic simple
machines. There are six simple machines blah blah blah. There are functions,
there are examples. Copy it down and go away and learn it. Now if I teach it that
way and think I've done a great lesson because I've presented all the information
to the class and its all correct - it may be fantastic for me an analytical learner but
what about the other 20 kids. They did not want it that way. I need to have print
orientated. Ineed to have the lego out for the kinaesthetic people to be able to
make and do it. I then need to go for the other kids. I might need to go to a garage
and watch a mechanic strip down an engine or cut one in half. Then they come
back and they make a rap rhyme and rhythn:. That rhythm and rhyme uses all
the seven intelligences. My influence is that learning is fun for kids and validates
everything they do.

The students' completed summaries were collected. Leonardo was
emphatic that he collected everything. He collected the visual/ analytical

sheets and the drafted reader based summaries. Leonardo said:

I mark all their work - every single word... to get 2 good picture of their
understanding and about how they go about the process... I use positive
reinforcement... I am evaluating and validating each student as an individual.

Leonardo felt strongly about giving students encouragement and
success. He marked the written summaries with ticks and double ticks

next to paragraphs. His comments reflected the degree to which the
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student had selected main idecas, used their own words, used paragraphs,
put in a good effort or attitude, transfe:red information from notes to thnir
writing, the amount of words, relevance of words in the visual/analytical,
their snntence structure and their use of key words. If the summary did
not reflect a good understanding he asked the stu.dent to tell him about the
article in order to validate their learning. The following quote sums up his

views about which skills are importént:

- I collect their visual/analytical and I collect their summary. [ look at this (visual
fanalytical) and I make comments like - you have used too many words, irrelevant
words which relate to the analytical here or yes that person really understands.
They have understood the process of taking material out. Then I look at the
summary - and beside me I have their visual/analytical and I look at their first
attempt at the paragraph... I read it, see the key words and all the different words
pop up. Fantastic! Now they are able to intertwine themselves using language to
write simple and complex sentences and understanding paragraphs.

- Leonardo had his own article with the main ideas highlighted,

however he said:

It doesn’t necessarily mean that there could be some new ones they have chosen a
few different from mine but they have still been ahle to write a very cohesive and
efficient paragraph that shows a lot of understanding.

As a follow on from this lesson Leonardo indicated the need to teaph
and practise summarizing in relevant and realistic contexts, making
explicit the purpose for learning, reading and writing skills, Future
lessons would involve prantice and further refining of selection and
extraction skills, More specifically he said he would follow on from the
‘tdeal ‘ lesson by developing students’ understandings about wriﬁng.
| genres in order to enhance writing skills.

Leonardo’s opinion with regard to the difference between

summarization skills of less and more able students suggests he believes a
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student’s learning style is a more significant influence than the actual
summarization skills. Leonardo wanted to explain this in a atory:

You and I are doing a science experiment and one of your multiple intelligences
that works best for you ia the hands on and doing - okay- s0 you like doing the
science experiment, putting the chemicals in the test tube and heating it up ...me
I shy away from that -okay because what [ want to do is to go find a hook, read it
and take notes and learn them. You don't need to go Lo a book Lo take noles
because you understood it, you may just jot down a few things to satisfy the
teacher or whatever. In our current cducation system, the test that you
understood is usually print orientated test like an examn, Now because I've gone to
a book. taken notes, learnt it by rote, regurgitated it all I get 90%, even though [
haven’t really understood about the material in the experiment. But you have
understood but you don’t really like writing that much... you get 0% even though
you have 100% understanding... success at school does not mean succeas in the
big world,

Leonardo acknowledged the different learning styles of students and
the need for the education system and teachers to respect, recognize and
validate students’ individual ways of lg_arning. In applying this to
summarizing, he felt the task could be made easier for students if their

dominant learning styles were respected and uti_lised. He said:

They (students) say this is not exciting - and I say well if its not exciting lets make
it exciting for you...Gloria that article I've given you, you are relating to it in a
positive way but Julie over here is - and when we look at it and I go back over my
material I know Julie is a high print orientated learner... but Gloria doesn't like
reading or writing much, she doodles and symbols, now you transfer that reading
and writing into doodles. Lets see what happens... She looks at her visuals and
tells me all about it and she’s got it just like tbat... So instead of being turned off
learning they get turned on.

As indicated earlier, Leonardo believed summarizing occurred all the time.

We do it all the time. I don’t really take a formal lesson on it. It is on all the time.
When ever it come up. If we're doing language and we'’re doing explanations. In
-maths. During science its a bit more structured, social studies. They go to tho
library they come away with things. It on all the time.

He asked students to summarize informally such as oral retelling and/

or in note form for personal reference, and formally as was the case in this
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evaluation times because he said:

The whole lesson is instruction, practice and cvaluation. [ can see it ay a teacher -
I'm involved with them on the floor. I'm ¢valuating each person as an individual
as the lesson is going on and I tie al] these three things logether. Very rarely do |
separate them. :

However the lesson plan suggésted 10% of time spent on ingtruction,
70% on p'ractic.e and .20% on evaluation.

Leoﬁardo recognized that he had Irnore véluéble teaching experience
| a.nd kn;)wledge than when he first began teaching over 18 years ago. He
- puts this down to persOnéJ maturity, experienée with different school
enir.irlox.lmenté,' pefson‘al reading and further studies both academic aﬁd
| ."throﬁ'g_h ﬁfOfessiOnal development courses. His teaching style was
..in_ﬂuen:c.e.d Iby his perédnai_ 1ea_;nihg philosophy '(multiplé intéﬁigeﬁ'cé_s an.d.
heipiﬁg students to.succe_e_d), the importance he places on.the ability to
summanze effecti\;el.y',. thé néed bc.u'fead to learn under ouf current
.._e'd_u.é.ation system .ar.ld h'ia.d'eai.re to rﬁéke learning both meaningful and

- memorable.
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Case Scenario Two
Mgﬁ.ri_a.
Introduction

Maria teaches a year six class in an independent single sex school.

The school is a high fee religious school and this class is one of two year six
Hclasses. The school is Single stream from pre-primary to year five. Year six
is an'intake. level and thérefore approximafely half of Maria’s 28 students
are new to the school.

The interview took place in the classroom and took 30 minutes. Maria
submitted her lesson plan, marking criteria and four photocopied samples of
students’ work. Maria's classroom was organised in four rows of eighil:':.
desks. Maria’s desk was situated at the back of the room facing the rows.
There were samples of studénts’ work and electricity posters around the
room, .The._chosen 1esson was conducted halfway through second term.

Maria has been feaching for 16 years. Her training and early teaching

_experiences were in sécondary school, in the mathematics content area. She
" has a four year Bachelor of Education degree.

' The Nature of Summarizing

Maria suggested summarizing was something you do when you read
texts for the purpose of using the information in the text. Sometimes Ithat
purﬁose may be to recall, learn or for a writing purpose. Maria believed
summarizing was a very important skill for future studies and being able to
learn content. She said ‘so much of the rest of their education is going to be

based on informational texts’. She sees summarizing as a tool for writing
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and in this regard views summarizing as an integrated reading and writing
task.

Maria asked her students to produce a reader based summary. Her
main reason for choosing a reader based summary was to provide a realistic
learning context and to demonstrate the link between reading, writing and
learning. Reading and writing skills were developed by students sharing
their procedure for selecting and extracting main ideas and application of
the report writing framework, in a biographical writing style, to help plan
and structure their writing.

The topic was chosen because it related to the term’s theme of
electricity and Maria felt it provided a meaningful and realistic purpose for
demonstrating the summarizing process whilst at the same time providing
relevant content or background knowledge. Maria said:

I tried to make it a meaningful end product and at the same time cut down on the
time because you can get the benefit of the two - the language skills of writing a
report and also you can sum up the content and its relevance’

Students’ previous knowledge and experience with summarizing
centred around a writing task. Pre-requisite lessons included identifying
features and structures of informational writing frameworks and reading to
select information to match each section of the writing framework. In this
regard, Maria did not specifically develop summarizing skills. She relied on
students knowing the purpose for summarizing and sharing their methods
of selecting and extracting information according to that criteria rather

than a lesson in which she modelled or demonstrated a particular strategy.
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She suggested summa'r:i:ai‘.ng wasg an casy task which could be broken
in£0 a procedure and that this Jprocedure necded to he practised in order to
develop summarizing skills. In addition, she suggested the summarizing
process was easily broken into manageable steps which can be accomplished
within a 1esaon. There fore she advocated a whole task approach to

summarizing rather than skills developed over time. She said:

I think as long as you take it in steps and really break it down into procedures I
think its relatively easy. But I mean you've got children who find it difficult and
that's the challenge.

The Provision of Instruction In Summarizing

The chosen lesson was conducted in Maria’s science period which is a
110 minute time block. The article taken from an encyclopedia was entitled
“Fhomas Jefferson’. [t was an informational text with an autobiographical
structure. The article was chosen as it related to the science topic
~ ‘Electricity’ but Maria also wanted to integrate the content knowledge of the
text with writing skills.

Maria’'s procedure for summarizing related to a combined approach to
summarizing. The summarizing procedure she encouraged acknowledged
the use of before, during and after summarizing strategies. The first five
minutes of the lesson involved establishing a context for reading and
summarizing. Maria lead discussion and revision on the ‘bulb’. She
introduced Thomas Edison as the person who invented the bulb and
explained the purpose of the lesson was to learn about his life and

contribution to acience.
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The 20 minutes following the introduction in.volved the students
extracting information using headings from the text, Groups of four
studenfs were allbcated a agction of the text to summarize. The group

| colla.boratively discussed which information wés important. The group
summary was then written on the white board so that once all gfoups had
recorded their summary, the whole text had been summarized.

The text was then removed and the next ten minutes were taken up
w1th _Maria facilitating discﬁs:sio_ri on an appropriate writing plan for
organizing the iﬂforﬁlation. The class considered the report wfiting plan
and adapted this in order to report on Thomas Edison’s life.

With the organizational framework in place, Maria asked students to
classify the facts from the white board into the appropriate headings
suggested by their adopted report writing framework. This was done
‘collaboratively by assigning a letter code to signal whi_ch section
corresponded with which piece of informétion. The whole class contributed
to the writing of the first paragraph as a model of how to go about writing
the report. The next paragraph was written uﬁ with a partner and these
were shared with other partners. Following the second paragraph, students
were instructed to work individually to complete the report. This involved
approximately three paragraphs.

The last five minutes of the lesson were taken up sharing reports in
small groups, wher= students selected a ‘good' report to be read out to the
whole class. Students were instructed to hand the finished summary in the

following day.
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In her 'ideal’ lesson Maria controlied text related variables, She wWHE
aware that students would more likely to be asked to summarize
informational texts in the future therefore she chose an informational text
to familiarize studeni -+ with this type of text processing. She felt the length
of the text would influence the time it took for students to summarize. She
~ suggested i:hat the original text was removed after note taking to enable
students to realise the importance of effective selection lof important
information and in order to facilitate the production of a report which was
written in the students own words. Her topic choice was deliberate because
- she wanted to provide a realistic learning context for reading and writing,

Maria's instructional model shows characteristice which incorporate a
combined approach to teaching summariziﬁg. In particular, Maria
combined characteristics from co-operative/collaborative instruction with a
procedural approach to summarizing. Co-operative leafning took the form
of sharing procedures for selecting and extracting information, group/ team
responsibility for summarizing a paragraph and negotiation of a suitable
writing plan. The procedure suggested is similar to Effective Reading in
the Content Areas (Morris & Stewart-Dore, 1986) in which before, during
and after summarizing strategies are encouraged. In this regard the lesson:
was organized into three parts - activation of students’ prior knowledge an.d
experience, selection and extraction of information and organizing or
writing up of that information,

Evaluation took place during and after the lesson. During the lesson

 Maria facilitated discussion, ensuring students were on task, answered
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queries and offered advice. Peer evaluation also teok place during the
lesson when studenta worked collaboratively ns they extracted important
information from the teit, listencd to each others completed summaries,
and listened to a number of ‘best’ summaries.

Maria's main form of evaluation occurred after the lesson in the form
of written feedback. Therefore Maria's evaluation was largely product
driven. The students’ reports were collected to determine writing ability
and the inclusion of relevant content. Maria gave an alphabetical grade and
made comments on student’s work. The grade was allocated according to
the number of facts Maria had assessed as being relevant and worthy of
inclusion and writing structure such as logical order, making sense and
spelling. Maria said:

Well I look for overall structure. I suppose I didn’t have a checklist other than verbal
instructions. Ilooked for overall structure and the quality of their writing. I think
because we have done quite a lot of structure as a class generally structure was quite
good.

The view of summarizing as a whole task process rather than a
developmental process was again confirmed when Maria was asked to
differentiate between the less able and more able students, She believed
the difference between less and more able students lay in the quality of
their writing. She said:

Well I was quite impressed with even the less able students because they had
reasonable structure so they had the content of the autobiography in chronological
order. So it was more the quality not the content that's different,

As a follow on from this lesson Maria again confirmed the idea of
summarizing as a whole task which needed practise from time to time.

Maria indicated she would be unlikely to further develop summarizing
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skills because she was quite satisfied with students’ performances,
However, she said future summarizing would likely take place in
literature and social studies topics in which she wanted to integrate reading

and writing tasks. She said:

I probably wouldn't follow this on specifically but il we were doing something next
term. You know like novels or something like that. I mean in first term we did a
lot of report writing. They do a reading journal which is a response. A creative -
responge I suppose. '

Maria indicated summarizing took place all the time, but the formal |
reader based summary was more often used in social studies and reading.
The lesson took 110 minutes however Maria felt this depended on the actual
text. Maria said:

It took 2 hours and some of them actually finished it off at home but I figured

most of them had done it at school, I suppose my science, I have two double period

blocks and I suppose I was limited by the end of the school day, (Prompt - 1s one
hour fairly typical ?) ..It depends on the text.

In this lesson the time spent on instru;étion was 23%, practice took
68% and evaluation 4% of the total time. Maria felt the breakdown of
instruction and practice was typical however the instructions were not all

at the one time. She says:
It was instruction first, then notes. We discussed how to write up on the board,
then a bit more instruction on the actual report writing framework... And more
revision on editing.
Maria's teaching style was influenced by her recent training in First
Steps and her belief that summarizing is a skill students need and apply all

the time. In addition Maria is keen to integrate content and skills in order

to facilitate meaningful and realistic learning situations but also to make up
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for time lost in extra curriculum and specialist teaching areas such as

physical education and religious instruction.
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Case Scenario 3

Tom

Introduction

Tom teaches a year 6 class in a government co-education primary
school. The school is a coastal metropolitan primary school in a
predominantly middle class area. This class is one of two year six classes.
Tom has 30 students in his class, with the number of boys being slightly
more than the number of girls.

The interview took place in Tom’s classroom during a lunch hour and
so took 60 minutes. Tom had briefly written up three lessons in which
summarizing was a focus. He photocopied 11 student samples which were
taken from the three lessons. A marking key was not included.

Tom’s classroom was arranged with his desk at the front left hand side
and desks arranged in rows of approximately eight. The room was bright
and well decorated, particularly with students’ work but also with display
tables of books and objects. This room had a concertina door which was
open about 2 metres at one end. The other year six class was located behind
this. Tom said he worked closely with the other year six teacher especially
sharing ideas.

Tom has been teaching for just over 10 years. He holds a three year
Diploma of Teaching and has spent most of his teaching experience in Years

5-T.
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The Nature of Summarizing

Tom describes summarizing as a teaching/learning strategy. He
suggested there were a variety of situations and co.ntexts for using
summarizing which were influenced by the teaching focus. For éxample he
said:

In ‘Behind The News', [ think its very factual and really looking to see how much
the children had absorbed, and then how accurately they're giving it back to me.
And also how much of themselves as writers is coming through. That's not
particularly easy with Behind The News’. Some of the other things I have asked
them to do have allowed the children more creativity... It doesn'’t always have to
be factual ... I think there’s a few ways you can go about it.

When he first introduced Behind The News to his. students Tom |
modelled note taking by emphasizing finding a title and focusing on key
| wordg rather than lengthy explanations. This suggested Tom beh’eve.d
summaiizing involved reading or viewing in order to select and'_extract
_ _main ideas (title) and supporting information in the form of key words. In
' .addition, he expected studénts.to be able to organize the main idea and
supporting details intd paragraphs which m'ade up a forn;al reader ba;ed
summary. In this regard Tom appears to see writing as an outcome of the
reading task which demonstrated knowledge, ur{dersta nding, and writing
gkills. This view of summarizing suggests an integrated reading/writing
perspective.

Tom’s purpose for asking students to summarize was inﬂu.enced' by his
teaching focus. Essentially this lesson was an opportunity for his students
to practise and apply the summarizing process. Tom’s purbose fof asking
students to summarize was to further develop’ and';'eﬁne summarizing or

note taking skills for future use. He said:



Joing back to Behind The News | wasn't particularly concerned with the knowledge
that I wanted o test at the end. T was particularly interested in trying to develop
their summary skills particularly note taking side of things as 1 said before its
paying dividends. | am seeing it coming through from comments from the librarian,
that she was very pleased with the research techniques they're using and I suppose
I've done it in previous ye: =« because I've been aware of the need for it leading up to
things... Litke doing rescarcn... | found it very handy to have them use something
like television as a medium instead of a hook because they are then forced to restrict
themselves to picking up key words... Also its no good them watching a film or
whatever unless there is a sort of follow up, Sometimes | have a quiz... And
sometimes if the interest is there it is worth pursuing it as a writing task.

In addition, Tom evaluated students’ abilities to learn new knowledge
and demonstrate understanding by continually quizzing students in an

attempt to model self checking strategies.

In between that (watching and writing) we would have a discussion again to give
them the opportunity to make sure they have the information fairly early or correct.
Sometimes you get those things and its obvious they haven’t really understood. So
I find that its better perhaps to have a sort of quiz just to make sure they have not
been confused.

Tom’s awareness of the development of summarizing skills was evident
in his pre-requisite lessons. In the lessons leading up to this ‘ideal lesson
Tom had explicitly modelled how he listened éﬁd selected important
.information.

We didn’t really begin straight away with children actually writing summaries. I
did begin with the children taking notes and revising note taking strategies, those
sorts of things, just to make sure they had the idea of notes not just trying to take
too much information. I usually show them how I would take notes and I usually
have the blackboard next to the video and just let them sea what I am doing. Then
I set out particular sections of the program, put a title for it, then just try to put in
the key words rather than write out lengthy explanations. So they get the pattern
of doing that. Ithink that’s just reinforcing what they’re doing with their library
research. Brief notes and then develop their own work rather than plagiarism and
taking large swathes of things out of books.

Initially, students focused on producing writer based notes and shared
‘information in an oral recount. This was followed by the introduction of

- reader based summaries using writing frameworks to organize information
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into a cohesive piece of writing. These prior lessons presented the process
for summarizing which Tom expected his students to follow.

The subsequent development of summarizing skills was achioved -
throtigh practice. Tom believed summarizing needed to be practised ina -
variety of different contexts so that skills could be generalized and applied
| iridependently.

The Provision of Instruction in Summarizing

The chosen lesson was conducted in the middle of second term. Tt w&s
a social studies Jesson in which students viewed a 30 minute television
progfain‘on current events and issues in Pe;th, Australia and world vﬁide.
' Thé program was eﬁtitled Behind The News and represented the.fext from
Wthh stu’dehts extracted information in order to write a summary.
Prior to the"i&éal’ lesson Tom viewed the television program in order
. to sufnhlalfiZe the content'for"hil;;lse].f and to determine the relevance and
' po_tential students’ inter'esfs iﬁ the toﬁiés under di_scuésion.
B The first five minutes of thé lesson were s'pent watch.iﬁg the
| intrdd_}lctibn of the program. During this part of the program viéwers were
givéh an outline of the issues that would be discuased. Tom drew attention
to the outline and format and noted this on the blackboard. The next 30
minutes were viewing time, Students watched and recorded key vg_?ord_s’ as
they listened. | |
Once the program was finished the néxt 10 minutes involve& Tom
leading discussion as to the main points of each section. Students ;vere -

‘encouraged to udd any key points they had ﬁlissed._ Tom reviewed the First
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Steps recount writing framework and reminded students about the need for
paragraphs, The next 20 minutes was spent writing and polishing the
§L1n1mary. |

The total lesson time was 70 minutes but Tom said this varies
according to the type of summarizing, integration and the topic. Of the 70
ﬁlinutes, 14% of the timne was spent in instruction, 71% time was spent
practicing and 14% of the time was spent evaluating.

Tom believes summarizihg is difficult for students. In particular,
Tdm’a lesson and procedure for summarizing suggest he controls text and

task variables,

[ think the most difficult aspect of that (summarizing) is gaining information, As1 -
said earlier children have this book on their desk and unless you are on the ball.., it
15 just too easy you have the book there and you just copy things. So think its
awareness. You really need to make children aware of when they are following
procedures properly and to that end when I've done research topics in the past I aak
to see the notes and things, the rough notes just to indicate to me if they are going
through those initial stages, gatbering information properly and then trying to put it
into their own words. That's the difficult thing.

