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Abstract 

 

Characteristics of Korean EFL High School Students’ L2 Reading 

Comprehension Behaviors through Summarization 

 

Kyung-min Min 

English Major, Dept. of Foreign Language Education 

The Graduate School of Seoul National University 

 

Compared to L1 studies, only a few L2 studies, especially in the Korean 

EFL context, have been conducted to identify the characteristics of L2 reading 

comprehension through summarization. So, the present study investigated 

Korean EFL high school students’ L2 reading manifested in their summaries of 

the L2 source texts compared to those of the L1 source texts. 

The study examined and compared the L1 and L2 text summaries 

produced by 59 11
th

-grade participants on the basis of the propositional 

organization of the two texts, and analyzed their responses to questionnaires. The 

summaries were written in their mother tongue, Korean. 

According to the quantitative results gathered from the summaries, the 

Korean EFL students could comprehend the L1 texts enough to figure out the 

main ideas whereas they couldn’t discriminate the important ideas of the L2 texts 
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sufficiently. No statistically significant effect of the L2 proficiency on the L1 

and L2 summarization were found. However, a statistically significant influence 

of logical organization of texts was discovered. That is, both from the L1 and L2 

source texts they were able to recognize trivial or redundant information in some 

degree once the logical organization of the texts was explicit and coherent 

enough. Furthermore, the summaries of the students in the higher L2 proficiency 

group showed a modest but significant correlation in the inclusion of macro- and 

micro-structures between L1 and L2 text summaries. 

The results from the qualitative analysis showed that the Korean EFL 

students had an elementary-level ability to summarize both the L1 and L2 texts. 

Even though they were able to comprehend the sentence-by-sentence meaning 

due to the high readability of the texts, they couldn’t invent hidden topic 

sentences and reorder the contents of the source texts in their summaries. 

Moreover, many of them tended to translate individual sentences in the L2 texts 

as well as heavily rely on near copying or minimal paraphrasing from the L1 

texts. Still, they perceived summaries as a succinct version of the source texts 

including the main ideas just like many English native readers. 

The findings of the present study add a meaningful piece for research on 

L2 reading and summarization in the Korean context and provide some 

pedagogical implications about the summary instruction to enhance L2 reading 

comprehension. 
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Chapter 1. Introduction 

The present study explores the characteristics of Korean EFL (English as 

a Foreign Language) high school students’ L2 reading comprehension behaviors 

compared to their L1 reading comprehension behaviors by analyzing their 

summaries. This chapter starts with the introduction to the background and 

purpose of the study, which elicits the research questions that the study attempts 

to investigate. The last section briefly outlines the overall organization of the 

thesis. 

 

1.1. Background and Purposes of Study 

The main objective of the 2015 Revised National Curriculum for English 

Subject is raising communicative competence in English (L2) (Ministry of 

Education, 2015b). However, learners’ exposure to English is very rare both 

inside and outside classrooms in the Korean EFL context. Accordingly, the 

satisfactory acquisition of the overall communicative competence in English 

doesn’t seem to be an attainable goal for most Korean students. It may be 

necessary to set realistic and achievable goals in order to make L2 learning more 

affordable to Korean students.  

In this regard, enhancing L2 reading comprehension can be realistic 

because of two reasons. First, it is one of the most exposable skills together with 

listening in the Korean EFL setting. In spite of the scarce chance to be exposed 
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to L2 in EFL situation, listening and reading skills are more probable to be used 

outside classrooms than the production skills, especially in the era of information 

and technology
１

. A plethora of information written in L2 flows through the 

Internet, which Korean L2 learners can access every day if they want to. Second, 

L2 reading skill is one of the necessary components for academic success. For 

instance, the English Section of the Korean College Scholastic Ability Test 

(KCSAT), a high-stakes college entrance standardized test, assesses the test 

takers’ listening and reading skills. In addition, the overwhelming amount of 

academic journals and papers are written in English (Tardy, 2004), which makes 

it mandatory for the Korean EFL learners who pursue academic purposes to 

become proficient in English reading. For these reasons, in order to set an 

attainable goal for these students, L2 reading comprehension in the Korean EFL 

context needs to be studied. Nonetheless, compared to L1 reading studies, the 

number of studies about L2 reading comprehension is relatively insufficient to 

provide pedagogical implications in the L2 context (Grabe, 2009), especially in 

Korea. 

From the 80s and 90s, L1 reading studies in English speaking countries 

have focused on reading comprehension under the cognitive perspective. These 

studies have identified the cognitive processes that readers employ when they 

                                            

 
１

 According to ‘W3Techs’ website, “https://w3techs.com/technologies/overview/content_langu 

age/all (searched on October 1),” English is used in about 53.4% of websites investigated. This 

site is established to provide information about web technology. 
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read a text by using techniques or tasks such as the observation of their 

microscopic eye movement, sentence verification tests, grammaticality judgment 

tasks, think-aloud protocol, semi-structured interviews, reading comprehension 

tests and so forth (Grabe, 2009; Rayner et al., 2012). Among these tasks that help 

probe into reading comprehension, the summarization task can reflect the mental 

representation of the source texts constructed in a reader’s mind, which was 

proposed by Kintsch and van Dijk (1978). They claimed that: 

 

What is stored in memory (besides some specific information about 

words and sentences, or other physical aspects of the text which will be 

neglected here) corresponds to the macro-structure of the text… 

Abstracts or summaries are (possibly variable) expressions of the macro-

structure (van Dijk & Kintsch, 1977, p.73). 

 

A number of empirical studies in L1 have supported this argument about 

the relationship between reading comprehension and summarization (Brown & 

Day, 1983; Johns, 1985; Kintsch, 1990; Kintsch, Mandel, & Kozminsky, 1977; 

Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Mannes & Kintsch, 1987; Winograd, 1984). Thus, it 

is clear that a good summary expressed in a reader’s own words can be an 

evidence that a reader constructs a well-established text-base representation, or 

successfully comprehends a text in the L1 context. 

Summarization is one of the key academic skills frequently used in 

situations where readers study academic texts for themselves or where they show 
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their text comprehension to audiences like school teachers and university 

professors (Hidi & Anderson, 1986; Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). So, an 

important issue in summarization relevant to academic reading and writing is the 

readers’ use of paraphrasing in summarization (Chandrasoma, Thompson, & 

Pennycook, 2004). Using his or her own words in summarization is a clear-cut 

signal that a reader does comprehend a text. Both L1 and L2 summarization 

studies mostly converge on the agreement that L2 summarizers rely more on 

copying or borrowing expressions from the source text than L1 summarizers 

(Keck, 2006, 2014; Prochaska & Moon, 2004; Shi, 2004).  

Also, there have been studies examining the effectiveness of summary 

instruction in reading classrooms both in the L1 and L2 contexts (Armbruster, 

Anderson, & Ostertag, 1987; Hare & Borchardt, 1984; Lee & Min, 2010; 

Rinehart, Stahl, & Erickson, 1986; Taylor & Beach, 1984; Yang, 2014; Yun, 

2009). These studies alike have proved the benefit of summary instruction of 

various forms and methods in improving reading comprehension. 

However, unlike the studies about paraphrasing in summaries and the 

benefits of summary instruction, the cognitive nature of L2 summarization and 

the relationship between L2 reading comprehension and summarization have not 

been deeply studied compared to the L1 situation (Grabe, 2003, 2009). Moreover, 

most of these L2 studies have examined how L2 readers’ text comprehension is 

represented in their summaries. And they consistently reveal that good L2 
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readers tend to contain central ideas of the original texts in their summaries 

(Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kim, 1998b; Riley & Lee, 1996), which confirms the 

basic assumption of Kintsch and van Dijk’s (1978) mental model of text 

comprehension. 

Yet, adolescent or adult L2 readers themselves are native speakers of 

their mother tongue and accordingly it is assumed that they have sufficient 

knowledge about L1 reading. Their L1 reading knowledge possibly has an 

impact on L2 reading and summarization. Most L2 studies on summarization 

have not considered this fact seriously and focused only on one facet of the 

readers’ L2 reading comprehension behavior; they exclusively focus on L2 

reading and L2 summarization. In the Korean EFL context, it also has not been 

investigated how EFL readers summarize a text both in English (L2) and in 

Korean (L1), and what kinds of L2 reading comprehension behaviors they show 

compared to their L1 reading comprehension behavior in terms of summarizing a 

source text. 

Therefore, it is necessary to carefully investigate the shared or different 

characteristics of L1 and L2 reading comprehension manifested in the summaries 

of L1 and L2 texts for a more in-depth understanding of L2 reading and 

summarization. The current study investigates characteristics of Korean EFL 

high school students’ L2 reading comprehension behaviors through 

summarization. It also aims at exploring the quantitative and qualitative 
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commonalities and differences between summaries of L1 and L2 texts. 

Accordingly, it provides some pedagogical implications for L2 reading 

instruction using summarization in the Korean context. 

 

1.2. Research Question 

Thus, the research questions derived from the background and purposes 

of the current study are as follows: 

 

1. How do Korean EFL high school students’ summaries reflect the L1 and 

L2 source texts depending on L2 proficiency and text structure? 

2. How is summarization of the L2 source texts related to summarization of 

the L1 source texts? 

3. What is Korean EFL high school students’ own definition of 

summarization? 

 

1.3. Organization of the Thesis 

The current thesis consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the 

purpose and research questions of the present study and outlines the organization 

of the thesis. Next, Chapter 2 reviews the theoretical background of the previous 

research relevant to the cognitive processes of reading comprehension, and 

empirical studies on summarization conducted in L1 and L2 contexts. It also 

figures out the gaps derived from the literature introduced. Chapter 3 
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demonstrates the methodology of the study including the description of 

participants and materials, general procedures, and data analysis methods. In 

Chapter 4, the results of the data are presented with the following discussion. 