The text variables he usually considers are the length of the text, its
readability and the absence of the original text duriﬁ'g.\:w'rriting. Tom
suggested students find smaller texts easier to summarize and that
gomething like a television program is a good starting point because eﬁch
article is very short and students receive information through sight Iand |
sound. He suggested that short informational texts without headings were
easier for students and that the readability of the text needed to be
congidered. Tom felt encyclopedias contained very difficult language and
he tended to allow students to choose their own reference books because

they tended to choose easier texts.
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Tom chose the original text to be absent during writing in order for
students to recognize the importance of the selecting stage of summarizing
and the need to select enough important and relevant information. Tom
liked a reader based summary as he saw this as a opportunity to integrate
content knowledge with writing skills.

Tom was aware of that a writer based summary was harder than the
formal reader based summary as he allowed students to write notes in his
initial introductory lessons on summarizing. Whilst students were using
writer based summaries Tom allowed the text to be present. Tom
encouraged a one step strategies such as one idea per paragraph as an
indicator of how much information students should be selecting. As
students progressed to reader based summaries Tom provided students with
a writing framework in an attempt to provide a scaffold for writing.

Tom appears to employ an instructional model that is metacognitive by
nature. This was determined by the prerequisite lesson involving ‘expert
modeling of strategies, the establishment of a set process or procedure for
students to follow, a gradual release of responsibility from being dependent
on the expert, to peer dependence and finally increased independence in
carrying out the summarizing task. The ‘ideal’ lesson was an example of the
students practising their independence in carrying out summarizing.
Students were encouraged to self monitor and check information by group
discussions and sharing times.

Tom believed feedback was important in the development of

summarizing skills. His methods of assessment reflect the procedure
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students go through during the lesson and the product after the lesson.
Firstly, he questioned students about the relevance of selected information.
Secondly, he questioned students about the most appropriate method of
organizing the facts. Finally, the finished product, a reader based
summary, was collected for marking.

Tom indicated he was more interested in the quality of writing rather
than the content. Sometimes Tom uses a template to assess the content of
students’ summaries, however in this lesson his comments reflected writing
structure, cohesion and logical order. To a lesser degree comments reflected
attention to presentation, spelling, and sentence structure.

Tom indicated less able summarizers appeared to have the greatest
difficulty selecting and gathering enough information. In addition, Tom felt
less able summarizers had difficulty writing cohesively and logically.

In summing up his lesson Tom felt he would most likely spend less
time on summarizing using Behind The News and move into other forms
which require more creativity and challenge. He was conscious that not all
of his students were good at summarizing but he felt this would be rectified

with regular practice. He said:

I think not all the students are that skiiful at summary writing so I probably need
for them to continue to do it at a simpler level like Behind The News.

Tom expressed a strong opinion on the importance of summarizing. He
believed it was essential for both students and teachers. For students he

sees it as a tool for learning and researching which needed constant
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practice. For teachers, a student’s summary gives information about what

content has been learnt and their writing ability.

At this level, I think it is absolutely an essential part of their work. I just seeit as a
tool that has to be used constantly no matter what they’re doing. Certainly
summarizing, even if its oral, it has to be a summary and there has to be feedback. It
is a great tool for finding out what children are. Without it how would you ever
really know if they’ve learnt anything or not.

With this view in mind Tom provided many opportunities for his
students to practise and apply summarizing. Tom indicated the more
formal reader based summaries probably occur once a week. However, Tom
hesitated because he said it was dependent on the subject and topic. Some
topics were more concerned with mapping and diagrams whilst others such
as history orientated topics lent themselves more to reading and

researching.

Going away from the more mundane and just trying to explore different avenues,
point of view is one, they’re getting plenty of summaries when they’re doing project
work... I think it’s important that children do that. They're going to high school
very shortly and we have to make sure that they are not going there and falling
into bad habits of plagiarism. SoI think its very important to keep it going but I
think at the classroom level its also fine to give them a chance to be a bit more
creative like writing newspaper that sort of thing... Well they do have a library
period, the purpose there was to teach them those sort of skills in summary writing.
News in the morning session... they have to follow a particular structure

and they have to say what their news item is, why they have selected it... Its an oral
summary. Book reviews... again that’s part of our morning session and reading
program. I just see summaries really as being across the board

Since the initial instruction Tom’s class have written about 6
summaries based on information from the television program. In addition,
students summarize orally in their telling of morning news, reviewing books
and during the class’ library time. The teacher librarian, in consultation
with Tom, used the Inquiry Process to teach research strategies related to

the themes/topics related to Tom’s teaching programs.
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Tom had received professional development in First Steps writing and
he indicated that he had been developing students’ familiarity with the
writing frameworks of recounts, reports and exposition. Students had used
the writing frameworks as plans for writing and for organizing information.
Tom also encouraged students to use writing plans when preparing to make
oral presentations. Students use palm cards which summarize the points to
be made in their presentations.

Tom was influenced by what works and what other teachers have
suggested works. His school had recently been in-serviced in First Steps
writing and school policy dictates a focus on exposition writing this year.

I guess because it is tried and tested. First Steps are strategies is something we're
being asked to focus on and so whenever you do any activity now one of the things
you try and do is you have a look around and think we'’re covering this area of the
curriculum, there’s a limit of time, can I squeeze, can I somehow get around to
bringing this into an activity where the children are going to do an exposition
because that is what we’re focusing on this year. So we've have constraints as well.
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Case Scenario 4
Alice

Introduction

Alice is administration relief for a year seven class in an independent
single sex school. The school is a high fee religious school and this class is
one of three year seven classes. The school is single stream from pre-
primary to year 5. Year seven is an intake year and therefore
approximately one third of Alice’s class are new students. Alice has 28
students in her class.

Alice is largely responsible for teaching mathematics and social studies
in this particular class. When Alice is not teaching in the year seven room
she is the teacher librarian. Alice’s interview was conducted in her class
and it took approximately 30 minutes. She submitted a lesson plan on the
example format provided and included her marking key and 3 photocopied
samples of students work.

The shared classroom had desks organized in groups of four. The
teacher’s desk was to one side of the class. Mathematical equipment and
charts were displayed around the room.

Alice had been teaching for 15 years. She had taught in this school for
half of that time. She holds a Diploma of Teaching and Post Graduate
Diploma in Applied Science.

The Nature of Summarizing
Alice suggested summarizing involved selecting the most important

information. She said summarizing was, ‘telling what the main points are
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that we're trying to focus on.” Alice did not indicate how important
summarizing was but she did recognize students’ summaries as a useful
form of e?aluating students’ learning and understanding.

In this lesson, the content of the summaries was not generated from a
text. Instead, Alice used the summary as a form of self reflection and record
of student’s knowledge. The resulting reader based summary suggests Aljce
views summarizing as a writing task.

Alice asked her students to summarize because she wanted to impose a
particular strategy on students and investigate its effect on their learn.ihg.
She was in fact, cs;frying out her own action research on how effective
Effective Reading In Content 'Areé ( Morris & Stewart-Dore, 1984)
strategies could be if they were applied to the content area of mathematics.

In addition, Alice wanted to evaluate students’ understandings using
the summary product. She wanted her students to actually learn and recall
knowledge and to recognize the value of sélf evaluation and reflection in the

learning process. She said:

I had a few aims of this lesson. One was to look at different sorts of triangles, but it
was also to get them to use the protractor in a practical sort of way rather than just
drawing angles, I also thought I would pass on ERICA strategies to reinforce what
they were learning and to use that as an evaluation... It was to focus on the teaching
of the value of evaluation. It was to focus on an evaluation of the procedures we use
in maths... I wanted to see, I use that form of evaluation a lot to see what they
actually understand. Getting them to write themselves I feel well it gives me a
greater ingight into how much they take in.

Prior to this lesson she had asked students to reflect on their learning
ona daily basis, however she decided to use ERICA strategies in an attempt
to improve the quality of students’ summaries by developing voc'abulary and

mathematical understandings. The use of ERICA strategies was strategic
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in that she was providing her students with strategies to enhance their
ability to communicate their understandings.

Provision of Insiruction in Summarizing

The normal mathematics lesson does not usually use a text or if it does
it is more likely to be examples and exercises rather than explanations and
details. In fact, Alice feit that between herseif and her students they tended
to generate their own text by recording vocabulary and making daily self

reflections and explanations on solving mathematical problems.

No, there is no text, but then they had all their original information in front of
them. They had their drawings, they had the table and the vecabulary. Seol
suppose basically you could call that a text. They had that background information
to use. Butitwas student generated or teacher generated. It wasn’t out of a hook.

The ‘ideal’ lesson was a geometry lesson on triangles. It was conducted
over two 50 minute Iessons. A text was not used, instead the summary was
generated from knowledge and experience gained from the practical -
activities. Alice was very keen for students to record explanations,
examples of working procedures and jargon in a maths journal.

Prior to this lesson students had been working with polygons. They
had identified polygons and two and three dimensional polygons by their
characteristics and made comparisons. It was apparent to Alice that her
students had poor practical skills when using a protractor, hence the ‘ideal’
lesson focus emerged.

In the first 10 minutes of the lesson Alice modelled how to use a
protractor and students practised using their own protractors. Alit_:e

circulated around the class offering advice and help as needed.
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When students’ skills were adequate she modclled drawing an
.equilate.ral triangle. The students _éonstructcd their own equilaterai
triangle. Alice instructed students to measure each angle and draw
conclusions about that triangle. Alice repeated this demonstration with
isosceles and scalene triangles. Each time asking students to construct,
measure and comment on the angles. This practical part of the lesson took
30 minutes.

Nearing the end of the lesson Alice wrote ‘What I know about
triangles? on the white board for students to answer. Maths journals were
collected a the completion of the feﬂection time.

In the following lesson the first fifteen minutes was taken up creating
a vocabulary chart. Alice lead a whole cl.ass discussion in which jargon
r.elevant to the previous lesson was identified and meanings were discussed.
 Whilst studénts recorded their definitions Alice drew a semantic grid on the
white board.

Following a brief explanation of how the semantic grid worked,
students were instructed to work in pairs to complete the information
needed on the table, Alice circulated amongst students offering advice and
help, and maintained task orientation. Students worked in pairs for
approximately 20 minutes.

When most of the partners had finished, Alice facilitated whole class
discussion about the information in the table. This lesson again concluded

with a reflection time and students were instructed to use their vocabulary
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lists, semantic grids and constructions to write a summary about triangles.
Their journals were collected at the end of the lesson for marking.

The nature of Alice’s ‘ideal’ lesson meant that text variables were not
considered, however Alice demonstrated an awareness of learner and
strategy variables. Alice was concerned about student’s background
knowledge. It was a new topic and skill and therefore Alice was keen to
identify what her students already knew about triangles and protractors
and built up knowledge and experiences. She did this by providing a
variety of strategies in which the same content knowledge was presented.
This included practical construction of triangles, listing and defining
vocabulary specific to geometry, comparing and contrasting different
triangles using a semantic grid and finally self reflection in the form of a
reader based summary. Alice appeared to employ learning strategies
consistent with metacognitive instruction. She described her lesson as:

There was a fair amount of meodelling in the beginning because of the fact that a lot
of them weren't familiar with using protractors. Those that were, were good, because
they assisted those that were not. So it was like a co-operative activity as well.
Creating the table, I basically gave them the headings for the table myself because I
didn’t know if they created anything like this in the past. They added to it and then
we went through as a group and decided what should be on the table. We filled the
table in together. But the summary from that they had to do on their own.

Although Alice follows the syllabus she indicated she deliberately
chose topics based on the needs of her students. This together with her
overall purpose suggests a learner driven model of teaching. In addition,
she indicated she wanted to provide a realistic and meaningful context for
learning how to use the protractor:

I used the protractor because a ot of them had either forgotten or had never used
one before... At first I got them to try and write a paragraph on what they had
learni ahout those triangles and I found that some of them were very brief and
gome hadn't looked at all the different aspects of the triangles so then the next
lesson we went back and we created the table.
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Alice felt self evaluation was an important component to learning. She
regillarly provided her students with time to reflect on what they have
learnt during the leseon. She monitored students’ work consistently during
her lesson and always collects students’ journals for marking each lesson.
She evaluates her own lesson based on the information in students’ journals
and she structures her learning program around the needs of her learners.

She says this about her lesson:

I look at all the evaluations. From what I've seen I'm happy with the results that
we've got and I'd probably tend to use this procedure more, because it's been so
successful... I haven’t used the glossary as much this year and I think that I should
be using it more because I think it tends to focus on what they’re doing... I think the
table needs more developing.

Alice emphasized the summary should give a clear picture of the
students’ understandings and include the points from the semantic grid as
well as accurate constructions. Students’ journals showed .éonstructions
had been ticked, spelling of labels corrécted, and any misused or
inappropriate jargon corrected. Semantic grids were ticked and corrections
made to information in tables and the spelling of jargon. Comments
reflected accuracy of facts and constructions, effort and advice given to less
able students.

Alice velieved summarizing was easier for students when content was

presented in a variety of strategic teaching approaches.

I think if you've got a framework like taking some of these ERICA strategies made
it a lot easier. Using the table was great, using the vocabulary made them think
about the terms of this and they were using those terms in their summaries quite
naturally and freely. It wasn’t anything thrown at them.
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Alice felt informal writer based summaries in note or table form were
easier for students to do than reader based summaries. Alice noted her less
able students wrote their summaries in note form cven though she had
asked for a paragraph. In addition, she noted her less able students tended
to list the characteristics of each type of triangle, whereas the more able

students compared and contrasted triangles.

I'd say probably the fact that some of them had only put it in point form, but that
would probably be a developmental thing anyway, but I'd say they would be the
weaker students that would do that... and probably listing them going through each
triangle to anotber like me talking about the aquilateral and then go on to the
isosceles, and then the right angle, whereas the better students tended to just group
it all as one and highlight the differences hetween the triangles. [ think the better
students tend to look at that more globally.

In evaluating her lesson and possible follow up lessons, Alice was
happy with the studehts’ understandings and skills, Remembering part of
her aim was to investigate the effect of using ERICA strategies in
mathematics, she indicated it was successful and that she would use this
method more ofter;. She felt that students needed more practice with the
serﬁantic grid, however she felt the reason some students had not finished
their summaries was more to do with students’ personal work habits rather
than ahility or lack of understanding.

In discussing the time spent summarizing, at first Alice dld not
congider her students’ self reflective journals as a summary. She said:

I wouldn't call it a summary. I would say more of a focus on the lesson we're doing
the evaluation on the focus not necessarily 3o much a summary even though I might
indicate on the blackboard that these are the sorts of things I want you to consider in
your evaluation because there are some that have trouble focusing. But we always

write down what the lesson’s about.
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However when asked about indirect summarizing Alice felt she
probably asked students to summarize at the end of most of her lessons.
The summary provided an opportunity for her students to reflect on their
learning.

The total lesson time was 11.0 minutes épread over two days. The
amount of instruction time was 30%., practice time was 50%, and time spent
in evaluation tasks was 20%. Alice said the time spent on a topic va.ries but
generally the amount of inétruction, practice and evaluation is typical of her
maths lessons.

Alice is a téachef Librarian and as such study skills such as ERICA
strategieé and Inquiry Method are an i.ﬁtegrail part of her work with
children. She indicated that this influenced her teaching because she
wanted to present the skill of using a. protractor in a meaningful way and
one which the children would remember. As previously indicated the
mathematics journal suggests Alice values language as an important
component of learning and she is conscious of the need for chi.ldrén to reflect
on their learning. Her student orientated approach to teaching is summed
up in this quote: |

Initially I chose to use the protractor and angles in context. It meant more to the
students to actually see it forming a shape because we were doing shapes, so they
focussed on angles and because I had used ERICA sirategies before I suppose 1
tended to go back to that and have a look and see what I thought would work to
assist the students with their summary writing and I know in the past focusing on
the language that is used gives a greater understanding of what they are doing.
And the table that was a bit of an experiment,



P37

Case Scenario b

Sian

Introduction

Sian teaches a year 7 class in an independent single sex school. The
school is a high fee religious school and this class is one of three year seven
classes. The school is a single stream from pre-primary to year 5. Year
seven is an intake year and therefore approximately one third of Sian’s 28
students and are new to the school.

Sian's interview took place in her classroom and tqok apprqximately 30
minutes. Sian suppliéd her own brief lesson plan, marking criteria and
student samples.

The students’ desks were arranged in groups of four to six. Students
- usually chose groups. Sian’s desk is currenﬂy situated at the front left
hand side of her classroom. There is a large mat space at the front of the
class. This space is used for group work or when Sian reads to the students.
Around the pin up boards are posters of current themes but generally
étudents’ written work and some posters are displayed.

Sian has been teaching for under 20 yeérs. She has taughtina
number of independent schools including a Montessori school, and she has
been a remedial reading teacher at one school. She hol_ds a Diploma of
Teaching and a Graduate Diploma in Reading Education. Sian has also
lectured in Reading Education earlier in her teaching career. Recently she

has been involved in teaching study skills to secondary students.
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The Nature of Summarizing

Sian believed summarizing to be selection of relevant information from
a text and wording it concisely. In addition ghe indicated it was impbrtant
to be able to use and understand tbe selected information. Sian believed
summarizing was a useful study skill but she felt students experienced
difficulty with summarizing because they did not know how to use and

organize their information.

Yeah I mean when I'm helping students in secondary school and you know that’s one
of the biggest areas of problems that they have if they're writing essays, and they're
having to use the information that’s been handed out to them. OK this is some
information you could use, but just how do I use it so that the teacher will know that
I have understood it. How do I use it? what do I do?

Sian has both general and specific purposes in mind. Firstly, she was
reading her students a novel which dealt with Cambodia. Siaﬁ felt her
students had little or no knowledge of this country and she wanted to
develop their background knowledge in order to help them visualize whilst
reading. Sian wanted to provide a realistic context for learning about
Cambodia. Secondly, and more specifically, Sian wanted her students to
experience the process involved in summarizing. Sian had taught her
students to take notes in first term and she wanted .to see whether they

would apply this knowledge.

I wanted to use it so they had the background knowledge so they could perhaps
visualise more with their reading to build up their general knowledge that is really
lacking in all areas in that way. But also to take them through the process to use
something that was relevant in class to take them through the process of I suppose
what you would call note taking in summary writing that it is really something they
are going to be able to use so the skills are being taught but it is relevant and in its
context.

Sian’s definition and purposes for summarizing suggest she viewed

~ “ summarizing as an integrated reading and writing task. She expected
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students to select and extract information by underlining and writing notes,
but she emphﬁsized the need to organize that information in ways which.
facilitatéd recall and demonstrated understanding.

.S'ian believed summarizing was not difficult to teach if the teachér
provided a purpose but she recognized that it may be difficult f'or. students to

learn because it was a developmental skill.

1 don’t think it is difficult 1o teach providing you have a purpose for summarizing and
that you don't just say ‘there’s a piece of thing, | want you to summarize it. They
don't have a purpose, they can’t see how they are going to use it and no skills are
being taught... For students to learn I think it is - I don't think some students are
ready for it yet and I feel sorry for tbe kids in rooms 3, 4 & 5 who are doing projects
and they think they are summarizing. Because its not, its not the real thing to me,

She indicated that without instruction students selected information
inappropriately. She suggested students tended to select a book simply
because it contained one or two of the key words relevant to their topié. She
iﬁdicated students photocopied large chunks of information with no
organised or set writing plan in mind and thus they generally copied
verbatim, In this regard Sian consistently referred to the need to go back to
oral processing which indicated she perceives this as a prerequisite skill.
Sian inferred that the organizihg of key words into a logical and cohesive
piece of writing was perhaps the most difficult part of summarizing. She

| said:

When I next do a summary [ would use more discussion. There would not be more
instruction from me but perhaps more suggestions as to you really need to talk about
what that means. You really need to put that in your know words before you even
write the key words down. You highlight them, but before you write them down,
unless you understand what it means, you need to discuss it with someone, So I
would do more of that so they get used to the type of style in those texts.

Prior to this lesson her students had received training in mind

-mapping, identifying key words and activating background knowledge as a
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pre-reading activity. Mind mapping occurred in first term in which
students brainstormed information they knew about a particular topic and
then orgfinized this information into like categories. Sian indicated
students_ had received one lesson on identifying key words and note taking.
Sian emphésized her use of pre-reading strategies in order to activate

~ students’ background knowledge. These strategies included predicting from
the title, skimming and scanning for words or datee that stand out, and
guessing the type of information and vocabulary that might be in the text.

" Pre-reading activities were a consistent element whenever Sian worked

with a text. Sian said:

Before this lesson, last term we’'d done some working with summarizing. It was more
looking for key words and note taking looking at what a structured overview of
certain types of texts so they know what to predict, predicting from titles, making a
liat of the type of vocabulary that tbey would expect to read or actually read, so a lot
of pre-reading, a lot of oral language before the actual writing stage.

The Provision of Instruction In Summarizing

The ‘ideal’ lesson was an integrated social studies and literature lesson
which was organized over two forty minute lessons. Sian was reading her
students a novel called Little Brother and having realized her students
knew very little ahout the country in which the story was set she wanted
her students to research information about Cambodia. The text was an
informational text of one page taken from a computer encyclopaedia.