Lastly, Chapter 5 concludes the thesis with the summary of major findings, 

theoretical and pedagogical implications, limitations and suggestions for future 

research. 
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Chapter 2. Literature Review 

This chapter reviews the literature relevant to the reading comprehension 

and summarization focused on in the current study. Initially, in Section 2.1, 

summarization in L1 context is dealt with. Specifically, it reviews a theoretical 

foundation and relevant empirical studies of the cognitive processes of reading 

comprehension. This section also introduces the propositional analysis utilized in 

the L1 studies. In Section 2.2, the studies about L2 reading comprehension and 

L2 summarization are introduced which consistently support a cognitive model 

of text-base representation, followed by the use of copying and paraphrasing in 

L2 summaries, and the studies comparing L1 and L2 summarization. 

 

2.1. Summarization in L1 Context 

2.1.1. Reading Comprehension as Cognitive Processes 

Reading comprehension has been studied for decades under the cognitive 

perspective. A generally accepted view is that two different levels of processes 

almost simultaneously participate in reading comprehension processes when 

readers read a text: lower-level processes and higher-level processes (Grabe, 

2009; Schwanenflugel & Knapp, 2016). The former, lower-level processes, 

covers the recognition of words, the parsing of syntactic units, and the encoding 

of propositions in a sentence. These processes operate within-sentence level. As 

soon as individual sentences combine together and form a discourse, higher-level 
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processes start to operate. The two substantial mechanisms in higher-level 

processes are the construction of text-base representation and situation model 

(Kintsch, 1988, 1998, 2004; van Dijk & Kintsch, 1983). Text-base representation 

refers to a hierarchically connected network consisting of propositions or idea 

units from the text, whereas situation model is a more abstract mental 

representation involving readers’ background knowledge, goals of reading, 

preference of the content, and so on. In other words, text-base representation 

requires understanding what the text itself says (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978) while 

situation model requires readers’ active participation in a coherent representation 

of the text (Kintsch, 1988, 1998, 2004).  

Between these two higher-level processes, text-base representation of 

reading comprehension has been investigated in terms of how text is organized 

(Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978, van Dijk & Kintsch, 1977, 1983). The central idea of 

Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) is that readers interpret the discourse of the text in 

the form of the networks of propositions or semantic structures through mental 

processes. Thus, they claimed that it is necessary to analyze both the 

organization of text and the processes involved in forming these networks since 

this analysis of the text structure can give a significant clue to represent the 

readers’ internal interpretation of text discourse. 

Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) proposed a propositional analysis to analyze 

text-base that readers are assumed to build while reading. They borrowed 
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‘propositions’ from logic, the concept of the sentence-level meaning units. 

Normally, a proposition is the combination of a PREDICATE + 

ARGUMENTs.
２

 

According to their analysis, a well-established text-base generally 

consists of two sub-levels; micro-structure and macro-structure (Kintsch, 1988; 

Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). Kintsch and van Dijk argued that a micro-structure 

refers to a single proposition, which is more or less parallel with an individual 

sentence in a text. 

On the other hands, among individual micro-structures, the macro-

structures are those more equivalent to the important ideas of the text. The more 

a certain set of propositions overlap in a text and is associated with other 

propositions, the stronger the connection of the set becomes. They emphasized 

that the most overlapping set of propositions becomes the highest level macro-

structure of texts or the gist (The proposition 4 in Figure 2.1). 

On the basis of the propositional analysis of a source text, Kintsch and 

van Dijk (1978) showed the text-base representation constructed in the minds of 

the readers during reading as in Figure 2.1. So, macro-rules were proposed to  

                                            

 
２

 However, the researcher decided not to directly adopt Kintsch and van Dijk’s (1978) system 

because of practical reasons. Firstly, this system is too specific to analyze texts with more than 

two paragraphs. Furthermore, the present study attempts to compare the summaries written in L1 

with the source texts written in either L1 or L2, in which no systematic method to analyze and 

compare the propositions at this detailed level has developed so far to the best of the researcher’s 

knowledge. So, this study adapted a propositional analysis of Kintsch (1990) and an idea unit 

system of Kroll’s (1977) which are mentioned later in this chapter. 
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explain through what mental processes the 

hierarchical structure of macro-structures and 

micro-structures is formed within readers’ 

mind. The propositions of a text, they 

suggested, can be deleted, generalized, or 

constructed depending on the relative 

importance of each proposition in the texts. So, 

it can be said that good readers have the 

sensitivity to importance with which they 

distinguish important ideas from less 

important details of a text (Hidi and Anderson, 

1986; Winograd, 1984) and they have skills to 

build a coherent text-base representation of the texts. 