In the first five minutes of the lesson Sian asked her students a series
cf questions to activate prior knowledge. The first question asked students

to identify the difference between informational and narrative texts.
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Students discussed the different structures, and specifically the vocabulary
that might be used in a text about a country. 'I‘.hese words were listed on
the white board. Next students were instructed to geparate a..page into two
columns, one entitled, ‘What I know about Cambodia? and the other ‘What [
need to know?' Students completed this independently.

Sian asked students how they could gain more information. The
students suggested inf(;';mational texts and maps. Sian reiterated the need
to rémember what was read. Sﬁudents listed and shared their procedures
~ for note taking. The class discussed .how the information could be organized

and a summary was defined. Next the class discussed a few rules for
summarizing.

Students were given a text and instructed to take notes in whatever

' style they preferred. After note taking students ghared what they could |
recall from their notes. Following this the whole class discﬁssed how they
would set out the summary. A type of checklist was drawn ﬁp which
included headingé, and correct spelling of technical terms. As already
indicated this lesson was predominantly practice in summary writing
largely for the purpose of Sian evaluating previously introduced note taking
strategies.

Sian tended to control strategy, text, and task related variables. Shé
places significant emphasis on students knowing the purpose for
summarizing and activated students’ background knowledge. Jargon
gpecifically related to the topic was identified and discussed. Sian gained a

consensus about the type of information needed in order to build up



42

Btudéhﬁs’ background knowledge about Cambodia. The group
collabofatively decided to focus on climate and land forms. Thig in turn
assisted students in selecting and organizing information from their text.

Sian, consistently referred to the nature of the informational text. In
particular, its structure and vocabulary, as being difficult for students. She
put this down to their lack of familiarity with this text type. However she
indicated it is more likely to be the type of text used in further studies
therefore this text structure requires more explicit teaching and practice.

Sian appears to use a combination of strafegies from metacognitive,
direct and co-operative instructional models. Metacognitive instruction was
evident in the form of establishing a purpose and in making explicit what,
why and how aspects of summarizing. Direct Instruction was evident in
the prerequisite lessons on mind mapping, identifying key words, pre-
reading activities and the development of summarizing skills. Collaboration
was evident in deciding the purpose, the procedure for extracting
ipformation, sharing the results of the selected information and deciding
how to structure their information into a logical and cohesive framework.

Evaluation particularly =<If assessment and reflection, was an integral
part of Sian’s teaching style. Firstly, she reflected on her teaching through
students’ work. She said:

First I'd evaluate my teaching. The actual lesson because after I have looked at the
surnmaries I can see the areas 1could have changed so I'd probably do more
modelling lessons on how to do it. They need more joint construction on texts,
perhaps more discussion, more emphasis on oral language so I'd change my teaching
sequence or I'd emphasise more,
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Secondly, she modelled self questioning thus forcing students to think
about what it is they do, why and when they use these strategies. She said,
‘the lesson was a division between practice and students e?aluating their

own memory. How much do I remember? How much can I apply? How
eﬁ.';ec;fti.iive has it been? In addition she provided situations in which students
shared and recalled ideas which lead to ‘better practices’.

Sian evaluated students’ performance through out the leason as well as
in tile final product. During the lesson she notes, ‘how well they predicted
from the title? What sori: of structures, so I want to know if they are
actively readiﬁg’. In addition, Sian collected and locked at the types of
words highlighted on the original text. She lookéd at their sjrmbols or notes.
The summaries were given comments which reflected effort, sentence |
construction, definition of the techniéal terms and overall structure or
organization. She offered advice which connected notes/symbols with the
final written summary. For example, the importance of simple symbols to
aid recall and not highlight large chunks of text.

Sian identified three distinct ability groups within her class, She
characterized her weaker students as those needing help in selecting and
extracting key words. Her middle group needed help organizing and wi-iting
gummaries from their notes and the other group were confident with the
selecting, organizing, and were beginning to transform by using linking
worda.

The weaker ones aren’t note taking properly, aren’'t understanding the content so
what they write doesn’t make sense. The middle ones are... What they're writing,
their note taking is good. What they’re writing kind of makes sense. They are not
really understanding some of the technical terms but they’re almost there. The other
group is, they have picked up the style of informational text and they're not afraid to
use it. And they're using cause and effect and linking words.
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Sian also felt her group varied in their ability to handle different types
of summaries. She felt they were better able to tackle narrative summaries
probably because they had read more of this type of text and therefore were
more famﬂiar with its structure. In addition, she indicated her students
were quite capable of writing up procedures in science, but it was the
informationél texts that seemed to be the most difficuit. In particular she
felt the jargon or technical terms confused students.

Sian suggested the whole group had a misunderstanding about the
idea or concept of a summary. Many students had previously indicated
summaries were for resumes and for later in life. She felt this .
misconception need to be addressed in the next lesson through discussion.
In subsequent lessons involving summarizing she would need to work
personally with her weaker group.

They will need a lot of instruction because after looking at what they've done I know
this group requires a lot of modelling, a lot more group work, a lot more creative
writing and joint construction for a long time. They are really going to work with me
for a long time,

Sian believed summarizing was probably being taught incidentally
every day because students read and write daily. She suggested summaries
took the form of recounts, procedures in science or book reviews. She
believed summarizing was involved in all subject areas, but she suggested

she would probably do a formal reader based summary once a fortnight.

Where they're writing a summary. They wouldn’t write once or more a week.
Perhaps once a fortnight... Teaching skills for summarizing, Probably daily in the
things that we do because we read daily and we write daily, so these incidental skills
are coming in, whereas I might do something like well that's one of the skills of
sgmarizing. Whether it is a skill that will help you or whether its an important
skill.
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Sian felt the time taken to summarize was probably typical but she
would not normally worry about how long it took. In this particular lesson,
she felt there was very little instruction because she wanted to see how
much they remembered about note taking. This was mainly practice. In an
analysis of the time approximately 31% of the time was spent instructing
and 69% of the time practising.

Sian indicated her teaching style or choice of summary teaching
strategies were most likely influenced by her experience, professional

reading and different model or teaching frameworks:

Probably my experience, you know teaching this year level for a while, helping older
students who are having trouble in seeing what they should have had before they got
to year 11 and 12 having children of my own brings me down to size, also probably a
lot of things you read - um -through PETA, ARA just informational text, concept
mapping, any frameworks that can be used to help them get from one stage to the
next instead of jumping straight into summarizing.

More specifically Sian felt her purpose for summarizing was influenced

by the desire to provide skills and content teaching in a meaning context.
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Case Scenario 6

dJosephine

Introduction

Josephine teaches ohe of three year seven classes in a high fee:
religious school. The school is an independent single sex school which
caters for students from kindergarten through to year 12. In addition, to
her classroom role Josephine is deputy principal of the primary gchool.

Josephine’s interview took place in her office and took approximately
30 minutes. Josephine chose not to submit a lesson plan but was happy to
describe her lesson, Students’ samples were also not available.

Josephine has been teaching for just under 20 years. She spent most
of her teaching career in education department schools. The last five years
have seen her teaching part time and lecturing in education at a local
university. She holds a Teachers Higher Certificate, Bachelor of Education,
Graduate Diploma in Curriculum and Education Technology, and a Master
of Education.

The Nature of Summarizing

Josephine describes a summary as, ‘concise note takiné written out in
prose.” Her use of the words concise, and note taking alluded to the need to
be selective about extracting information and therefore reduce the content.
Josephine sees summarizing as an integrated reading/writing task

Josephine felt summarizing was a useful study skill. In particular she

felt writer based summaries were useful for remembering information for
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an exam or test. The writer based summary was used in her ‘ideal’ lesson in
order to facilitate recall. Josephine stated that usually she asked students
to write reader based summaries.

She had three purposes for asking students to summarize. Firstly, she
wanted her students to learn content from the material being summarized.
Secondly, she wantea to provide a realistic purpose for practising and
applying summary writing.

Basically it was linked to their writing program. [ wanted them to edit more
carefully and to take responsibility for their editing. I took an article from the
newspaper whichb was on editing and we actually used that to summarize so that
they could put it into their own writing file and underneath it I had the photocopy of
the article and their summary so that they could refer back to that while editing.

Finally she wanted her students to design a checklist they could use
when editing their own work. For this reason Josephine expected students
to produce a writer based summary. That is, a checklist of points relevant
to successful editing.

Prior to the ‘ideal’ lesson, Josephine had worked extensively on a
writing program emphasizing paragraphing skills and a reading program
emphasizing main ideas. She indicated there were a number of ways of
summarizing and the method chosen in the ‘ideal’ lesson was one of a
number she used. She believed students needed to experience different
ways of taking notes in order to generalize. She said:

It was very structured, and I wrote up the steps on the board. I look on summarizing
as a way of taking concise notes and so if they are reading something in the future
that they're going to be studying then I ask them to summarize it so its onc way of
taking notes, its done in context we've already done structured overviews of the
concept perhaps and a semantic grid so its just another way or a different purpose of
taking notes so it's one section of the whole note taking program.
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In this regard Josephine had developed summarizing by practice. She
said this lesson was not typically the way she asked students to summarize,
A more typical summarizing task was her Current Affairs session described

below:

They (students) take turns in orally presenting something of their choice on Current
events and therc's two parts toit. As a speaker and presenter their responsibility is
to make sure they have 3-4 key points or key ideas that they are going to get across,
3 ideally, maximum of 4. And they have to be clearly identified in their presentation
as this is part of their oral language and then they tell them what they are going to
tell them, tell them again, and they know how to do that and then the other girls
have a sheet and they have to write down the key points the presenter was giving.
They have to write up the key point as a summary. So the person doing the current
affairs doesn’t actually present anything in writing except if they want to have
supporting material like charts or maps. So they don't actually have to write a
summary, they see it as a bonus all the others do and then I'm collecting those. They
have a half a page and they have a format that I write up on the board.

The Provision of Instruction In Summarizing

The ‘ideal’ lesson was a language lesson of 30 minutes duration. The
lesson focus was for students to read and summarize an informational text
on editing. The article was taken from a newspaper editorial and was one
page in length,

Josephine expected her students fo skim the article to predict content.
Students were expected to extract one idea per paragraph and organize
these key words into a writer based summary. Josephine would expect her
students to use this summary as a checkliet when editing their own writing.

In the first five minutes Josephine inatructed students to skim the
article in order to get an impression. She suggested looking at the title, first
sentence in paragraph and then asked students to think of an alternative
title. Students were ins.tructed to share predictions about what they

thought the text was going to be about,
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Following this Josephine facilitated a short whole class digcussion to
confirm and justify predictions. Students were instructed to read each
paragraph and write oﬁe word or phrase which captured the essence of f,he
paragraph. Students were encouraged to wrif,e on or in the margineg of the
text. This task took about ten minutes.”

After récording key ideas students used only their key ideas to write a
sentencé in their own words. When they have finished recording sentences
Josephiﬁe reminded students to check their summaries specifically for main
ideas and grammar, Students summaries were not collected as Josephine
wanted students to retain these for personal use when editing their own
work.

Josephine believed summarizing was difficult to teaéh_and learn and
she felt sympathetic to students trying to learn how to summarize because
she recognized summarizing was also a difficult task for adults. Josephine
- was well aware of the variety of methodé of summarizing and she felt
summaries involving structured overviews and mind maps weré easier for
students. In this regard she controlled st.rategy and task variables in her
‘ideal’ lesson.

Josephine indicated her choice of summarizing strategy and the type .of
summary were influenced by her perception that summarizing was a pre-
requisite for further studies. There was also a suggestion of obligation to

teach summarizing when she said:

I think it summarizing is something they need to know and although I
might not personally prefer it, it might be someone else’s best learning
style, so and I know they'll be asked to do it, so it’s just part of the
curriculum. I think they should be able to cope with it.
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In addition Joséphine used different methods of summarizing. The
methods she mentioned ranged from the one step procedure, as was the case
1in this lesson, to concept and semantic grid and the use of writing
frameworks.

She recognized feader based summaries as being more difﬁcu]t_ for
students. For this reason she purposely chose a writer based summary
because she felt this was the first stage of summarizing. She acknowledged
the impbrtance of noté-taking and re-reading because she encouraged this
and allowed the original text to be present throughout the task. She gave
_ hér st.udents a hint about the quantity of information to be extracted by
| suggesting one idea per paragraph.

Josephine’s instructional model for summary writing was consistent
with Direct Instruction. The lesson was broken into.before, during and
after summarizing strategies. Instruction was. expli(;it and logical in nature
with Josephine clearly directing the steps. In this way a process or

procedure was described.

This bit here (this lesson) is about four steps - skim read, cue words, sentences and
evaluate. That's really what we did one discrete lesson ... Instruction I would say, it
was quite teacher directed. I was in control all the time hy me talking, writing on the
hoard. It would have been ahout a quarter I guess, the rest of the time the students
were discussing what they were doing. The evaluation part was purely my
observation of it at this stage.

All of Josephine's evaluation took place during the lesson. She was
involved in instruction and perusal. She answered students’ questions, or
offered advice if she saw the need. Summaries were not collected.

Josephine said, ‘There was no formal evaluation. It was really them going



151

through the processes that [ was keen on, 80 at this point the content was
important.’

Josephine suggested less able summarizers lack the ability to relate all
the selected information to overall topic or aim of the text. She said less

able students:

Don’t get the idea behind the paragraph. So they might have mechanical ability to
write the sentences but they might have lost the essence of what it's all about soitsa
more or less abstract.

She felt the general procedure of skim read, cue words, write was a
procedure that needed to be practised go her next lesson would be less
instructional. As a follow on from this lesson Josephine said she would
most likely spend less time instructing. She would expect to revise the
procedures but would then expect her students to carry out the

summarizing task independently. She said:

The bulk of the class would get on and do it. I might revise it. We would
talk about it and then they would get on with it and then those students
who wouldn't have a clue or still baven't grasped it they would have a

mini lesson with me. I would take it on a more personal level with them.

Future lessons would likely involve varying the type of strategy, text,

~ the task and moving students towards independent research. She said:

To follow on we would look at big books and notes and I was really locking
at it from the term of persuasive writing so we'd do a series of sessions on it
and that would be basically calling up information so key ideas, and what
they do then is have their own topics , put in key words and then they

write that out

In addition, she mentioned the need for such skills to be applied to
realistic learning contexts. She planned to use summarizing with the

introduction of another writing framework.
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We looked at a big book and notes and | was really looking at it {from the term of
persuasive writing, so we'd done a series of lessons on it and that was hasically
calling up information so key ideas and then they have their own lopics, pulin key
words and then they're going to write that out.

Josephine indicated that a lesson like her ‘ideal’ introductory lesson
would not take place very often. However, she efnphasized the need to
practise summarizing and to this end she provided at least two
opportunities per week for her students to summarize. This opportunity
was in the form of the current affair lesson. She. also mentioned the use of
structured overviews and concept maps as other forms of summarizing she

uses partiéu]arly in social stﬁdies. She felt language lessons were where
teaching points oécurred and Bogial studies topics were where sutnmariz_ing
ski]lé were applied. |

In terms of the lesson breakdown, Josephine felt this lesson was not
typical particularly with respect to the amount of time spent on instru(':tioﬁ.
Instruction took up 40% of the ‘ideal’ lesson. Josephine suggested this was
because it was an introductory lesson. Normally, she would expect to spend
only 20% of the lesson on instruction. |
| In summing up, Josephine felt summarizing was not something
students enjoyed doing but rather it was an arduous task which they had to
know how to do in order to succeed in future studies. She indicated
different students would find summarizing more pertinent to their

particular learning style.
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Case Scenario 7

Victoria

Introduction

Victoria teaches in an independent secondary school. Her scheol is a
single sex high fee religious school which caters for students from
| kindergarten to year twelve. In particular she is responsible for year 8/9
history. Her class is one of ﬁvé ye 1r eight form classes.

The interview tock place in the Social Sciences staff office. Victoria
submitted a lesson plah on the format provided, a copy of the text and three
samples of students work. Victoria has been teaching for 10 years and has a
Bachelor of Education degree.

The Nature of Summarizing

Victoria believed summarizing to be selecting the main ideas of a
given text with a structure simi_lar to the original text. She said:

A summary highlights the main details of a certain amount of material so it would
have to get over say at least a definition or an introduction in some way to say what
it is you're talking about, so if it was the Black death, what is Black death as long as
them materials actually went through that, and the article talks about the effects of
hlack death so it would list the effects... Giving the crux of the information.
" Victoria believed summarizing was a useful tool for teachers to
evaluate students’ understandings of the text. She said:

I think it shows the students have understood the work and that they're ahle to
communicate and to really explain. It also shows an understanding.

Victoria's purpose for using summarizing was largely content driven.
She wanted to evaluate students’ understandings about content and to

assess their ability to communicate their understanding. She said:.



154

I've only been teaching them for four weeks so I didn’t know a lot ahout what they
had done. 1talked with the English teachers just to see if they had done any
summarizing and they said they had a done a little. So really the purpose thig time
was to see how much and how good they were at doing it and how far they had got
on summarizing, But largely it was content. I was Lo clarify in their mindg the
content and the objectives... | wanted to see if they (students) could do it partly and
for them to get a good grasp of the information to show they have understood what
I'm talkirg about or what the article was explaining,

Victoria's definition, type of summary and purposes for summarizing
suggest she viewed summarizing as a comprehension activity because the
text and subsequent reconstruction of content were her main focus. She
was not concerned with the writing, she expected the summary to follow a
similar structure to that of the original bext.

Victoria believed summarizing Was.‘;a difficult, but important skill to

learn. She said:

People do not develop this skill to the exteni vhat it should be developed
because it is useful and it is something you need continually. At university
students still do not know how to summarize properly and they end up
writing too much. '

However, she was divided in her opinion on teaching summarizing. On
the one hand she said it was difficult because the nature of the task was
personal. She suggested the purpose for summarizing was generally to
recall and different people required different amounts of information. In
addition, she suggested everyone has their own way of summarizing.

On the other hand she said teaching summarizing was easy because it
was repetitive and there were some general guidelires like ‘Don’t write
everything down, use point form, have a definition, make lists’. In this
regard Victoria appeared to be suggesting that summarizing developed with

practice rather than through explicit teaching of strategies.
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Victoria indicated she was not aware of her students’ summarizing
skills and experiences. For this reason she had asked the English ataff
about the amount and type of instruction in summarizing. She was told her
students had ‘done a little’. Prior to this lesson Victoria said she had
introdud;zd summarizing by asking studgnts to highlight the main points on
the original text and use these ideas to write a summary. In this initial
lesson she provided specific modelling of how to select information to -

students who she perceived to be highlighting too much or too little

~information.

- The Provision_ of Instruction In Summarizing

The lesson was a normal one p.eriod higtory lesson of 50 minutes
duration. This lesson was based on the topic ‘The Middle Ages. The text
was taken from a student text book and was informational in nature. The
article was one page in length and entitled ‘Black Death’.

Victoria’s lesson was basically content oriented in which students were
reqﬁired to read to learn. Very little instruction and direction was given.

- Victoria expected her students to read and highlight the main points from
the text and organize these points into a writer based summary. In
addition, students were coming up to an exam 8o she wanted their summary
to be used as exam preparation.

Victoria's students had been working on the ‘The Middle Ages‘ theme
for several weeks. Victoria felt her students were particularly interested in
learning about the plague and had become inquisitive. For this reason she

chose to expand the topic based on their interest.
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In the first five minutes of the lesson Victoria answered questions
about an up coming test. Then she proceeded to give a verbal summary of
the Black Death. Her summary included defining the plague, when it was
prevalent, symptoms and treatments, number of deaths from Black Death,
and its effect on thé people of the time. The text was distributed and
students were instructed to read, hjghlighf the important points and write a
summary in note form. At the conclusion of the lesson stﬁdents were
Idirected to a page in their text book from which to answer two questions.

Following the instruction the students set to work independently.
Victoria circulated in order to maintain task orientation. Once the students
.were. working, Victoria took up a position at a desk at the front of the room.
She occasionally spoke to students to refocus them to the task or remind
students they were to work independently. At the end of the lesson the
summaries were collected.

Victoria acknowledged a small number of variables associated with
text, task, and the learner. She felt the Iength of the text affected students’
| abilities to process. Initially, Victoria had given her students a two page
ai‘ticle and she reported they ‘flipped out - said it was too long - we can't do
it’, so she chose another article which was one page in length with one and
half columns.

Her decision to ask students to write a writer based summary was
influenced by the structure of the original text. She says she chose this type
of summary becave: |

It didn’t havé too many parts toii. It had an initial bit which wag a
definition of sorts and then the effects were just listed so it wouldn't have
worked as well with another form like a chart
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Victoria felt lists and tables were much easier forms of gummarizing
than the writer or reader based summary. She said her students required
more guidance and practice with writer based summaries because thgy did
not seem to know whére to start. Her purpose for summarizing influenced
fhe type of éummary she asked her student to write. Victoria suggested her
teaching si_tuation had some inﬂue.nce on her teaching strategies.. ‘She

described her class as:

Very active, very high spirited, and a different type of lesson would have
gone down hetter perhaps using activities because it was the Black death
and they were very interested in it. Summarizing was a bit tame for them.

In addition she had a time constraint. It was the last lesson before é
test and therefore she had to complete the lesson in that period. She
indicated students were more concerned about the test. The lesson time
was the last lesson on a Thursday which she indicated was a bad time to
- héve a formal lesson, inferring students were tired and less able to
concentrate for a sustained period of time.

Victoria did not provide much in terms of instruction and therefore it
was difficult to determine her instructional model. She appeared to suggest
summarizing developed with practise rather than explicit and deliberate
teaching strategies. She said summarizing was:

Difficult to teach. I think its more a repetitive thing, Everyone bas their own way of
summarizing in which they interpret information, because its for you to know, its to
enable you to recall the information and some people require more information and
some require a lot less and to other people it may look eryptic so in that way its
difficult because I see it as a personal skill and the best way would be to practice,
Set down some guidelines - point forms, we don’t write down everything, things
should include a definition,
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Students’ summaries were collected at the end of the lesson. Bach
summary was graded alphabetically and Victoria had corrected spelling.
Her criteria for markilng inciuded the length, clarity of information, list
main ideas in point form, structure similar to text, neatness and the amount

of main ideas recorded by students in comparison to her own template.

I had a look, having read the article myself, I made sure they hadn’t written too
much, so if they'd copied it out, that's not summarizing... whether or not you could
understanding what it was they had written. So each point made sense. I also
considered that they had covered the main points of the article. (Interrupted - did you
have a list of main points?) Yes. AsI went through I also considered neatness
because they have got to be able tolook back at it and I did tell them to list it in
points not full sentences so they lost points if they'd sort of merged it all in together
and whether or not they'd written enough.

Although Victoria did not write comments on her students’ individual
summaries she intended discussing the areas of weakness with the whole
class. In her evaluation of students’ summaries she felt the more able
students displayed a more global understanding of the article. This was
evident in their ability to comprehend and then transfer their
understanding into writing so that others could understand. Victoria
suggested weaker students often were not able to understand or explain
their own notes.

In Victoria's evaluation of her lesson she felt the lesson did not go well,
largely due to the type of class and the time of day but she was glad she had

“done summarizing because she discovered her students lacked confidence.

She gaid:

I would use summarizing as a teaching tool rather than an end in itself.
S0 having had that type of lesson I realised that they need a lot more
practice on their summaries because it is a skill that they need to develop

as they go through school.
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In addition, she would follow up her lesson with a ten minute

discussion with her students on the areas of need in summary writing.

I will discuss with them what they need to practice. 1 will go over it and tell them
what they nced to practice and they will in the future practise alternative methods of
summarizing. I will go back to the list form. So I will spend 10 minutes talking Lo
them about it.

'The type of summary produced in this ideal’ lesson was a method
Victoria used twice a term. ‘She usually asked students to summarize in one
form or a.nother every few lessons. In this lesson Vicﬁoria asked her
students to write a summary in. note form. She usually asks students to do
this type of summary once a topic. _' She usually does two topics per term.

Victoria felt she asked students to summarize indirectly at the |
conclusion of most lessons as a means of suniming up the content objectives.
She also indicated she used different methods of summarizing every few
lessons. These different methods included making lists, charts, completing

cloze exercises and answering guide questions.

I feel it is fairly often. I often get students to start off the lesson for me and instead
of giving them a summary of what’s going on I get them to tell me what's been going
on. Tell me, actually basically a lot of questions, I've got what, where, why, who, how

~ it's happening and I get them to give me in a sentence or two to start off the lesson.
So it tests how much they remember, but in a way tests how much they've taken in
and it's a summary of what we've been doing.

Victoria felt this lesson was a fairly typical lesson. However,
sometimes the summarizing task varies or she spends more of the lesson
giving explicit directions or instructions. In this lesson time was broken

into 10% instruction and 90% practice.
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Case Scenario 8

June

Introduction

June teaches in a high fee independent single sex school, Her school

- caters for students from kindergarten to year 12 and June teaches in the

secondary part of the school. In particular, she is responsible for one of five,

year eight English classes.

June’s interview took place in the English Department offices. June
did not want her interview téped; She submitted a 1ésson plan, copy of the
student assignment and three samples of students’ work.

June has been teaching for just over 15 years and has a Diploma of
Teaching and Bachelor or Arts degree.

The Nature of Summarizing

June's main purpose for asking students to summarize was to assess
and determine students’ research skills, This specifically included their
ability to select appropriate resources, extract main ideas, organize and
develop a topic according to a given framework.

June demonstrated an integrated perspective for summarizing as she
saw the task as a research skill, In addition she is product driven with an
emphasis on both content and quality of writing.

Prior to the ‘ideal’ lesson June had not developed or taught

summarizing skills. June suggested this type of activity occurred rarely and
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was not encouraged as summarizing involved reconstruction rather than
critical analysis.

The Provision of Instruction In Summarizing

June’s lesson took place during a double period of 100 minutes
duration. The lesson was conducted in the library. Students were able to
choose their own texts. The aim of this lesson was to distribute and clarify
a research assignment.

The first five minutes of the lesson involved distributing the handout.
June gave a verbal explanation of the task. Students were able to clarify
issues with June. The remainder of the double period (95 minutes) was
spent in the library. June was available for advice and assistance.
Students worked individually on their assignment which was to be
submitted the following week.

June’s awareness of other variables which affected summarizing were
minimal. She recognized and allowed students to write on a topic that
interested them. Advice about referencing and quoting suggested students
were expected to use more than one text. The nature of the assignment and
the types of topics suggested the text should be factual and informational.
June suggested a minimum length for writing.

There was no distinct instructional model evident due to the
assessment purpose.

Evaluation was largely centred around the completed assignment. The
marking criteria was clearly explained in the student’s handout. This

included development of the topic using the structure:
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Introduction:
Aspect 1:
Aspect 2:
Aﬁpéct 3:

Conclusion.

Students were told the minimum length of the assignment was 5
paragraphs. Presentation was to be eye catching and interesting. In
addition, students were expected to use references and give a bibliography.

Although not compulsory June's comments on students’ assignments
indicated she was expecting headings, relevant i]lusﬁrations with captions,

and quotations,

Paula,
You have some interesting information but you need to set it out
clearly. Use paragraphs and headings to sort out the information
into logical seciions.

eg. appearance

habitat

feeding habits

resting habits

Ruotes?

Bibliographical?

Remember to correct spelling

June said summarizing was discouraged in the English departinen_t
because students tended to regurgitate and copy verbatim from texts. The'
nature of the English course meant students were more likely to be ehgaged
in critical analysis of literature or narrative texts. A lesson such as this
would occur irregularly as students would be expected to complete

assignments as part of their homework plan.
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- Case Scenario 9:

Jade

Introduction

Jade teaches in the secondary school and in particular year 8/9
geography classes. The secondary school is an independent single sex
school which caters for students from kindergarten through to year 12. The
school is a high fee religious school. This class is one of five, year eight fofrn
classes.

Thé interview took place in the sciencé department offices and lasted
approximately 30.minute:.8. Jade completed her lessori plan on t.he'_form
provided, supplied a sample of the text,'studer.lt work sheet and 'submitted
three samples of students’ work.

Jade has been teaching for under 5 years and has a Bachelor of Sc;ence
Honours degree.

Nature of Summarizing

Jade described summarizing as putting down the: main points. She
suggested summarizing was useful because it was a prerequisite to other
skills and activities. She said ‘it leads to so many other things. Its a good
way to put down the best of the information’.

Jade's primary purpose for teaching summarizing was content dri.ven.
She suggested the text was the source from which the information and

learning were achieved. The summary was a secondary concern.
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For students to be able to get the main poinis of what rocks were and how they were
formed. So they had to take the information from the sources they were given and to
be able to reproduce it themselves with a clear understanding of how rocks were
formed by using summanes,

Jade's definition and purposes suggested she viewed summarizing as
predominantly a comprehension taék because she emphasized selecting and
extracting content to facilitate learning rather than writing and recording.

Jade did not believe summarizing wag difficult to teach. However, she
conceded instruction or guidance was needed particularly in selecting,

appropriate information,

If you let them summarize direcily from the text they will just copy the
test rather than summarizing, so they'll copy whole chunks out of it
rather than specifically summarizing parts of it. Hence the approach
in making lists first and then moving into it that way. Because that

is something we have a lot of trouble with copying whole pieces of
information instead of gaining information they need and writing that
down,

P;ior to this lesson Jade had given a little instruction in note taking, :-
but no instructions had been given in summarizing.
The Provision of Instruction In Suncrarizing

The ‘ideal lesson was a geology lesson which took place over three
single periods of approximately 100 minutes duration, Students were given
two extracts from a school text book. This lessdn was based on the topic
Rocks and how they are formed.

dJade expected students to be able to describe features of three types of
rocks and how they are formed. In addition she wanted her students to be
able to represent the formation of a rock by drawing a diagram.

The first 10 minutes of the lesson involved activating students’

background knowledge and natural curiosity. Each table contained two
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rock samples. Students were instructed to observe, discuss and describe the
features and differences between two rocks. At the conclusion of the ‘frec
play time’ Jade introduced the correct names of the rocks.

The next 5 minutes involved Jade leading discussion on fhe types of
questions you would ask in order to discover how rocks were made and
identify their differences. Students spent a few moments in discussion
before Jade asked for questions. The questions were classified as they were
recorded on the black board. Three inquiry questions resulted from
student’s discussion which included:

Where is this type of rock found?

How are they formed?

- What is special about this rock?

In the second lesson students were given an extract on Igneous rocks.
In small groups students searched for the answers to the four questions. In
some groups, each member took responsibility for one question. The
information found was shared in note forfn and students individually wrote
their paragraph on Igneous rocks.

Finally students were referred to the part of the extract on
metamorphic rocks and students were instructed.to follow the same
procedure to individually research and write a summary on metamorphic
rocks.

Students were encouraged to draw diagrams to show how rocks were

formed. At the conclusion of the lesson a quiz took place in order to revise
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the names of rocks and how they were formed. Students work sheets were
collected for marking.

Jade was aware of text, task and learner variables, She choose two
texts, both information..al but with slightly different presentation styles,
diagrams and length. Thé texts were chosen because Jade believed they
were ‘what I thought were clearest explanations for students.”

The task variables were highlighted by Jade’s work sheet preparation.,
The work sheet asked é.tudents to record the questions, and use that format
for gathering information. In addition, the work sheet had three headings
| of types of rocks. In the first exercise she had incomplete sentences to help
students gather information, four boxes for drawing a d1agram about how
'the fock is formed, and 5 lines for the summary. In the second and third
rock types she had a heading of main points (1-4) one box for the diagram
and five lines for the summary. Finally, at fhe end of the work sheet was a
table for examples of each rock type.

Jade was aware of her students’ lack c;f famﬂjéi-ity and experience with
summarizing and this influenced her choice of teaching strategy. The step
by step procedure was used as an example of the summarizing procesé.‘ _

Jade appeared to employ teaching strategies which are more consistent
with co-operative and collaborative learning theory. Jade's lesson was |
divided into two parts. The first part of the lesson involved selection and
extraction of geological ideas, The second part involved orgahizirig that

information. Both aspects of the lesson were achieved through co-operative
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and collaborative practices that alternate between whole class and small
group practice.

Jade deliberately activated students’ hackground knowledge and their
natural curiosity with real rock samples as she endeavoured to move
naturally from what the students knew to what they do not know. She
identified and djscus_sed correct terminology. This was followed by a
discussion and formulation of questions which were then used to direct
students to search for specific information. The questions also acted as a
guide to organizing the information. Finally, as a summing up of the
content, she encouraged students to organize information into a table. Jade
gave her students a whole class practice, a small group practice and finally
the opportunity for individual practice. As a consequenée students were
able to see the whole process repeated twice before they havé to tackle the
task individually.

After the lesson, students’ work sheets were collected. Jade felt her
form of evaluation was inﬂue;lced by her purposes. Firstly, she wanted
students to read to learn content and secondly to maintain writing skills,

She said:

One of the things on going to the course as well is to maintain writing skills and the
works, so when I'm doing sections of work where we're working on paragraph writing
in this case the attempted summary, we are also looking at those skills along side all
the time because they are the things that you really come up against and not only
higher up in the school, but then through the year they are doing a piece of work and
are unable to write and express themselves in that way it is really quite important to
have the idea and be able to put them down logically and express them to be
understood.

Jade scored the work sheet with a mark out of fifteen. General

comments were made regarding missed information and sentence structure.
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In addition, Jade has inserted words when sentences do not make sense and
ticked factual information.

Jade's awareness of the skills of summarizing were highlighted when
she discussed the differences between students. She suggested. her more
able students were able to select, condense and transform inform_'ation,
whereas her less abl.e students had difficulty selecting relevant information,

therefore they cannot structure a logical and concise end product.

The stronger ones picked out all the points. They also managed to write in an
organised fashion perhaps linking sentences together properly and putting them
together in a sensible order. The other extreme, the weaker ones failed to gather
information in fact some of them had totally misunderstood the information. They
read and were unahle to interpret on their own what was given to them in the text.
So they were lacking the content, lacking understanding and many of them were
unable to structure the content properly within their paragraphs. So it was all in
bits and pieces because they were working from 2 texts. The ones in the middie had
either done one or the other. They either had not structured properly or they failed
to gather all the information.

As a follow on from this lesson Jade said she would use a table format

to summarize and presented information in a diagram.

After this lesson, I got them to drawn diagrams of rocks because it was subject rather
than summary writing orientation so we then went onto drawing diagrams but filling
in information in diagrams and also some questions to test their understanding on
the formations of rocks.

Jade indicated formal summaries would be used generaily once per.
term. She indicated her use of summarizing was dependent on the students
in the class. She said: ' in a more able class I would have given them this
sort of task more often’. However, she indicated indirect summarizing was
something that happened all the time. She mentioned other situations in
" which she asked students to summarize were for note taking purposes,
during teacher directed lessons and videos and for independent study

purposes such as homework exercises.
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We are often reading text and gaining information {rom that to answer shori
questions. T suppose we do it an awful lot in talking and viewing videos. [ prefer
videos on geography and from them we summarize the information from them and
also from my particular subject that I'm talking about. They're then asked 1o
summarize. So [ suppose we are using it an awful lot really.

This lesson was typical in terms of her purpose for asking students to
summarize. She always uses informational texts and students are able to
select and extract information from the text before it is put to one side.

Evaluation is largely based on the amount of content reproduced.

Almost the entire part of what we are doing tends to be to do with the content side of
things. Although there are many occasions when like bits we bring in like a skill
that we want to do as well but it is usually through conient that we want them to
learn, _

This lesson was not typical in terms of the time taken and the type of
| summary asked of students. The total time spent oa instruction was
approximately 30% of time, 60% of the time was spent on practice and 10%
of the time was spent on evaluation. Jade suggested the length of lessons
was influenced by the syllabus content to be éovered in r:i term. Jade said:
‘rocks tends to be 3-4 lessons within our Physical geography section in year
8 course,’

Jade recognized that her choice of teaching strategy and the process for
summanzmg were governed by her class. She said:

I've got around a very mixed ability group. Quite a few low ability
students in it and it perhaps not a techniques I would use most of the time
because they can't pick up the subject content so well by doing that... This
was the easiest way for them to pick things out.
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Case Scenario 10

Fiona

Introduction

Fiona teaches in an independent co-educational school which caters for
students from kindergarten to yeaf 12. Fiona teaches library skills to
students from _kindergarten to year 9.

’I."he interview took place in a discusgsion room and took 20 minutes.
_ Fiona submitted a lesson plan using the format provided, samples of
students’ work and a copy of the text and work sheet. |

Fiona has been teaching for 10 years and has a Bachelor ﬁf Arts,
Diploma of Teaching and a Graduate Diploma in Apﬁﬁed Science. In
addition to her teaching role she is a head of 1:,"ear 12.

The Nature of Summarizing

Fiona believed summarizing to be ‘a brief analysis of the i:ext and the
type of information and I encourage students to take out the main idea of
what they are reading’.

Fiona's purposes for summarizing suggest an integrated reading and
writing view of summarizing. Her firat purpose related to understanding
and comprehension of the information in the text. Her second purpose
related to directing students to using a particular summarizing strategy
(summary sheet) and determining its effect on students’ abilities to select
and extract content and communicate their understandings in a cohesive

report.
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For students to understand that whatl we're reading about is important that they
have a good background knowledge and that.is very valuable. A lot of novels are
superficially treated and it's good for the kids to have a good background
knowledge. I wanted a report but I did it in stages. What I did was ! gave them
what [ would like them to report back on, do they had an idea. Then | gave them
as though I was giving them gpelling, a summary sheet. My biggest prohlem with
students is plagiarism, so | gave them a framework and they jotted done the
information and key words, and the only words they could put on the sheet were
the words they understood. And then at the end, after the second or third lessan |
took the text away and they had to write from the summary sheet,

Fiona felt her role as a teacher librarian was both easy and significant
in developing summarizing skills in her students. She develops
suinmarizing gkills from year three but she feit summarizing.}was more
difficult for secondary school students because their syllabus did not
encourage a process for summarizing. Fiona felt many secondary teachers
simply told students to summarize by taking down the main points and
writing them in a report’.

Fiona had a well developed study skills program which meana she is
- well aware of the amount and typ.e of prior knowledge and experiences
students have of summarizing. She said this about her program:

Because [ have been teaching half my class note taking since year 3 and the
students who have a lot of difficulty are the students that have come in from other
schools, they are the ones who have difficulty identifying key words. I think the
most important thing that I do regularly is read the passage and say “okay what
does this passage mean to me? Do I understand what the author is trying to say?

Fiona develops selection gkills by oral reading and asking students to
summarize main ideas. Later, she models highlighting and underlining of
main ideas and the use of a summary sheet to select and extract

information.

I don’t think one type of summary is more difficult than another, but I've
done structured overviews as well and I find the summary sheet works best
because of the sub-headings. I tried to do a summary sheet without giving

~ them key words and it didn’t work very well. They still needed the
question broken down into key words,
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Fiona felt summarizing purposes should be made clear and explicit to
students. She believes there is a process for summarizing and this also
needs to be known and practised by students. She believes she is able to
achieve this through her regular contact with students during their 12
years at school.

The Provision of Instruction In Summarizing

The ‘ideal’ lesson took place with year 8 students during an English
lesson. Fiona’s class had been studying the novel The Cay. The theme of
the story is slavery and Fiona felt her students had little understanding and
knowledge about slavery so the ‘ideal’ lesson presented the opportunity for
students to gain more background knowledge about the topic. The text
came from a computerised encyclopaedia and was one page in length.

The ‘ideal’ lesson went for the duration of three lessons. Fiona
described the lesson as having an introductory teaching session, followed
by a review and practice and finally students worked independently.

In the first lesson the novel cover was used to stimulate students’
background knowledge and interest. This was done by looking at the
pictures, blurb, other words on the cover with Fiona facilitating discussion
and questioning. Following this Fiona moved to introducing the
informational text on slavery. She again questioned students in order to
stimulate background knowledge. She read the text aloud and using the
first paragraph she modelled how to highlight key ideas. Students

continued with the rest of the text.
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In the gecond lesson Fiona recapped on the information highlighted
from the previous Jesson. This was folloﬁred hy the distribution and
explanatiq_n of the summary grid sheet. In this instruction time Fiona gave
stﬁdents the purpose for summarizing. She talked about the ‘good’ points
of a summary emphasizing comﬁrehension and writing, Fiona modelled
an.swering the first guide question. Students were then instructed to read
the rest of the text and seérch for information to complete the other boxes
in the summary grid.

In the final lesson students independently completed the summary

sheet. This sheet was used to write a reader based summary.

I was introducing the novel ‘The Cay” and in it the main character was a slave

~ and the students needed to interpret about the Negro slave heritage. We talked
ahout the slave trade and I found the students were very one eyed ahout what the
slave trade was about. So hefore we started on the novel I took a piece of
“Encarta” about slaves and got them to read it. Basically to understand it and I
thought it was a good opportunity to go back and do some summarizing skills and
at the end of that exercise they were able to tell me about what the main
characters relationships were, the different sla--es, what it was like heing a slave
and what the slave trade was all about.

Fiomi was aware of the impact of text, task and learner variables.
She choe'ié the text from “Encarta” particulaﬂy because it was a long,
verbose text which students often accessed through computers. She felt
students had less experience and familiarity with this typé of text and her
intention was to provide an opportunity to process this type of text. In
addition, the content was new and although she wanted to develop
students’ background knowledge she knew this would influence StUdénts’

abilities to comprehend and make meaning from the text.

I chose this type of text because its one that's convoluted, very wordy on
purpose because this is what they have to have. I did a survey in my
clagsroom and I think about 6 and 7 of my kids have got access to computer
accessed encyclopaedias and this is what they need. They very rarely use
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non-fiction resources, 1ts easier to go to the multi-media and yetl when you
look at the multi-media style is very convoluted.

Fiona's awareness of learner variables included both the learner and
the teacher as a variables. She felt teaching conditions such as the tirﬁe of
day, the weafher and the teachers’ personal interest and purpose
influenced stude;nts’ abilities to summarize. In addition, she felt the
learner or students’ backgroUndknoWledge, experience with writing and
interest played an important part in summarizing and these factors needed
to be given consideration in developing a procedure for summarizing.