The study of text-base representation done by Kintsch and van Dijk 

(1978) laid an important theoretical and methodological foundation for the 

researchers who were interested in how readers’ comprehension processes are 

manifested. Among other tasks, the summarization protocol is highly likely to 

“reveal more directly the organizational processes in text comprehension” 

(Kintsch & Kozminsky, 1977: p. 492). 

 

Figure 2.1. The organization of 

texts (Kintsch & van Dijk, 

1978: p. 379) 
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2.1.2. Summarization as the Manifestation of Text-base 

Representation 

Text comprehension model of Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) has 

substantially contributed to the investigation of the summarization task 

concerning higher-level cognitive processes of reading comprehension. Under 

their assumptions, a number of studies about summarization have revealed that a 

summary of a reader who sufficiently comprehends a text is likely to contain 

macro-structures of the text (Grabe, 2003; Winograd, 1984; Yang, 2014). 

Summaries are a specific type of writing closely linked to reading. They 

are defined as a short version of the original text including important ideas 

expressed in a reader’s own words (Brown & Day, 1983; Johns, 1988; Johnson, 

1983; Keck, 2006, 2014). There are many prominent factors that have an effect 

on summary writing (Hidi & Anderson, 1986; Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). Hidi 

and Anderson (1986) comprehensively illustrate the factors influencing on 

summarization. The instances of external aspects that make an impact upon the 

successful summarization are the source texts themselves, the task procedure, 

and the purpose of summaries. It is needless to say that such factors as the length, 

complexity, and familiarity of the original passage play significant roles in 

summarization. Also, the task procedures such as the presence or absence of the 

source text or time constraint are important. Furthermore, whether a text is 

summarized for a reader him/herself or for showing to others affects the format 
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and appearance of summaries (Flower, 1979; Hidi & Anderson, 1986). These 

external factors’ influence on summarization has been studied in terms of the 

characteristics of the text (Kintsch, 1990; Kintsch, Mandel, & Kozminsky, 1977), 

and the variation in the summary task procedure (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). 

Other critical elements considered in summarization are internal factors 

or cognitive operations that a reader operates in writing summaries; sensitivity to 

importance, abridgment of the source text, and generalization and transformation 

of the ideas or propositions. Depending on the developmental differences or 

higher-level reading comprehension skills, the impact of these internal factors is 

varied. For example, many L1 studies have revealed that cognitive operations 

have qualitatively different effects on summarization between younger and older 

readers (Brown & Day, 1983; Brown, Day, & Jones, 1983; Kintsch, 1990). 

Among others, Brown and Day’s (1983) seminal work investigated the 

characteristics of summaries depending on the ages of the summarizers. The 

participants in their study summarized two homogeneous expository texts, which 

were manipulated to elicit the macro-rules adapted from the rules of Kintsch and 

van Dijk (1978), deletion, generalization, and construction. The authors found 

out that the simpler macro-rules such as deletion of the trivial or redundant 

information were frequently used by the younger participants, while the more 

complex rules like selection and invention of the topic sentence were employed 

by the older students. They concluded that the employment of summarization 
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skills consistently follows the developmental trend of the readers, and more 

difficult rules like selection and invention of the topic sentences are developed 

later. Yet, the manipulation of the propositional structures of the texts so as to 

push the participants to use the macro-rules might not show their more authentic 

behavior of text comprehension and summarization. 

Just like Brown and Day’s (1983) study, Kintsch (1990) examined the 

effect of the age on text comprehension and summarization. She had participants 

with different ages summarize two expository texts and compared the 

propositional structures of their summaries with those of the original texts. The 

original passages had variations in the organization of macro-structures and 

micro-structures, and thus had four different versions; for instance, a version had 

both coherent macro-structures and micro-structures while another version had 

good macro-structures but with the inconsistent organization of micro-structures. 

Prior to the scoring, the level of the propositions of the original texts was 

analyzed into three macro-structures (Level 1 to 3) and one micro-structure 

(Level 4) as in Table 2.1. The percentage of propositions included in the 

participants’ summaries was scored. In addition, inferred propositions in the 

participants’ summaries were categorized into four types based on van Dijk and 

Kintsch’s (1983) operational definitions; generalizations, elaborations, 

reordering, and connectives. The study results indicated that older readers were 

more able to contain macro-structures and inferred propositions implicitly stated  
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Table 2.1. 

Propositional Analysis of ‘Peru and Argentina’ Text from Kintsch (1990: p.193) 

Level 1: Topic and Conclusion Level 4: Details 

1. Label (It’s about Peru and Argentina)   Peru  1. Mountains 

2. A comparison  2. Valleys are cold 

3. Many factors influence their development  3. Thin air 

Level 2: Inferred Subtopics  4. On the Pacific 

  1. Geography ⦙ 

  2. Economy   Argentina 7. Large plains 

  3. Society  8. Called the Pampas 

Level 3: Subheadings  9. Many cattle ranches 

  Peru 1. Land  10. Rivers/Atlantic Ocean 

 2.Climate/vegetation ⦙ 

  Argentina 3. Land   

⦙  

 

in the texts than younger readers. A theoretical explanation of these different 

reading comprehension behaviors between older and younger readers was 

demonstrated based on different working memory capacity between the two ages. 