Fiona’s prerequisite lessons, the ‘ideal’ lesson procedure and her form
of evaluation suggest a model of direct instruction. Academic focus was
gained by making the purpose explicit and relevant to students.

Instruction was cumulative and inductive in nature, Beginning with the
identification of key words, moving on to note taking and culminating in
strategies to help students or.ganize notes into prose. The use of a
summary grid sheet provided a checklist approach to gathering information
and a framework from which a reader based summaf;r could be written. In
this regard instruction went from specific skills to a. process for
summarizing which students were able to transfer and apply toa variety of
different texts and tasks.

Fiona felt little evaluation took place during the lesson. Most of the
evaluation was in the form of anecdotal comments about the summary

product and whole class feedback.

There was no feedback as such. My weakest students finished in half the time,
my top student could have put one more in. The concern that I had as I was
walking around just looking over their shoulders was some of them put in a lot of
subjective ideas in their reports because we were looking at the emotive topic of
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slave trade. That was coming in and it was mainly the girls. It wasn’t until I
collected it all in and was able to sit down and evaluate their summaries. I wrote
anecdotal notes about their summaries and then gave them a grade. They were
evaluated on how they did their summary...on the actual report and they got a
mark out of fifty... The lesson after I handed out their summaries and we went
through and where I had notes some things like bits that weren’t in the text they
were able to tell me so we realised we had put a lot of ourselves into the report. So
T was able do some of the corrections there.

The criteria for marking the summaries tended to reflect

accuracy of content and writing skills.

The criteria was, did they answer the question? Were they able to cover who, what
where and how? Was it accurate? Was it in their own words? Was there continuity of
the facts? Was it objective? How much objective was there in the report and just
general presentation of spelling, punctuation and grammar. But I don’t put too much
emphasis on spelling and punctuation. To me we're still at the stage of looking at

taking key facts and putting them in their own words.

Fiona submitted a handwritten anecdotal evaluation sheet. This
contained students’ names and a comment regarding their summary.

Example:

Brionny - very subjeclive

Jas - put a lot of personal insight into his report

Adam- limited notes - completed exercise in 20 minutes

She intended using these notes to discuss the summaries with her
whole class the day after the ideal lesson. This was an oral evaluation
intended to provide students with common pitfalls writers face as they seek
to produce text.

Fiona felt less able students were not able to fully comprehend what
they were reading therefore it was difficult for them to organize
information logically and cohesli-vely. They tended to highlight too much

information and become emotive and subjective about the information.
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My best students I can tell by their summary sheet. Before I even look at their report

Ilooked at the summary sheet and I can tell just by the way they have asterisked or

put things in order they’re the ones that got the most out of it. MY weakest students |
were all over the place, this person here and that person’s words there.. They started |
to formulate the idea of a report as they were doing their summary yet not as logical

as the others

Fiona was pleased with the way her lesson went, particularly the
reports. She felt the reports demonstrated an understanding of the main
character of the novel and students were able to discuss slavery as a result
of their research into slavery. As a follow on from this lesson she would
continue practising the procedure. This would be accomplished in a
narrative form as they were abouf to begin reading the novel. She felt this
procedure could also be advocated and encouraged in independent research
such as assignments as she felt the practice element was important in
developing summarizing skills. She said her emphasis would shift from
note taking to providing experiences with writing frameworks to help

improve students’ writing.

I wouldn’t do note taking. I would leave it now because what’s happening now is we'll
Iook at our novel so students are siill summarizing. In first term we looked at
chapter notes, so we were summarizing each chapter, but in note form, there were no
sentences so they are not used to that so we will move on to that now.

In future she would continue to provide opportunities for
summarizing but these would most likely eventuate as did this lesson, from
the need to develop appropriate background knowledge.

Fiona used her library lessons to teach primary school students to
identify key words and information from narrative and informational texts.
Fiona felt her students were invblved in quite a lot of summarizing. In her

role as librarian, she often reads to her classes and asks them to
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Case Scenario Eleven

Bill

Introduction

Bill teaches in an independent low fee co-educational school. The
school caters for students from kindergarten to year twelve, with Bill's area
of responsibility being secondary science. In addition, Bill holds a key
administrator’s role.

The interview took place in his office and took approximately 20
minutes. Bill submitted a lesson plan according to the proforma supplied
and seven samples of students’ summaries.

Bill has been teaching for over 30 years in a range of schools across
Australia. He has a Bachelor of Science degree.

Nature of Summarizing
Bill described summarizing as the selection of key information based

on a teaching or learning purpose. He said:

A summary for me is a child’s effort to gather together key information that is
relevant to what I'm trying to develop into an understanding so that they can put it
together in a paragraph, graph, series of short points, the main ideas of teaching.

Bill believed summarizing was a critical skill especially where large
amounts of content and concepts needing to be understood, which is the

case in science. He said:

I think in science where there is a huge body of knowledge, particularly now where
we're trying to teach process rather than content, it’s critical. It can actually show
me the children who understand the principles being discussed rather than just
quote the example of what happened. So a summary is important.
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Bill's definition of a summary and his purposes for asking students to
summarize indicated he viewed summarizing as an integrated reading and
writing task. Firstly Bill was keen to use the text to complement the
concept or content he was trying to teach his students. He said it was
typical to follow a practical application with a reading from the text book in
order to reinforce the knowledge.

In this lesson I was interested in them having the ability to talk about non-metals
because most students had a good idea about what a metal is and can do but few can
talk about non-metals, so in a sense a series of nots, not this, not that, is a way of

saying all those things that metals can do, non-metals can not do, so we build up the
concept.

In the past Bill has used a table to extract information. The use of a
table in the ‘ideal’ lesson suggests Bill believes practice is important if
students were to generalize the skills and reinforce the concept of
dichotomous separation. In this regard comprehension of content was his
focus.

The procedure was largely one where they had to read. They had an example on the
board of the notion of dichotomous separation to refer back to as a guide. Essentially
it was to read and to show understanding that certain properties describe a metal,
that material had certain properties, so we gathered that information.

Thirdly he choose a writer based summary or more specifically a table
format to guide students in their selection of appropriate information. He
again confirmed the need for content when he indicated he wanted the
properties of metal and non-metals to be listed in point form in order to
facilitate recall and understanding.

Prior to the ‘ideal’ lesson Bill had developed summarizing skills as a

result of practice of the procedure. The procedure for selecting information
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remained constant over the year. Students were given the dichotomous
separation criteria ie. metals and non-metals and this was used to extract
relevant properties. Bill said he deliberately chose to repeat the procedure
as it reinforced the concept of dichotomous separation.

The Provision Of Instruction In Summarizing

The ‘ideal ‘ lesson was a 40 minute year eight chemistry class. The
current topic being classification of matter according to properties. Bill
referred to this as ‘dichotomous key separation’. The text was a science text
book and the extract was one page in length.

The first five minutes of the lesson were taken up with an oral revision
of the properties of metals. This was followed by discussion about the use of
a dichotomous key (table) as a guide to determining differences between one
thing and another.

Students were given two objects which essentially represented a metal
and a non-metal. Students discussed the differences and formulated
appropriate questions to guide them. Bill facilitated this discussion because
he particularly wanted students to understand the properties and
characteristics.

Students were instructed to read an article in their text book related to
metals and non-metals with the purpose of extracting more properties
which distinguished metals from non-metals. Students were instructed to
use the dichotomous key to record information. This was collected at the
conclusion of the lesson.

We had done a lot of work in previous lessons on the dichotomous key which is
separation of things into groups by looking at differences between them. We had
reached the point of looking at this information in a table. A table as an example of
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two different types of materials and their properties. This lesson was a combination
of applying and introducing that idea.

Bill's lesson plan suggested evaluation took place when
students’ summaries were collected and evaluated at the conclusion
of the lesson. Some evaluation took place half way through the
lesson when Bill stopped students to share responses, which
inevitably redirected some students or provided extra ideas for
others.
Bill feels summarizing is a difficult but important skill to teach. He
feels that whilst people naturally classify and categorize information this
does not transfer easily to study areas. He believes it is difficult to teach

summarizing because of students’ interest.

Yes it is difficult for the reasons I've already sort of said. It seems to be a natural way
that forever we categorise people, our friends, our work, our dislikes and likes what
we wear or wont wear whatever, hot and cold, good and bad cars we always
categorise so the skill is there. We do it naturally but when we turn it into specific
areas to seems to me it becomes almost a question of interest. Categories of
refinement we do easily. I think it is a very important skill.

Bill provided instruction which took into consideration strategy, text
and task variables. Bill's strategy for summarizing was predominantly
directed questioning. He began his lesson with a ‘hands on’ lesson in which
students physically classified materials. This was followed by the
formulation of questions to direct inquiry. The formulation of questions
gave students a framework for organizing the information they extracted
from the text. He did not have a choice about the type of text he asked
students to read as it was a set student text book. However, Bill liked the

text book because it had a similar text structure and style through out the
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book. Bill felt this structure reinforced the concept of dichotomous

separation.

I did not have a choice about the text as it is the set text. The whole text book has
been chosen deliberately because it moves away from conflict based presentations to
a whole lot of skill which are consistent though out the text and skill development.

In addition, Bill was aware of the influence of vocabulary and jargon

on students’ abilities to read to understand.

Key words are to me summarizing. You need a degree of literacy with regard to the
material you're using, if you haven’t got that you're lost. The text is vital to the whole
thing and the simpler words. I think kids understand categories fairly well but I
don’t think they handle modern words and new names. They just say well that's a
new I don’t know what that means, Oh it’s just another word for an element. So I
think literacy and the quality of the text book are important

Bill indicated students found certain types of summaries easier to do.
In particular he chose the writer based summary in a table format because
his main objective was for his students to understand and learn the
content. He felt asking students to write full sentence summaries called on
writing skills which complicated his purpose.

Yes it’s been my experience that summarizing data in written prose is harder. The
kids were presented with two sources, one was a well written prose and the other
was a table and they were given nine questions. One half of the class were given the
table and the other were given the written material. So I think kids do learn that
putting things into tables is easier. They can pick from written prose into a table,
going the other way I find kids refuse. They don’t know how to expand the
information into a written form.

Bill's understanding about summarizing suggested he believed
summarizing skills developed with practice rather than with explicit and
deliberate teaching strategies. In this regard his instructional model did
not demonstrate characteristics specific to any one model.

Bill indicated evaluation took place after the lesson in the form of

collected student summaries which were scored out of 36 and received an
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annotated comment. The score was determined hy the number of correct
properties, which Bill had identified as 36 in number.

Anecdotal comments reflected the degree to which students had been
accurate in selecting properties and offers of advice for less able students.
Bill felt less able students did'not understand the concept of properties,
however he was pleased with the lesson as he felt most students were able

to distinguish prdperties and apply the concept to the topic of this lesson.

In d.iscussin'g the difference between less and more able students, Bill
gignalled the difference as being their understanding and application of the

| task.

The best students show a clear understanding of what the task is which is to look for
universal properties or conditions which lie across all categories. The weaker
students show no real understanding in this particular case of the fact that metals
and non-metals are different and to look for things which make these different. They
simply listed the names of the elements in the table... I asked them why did you put
sodium copper sulphate here? Coz it was on the paper? They just didn’t understand

the task.

Bill was a little disappointed with the lesson because one third of his

class had found the task difficult to do.

In terms of the lesson, the majornity of kids like to do it so in that sense it was a good
experience, it wasn't a drudge thing for them and they were keen to show they were
getting hold of the idea, particularly those who got started late and once they had
heard a few good answers they picked up the notion. So I was pleased with the
lesson, But I was disappointed because one third of the kids found it hard. This book
requires a degree of literacy and I think it brought home to me the notion of interest.

Bill indicated the need to continucusly refer back to classification and
to practice applying it in different situations in order to reinforce students’
understanding. He suggested that summarizing was something which was

done almost daily it the form of graphs and learning journals.

This is the hasis of science teaching. Rather than teach straight content knowledge
we're teaching a method of separating any sort of material into categories... We would
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summarize daily using graphical representations... In some ways we emphasise
journal when we've worked with materials and you should be able to say what you
have learnt so the conclusion would be an example of I understand this about this
material.

Bill felt summarizing took place indirectly on a daily basis. This was
largely accomplished by graphical representation (pie and bar and column
graphs) and the conclusion which resulted from each practical experiment.
In terms of the ‘ideal’ lesson, Bill indicated this type of lesson typically
occurred once or twice a term and the theme of dichotomous separation was
consistent in order to develop the concept. The break down of the lesson
was 37 % instruction, 63 % practice and no evaluation took place during

the lesson.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Data Analysis

Introduction
The literature review looked at past research studies and teacher
reference materials in order to determine how summarizing had been
thought about and taught in the past. How summarizing was viewed is
described as the Nature of Summarizing. The literature reviewed the
nature of summarizing by considering:
¢ definitions and terminology for summarizing;

e purposes for summarizing; and

¢ types and characteristics of summaries

How summarizing was taught was described as the Provision for
Instruction in Summarizing. The literature reviewed the provision of
instruction in summarizing by considering:

e summarizing skills and their development;
e manipulation and control of variables related to procedures, text,
task, strategy and learner;

e instructional models;



186

e methods and criteria for evaluating students’ summaries; and

e frequency, regularity and subject areas in which summarizing

took place.

This organization and information was relevant to research
questions one and two. The nature and provision of instruction in
summarizing as it was reviewed in the literature was summarized in a

table forxhat.

In this study the data analysis took place in a similar manner to a
review of the literature. However, where the literature review used past
research studies and teacher reference materials, this study used
information in the case scenarios. The tables generated in the literature
review provided a potential basis from which data from this study could
be organized and analysed. However, where this study’s participants’
responses did not match the categories generated from the literature
review, new categories were created. The new categories appear as

italics in tables 12-22.

Each of the subheadings associated with the Nature of Summarizing
and the Provision of Instruction in Summarizing begins by explaining the
source of data. That is, either/or lessons plans, interview transcripts,
and/or students’ evaluated samples. Following the source of information

is a table, Each subheading associated with the nature and provision of
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instruction has its own table, and whilst the tables have their own unique
categories, their organization is the same. For example, the first column
describes the categories , and each subsequent column refers to a
participant teacher. The teacher appears as a code number. For example
Leonardo is represented as t1, Marie is t2 etc. Where a case study
teacher shows evidence of the data categories, a shaded cell appears.
Data was analysed statistically to determine patterns and trends. A

description of these patterns and trends follows each table.

Research question three refers to differences between year levels in
terms of the nature and provision of instruction in summarizing. In this
section, characteristics and trends specific to upper primary and lower
secondary participants are identified and discussed. The primary
teachers in this study are represented by t1-t6 and t7-t11 represent the
secondary teachers.

This chapter begins with an analysis of data pertaining the research
question one which describes the Nature of Summarizing. Following the
Nature of Summarizing is data analysis pertaining to research question
two - the Provision of Instruction in Summarizing. A summary appears at
the conclusion of each section eﬁtitled Nature of Summarizing and
Prouision of Instruction in Summarizing. Finally, data analysis

concludes with an analysis of data pertinent to research question three -
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the difference between the nature and provision of instruction in

summarizing in upper primary and lower secondary school.

Nature of Summarizing
Definitions of Summarizing.
The teacher’s definitions and perspectives for summarizing were
predominantly collected from the structured interview. All teachers were
asked: ‘What is a summary? Table 12 summarizes the data answering

this question.

When explaining their understandings of a summary, ten teachers used
the term summary. Three teachers used note taking and one teacher used
the term analysis. Note taking and analysis were new terms given for a

summary by teachers in this study.

Five teachers alluded to the length of a summary as being concise,
brief or short. Séven teachers agreed that a summary should contain

main, important or key ideas.

Three teachers described the summary product as containing the
crux, essence or guts of the article which suggests that selection and
rating of main ideas is influenced by the textual significance of that
information. In contrast, three teachers used the term relevant which
suggests selection and rating of main ideas is governed by the pui'pose for

summarizing, For example, Sian wanted her students to learn about
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and teacher reference materials. In addition, most teachers in this study
viewed summarizing as an integrated reading and writing task.

Purposes for Summarizing.

Information pertinent to the teacher’s purposes for summarizing was
gathered from the lesson plan proforma, structured interview transcripts
and students’ ‘evaluated summaries. The proforma lesson pians
specifically asked teachers to record aims, objectives and purposes of their
lesson, however this proforma was not compulsory. In addition, teachers
were specifically asked the following question in the structured interview
‘ What was your purpose for asking students to summarize? Finally,
teachers’ criteria for assessment and evaluation of students’ summaries
provided further evidence of the various teachers’ purposes for
summarizing.

Table 13 summarizes the purposes for summarizing.

As can be seén, the teachers’ purposes for summarizing were similar
to those found in the literature review with only one new classification
apparent. This study indicates that ‘ developing an awareness of learning
from texts’ was an additional purpose for using summarizing not
suggested by the literature reviewed for this study.

The most common purpose for asking students to summarize was
assess and/or evaluate the amount of information recalled. Nine of the

eleven teachers chose this purpose. Eight of the eleven teachers
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Of the rﬁne teachers who reported recall of information as a purpose, five
of these teachers also wanted to develop students’ abilities to learn from
texts. Of these five teachers, three teachers indicated practice as a
purpose for summarizing.

Types of Summarizing.

The types of summaries used by teachers were determined by an
examination of lesson plans, interview transcripts and students’ samples.
In these lesson plans teachers were asked to outline their lesson aims,
objectives and purposes. In addition, teachers were asked to outline their
methods for evaluating students’ summaries and performance criteria. In
the structured interview teachers were also asked about their teaching
objectives, purposes and evaluation criteria. Teachers were asked the
following three questions:

1. What type of summary were students asked to do?

2. Why did you choose this particular summary type?

3. How typical is it for you to ask students to produce this type of
summary?

Students’ samples were examined for comments which provided
evidence supporting the characteristics of the summary advocated. Table
14 shows the types of summarizing found in the literature review. This

study added five new categories to those found in the literature review.
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Ten out of eleven teachers advocated the use of writer based
summaries. More specifically, six of the nine teachers encouraged
students to use a point format. The second most common format was
-tabling, use of symbols and guide questions.

Eight teachers chose a reader based summary as their format.

Seven out of the eight teachers developed a reader based summary from a
previously written wrifer based summary.

That is, students were required to extract information in note form
first and then to produce a full sentence summary from their notes. In
addition, these five teachers providea students with a writing framework
to organize their notes into the reader based summary. Teachers were
asked if the type of summary used in their ‘ideal lesson’ was typical of
summarizing lessons they carried out. Seven out of eleven teachers
reported that the type of summary used in their ‘ideal lesson’ was typical.
Five out of those seven usually ask students to extract information from a
text using a writer based summary (notes) prior to producing a reader
based summary. The types of summaries used by teachers on other
occasions included the use of oral summaries, guide questions, tables or
use of a text’s structure to extract information, and journal writing as a

record of learning.

The types of summaries found in this study were consistent with the

types of summaries found in the literature review. The data collected
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from the teachers supported the literature review findings which showed
the type of summary was heavily influenced by the purpose of

summarizing and the prospective audience.

Overview of the Nature of Summarizing.

The teacher’s definitions of summarizing were consistent with those
found in the literature. Summarizing was described by participants as
the seleétion, extraction, and organization of main ideas. The literature
review suggested that main ideas referred to those ideas which an adult
or expert reader would classify as textually significant. This study found
teachers were divided in their opinion about main ideas. Half the
teachers described m_ajn ideas as being textually significant whilst the
other half referred to main ideas as having contextual relevance to the
purpose. In this regard a summary is seen as a concise reconstruction of
the main ideas from a given text in accordance with the purpose for
summarizing which may be text based or driven by some other purpose.

The types of summaries suggested in this study were also consistent
with those suggested in the literature. The most common and typical
types of summaries were writer based in which the main ideas extracted
from a text were written in an abbreviated form. However, most of the
teachers used writer based summaries to develop reader based

summaries. In particular, writing frameworks were a common method of
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organizing notes from the writer based summary into a reader based-
summary.

The purposes for which summarizing was used were also consistent
with those suggested by past research purposes. Teachers were
predominantly interested in a summary as the product of comprehension
and recall. This was reflected in the number of teachers who wanted
students to summarize in order to develop student’s awareness of how to
learn from a text. This was not a purpose mentioned in the literature.
Interestingly, all teachers had more than one purpose for asking students
to summarize. The other purposes included the need to practise
summarizing and to improve students’ writing. The multiple purposes and
move to a more general and realistic application for summarizing suggest
a shift in teachers emphasis that was not represented in past literature.

In terms of the first research question, this study found that the
teachers’ knowledge and understanding about the nature of summarizing
was consistent with the literature. Despite the fact that teacher reference
materials provided little instructional information about the nature of
summarizing, teachers were clear and consistent about the nature and

context for using summarizing.
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Provision of Instruction In Summarizing

This section relates directly to research question two, which
describes the extent to which teachers are providing instruction in

summarizing

Summarizing Skills and Their Development

In order to determine teachers’ understandings and knowledge about
summarizing skills and how they develop, teachers’ lesson lplans and
interview transcripts were analysed. Both the lesson plan and the
structured interview asked teachers to describe their objectives, purposes
and format of each lesson. In addition, teachers were asked to describe
what prior summarizing knowledge, skills and experiences they had
provided for their students. The structured interview also asked teachers
about their understanding of summarizing skills, £heir opinions about the
level of difficulty of summarizing and any proposed follow up to the ‘ideal’
lesson. Students’ summaries were analysed for comments/advice which
reﬂeclted or acknowledged the development of summarizing skills.

Table 15 describes how teachers developed summarizing skills
during the ‘ideal’ lesson. Table 16 describes how teachers developed
summarizing skills prior to the ‘ideal’ lesson and Table 17 provides
further information about how summarizing skills are developed through

proposed follow up lessons.
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Development of Summarizing skills During the “Ideal” Lesson

The literature review identified selection, condensing/ combining and
transforming of information as the main indicators of development.

Selection Skills

In the literature review selection skills were described as being
instructions which encouraged students to recbgm'ze trivial aﬁd
redundant information resulting in students selecting textually
significant information such as key words.

In this study, eight teachers encouraged selection skills by providing
teacher directed questions or headings. Three teachers eluded to key
words as being textually significant ideas. Two teachers suggested
students use one word to déscribe the main idea in each paragraph.

In conclusion, it appears that teachers in this study did not provide
students with explicit instruction or strategies for identifying the types of
information w1th1n a text that would result in students selecting textually
significant information. That is , students were not told how to discern
trivial and redundant information.

Condensing Skills

In order to identify the use of condensing skills, this study looked for

instruction which encouraged students to abbreviate and combine ideas
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predetermined Wrifing plans such as a report framework to select and
organize information extracted from a text. For example the report

_ writing framework asked questions relating to the three categories:

GENERALIZATION - Define what it is?
DESCRIPTION - Describe the important features.
SUMMARIZING COMMENT - What makes it unique?

Three teachers acknowledged the use of rating ideas as a strategy for
including and combining ideas. This was achieved primarily through
student.é engaging in oral discussion about the relevant importance of
selected ideas.

A third strategy, which was also new, was the use of a table or
semantic grid to condense information. Students were given a chart with
predetermined headings along the axis. Fér example, Jade gave her
students a chart with thé horizontal axis having three columns for each of
the types of rock (metamorphic, sedimentary, and igneous). The vertical
axis was organized into three columns which stated description, where
found, how it was formed? The intention was to guide the student’s
selection of information relevant to each rock type. The use of a table to
condense information was not mentioned in the literature review.

The fourth strategy encouraged by two teachers was the use of a
symbol or a diagram to represent information and ideas. Presumably this

method of condensing information was used to link ideas, facilitate

memory or recall and in recognition of different learning styles.
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Transforming.Skills

Transformation skills were identified as instruction which

- encouraged students to infer or invent topic sentences and/or the top level
structure of the original text. In this study five transformation skills
were encouraged, three of which were new categories used by eight of the
teachers.

The most popular skill encouraged by four- teachers was the use of
guide questions. Through the guide questions, three teachers used the
structure of the original text in order to focus on the gist of the text and
supporting information. Three teachers encouraged students to write
summaries in their own words by removing the original text and making
students rely on their own summaries. Other teachers either encouraged
students to retell the text in their own words, write a summary from the
prepared table or invent a topic sentence for each paragraph.

One teacher, teacher one, encouraged three transforming skills,
which included: inferring the text's structure; using symbols to record
relevant information and; recalling the text after the original text was
removed. The remaining seven teachers encouraged either the use of a
table, the text’s structure or g1ﬁde questions. Three teachers did not

encourage students to use any transformation skills.
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Conclusions From the Use of Summarizing Skills During the “Ideal ¢

Lesson

In summing up, there were five strategies which implied teachers
were encouraging selection skills, four implying condensing skiils and
five implying transforming skills. In this regard teachers appeared to be
encouraging the three summarizing skills, however these were
manifested in strategies rather than explicit acknowledgment of the
skills,

The separation of summarizing skills into selection, condensing and
transforming is debateable as many of the instructions or strategies
assisted students to bring all three skills into play without explicit
acknowledgment of these skills. The latter finding was consistent with
the literature. For example teachers used writing plans, tables and guide
questions to assist students in focussing attention on what information to
select and how much information to include. Finally, with the original
text removed, the writing plan, table and guide questions provided a
structure to assist with the transformation of information.

Development of Summarizing Skills Prior to the “Ideal” Lesson

In order to further determine the development of summarizing skills
teachers were asked about prior knowledge, skills and experiences they
had provided students with which were relevant to summarizing, This

information is summarized in Table 16.
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Although all teachérs asked for a written éummary in their ‘ideal’ lesson,
five teachers reported their students had experienced other types of
summarizing. The other types of summarizing included recounting
info;'mation heard or viewed, such as class news, current events reports
or lectures. Three teachers reported asking students to give verbal
summaries. In particular, the development of informational writing skills
appeared to dominate summarizing experienceé of students in this study.
That is, six teachers had previously provided students with writing
frameworks to help them extract and organize information from a given
text. Two teachers mentioned using summarizing in a variety of content
areas.

Teachers varied in how much experience they had previously
provided for their students in order to develop their summarizing skills.
Five teachers reported students as having more than five previous
experiences with written summaries, four teachers reported students
having less than four experiences and two teachers reported they had not

provided any previous summarizing experiences.

Development of Summarizing Skills as Proposed by Teachers in

Follow-up Lessons.

The summarizing skills which teachers said they would develop in

subsequent lessons are described in Table 17.
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summarizing skills in the oral mode. Interestingly, teachers were divided
in their opinions about the difficulty of summar}zing. Six teachers felt
summarizing was difficult for students to do and five teachers felt

summarizing was easy to do.

Conclusions From the Development of Summarizing Skills

In conclusion summarizing was developed by teachers breaking up
the task into stepé or strategies. Firstly, teachers tended to teach
strategiés which implied selection skills, This involved the identification
of key words at the sentence level before progressing to main ideas at the
paragraph level. Following the development of selection strategies,
teachers taught strategies which incorporated condensing and
transforming skills. This involved writing frameworks, tables or guide
guestions being used to organize information. Again, condensing and
transforming skills were implied in the strategies teachers were
encouraging. Teachers in this study did not refer to a particular strategy
being a way of ‘condensing’ or ‘transforming’ information from a given
text.

In this study summarizing skills were not taught as obviously as was
apparent in the research studies described in the literature review.
Teachers did not deliberately plan their lesson knowing that as they used
a particular strategy they were developing selection, condensing or

combining skills, Nor did teachers articulate that summarizing involved
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three main strategies.and that as students used a particular strategy they
were in fact selecting, condensing or transforming. Teachers’ did not
-‘ appear to know about the three summarizing skills and as a result
instruction incorporated these implicitly through the use of general
strategies which were part of their teaching repertoire.
Manipulation And Control Of Variables Involved In Summarizing.
The literature listed strategy, text, task, and learner related factors
of the cﬁapter as variables which impacted on a student’s ability to
summarize. This secﬁon aimed to identify which variables teachers were
aware of and therefore controlled. In this study teachers’ knowledge
about these variables was obtained from an analysis of the kinds of
variables which they controlled in their ‘ideal’ lessons. Knowledge of this
control was confirmed further in the structured interview whereby
teachers were specifically asked what variables influenced students’
abilities to summarize.

Strategy Related Variables

The strategy related variable refers to the summarizing procedures
teachers encouraged students to use as they were summarizing. Data
relating to this procedure were collected directly from the ‘ideal ‘ lesson
plan and confirmed in the structured interview when teachers were asked
to describe what happened in the acfual ‘ideal’ lesson and the typical

nature of the procedure they used for summarizing. The information
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collected from this study is summarized in Table 18. This section

revealed no new categories.

" Table 18

Summarizing Strategies Encouraged By Teachers
t1 -primary - t6  t7 -secondary - t11
1 [t2[t3 |t4 [t5 {t6 [t7 [t8 |t9 [t10 [t11

No strategy
Given a definition of summary 2
Given questions to answer/ direct inquiry ‘ 5 |1
Given a expert’s summary 1
One step strategy
One idea per paragraph : 2
Using a prescribed structure

1. Extract using graphic outline 3
2. Extract using a graphic metaphor

3. Extract using a writing framework

4. Extract using a top level structure

5. Extract using a concept map

Set of rules

1. Determine purpose for summarizing

Delete trivia/ redundant information

Combine/ condense lists/ events

Select/ invent topic sentences

Combined strategies

[y

1. Activate known information 1

Do

Formulate questions
Search for answers in text

ol L

w
QO [ OU o |t
w

2. Establish a context for reading & summarizing 2

Read & brainstorm recall 2

Re-read and add/ delete information 3
Discuss appropriate writing structure 4

U |0 N =
00 [~ |OO|OV | [0 [N f=at

Classify and organize information according to 5
writing plan

[=]]
©
w

Polish summary- check spelling grammar 6

3. Skim and predict content 1

Read, cover, recite, check
Tdentify topic sentence

Identify supporting information

Note take

4. Identify characteristics of a good summary 3

Read and draw symbols in margins or highlight text|l 3

Make an outline from notes 4 4

Use a suitable writing framework

5. Identify key words related to topic. 1

Classify words 2

Identify purpose for summarizing

Organize information using the word classifications 3

Write summary from notes 4 4 16
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Eight teachefs used combined procedures. The combined
approaches used by teachers genefally involved before, during and after
summarizing activities. The before summarizing activities were designed
to prepare students for the type of info:mation they would receive in the
text and to activate students’ background knowledge about what they
already knew about the topic. Orientation tasks took the form of
providing students with a purpose or context for summarizing,
idenﬁfﬁng and defining jargon and practical hands on tasks.

Five teachers activated students’ prior knowledge by providing a
purpose or context for summarizing, This was generally achieved by
asking students to predict vocabuIaJ;y, structure or organization of the
text and/or content and formulating inquiry questions. For example Sian
asked her students what they knew about Cambodia. She asked students
to think about the sort of information necessary for researching a coﬁntry

The sorts of information were grouped to form headings which were
then turned into inquiry questions. Fiona conducted a brainstorming
session in which students articulated their knowledge and understanding
about slavery. Both activities served to activate in-head knowledge and to
formulate questions which directed inquiry as they read the given texts.

Four teachers activated students’ background knowledge of key

words associated with the text by identifying and defining key vocabulary.
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Sometimes this involved skimming and scanning the original text, other
times the teacher provided a list of the vocabulary for discussion.

Three teachers provided a context for students by asking students to
participate in practical activities related to the information to be
presented in the text. For example, Alice gave students the opportunity
for free experimental play with compasses and protractors. Jade and Bill
asked students to classify rocks and scientific apparatus.

Activities carried out during summarizing were designed to assist
students select and organize information. These activities included
directed inquiry, and read and recall. The emphasis during summarizing
was on the production of notes or fa-cts. Four teachers used directed
inquiry whilst summarizing. This took the form of questions and
headings to direct students to the type of information needed. Three
teachers encouraged students to read and brainstorm remembered facts
from the text. This was followed by re-reading to clarify and find more
relevant information. Teachers using this procedure encouraged
information to be recorded in note form. The next step was the provision
of a writing framework or outline from which the notes could be
organized. This summarizing procedure emphasised the writing aspect of
summarizing and the need to condense and transform information.

Activities carried out after summarizing included polishing the notes

and information and mostly required rewriting of the summary. These
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activities involved.checking for cohesive structure and editing. Four
teachers asked students to classify information into headings and
reorganize or order information into a logical structure. Four teachers
encouraged an editing format which involved checking sentence sense,
spelling, grammar and punctuation. Two teachers in this study did not
| encourage a procedure for summarizing but simply expected students to
know how to go about summarizing. One teacher combined skimming
and predicting content as a before strategy, followed by selection of one
idea per paragraph during summarizing, and finally the polishing of the

summary.

Text, Task and Learner Related Variables.

Teachers were aware of text, task and learner related variables.
Table 19 summarizes the control of other variables. Text and task related
variables were controlled slightly more than learner related variables,
with text and task variables registering 23 instances each as opposed to
learner variables being controlled in 16 instances.

In relation to text related variables, nine teachers understood that
the structure of an informational text was less familiar and therefore
more difficult for students to summarize than a narrative text. Teachers
choose informational texts because of the students’ lack of familiarity and
because this type of text was traditionally associated with learning

content. Six teachers acknowledged that unfamiliar content interfered
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students copying {*erbatim and so they chose to remove the original text in
order to encourage understanding.

The most common learner related variable was the importance of
activating students’ background knowledge about either the structure or
the content of the given text to be read or summarized. Seven teachers
reported this as a deliberate strategy to orientate readers to the text. Five
teachers felt students’ interests and attitudes towards texts and tasks
were inﬂuential and so they attempted to choose texts which reflected
students’ interests.

Instructional Models Used By Teachers

In order to determine the instructional model used by each teacher
information was gathered from the ‘ideal’ lesson plan, structured
interview and samples of students’ summaries. The ‘ideal ‘ lesson ‘
provided information regarding purpose and procedures for summarizing,
delivery style, and the development of summarizing skills. The structured
interview asked teachers to articulate what influenced their choice of text
and summary type, task and procedure, time allocation and method of
evaluation. The sample summaries confirmed what teachers were looking
for in terms of ‘good’ summarizing skills. Table 20 summarizes the results
of this study.

In this study the teachers used one or more of the following models:

. metacognitive instruction;



. direct instruction: and

. collaborative or co-operative instruction,

Six teachers used one model only. Three teachers used
characteristics from all three models and two teachers did not use any
model. No teachers demonstrated all of the characteristics from each
model.

Three teachers used a direct instruction model only. They were
teacher six, eight and ten. The most common characteristics being:

. academic focus

*  explicit instruction

. accumulative skill development

. use of a checklist to carry out summarizing task

Two teachers, teacher three and four, used only a metacognitive

instruction model. The most common characteristics were:
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¢  clear explicit instruction on when and where to use strategies

. modelling of the procedure by an ‘expert’

. modelling of compensatory strategies

. opportunity to practice the whole procedure
* regular and informative feedback

. self-monitoring checklists
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One teacher uéed a co-operative /collaborative instructional model
and demonstrated the following characteristics:

. explicit instruction

e  teacher directed instruction

. team practice of task

. goal similarity

. resource interdependence

e role inter‘dependence

. face to face interaction

individual accountability

Three teachers demonstrated characteristics from all three
instructional models and thus they used a combined instructional model.
The number of characteristics ranged from one to six. However between
the three teaéhers most of the characteristics from direct instruction and
all of the characteristics from metacognitive and co-operative
instructional models were used.

In relation to past research studies this study suggests teachers are
using instructional models similar to those involved in past research. The
teachers in this study equally used characteristics from both direct
instructional models and a combination of characteristics from all three
instructional models. It is hypothesized that with the significant teacher

in-servicing and education over the past ten years in areas such as
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Effective Reading in the Content Areas (Morris & Stewart-Dore, 1984),
First Steps, Stepping Out (1992) and Co-operative/collaborative learning,
that many of the teachers in this study chose and used strategies because
they knew them to be ‘ best practice’ and able to produce a desirable
pedagogical outcome.

This eclectic approach to teaching summarizing was not as evident
in research studies largely because the scientific contexts have been
controlled and contrived. Research tends to be purpose driven to test the
effect of an instructioﬁal design on the summarizing skills of its
participants. Ig contrast, teachers in this study had multiple purposes
involving the development of comprehension, communication and writing
gkills, building students’ knowledge base and with the constraints of an
overcrowded curriculum. Hence the need to combine effective and
efficient practices from a range of courses.

Method And Criteria For Evaluating Students’ Summaries.

Information relating to the way in which teachers evaluated
students’ summaries was gained from the structured interview and from
samples of students’ summaries. In the structured interview teachers
were asked for their opinions about their lesson, how evaluation was
carried out during the ‘ideal’ lesson, criteria for marking students’
summaries, an information about any differences they noted between the

less and more able students, and about the content and structure of any
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follow up lessons. In addition, comments on students’ summaries
provided further information about the criteria teachers used to assess
students’ work. Table 21 summarizes how the teachers evaluated the
students’ summaries.

Six new categories emerged from this study. The new categories
included effort and attitude, the ability to transfer notes into writing, and
the use of technical vocabulary. The other three categories related to how
and wheﬁ evaluation was carried out. In class evaluation took the form of
over the shoulder marking and advice, collection of students’ summaries
and marking them in the absence of the student aﬁd no evaluation of
students summaries,

In this study eight of the eleven teachers collected students’
summaries and evaluated these away from the students. Two teachers
indicated that evaluation took place during the lesson in the form of over
the shoulder marking. One teacher did not assess or evaluate the
students’ summaries.

With regards to teachers’ criteria for evaluating their students’
summaries, eight teachers mentioned the need for main ideas to be
recorded. Six teachers indicated the summary needed to make sense and
therefore have a logical and organized sentence structure. Six teachers
also indicated spelling was important. Four teachers suggested that the

main ideas should be those an expert would include in a summary.
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Four teachers noted accuracy of details as important and three
teachers felt students should use their own words, be able to answer a
quiz or recall information and summaries should be neat.

In general, this study found that beacher’é tended to use anecdotal
assessment rather than the criteria specific form of evaluation used in
research studies. The anecdotal assessment reflects the multipie
purposes of practical teaching situations. Teachers comments reflected
the inﬂﬁence of teaching objectives from previous and current lessons,
standards of expectation in terms of neatness, presentation, spelling, and
school policy.

Frequency, Regularity, Length of Lesson and Curriculum Areas

The regularity and frequency of the summarizing task refers to how
often summarizing is carried out. Information gathefed from interview
transcripts showed how often summarizing tasks were carried out in the
classroom. The results are shown in Table 22.

The degree to which summarizing took place ranged from daily to
irregularly., Three teachers reported carrying out some form of
summarizing on a daily basis. Two teachers reported carrying out
summarizing every six weeks (once per topic) and two teachers reported
carrying out summarizing irregularly (perhaps once in seven weeks). The
remaining teachers used summarizing: once a week: once a fortnight: once

a month; and once a term,
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Lesson time refers to both the total lesson time and the breakdown of
the actual lesson time into time spent on instruction, practice and
evaluation. As the literature review suggested lesson time is problematic
because it is greatly influenced by timetable constraints which may
result in the summary being completed outside of the classroom situation,
However the teachers’ lesson plans and interviews showed that the actual
lesson times ranged from 30 - 120 minutes. The average lesson was
approﬁmately 70 minutes long, with most teachers taking lessons
between 50 and 100 minutes lessons.

Other teachers reported lessons lasting: 30: 40: 70: 80: 110: and 120
minutes. Two teachers each took lessons lasting 50 minutes and three
teachers took lessons of 100 minutes duration.

The length of time spent on summarizing appeared to be dependent
on the text, topic and students’ interests. Five teachers reported students’
interest in either the text or the content as influencing the length of time
spent summarizing. In this regard, length of the summarizing lesson did
not appear to be a variable teachers were particularly worried about
controlling. Teachers in this study indicated other variables, such as
purpose, text, topic and students’ interests were more influential and
important.

The breakdown of the time spent on instruction, practice and

evaluation, was also problematic, and affected by teachers’ purposes. For
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example, instructibn time dominated in lessons in which students
received inStrﬁction or training. In contrast, there was minimal time
given by teachers to instruction in lessons where the summarizing
strategy was being practised. Teacher instruction time ranged from 5-
66% of the total time. The average time given to instruction in a lesson
was 30%. Seven out of eleven teachers reported this as typical of the way
in which they allocated time to instruction.

Thé amount of time spent practising ranged from 50-90% of the
actual lesson time. Six teachers.indicated practice times between 60- 70
% of the lesson. Eight of the eleven teachers reported the time students
spent practising or actually summarizing as typical.

The amount of time spent on evaluation ranged from 0 - 20%. Three
teachers indicated evaluation times of 10 % of the total time, and five
teachers reported evaluation did not take place during the lesson, This
was reported to be typical in ten out of eleven cases.

In terms of the curriculum areas associated with summarizing, it
was important to note that although primary teachers are responsible for
teaching across most content areas, secondary teachers were fairly
equally represented in each of the content areas. For example there were
two teachers each from Science and English/library departments and one

from the Social Studies department.
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In t.hié. study the 'curl.'iculum areas in which sum mafi’.’éing took place
most often were Social Studies and English, with five teachers each
reporting this as the subject area where the actual summafizing lesson
took place. Science was the third most popular cufriculum area in which
summarizing was taught. Mathematics was one area not mentioned in
the literature review.

Ih addition, teachera were asked if there were any other subject
areas in which sumn:;arizing was used. Six teac_hers reported
éummarizing was integrated across aeveral subject areas, five reported
Social Studies and English, three reported Science and Library as an
additional area, and two teachers ihdicated homework or indépendent
study as further area.

As this question was also influenced by the teacher’s content area, it
~ is interesting to note that only two teachers reported using summarizing
in one subject area only, two teachers used summari;zing in two subject
areas, one teacher each used summarizing in three, four and five
different areas and one teacher reported using summarizing in all areas.