That is, compared to younger readers, developmentally mature readers are more 

likely to automatize the lower-level processes and accordingly their construction 

of a firm coherent mental representation is more effective and less energy 

consuming. 

Reading comprehension ability, another internal factor affecting 

summarization, is explored by Winograd (1984) and Johns (1985). These studies 

pay attention to the differences in text comprehension and summarization 

between good and poor readers. Winograd (1984) had good and poor readers 
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summarize expository texts with the length of about 350 words. He also asked a 

handful of open-ended questions like ‘what does it mean to summarize an article? 

(Winograd, 1984: p. 407),’ and measured the participants’ perception of the 

relative importance of individual sentence from the source texts. The results 

showed that both good and poor readers were well aware that the purpose of 

summaries is to convey important ideas briefly. However, the two groups 

perceived the importance of each sentence or proposition quite differently. In 

particular, while the good readers tended to recognize the important ideas the 

author of the text originally intended to deliver, the poor readers were more 

prone to focus on details that captured their interests. Also, there existed a 

developmental trend in the use of summarization skills according to their level of 

reading skills. This finding is somewhat similar to the results of Brown and Day 

(1983) although Brown and Day’s study involved various age groups whereas 

Winograd (1984) distinguished levels of reading comprehension skills between 

students of the same age. 

Similarly, Johns (1985) compared the summaries of an ‘underprepared’ 

group and an ‘adept’ group of university students with a model summary 

produced by expert readers. Propositional analysis of her study was utilized on 

the basis of Kroll’s (1977, cited in Johns, 1985) concept of ‘idea units’ in Table 

2.2. The participants’ summaries were assessed whether an idea unit of the 

model summary was correctly contained or distorted. The summaries of the two  



17 

 

 

groups were compared with model summaries of the experts. The results of her 

study showed that adept readers included more idea units in their summaries than 

underprepared readers, while underprepared readers could not find macro-

structures of the texts well. However, it was revealed that the summaries of both 

groups included a lot of distorted expressions. Johns (1985) suggested that the 

teachers need to teach readers how to find out the main ideas of the texts, how to 

paraphrase and combine sentences, and how to summarize the text more 

correctly. 

In sum, L1 studies have empirically proved that summarization is a valid 

task to manifest the construction of text-base representation, and have examined 

and discovered some key factors influencing summarization under this 

Table 2.2. 

Kroll’s Idea Unit (Johns, 1985:p. 500) 

1 

A noun phrase and verb phrase are counted as one idea unit including (when 

present) a direct object, a prepositional phrase, adverbial element and a mark of 

subordination. 

2 
Full relative clauses are counted as one idea unit when the relative pronoun is 

present. 

3 

Phrases which occur in sentence-initial position followed by a comma (e.g., 

participial phrases) or phrases which are set off from the sentence with commas 

are counted as separate idea units. 

4 
Reduced clauses in which a subordinator is followed by a non-finite verb (e.g., “as 

if to destroy the government”) are one idea unit. 

5 
Post-nominal –ing phrases used as modifiers are counted as one idea unit (e.g., 

Lincoln was left to his thoughts, worrying). 

6 

Other types of elements counted as individual idea units are: 

a.   Absolutes: e.g., His plans thwarted. Lincoln was discouraged. 

b.   Appositives: Lincoln, the Republican leader, was able to contact the people. 

Note. Source: Kroll (1977:p. 90) 
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foundation. Like a number of L1 studies, studies about summarization of L2 

texts also supported Kintsch and van Dijk’s (1978) argument about text 

comprehension. However, there have been few L2 studies concerning the 

commonalities and differences between L1 and L2 reading comprehension 

manifested through summarization. 

 

2.2. Summarization in L2 Context  

2.2.1. L2 Reading Comprehension as Cognitive Processes 

The general mental processes of reading comprehension are similar 

across individual readers under the cognitive perspective. Nevertheless, 

compared to L1 reading comprehension, L2 reading shows more entangled 

pictures (Grabe, 2009). That’s because L2 readers are also L1 readers of the texts 

written in their mother tongue and they have sufficient knowledge about L1 

reading. These L1 reading skills or comprehension skills incorporate the ability 

to construct meaning from the texts including both lower-level and higher-level 

processes as aforementioned. So, as Alderson (1984) argues that “[Foreign 

language reading] appears to be both a language problem and a reading problem” 

(p. 24), L2 reading comprehension depends on and is affected by more factors 

including their general reading comprehension skills in L1 or their L2 

proficiency. 

In order to examine the relationship between L1 and L2 reading, two 
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opposing hypotheses are proposed; the Linguistic Threshold Hypothesis and the 

Linguistic Interdependent Hypothesis (Bernhardt & Kamil, 1995). The 

Linguistic Threshold Hypothesis presumes a certain level of L2 proficiency 

under which an L2 reader cannot comprehend an L2 passage no matter how 

good his or her L1 reading comprehension skills are, and over which the reader’s 

knowledge about L1 reading can be efficiently transferred to enhance his or her 

L2 reading comprehension skills. In other words, L2 proficiency performs an 

important role in connecting L1 and L2 reading. On the other hand, the 

Linguistic Interdependence Hypothesis postulates that general comprehension 

skills both in L1 and L2 reading are independent of readers’ L2 proficiency. 

Although not conclusive, many empirical studies have consolidated the two 

hypotheses and emphasized the interactive role of L1 reading comprehension 

skills and L2 proficiency in L2 reading (Bernhardt & Kamil, 1995; Lee & 

Schallert, 1997; Zwaan & Brown, 1996). However, it is worthwhile to identify 

the qualitatively shared or distinctive characteristics of L1 and L2 reading 

comprehension behaviors. 

 

2.2.2. Summarization as the Manifestation of Text-base 

Representation 

Unlike studies on L1 summarization, relatively fewer studies have been 

conducted on L2 summarization (Grabe, 2003, 2009). Still, these L2 studies also 
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have confirmed the argument that L2 readers’ summaries represent their text 

comprehension by including macro-structures of the source text. In addition, 

these studies tested whether the important external and internal factors were 

valid in L2 context (Kirkland & Saunders, 1991) such as the difficulty of the 

original texts (Kim, 2001), the language of summarization (Yu, 2008), and the 

L2 proficiency level of the summarizers (Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kim, 1998b; 

Riley & Lee, 1996), although the results of these studies were not completely 

consistent with each other. 

Johns and Mayes (1990) examined the summarization of high and low 

proficient EFL university students. In EFL context, they hypothesized that L2 

proficiency was one of the key factors affecting the process of summarization 

and thus determining the quality of summaries. So, lower proficiency students 

were assumed to produce less coherent and concise summaries with more direct 

reproductions or copying of the original text, fewer combinations of the 

propositions, and more distorted sentences. The two groups were provided with 

588-word expository text and asked to summarize it in 100 words. Johns and 

Mayes (1990) found out the proportion of macro-structures included in the 

summaries of both high and low proficiency group was not significantly 

different, but more copying from the original texts was found in the low 

proficiency group than in the high proficiency group. These seemingly 

contradictory findings indicate that L2 proficiency did have a small amount of 
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effect on the quality of the summaries of L2 text although this effect was not 

large enough to be revealed in the quantitative analysis. However, Johns and 

Mayes (1990) did not clearly explain and justify how they distinguished the 

macro-structures and micro-structure of the original text. In addition, the 

participants of their study summarized the text into L2, which might cause some 

difficulty in showing L2 reading comprehension behavior due to the involvement 

of their L2 writing ability. 

In the Korean EFL context, Kim (1998b) also investigated EFL readers’ 

summarization behavior focusing on their text comprehension depending on the 

L2 proficiency. Two groups of 28 EFL university students were provided with 

two expository texts written in English. The author did not discover any 

significant relationship between the L2 proficiency of the participants and their 

summarization of L2 texts. All of the participants regardless of their L2 levels 

could be aware that summaries should cover the main ideas of the texts and they 

could distinguish more important propositions from less important ones. 

However, both groups did not use higher summarization skills like selection and 

transformation frequently, which was in line with the results of poor readers in 

L1 studies. One of the limitations of the study is that the effect of text difficulty 

was not likely to be controlled strictly enough. Even, when the participants 

summarized easier texts, they were permitted to use dictionaries to make clear 

the different comprehension of the two texts, which might lead to a biased 
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interpretation of the study results. 

 

2.2.3. Direct Copying from the Source Text 

Since using one’s own words in summarizing other’s ideas is also a 

critical signal of his or her successful reading comprehension, there are studies 

comparing L1 and L2 summaries in terms of the use of paraphrasing and direct 

copying from the source texts (Keck, 2006, 2014; Prochaska & Moon, 2004; Shi, 

2004). Direct copying or plagiarism has been a crucial issue especially in 

academic writing (Chandrasoma, Thompson, & Pennycook, 2004; Pennycook, 

1996). Studies comparing L1 and L2 summaries consistently show that L2 

summarizers rely more on copying or borrowing expressions from the source 

text more than L1 summarizers (Keck, 2006, 2014; Prochaska & Moon, 2004; 

Shi, 2004). However, the discussion about whether direct borrowing or 

plagiarism is caused by cultural differences (Parry, 1996; Pennycook, 1996) or 

different reading comprehension skills (Keck, 2014) has been controversial. In 

particular, Keck (2006, 2014) found out that the borrowing of important ideas 

from the source texts was consistently shown from both L1 and L2 students 

regardless of their proficiency in that language. Furthermore, low proficient L1 

students more likely tend to use near copying strategies similar to low proficient 

L2 students than their high proficient counterparts. So, she argues that copying 

strategies found more frequently from the international students’ summaries, 
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especially East Asian students’, may not be due to their intentional cheating or 

dishonesty, but can be a compensation for their insufficient L2 knowledge about 

reading and writing, and thus can be a sign of their developing summarization 

skills. 