Ten out of eleven teachers used informational texts. The other case
was a mathematics lesson in which no text was used. Five out of the |

eleven teachera reported this as typical.
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Overview of the Provision of Instruction in Summarizing,

The types of summarizing skills implied in thie study were
consistent with past research. Selection skills were the main typee of
skills develop.ed in stude'ni;s!a.. All teachers encouraged at least one skill for
gelecting information. Teacﬁers’ directed students to textually important
information by using writing frameworks, tables and guide questions.
Condensing and transforming skills were implied slightly less than
selection skills, Condensing and transforming skills were implied when
teachers imposed a writing framework, table or guide questions to assist
students in organizing information. Three teachers did not provide any
strategies/instruction to assist students in condensing or transforming |
information.

The teachers’ understanding of the development of summarizing
skills was interesting. Half the teachers believed summarizing was
difficult to do, yet most agreed summarizing developed with practice.
Summarizing skills were developed over a relatively short period of time,
beginning with selection skills and building up to integrated condensing
and transforming skills. Following the ‘ideal’ lesson most teachers felt
their students were confident in summarizing and hence follow up lessons
would provide opportunities to practise and apply skills rather than |

instruction on summarizing skills,
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In terms of the procedures teach_ers encouraged students to follow as
they engaged in summarizing, most teachers in this study used a
’ _cOmbined approach to teaching summarizing. This finding was not
consistent with the literature. Past studies tended to use either
metécognit;ive or direct instruction approaches ﬁossibly as their purposes
were to determine the effect of this type of instruction on students’

.. aum'maries. In contrast, teachers in this study had multiple purposes

involving the development of reading, writing and communication skﬂls.
The significant teacher inservicing ﬁnd education in areas such as First
Steps, Stepping Out and Co-operative learning strategies may have
influenced teachers to combine ‘best practice’ from the approaches
suggested above.

Participating teachers tended to encourage before, during aﬁd after
summarizing activities. This approach is similar to the strategy Effective
Reading In the Content Areas suggested by Morris and Stewart-Dore
(1984). Before summarizing activities are designed to orientate students
to the summarizing task. Teachers participating in this study established
a purpose or context for summarizing by identifying significant
vocabulary or providing practical hands on tasks. During summarizing
activities are designed to aasist students in the gelection and organization
of factual information. Teachers participating in this study provided

students with either a framework for directing their inquiry or read and
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recall strategies. After summarizing activities are designed to polish the
summary product. Teachers in this study encourag__ed_ students to check
cohesiﬁe structure of the_ir writing and edit.

Teachers in this study wére well aware of the impact of text, task
and learner variables. They believed that informational text structures
were difficult for students to deal with because they were not as familiar
with these texts. As a consequence, teachers deliberafely set about
familiarising students with informational text structures. Teachers were
also aware that students found writer based summaries easier than
reader based summaries and so they deliberately chose to develop reader
based summaries in an effort to improve writing and provide meaningful
writing opportunities, Teachers in this study also recognized the
importance of activating students’ background knowledge and orientating
students to the task. In addition, teachers recognized student interest
and gttitude as an influential variable and so teachers chose reading
materials of interest or intrigue to students.

Again teachers participating in this gstudy used characteristics from
all three instructional models suggested by the research. However,
teachers tended to combine characteristics from all three models or they
used pure direct instruction approaches to teaching summarizing.

Metacognitive and co-operative instruction was less apparent.
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In terms of how teachers evaluated students’ summaries, teachers in
this study used criteri;: which were consistent with the literature in that
teachers were mostly concerned with the number of main ideas and the
quality of writing. They indicated their criteria for marking was
developed by compéring students’ main. ideas with their own
interpretation of the main ideas related to the. summarizing purpose.
Samples of students’ summaries also indicated teachers were evaluating
summaries for content, in particular textually signiﬁcant facts that an
expert /teacher would include in a summary.

With respect to evaluation teachers in this study used slightly
different strategies from the literature. Teachers in this study tended to
use anecdotal comments relevant to a wider criteria than research
studies. Comments reflected past and current teaching objectives,
students reading and writing skills and abilities, and standards of
presentation, spelling etc expected of the various schools. Teachers felt a
good summary was one that made sense, was logically developed and
organized with correct spelling and punctuation.

Summarizing was carried out as often as suggested by the literature.
The amount of time spent summarizing ranged from daily to irregularly,
with actual lesson time ranging from 30-120 minutes. The range in

regularity, frequency and lesson time was influenced by timetable
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constraints, the integratioq of reading, writing and content focus and
influence from other variables such as the text, topic and student interest.
The fact that teachers used summarizing in an integrated reading/
writihg context in English, Social Studieé and Science could be
attributable to the emphasis in WA education over the past 10 years.
This emphasis has been on integrated curriculum development such as
Co-operative Learning, ERICA (1984), and the influences of
developmental literacy learning in the form of First Steps (1992).

Difference Between The Nature And Provision Of Instruction In

Upper Primary And Lower Secondary Classes

The following section examines data relating to the differences
between upper primary and lower secondary classes in terms of the
nature and provision of instruction in summarizing. Data was analysed
to compare the responses made by upper primary and lower secondary

teachers.

Differences Between The Nature Of Summarizing In Upper

Primary And Lower Secondary Classes.

Subtle differences were noted between primary and secondary
teachers in the way they define summarizing. Both primary and
secondary teachers agreed that summaries contained main ideas. The
difference between primary and secondary teachers is more apparent in a

comparison of the definitions suggested by Leonardo (upper primary
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teacher) and Jade (secondary teacher). Leonardo described summarizing

as.

Getting the guts of the information out - the main ideas. Do you understand it? Do
you know what the article is about? Can you recall that topic or what that person
just spoke about? Are you able to take out key information?

Jade described summarizing as ‘putting down the main points’.

Apart from the obv_ious amount of description, Leonardo's definition
suggests a more complex definition of Burﬁmarizing with reference to self
questioning and active engagement being expected of students.

Primary teachers would also have more purposes for summarizing
than secondary teachers. Five of the six upper primary teaphers
articulated four purposes for summarizing, whilst lower secondary
teachers had a range of between two and four purposes. The most
common reasons used by primary teachers for summarizing were to
develop an awareness of learning from texts; provide opportunities for
students to practise summarizing; and to determine the amount and type
of content being recalled, understood or learnt. This was followed by
three of the six primary teachers expressing the need to assess or improve
writing skills, | |

Secondary teachers used summarizing to help students recall
content and to assess writing. Four out of five secondary teachers had
recall and assessment of writing as a purpose for summarizing. Three
teachers indicated their purpose for summarizing was to practise

summarizing. This difference supports the suggestion that primary
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teachers were developing and practicing summarizing skills, whereas
lower secondary teachers used summarizing as a study tool.

Primar_y and secondary teachers emphasized djfferent aapects of the
su’mmari.zin.g task, with primary teachers focussing on process and
secondary -;c;eachers on content. For example primary teachers viewed
sum:ﬁarizing as an integrated rcading and writing process whereby equal
emphasis was placed on the selection (reading) and organization (writing)
of information as part of a step by step process approach to summarizing.
Primary teachers usually required studénts to expand the writer based
summary into a reader based summary. Secondary teachers appeared to
be more concerned about the type of content extracted and the ability of
students to recall and use the mforﬁafion, therefore the summary
product was often left in abbreviated note forms such as guide ciuestions
and tables.

In an analysis of the differences between the other types of
summaries used both primary and secondary teachers reported using a
si.milar number and variety of summary types. Primary teachers used
writing frameworks, learning journals, oral summaries, tables, texts’
structure, projects and book reviews. Secondary teachers reported using
guide questions, text structure, graphs, tables, oral, book reviews and

Iisi:s.
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The Difference Between The Provision Of Instruction in Upper

Primary And Lower Secondary Teachers

Generally, primary teachers encouraged the application of a greater
number of summarizing skills 't.han secondafy teachers. Interms ofthe
n_uiﬁber of '.teacﬂhers encou.ragi ng 'p'articular summarizing skills, primary
| .teachers encouraged alniost-twice ag many skiils as secohdary teachers.

The gréater number of skills being' developed in the primary classes |
reflects their ernp.hasis'on summarizing pfocess rather than content..
In tertns_ of orientation skills, primary and secondary téache_rs wére
g simila.r. Ten priniary' teachers encouraged _s_ele'ction skills as opposed to
five sé;:oi;dary teachers. Eight pri_marf; teachers encouraged éondensing |
- skills as op.'posed_td fouf seéoridary teaf_:hers and séven primary teachers
N e_ricoi:i-a_ged transformation skills as opposed to th;'ee secondary teéchers.
'The types and variety of dfiéntat_ion, condensing and transforming
| ékj_lls developed were different betweeﬁ pﬁma.ry and secdndary teach.ér's.
Iﬁ the orientation phase primary teachers ¢hose id'e.ntif_yi.n'g key words,
énd purpose as orientation skills; whereas secon'da'ry.teachers favoured
practical applications such as classifying rocks prior to introducing thé_
text. There were differences in strategies for cohderiéing informétion.‘
Primary teachers encouraged students to rate ideas and use writing
frameworks to condense and combine ideas, whereas secnndary teachers |

encouraged students to use tables to organize information. In
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transforming information primary teachers preferred to impose a top level
 structure or writing framework in order assist students in organizing
information. Whereas, secondary teachers encouraged students to
transform information by answering guide questions in their own words.

Pri;nary and secondary teachers used similar selection skills such as
guide questions and identification of textually sigrﬁﬁcant ideas.

The majn difference between the development of summarizing skills
was the step by step process approach taken by primary teachers as
opposed to the content emphasis taken by secondary teachers. The
primary teachers divided the summarizing process intp sub skills and
taught summarizing from orientation, selecting, condensing through to
transforming into a reader based summary. Whereaé, secondary teachers
appeared to short cut the process by guiding students’ inquiries to specific
information and condensing and transforming that information into
readily recallable chunks of information.

The number of instances when students had been asked to
summarize prior to the ‘ideal’ lesson suggested that primary teachers
were more inclined to ask students to summarize. Five of the primary
teachers indicated they had asked students to summarize prior to the
‘ideal’ lesson on more than five occasions. In contrast, two out of the five
secondary teachers had not previously provided an opportunity for their

students to summarize and the remaining three secondary teachers



provided less than four other opportunities for students to write
gummaries,

The analysis of teachers’ .proposed follow ilp lessona showed that
both primary and secondary teachers agreed that further practicc was
necessary. Primary teachers tended to focus on fhe whole summarizing
process and ite application to. other subject areas in order to practice the
process, whilst secondary teachers suggested further practice take place
with a change iﬁ style sﬁch as .a narrative text, a table or a graph style.
Interestingly, two primary teachers suggested summarizing was a
developmental aki]l_ whilst secondary teachers did not acknowledge this
suggestion at all.

The main difference between the summarizing procedui'es advocated
by upper primary and lower secondary teachers appears to be in the
.variety and number of strategies encouraged within a particular
procedure. Secondary teachers either did not suggest a procedure for
summarizing (two teachers) or they suggested a three step procedure
which involved students thinking about what they already knew about a
particular topic, use of guide questions to direct inquiry and then the
production of a writer based summary to facilitate recall.

In contrast, primary teachers tended to encourage combined
approaches to summarizing. Three procedures emerged which had

between four and nine steps,
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The first procedure involved establishing a reading/ summarizing
context, reading and recalling, re-reading and supplementing information,
use of a writing framework to organize information extracted from the
text, followed by editing and improving the summary. A second procedure
iniro]ved identifying and classifying key word meanings prior to reading,
and after reading organizing supplementary information into the
classifications. The final procedures involved activating known
information, formulating questions to direct reading and inquiry,
establishing the purpose for summarizing, reading, recalling, re-reading,
supplementing information and use of a writing framework to organize
information extracted from the text. Mosf of the procedures used by
primary teachers involved developing a writer based summary into a
reader based summary.

The control and manipulation of other variables indicated there
were differences in the number and type of variables being controlled.
Primary teachers tended to control task and strategy variables as opposed
to secondary teachers understanding about text and learner variables.
Again this would seem to confirm and support the different emphasis with
respect to process and content. Primary teachers controlled and
manipulated the procedure for summarizing and integration of reading

and writing skills. In contrast, secondary teachers controlled and
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manipulated aspects of the text and attempted to link new information
from texts with Btuﬂents’ existing knowledge about particular topics.

* This atﬁdy found that upper prima'ry. and lower secondary classes
used different instructional models. The main differences. in instructional
models were the types and number of models used. All primary teachers
" -used one or more of the instructidnal mOdels. One primary teacher used
only a direct instruction model. .Two primary teachers used only a
metacognitive instructidnai model. The remaining primary teachers
demonstrated characteristics from all three instructional models,
therefore employing combined approaches instruction in summarizing.

In contrast, no secondary teachers employed any characteristics of
metacognitive instruction. ’I‘woﬁaecondary teachers.uséd only a direct
instruction model and one secondary teacher employed characteristics
associated with collaborative instructional models. The remaiﬁ_ing two
gecondary teachers did not demonstrate charact_eristiéa from any of the
instructional models,

This appears to suggest that in terma of the provision of instruction
in summarizing secondary teachers placed greater emphasis on the
content and practice of surnmarizing as opposed to the explicit teaching of
summarizing processes and skills evident in the primary teachers |
instruction. Again, the use of an instructional model which emphaéises.

explicit instruction on when, where, why and how to go about
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gummarizing supports a process and skills approach to the provision of
instruction. This study suggests there is a significant decrease in the
~ provision of instruction once students go to secondary school.

In terms of evaluation it appears both primary and sacondary
teachers indicated a similar methods and marking criteria for students
summaries. However primary teachers were more detailed in their |
comments and were more inclined than secondary teachers to make

comments with regard to sentences making sense and being logical.
Generally, summaries were coﬂécted for marking in the form of anecdotal
feedback to students. Primary teachers’ comments reflected the need for
summaries to make sense and have logical sentence structure and
organization. Secondary teachers reflected the amount and type of
information inctuded by students which teachers rated as textually
important.

The main difference in the regularity and frequency of the
summarizing task was that primary teachers tended to ask students to

summarize more frequently and regularly. Primary teachers reported

- . using summarizing daily, weekly and fortnightly as opposed to secondary

teachers who used summarizing monthly, or leas frequently every six
weeks and irregularly. The differences between lesson time and break
down indicated primary and secondary teachers had similar lesson

lengths of between 73 and 80 minutes duration. Teachers’ lessons were
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broken into one third instruction, two thirds practice and minimal in class

evaluation.
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CHAPTER SIX

Discussion

This study chose to investigate the nature and provision of instruction in
summarizing because it is a general skill with wide applications both in and
outside of educational settings. Summarizing is something people do as they
listen to conversations, relate experiences and events to others, read and view
materials and texts. As students progress through their schooling the ability
to summarize becomes increasingly important as they are expected to learn
independently from a variety texts.

Past research studies suggest students find summarizing difficult because
it is a multi- disciplined task involving the integration of high order cognitive
gkills. Summarizing involves comprehension, reconstruction and composition
gkills. In addition, strategy, text and learner variables influence and
contribute to the complexity of the task.

Experimental research has demonstrated that the number of textually
significant ideas and the quality of students’ writing can be affected by the
manipulation and control of strategy, text, task and the learner variables.
These research studies concluded that summarizing instruction needed to be
explicitly taught as it involved strategic development and regular practice.

One of the reasons for carrying out this study was the fact that the

conclusions from previous research were not fully reflected in teacher reference
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and support documents. Very few teacher reference materials make mention of
the three summarizing skills (selecting, condensing and transforming), the
influence of instructional models, various strategies and the interdependence
of strategy, text and learner variables on the development of summarizing
gkills (Hidi & Anderson, 1996; Bergin, 1992). Even successful procedures such
as Effective Reading in the Content Areas (Morris & Stewart- Dore, 1984) and
First Steps (1992) do not specifically mention skills involved in summarizing

. and how these develop. Instead these procedures tend to provide effective and
practical strategies such as those mentioned in Morris & Stewart-Dore’s
Extracting and Organizing component and First Step’s writing frameworks.
With teacher reference material being somewhat elusive and implicit about
background knowledge and details concerned with the nature and provision of
instruction in summarizing, it is possible to hypothesize that teachers may not
be cognizant of the complex nature of summarizing. This might, in turn,
influence the provision of instruction in summarizing. Therefore, this study
aimed to investigate teachers’ understandings about the nature and provision
of instruction in summarizing for students in upper primary and lower
secondary schools. In addition and somewhat uniquely, this study sought to
determine if there were differences between the natui'e and provision of
instruction for teachers in upper primary and lower secondary school settings.

Teachers in this study showed similar understandings about the nature of

summarizing to those suggested in the research. However, in this study
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teaching purpose greatly influenced how teachers carried out instruction in
summarizing. Firstly, teachers in this study tended to have multiple purposes
for asking students to summarize, which suggests teachers were utilizing the
components of the summarizing task to facilitate multiple outcomes. These
outcomes ranged from specific reading/writing outcomes to more generalistic
outcomes such as development of critical thinking and research skills.

Secondly, the multiple purposes influenced teachers’ actions in the
following ways: emphasis with regard to process, procedure, content and
product; perceptions of summarizing as a reading, writing or integrated task;"
definition of main ideas as either contextually or textually significant ideas:
and the type of summary to be produced.

Thirdly, particular teaching purposes tended to match with different
understandings about the nature of summarizing. For example, where a
teacher’s purpose was to provide reading/ writing skills instruction in realistic
contexts, their emphasis was on the whole summarizing process. These
teachers defined main ideas as factual information relevant to the context
rather than relevant to the text. They also tended to develop reader based
summaries from writer based summaries. The clustering of characteristics
related to the nature of summarizing is explored further in the provision of
instruction in summarizing.

Finally, whilst the summarizing activities used by teachers were

influenced by their purpose, the use of selection, condensing and transforming
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gkills were implicitly rather than explicitly evident. That is, the skills were
implied in the strategies teachers encouraged their students to engage in,
however the skills and corresponding strategies were not explicitly
acknowledged and identified to students. In this regard teachers were not
explicitly developing a metacognitive understanding about what skills were
involved in summarizing.

When describing the provision for instruction in summarizing, this study
found most teachers were providing instruction from a variety of instructional
and theoretical models. This was consistent with the research studies. In
particular, the employment of before, during and after strategies might be
attributed to the Effective Reading In Content Areas strategies used by
teachers in the 80’'s and early 90’s ( Morris & Stewart-Dore, 1984). Also
evident in this study was the use of writing frameworks to assist students’
extraction and organization of information. This influence is possibly due to
professional development in First Steps and Stepping Out, which has been
wide spread throughout Western Australian schools during the 90’s.

As was the case with the nature of summarizing, characteristics related to
the provision of instruction were again influenced by the teachers’ purpose for
asking students to summarize. This resulted in particular strategies,
instructional models, evaluation techniques and task regularity/frequency

appearing with particular purposes.
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The significance of this study and therefore its contribution to new theory
is the apparent clustering of characteristics related to the nature and provision
of instruction in summarizing according to the various teaching purposes.
Closer examination of teaching purposes and their particular nature and
provision of instruction were also found to be developmental. That is, the
matching of particular orientations with year level teachers suggests a
decrease in the provision of instruction in summarizing as students get older.
This appears to result from the nature of summarizing changing from having
process and procedural purposes in the primary school to having content and
application purposes in the secondary school. It seems, that once the process
and procedures are in place, practice and refinement follows, until such time as
teachers believe students are able to carry out the task independently. In this
study, instruction in the process and procedures for summarizing tended to
take place in the upper primary classes, with further practice and refinement
taking place in secondary classes. That is, teachers in upper primary school
tended to provide practical and generalistic knowledge and understandings
about summarizing. They integrated reading/ writing outcomes and attempted
to develop students’ awareness of the whole process of summarizing. This was
followed by a shift in emphasis to the actual procedures and strategies for
summarizing. Secondary teachers, assuming the skills and procedures were in

place, proceeded to apply summarizing to situations involving independent
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learning from texts. Secondary teachers focussed on the content and student’s
ability to recall and/or utilize the information extracted from the text.

From this study, the clustering of characteristics related to the nature
and provision of instruction in summarizing identified four teaching
orientations. Each orientation has a different teaching purpose which
subsequently influenced how teachers thought about summarizing, the context
in which it was presented and the amount and type of instruction and
evaluation. The four orientations were described as Integrated, Task, Content
and Assessment orientated. Whilst the teacher behaviours tended to cluster
into four orientations, it is important to note that these divisions could be
considered somewhat arbitrary as some teachers displayed characteristics from
more than one orientation.

The characteristics of the four teaching orientations found in this study
are elaborated in the following section. A summary of the characteristics of the
four orientations are tabled in Appendix VI,

Integrated Orientation

The Integrated orientation purpose for summarizing is to improve
students’ self control and awareness of learning through speaking, listening,
reading, viewing and writing. Students write summaries in order to learn how
to select, extract and organize information. The emphases is on summarizing
as a process of learning. Summarizing is used in a variety of contexts,

therefore main ideas are factual information related to the context. For
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example Sian wanted her students to learn about the geography of Cambodia,
main ideas were identified as information about the landforms and clima.t,e.
The type of summary also varies according to the purpose. -

Summarizing skills are systematically developed and appli.ed to many
different situations. It is used in different subject areas an.d in both oral and
written contexts. The emphasis is to provide students with the opportunity to
geﬁeralize and apply the skills to independent learniqg situations. -Students,
are encouraged to be éctive, aware and reapongible for both their learning and
application of summarizing skills. The teacher’s role is to act as an instructor
‘and facilitator, Evaluation involves continuous assessment/advice and support
éa well as opportunities for self and peer assessment. This particular
orientation is driven by a metacognitive instructional model. Students are
encouraged to use and apply the summarizing procedures to é variety of |
different situations, and therefore, summarizing is said to occur all the_ liifne.
Variables are not controlled, but knowledge about the inﬂueﬁceé of texts, task,
procedure and the learner are highlighted by the teacher so that students can

-apply and adapt the summarizing procedure to suit their purpose or task.