The influence of the language of summarization was investigated by Yu 

(2008), whose study focused on how Chinese university students summarized L2 

passages in their L1 (Chinese) or their L2 (English). He argued that in EFL 

contexts like China, even though summarization tasks has been widely used as 

an assessment of reading comprehension, the unwanted involvement of L2 

writing skills could mislead the interpretation of the results when test takers 

summarized in L2. The results surprisingly showed the summaries written in L2 

included more macro-structures of the original texts and were more concise than 

those written in L1. However, an in-depth analysis of the two types of 

summaries revealed that L2 summaries contained still more copying expressions. 

Moreover, the post-hoc interview with the participants demonstrated that they 

felt more burdened when summarizing in their native language because they 

needed to understand the texts comprehensively and translate them into their L1. 

On the other hands, summarization in L2 didn’t need a deeper understanding of 

the texts and the participants could repeat and copy the expressions from the 

source texts more freely. Yet, this study probably has a limitation in presenting 

the EFL readers’ authentic perception of summarization since the students were 
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instructed to summarize the central ideas of the source texts prior to the task. 

This could push them to pay more attention to the macro-structures in 

summarizing the texts and miss the chance to look into their own perception of 

summarization. 

 

2.2.4. Comparison of L1 and L2 Summarization 

The L2 studies above also support the argument of Kintsch and van Dijk 

(1978) that summarization reflects on the construction of text-base 

representation. Nevertheless, the studies cannot provide a clearer explanation 

about how and why L2 readers can comprehend and summarize L2 texts in that 

the influence of L1 reading ability is not considered sufficiently. L1 reading 

skills which L2 readers have already developed also play a role in L2 reading 

and accordingly L2 summarization. Therefore, it is mandatory to compare 

summarization of the L1 source text with that of the L2 source text. To the best 

of the writer’s knowledge, there are only two studies comparing L2 readers’ 

summaries of L1 texts with L2 texts; Kozminsky and Graetz (1986) and Corbeil 

(2010). 

Kozminsky and Graetz (1986) compared Israeli university students’ 

summaries of L2 text with those of L1 text. All the summaries were written in 

their L1, Hebrew. The authors found out that summaries of the L2 source texts 

were longer and contained more abstraction of propositions from original texts 
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and the quality of summaries of L2 texts was much lower than the quality of 

summaries of L1 texts. The study results revealed that readers incorporated more 

knowledge-based processes in comprehending L2 texts while paying attention to 

word-based processes in L1 reading. However, since the texts used were more 

than 3,000 words in their study, the propositional structures of the participants’ 

summaries were hard to be compared directly to those of the original texts and it 

might be harder to control the engagement of other unexpected effects such as 

the familiarity of the topic and the difficulty of terminology used in the original 

articles. 

A slightly different summarization procedure was conducted in Corbeil’s 

(2010) study. In her study, Canadian university students learning French as an 

L2 summarized L1 texts into L1 summaries and L2 texts into L2 summaries. She 

attempted to figure out how and to what extent L2 linguistic knowledge and L1 

summarization skills have influences on L2 summarization respectively and 

interactively. These summaries were compared with the model summary 

produced by experts. The findings of her experiment revealed that both L1 

summarization skills and L2 proficiency had effects on summarization of L2 

texts but in somewhat differing manners. For example, whereas L1 

summarization skills had a significant contribution to searching for the main 

ideas, both variables contributed to direct copying and paraphrasing. However, 

although the author demonstrated that two fluent bilinguals translated the 



26 

 

English text into French and the French text into English, it is unclear that under 

what strict criterion the passages were translated. This limitation might be 

important because the unexpected influence of heterogeneity of the texts caused 

by translation can lead to a biased interpretation of the results. Moreover, 

because L2 texts were summarized into L2, it seems that the involvement of L2 

writing skills was not properly controlled. 

To sum up, under the perspective of Kintsch and van Dijk (1978), both 

L1 and L2 studies have confirmed that a well-structured summary includes the 

macro-structures of texts. Nevertheless, L2 readers as native speakers of their 

mother tongue have a complete set of knowledge of L1 reading. It is natural to 

hypothesize that this knowledge can transfer to L2 reading and summarization. 