In this study one teacher, Leonardo, exhibited most clearly the

charactenstics consiatent with this orientation.
Task Orientation
The teachers with a Task orientation focus on the process for

summarizing. These teachers emphasize the procedures for summarizing.
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Their purpose for asking students to summarize is to provide or develop
_ .s.tfuteg'ies to assist reading, comprehension and writing or to deterrnine the
effect of training or intervention, Summaries are either reader or writer based
depending on whether the strategies have a reading or writing emphasié.
More sumrﬁarizing skills are utilized as the strategies are develdped
_syst’ematically.. This systematic_ development of skil]s:s.is manifested in the form
of a geries of steps for which students are required to develop independent
' 'mastery before moving on to the next step. The procedure for summarizing
‘was often developed over a number of lessons.
Inai:ruction' is concerned with the task or procedure for summarizing.
Students are taught strategies for identifying key words, uée of structured
~ overviews to organize key information, and how. to transform extrapted
information into prose. Teachers with this orientation ofi;en use direct
instructional techniques, however, the same outcome can incorporate co-
operative learning strategies. Assessment takes place during the lesson in the
form of ‘over the shoulder’ advice and support. The criteria for evaluation is
related to the mastery of the procedure for summarizing. For example,
teachers reward students verbally and anecdotally for the way they identify
key words or use their structured overview. Once the whole procedure is
known, teachers will provide students with a checklist for self assessment of
their summaries. Completed summaries are marked and detailed anecdotal

feed back is given to students. As already indicated in this study teachers with
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this orientation develop lessons systematically and regularly. They also give
students the opportunity to practise weekly or fortnightly. As teachers
developed lessons strategically, they control the texts and task aspects of
summarizing.

In this study three teachers, Maria, Josephine and F iona exhibited
characteristics of the Task Orientated approach. Maria and Josephine are
primary teachers and Fiona is secondary teacher.

Content Orientation

Teachers with a Content orientation focus on the content or Iinformation
present in the actual summary. A teacher’s main purpose for asking students
to suinmafize is that étudents learn and recall facts and details relevant to a
particular topic. To a lesser degree teachers asked students to write
summaries in order to clarify meaning or isolate important information,
-however, the actual information is still the signiﬁcant factor. In order to
facilitate recall students are usually encouraged to summarize using a note
form which included abbreviations or symbols. Since recall of information is
the desired outcome selecting and condensing are the main ski].lé. emphasized.

Summarizing skills are developed through practice rather than
strategically developed. Instruction is characterized by its simpli_c'ity‘
Teachers usually suggest a one step strategy such as highlight the important
information or delete unimportant information and copy remaining ideas. In

addition, teachers direct inquiry by providing students with guide questions or
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a table. While there is no distinct ingtructional model evident in this
orientation, teachers will clarify students' understanding about the concept of
a summary by stating what a summary is and looks like. As the recall of
information is important in this orientation evaluation takes the form of a quiz,
recall tests involving essays and short answer questionin.g. Students will write
summaries”aa a means of Ire'vising a topic and as such this task is not often
asked of students.

In this study, Victoria, Bill and Jade were representative of a content
orientated teacher. Interestingly, all three teachers are secondary teachers.

Assessment Orientation

Teachers with an Assessﬁlent Orientation emphaaize the prqduct or
summary as the most significant aspect of the task. That is, teachers ask
students to summarize in order to assess either the type of information in the
summary or the quality of writing. Summaries tended to be reader based
summaries with little or no consideration given to summarizing skills or their
development. Tasks tend to be ‘one off’ tasks with no follow up. For example,
teachers may ask students to complete a summary as an assignment.

With respect to instruction, few strategies or procedures are suggested to
students. Students are basically left to their own devices and understanding
about a task. An instructional model is not evident. The criteria for marking
is not made explicit to students as the teacher’s purpose is to assess skills or

knowledge. As already indicated preliminary lessons outlining the structure,
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purposes and processes involved in summary writing usually have not
occurred. Similarly, there are no follow up lessons to fine tune students’
understanding of i;hese aspects. Aa students work independently, variables
such as thé type of text, presence of original text, time, procedures, choice of
topics are left to the student’s discretion,

The case study teacher most representative of this orientation was June
because she simply outlined the assignment to hér students and provided them
with class time to complete the task.

Links With Past Research

Past research studies have tended to investigate what students do as they
summarize, how summarizing skills develop and the ixﬁpadt of manipulating
variables on students’ summary writing, Conclusions drawn from this |
research suggest that summarizing is a high order skill needing explicit and
strategic instruction and practice. Past research further concluded that if
students are left to their own devices, summarizing skills will deveiop slowly
and emerge later. This study used the findings of past research to investigate
and discover what teachers understood about the nature of summarizing, the
degree to which instruction was provided and whether there were any
instructional differences between upper primary and lower secondary teaéhera.
In its approach, this study tried to capture what was really happening in the
contexts of the classroom and describe this in case scenarios. An analysis of

the data from the eleven case scenarios describes four teaching orientations.
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The orientations represent the different nature and instructional style of
: summarizing shown by these teachers.
The differences between upper primary and lower gecondary teachers
| discovéred in the course of this study, suggest strategic instruction in
summarizing decreases as students progress through their schooling. Primary
teachers tended to be mdre akills orientated in their approach to summarizing
and as such they provided atratég‘ic, systematic instruction and practice in
' summ.arizing. In contrast, secondary teachers tended to emphasize conﬁent
anﬂ so they provided less explicit instruction in summarizing and instead
focused on students being able to recall and apply content from texts.
.Th(;:‘ primary teachers participating in this sﬁudy tended t.o. us8e a process
approach to teaching summarizing. They taught students about where, when,
WHy and how to go about summarizing, Teachers wanted students to be aware
of the strategies for extracting and organizing information from a text. To a
.lesser dégree teachers wanted students to use texts to learn content and
improve their writing. For this reason, teachers encouraged students to
produce and develop reader based summaries from the shorter writer based
summary. Teachers provided scaffolds for selecting, condensing and
transforming gkills, These skills were strategically developed until a
procedure or process was in place. Teachers provided strategies which
supported the development of a summarizing procedure. Students were often

required to master a number of prerequisite skills such as key word
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identification and note taking, hefore orchestrating these skills to form a
procedure for summarizing. Summarizing was carried out regularly each week
or fortnight and in a varjety of different contexts. It is quite possible that this
process approach to summarizing is an outcome of recent intensive in-servicing
df Western Australian primary school teachers in First Steps.

“Secondary school teachers emphasized content or knowledge. Their
purpose for asking'students to summarize was usually to facilitate the :learning
and recall of content, therefore t;eacheré tended to use writer based sumlﬁaries
which emphasized selection and condensing of information. There was often
little or no instruction pmﬁded to develop summarizing skills and teachers
were generally not 80 concerned about how students went about summarizing.
Such instruction as existed tended to be limited to one step strategies which
involved teachers guiding and directing student’s inquiry. In addition,
summarizing took place infrequently as little as once pev term. Students’

- summaries were evaluated according to the selection of appropriate content.
The disparity shown between primary and secondary teachers with
respect to the provision of instruction indicates a concern if this trend is a |
reflection of the education system. This may mean that if students have not
sufficiently learnt the skills or procedures for summarizing by the end of
primary school it is unlikely that further complex instruction in summarizing
will take place. In addition, it is likely that given the nature and provision of

ingtruction in summarizing evident in this study, that secondary teachers have



and will assume that students have sufficiently and effectively developed
summarizing skills and procedures by the time they leave primary school.

- Itis important to note that neither the primary nor the secondary
téachérs explicitly identified selecting, condénsing, and transforming as the
majo;' skiﬂs used in summ.arizing. Nor did they explicitly make this
metacogn.itive knowledge available to their students.

Thﬁs this study serves to Méhﬁ_ght the need for teachers to; have
metacogiﬁtive knowledge about the skills of selection, éondenaing and
transforming required for summarizing; provide both instructional strategies
and explicit summarizing skills to students in order to meet the needs of their
students: be able to assess the level of summarizing skills their students_ have
developed, in order to match inatruction with their studehts’ development; and
for undergraduate teacher education courses to provide student teachers with
the metacognitive knowledge about skills for summarizing. A finding
emanating from teachers’ statements about influential and successful
professional development indicated that First Steps , Stepping Out, Effective
Reading in the Content Areas contributed to changes in teaching pra'(_:tic(_-:_-ls with
teachers in this study.

Limitations of This Study
In carrying oﬁt this research a number of limitations were evident and

therefore the following recommendations are made.
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Firstly, this study may be limited by its participant sample. In particular,
the small numger of participants and the relatively similar geographical
' Iocaﬁion of the teachers survey_ed may not be truly representative of teachers
from years 6-9. In addition, the upper primary classes were represented by six
teachers (three year aix teach.efa and three year seven teachers). The lower
secohdary teachéi:s v;:ére represented hy four teachers. T heréfore statements
made about the difference betv&een the nature and pr'o.visi.on of instruction in
uppér primary and lower secondary dasae_s may also not Ibe representative. To
overcome this limitation it is recommended thaf a wider pafticipant group be
'used in future studies.
Secondly, the use of an.."ideal leason’ méa'nt teachers had the opportunity
to put their ‘best practice’ forward. This might not necessarily repreéent their
- actual daily practices. However, th_e researcher in this study felt there was an
advantage to giving teachers the opporfunity to plan and implement an ‘ideal
lesson’ in which they could control the teaching approach and style to best suit
themselves and their class. Future studies.i'n which the researcher took. on the
role of participant/observer would provide further vah'daﬁon of this study.

The type of investigation undertaken in thié study was deécrip tive and
aimed to report on the current situation with regard to the nature and.
provigion of instruction in summarizing. The method of cOHecting and
analyzing the data meant that the literature review prbvided' the initial

categories. The use of categories taken from predominantly quantitative



254

research may have unintentionally swayed the researcher into placing data
into ekisting categories rather than generating more suitable categories from
the context in which this research was carried out. However, where a
participants’ responses did not match qxistiﬁg categories this rescarch did
aIloﬁv new categories to eme.rge. N

Likewise the formulation of four teaching orientations, with regarda to
. the nature and provision of instruction in sumrﬁarizing, are also subject to the
- influence of research studies and the small participant sample. In order tp '
confirm both the characteristics and descriptions within each orientation and
categorizing teaching styles, future research could consider investigating the
appropriateness of the descriptions and its application to a wider sample of
teacﬁers. |

The general nature and wide application of summarizing made it difficult
to determine exactly how often and how much summarizing was uséd. This
study attempted to determine the amount of summarizing by aéking teachers
how often they conducted a lesson like the ‘ideal’ lesson, other types of
summaries asked of students, and the typical nature of summarizing tasks.
- However, the resulting data was based on teachers’ jud'gment's and opinions
rather than tangible evidence. Therefore future studies should clearly define
the types of summarizing tasks and ask teachers to provide evidence of their
uge from perhaps teachers daily lesson books, teaching programs or

observations over time.
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Ag discussed previously, teachers in this study demonstrated an implied
awareness ofskill.s for summarizing, however this was not necessarily
explicitly reflected in the instructional procedures. Thus it is not clear if
studeni;s gained any metacognitive understanding about skills for selecting,
condensing, combining and transforming information. Rather they were given
_ steps to follow. [n the practical sense, this meant teachers did not make
students aware that they were using selection, mndenaing/ébfnbining and
transforniing strategies. It is recommended that future studies might
investigate the impact 6f making shch knowledge and understanding available
to teachers and teachei' traihing courses in order to provide improved
i'nst"_ruction aﬂd thus greatér understanding for students.

'Final.ly', this study cléimed teacher referénce materiala were limited in
" descfibing explicitly the nature of summarizing a.nd providing instruction .Iand
advice in the teaching of summarizing. Yet the teachers participating in this
- study were aware of some effective strategies for teaching summarizing, albeit
implicitly taught, which they attributed to pfofessional development.
Therefore the question emerges as to what types and charat;teristics of
professional development provide the greatest impetus for change with regard
to teaching practices and teachers’ knowledge and understanding about
summarizing. This study did not attempt to determine effects of successful
professional development, hence future studies investigating teacher’s

knowledge and choice of instructional design about summarizing {or similar
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reading and writing skills) might also consider the influence and eftect of
various professional development models. Knowledge about what influences a
| teacher could be instrumental in improving teaching practices and

implementing change in schools.
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APPENDIX 1

Ms Susan Smith

Suburban Primary School
School Address

12 March 1995

Dear Susan

Further to our conversation last week, regarding your willingness to
participate in my Master of education Research Project. I have encloged a
reduced version of my research proposal. The proposal has been before two
~ examiners and their advice and suggestions employed.

Basically, the research involves investigating teachers use of summarizing
and their provision of instruction in summarizing. My aim is not to
discredit teachers, but rather report on what is happening at the ‘grass
roots’ level with regard to the nature and provision of instruction in
summarizing. :

In practical terms, teachers are required to prepare a typical lesson in
which summary writing or summary writing instruction is involved. A
proforma lesson plan is attached however this is not compulsory, After
administering the lesson teachers select 1 or 2 samples of students
summaries which represent a) below your expectation for this group, b)
typical of what the group produce and c¢) above your expectation for this
group, Please forward copies of your lesson plan and samples to me. I will
contact you regarding a mutually agreed interview time of approximately
half an hour. The interview is audio- taped in order to transcribe it,
however only quotes will be used to provide ‘thicker’ data. Following my
write up of your case scenario I will forward a copy to you in order for you to
read, add/ delete interpretations. Only the final edited case scenario will be
used in the thesis.

I have obtained permission from your principal to undergo research in your
school. The school and your personal identity will remain anyonomous.
Teachers from year 6-9 will be asked to participate in the research, however
you have the right to decline involvement. If you undertake to be involved,
you may withdraw at any time, and I will not use any data collected without
your written approval,
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1 have cnclosed a broad overview of my research. | would be happy to
discuss any other details with you and [ look forward to hearing from you,

Yours sincerely

Dawn Bergin

| U PP O PTOORSUROPPPRIRt have read the above research proposal
and any questions [ have asked have been answered to my satisfaction. I
agree to participate in this research, understanding I may withdraw at any
time, -

I understand that the research data gathered for this study may be
published provided I am not identifiable.
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APPENDIX II

Structured Interview Questions

“Nature of Summarizing

i~ N ol ol

—
RTRYT

=

What is a summary?

Is summarizing useful?

What was your purpose for asking students to summarize?

Is this a typical purpose for asking students to summarize?

What other purposes do you have for asking students to summarize?
Describe your lesson

What type of summary did your require students to produce?

Is this a typical type of summary you use?

What other types of summaries do you ask students to do?

What skills are activated during summarizing?

What knowledge, skills or experiences have your students had prior to
this lesson? .

How did your lesson go?

How do you proposed to follow up this lesson?

What were the main differences between your more and less able
students? _ '

Provision of Instruction in Summarizing

15
16

17.
18.
19.

20.
21

22,
23.
24.

25.

26.
27.

28,

Is summarizing difficult to do?

What variables effect summarizing?

What type of text did you use?

How long was the original text?

Was the original text present during the summary writing?

How much practice have your students had at summarizing?

How often do you ask students to summarize?

How typical is the procedure you encouraged students to use?

What other times do you ask students to summarize?

How much of the lesson was instruction, practice and evaluation?
What influenced your choice of summarizing strategies, text, type of
summary, time and evaluation?

How did evaluation take place during the lesson?

How were the students summaries evaluated? What was your marking
criteria?

Do students find one type of summary more difficult than another?
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APPENDIX I11
Lesson Plan Proforma

SUDIECE 11 eevis ittt es ettt et ettt S b erie e e s b
Topic

Skills developed and experience prior to this lesson '

Objectives and outcomes expected of this lesson... = - .

TSSO PIARN: - o v e e e
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"APPENDIX IV

The Triangulation of Information Regarding the Nature of Summarizing

‘Nature of

_Summarizing

1. Definition

2. Purpose

3. Tyﬁe of Summary

4. Summarizing
Skills and their
development.

Lesson Plan

-Aims and Objectives
-L.esson Procedure
-Evaluation

-Aims and Objectives

-Lesson Procedure
-Evaluation

-Aims and Objectives
-Strategies
encouraged for
summarizing
-Lesson format
-Prior knowledge ,
skills and
experiences of
students

- method of
evaluating lesson
and students

Structured Interview  Student’s

Question

1. What is a
summary?

2. Is summarizing
useful?

Quest 3.4.5.

6. What was your
purpose for asking
students to
summarize?

G. Was this typical?
7. What other
purposes do you
have for asking
students to
summarize?

8. Describe your
lesson

3. What type of
summary was asked
for?

4, Is this typical?

5. What other types
of summaries are
used?

10. What skills are
activated during
summarizing?

11. What prior
knowledge, skills
and instruction had

students had prior to

this lesson?

12. How did you feel

the lesson went ?
13. How will you
follow up this
lesson?

14, What were the
main differences
heiween less and
more able students?

Summaries

-Type of summary
evaluated.
-Criteria for marking

-type of summary
product
- criteria for marking

anecdotal comments
on student’s
summaries
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APPENDIX V

Triangulation of Informgtion Regarding the Provision of Instruction In

Summarizing.

Provision of
Instruction

5. Procedure For

Summarizing

6. Manipulation &
Control Of Other
Variables

7. Instructional
Model

8. Criteria For
Evaluation

9. Frequency &
Regularity, Length
Of Lesson, Subject
Areg

Lessoﬁ.‘l’lan

Procedure

text

pre requisite lessons
time given

purpose

lesson format

expectations
foutcomes

lesson time/ subject
pre-requisite lessons

Structured InLervie{l._fW#gtudenl.;’-ga'\-}nbl.éé

.. Questions

15. What strategies

were encouraged to
use ?

16. Was this typical
and why?

work sheets
student summaries

17. Is summarizing

difficult to do?

18. What variables

effect the ability to

summarize?

e text type, length,
presence

» students prior
experience,
knowledge skills,
abilities,
interest.

19. How much of the
lesson was
instruction, practice
, evaluation?

20. What influenced
your choice of
strategy, text, type
of summary, time
and evaluation?

21. How did Comments on
evaluation take summaries
place?

22. What was your
criteria for marking?
Quest 14

23. How would you
follow up this
lesson?

24, How often do?
25. How much
practice have
students had ?

26. What other times
do you ask students
to summarize?

Quest 19, 20




Characteristics of Four Teaching Orientations

Nature -
Purpose

Emphasis
Dehnition
of Main
deas
Type of
Summary

P"““"“"

Summary
- Skills

PMmc

Cantrol of
Other
Variablcs

Instritetion
Model
Evaluetion

E -

Integrated

oftasteucton

- " 2 B

of Summarizing

o miprove
stucon's setl’
cufitro] and
awarenss of
leaming

te promote eritical
thinking

fos integrate
reading/ writing in
realistic coniexts
whole process
contextual
significance

vories 1o suil
urpase
includes oral
summaries
writer based
precedes veader
based

selicting
condensing/combi
Rring

trans forming
Wwriling

extending skills
from previous
lesson

predicting
activating prior
knowledge
identifying known
modelling
structured
inlerview

concept maps
integrated content/
Wwriting
collaboration vyith
peers

procedure

ext

task

iearner

melacognitive

continuons
asyessment

an geing advice
peer advice
coniend

writing structure

" all the fimme

Task

* 1o monilor comprehension

s o develop vieubulary

*  toprovide strategics Tor
Improving writing

* o determine stralegies being
umxt

. to detenmine el¥eet of ruining/
intervention
procedure/ simiegy

»  contexual signjficance

¢ . wriler and reader based

condensing/ combining
trensforning
wiiting

skilt mastery befire moving to

next skill

puorpais .

kuy word idenii fication
structured overview
given writing framework

strategy
text
iask

Direot instruction
Co~operntive teaming
over the shoulder
skills checklist
anecdoal comments
content

wriling quality

weekly/fortnightly
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Content

tes [neilithde
fearang, conte
trp secull comwnt
to clanfe
menning and
sighificance of
discolrse

content
1extial
signiticance

wriler bosed

sclecting
condensing
pructice

vne glep
strategies
hughlight werds
delete & copy
guide questions
able /grid

fext

definition of a
LMY

" quiz recoll test

teacher marks

- .summary alone

cssay
oumber of main
idcas

once per lrm

Asscssmont
Forussess -
. cimtetl
s comprehe
rsion
. research
skills
*  wriling
«  product
s contextual
. HEATTH] |
s reader
based
»  selecting
*  wTiling
»  noskills
devetopm
ent
*  none
given
*  none
*  no
instruction
teacher
grude ar
mark
nurks
away from
student
quadity of
wriling
neAlRess
infrequent
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