Most of the aforementioned L2 studies on summarization did not fully 

investigate this fact. Also, particularly in the Korean EFL context, high school 

students’ summaries have not been thoroughly investigated to reveal their L2 

reading comprehension behavior. Therefore, it is necessary to carefully examine 

and compare summarization of the L1 source texts to that of the L2 source texts. 

 

 

 

 

 



27 

 

Chapter 3. Methodology 

The thesis aims at identifying the characteristics of Korean EFL learners’ 

L2 reading comprehension behaviors by examining various facets of their 

summaries. In order to answer the research questions of the study, a mixed 

method design incorporating both quantitative and qualitative approaches is set 

out (Brown & Coombe, 2015; Larson-Hall, 2010). The primary source of data 

analysis is the summaries written by the Korean 11
th

 graders, along with their 

answers to the questionnaires before and after the summarization task. This 

chapter starts with the description of the participants in Section 3.1. Then, it 

demonstrates the selection and development of the materials in Section 3.2, 

followed by the procedure of the pilot and main studies in Section 3.3. Section 

3.4 deals with scoring and data analysis. 

 

3.1. Participants 

A total of 86 11
th

 graders from four classes in two high schools located in 

Gyeonggi Province and Daegu Metropolitan City volunteered for the present 

study. Two classes are randomly selected from a coeducational general high 

school in Uijeongbu city and the other two classes are from a male autonomous 

private high school in Daegu. Since the types of the two schools are different, the 

students’ L2 proficiency in these schools is considerably different. Much more 

students from the autonomous private high school were included in the higher L2 
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proficiency group than those from the general high school. However, most of the 

students who enroll in both high schools have an academic goal to attend 

universities. Accordingly, this may guarantee that students in these schools can 

be suitable representatives for the ordinary Korean EFL students ranging from 

higher to lower L2 proficiency. After the approval of the researcher’s 

institutional review board (IRB), the researcher obtained the consent from all the 

participants who voluntarily took part in the task and their legal guardians prior 

to the tasks. 

High school students are recruited for the study due to the assumption 

that summarization is a skill developed quite late even in L1 settings (Brown & 

Day, 1983). Hence, many of previous studies about summarization have targeted 

high school students or university students as their participants in both L1 and 

L2 contexts (Johns, 1985; Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kim, 1998b; Kintsch & 

Kozminsky, 1977; Kozminsky & Graetz, 1986). So, the researcher also decides 

to target high school students as participants of the current study. 

Among 86 students, only the data from 59 participants were analyzed 

after screening out the incomplete or unsuitable data of 27 participants. The 

participants who had missed at least one part of the tasks were excluded. In 

addition, those who didn’t reach less than 50% in Reading Comprehension 

Questions (RCQ) of the two experimental passages were filtered out (Schmitt, 

Jiang, & Grabe, 2011) since it was expected that only the summaries from the 
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participants who comprehended the texts sufficiently could show their text-base 

representation properly through summarization. Lastly, those who had a past 

experience of learning English abroad were ruled out. That’s because the present 

study aims at illustrating the reading comprehension and summarization 

behaviors of Korean learners who have undergone English education only in the 

Korean EFL context. From here, all the data mentioned refer to those of the 59 

participants that fulfilled these criteria. 

According to the demographical information including L2 learning 

background gathered from Questionnaire Ⅰ, all of the participants are native 

speakers of Korean. Out of the 59 participants, 40 are male (67.8%) and 19 are 

female (32.2%). None of the participants has any experience of learning English 

in English speaking countries. The average age of the participants was 17 at the 

time when the experiment was conducted. They started to learn English as a 

foreign language from the third year of elementary schools and have been 

exposed to English in formal classes three or four hours a week for around nine 

years since then. Although each participant may have a different learning 

experience in a private institute or at home, it can be said that their general 

English learning in the public education sector is similar to one another. Also, 

many of the students perceive that their English proficiency is not good enough 

according to their answers to Questionnaire Ⅰ. Hence, it is safe to say that the 

participants are typical readers learning English in the Korean EFL context. 
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The participants were divided into two groups based on their grades of 

the mock Korean College Scholastic Ability Test (KCSAT): 25 higher 

proficiency group (42.4%) and 34 lower proficiency group (57.6%). This study 

includes the language proficiency as one of the independent variables because 

there are L1 and L2 studies which predicted the influence of the language 

proficiency on the quality of summaries and accordingly the quality of text 

comprehension (Johns, 1985; Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kim, 1998b; Kirkland & 

Saunders, 1991; Riley & Lee, 1996; Winograd, 1984) although the L2 studies 

did not converge on a consistent result. In addition, the study used binary 

grouping since the higher and lower participants have been found to perceive 

important ideas of the texts differently and thus their summaries are possible to 

represent these discrepant characteristics (Winograd, 1984). 

So, the grades the students got from the English section of the mock 

KCSAT hosted by Korea Institute for Curriculum and Evaluation (2018) on June 

2018 were used in order to group the participants according to their L2 

proficiency. KCSAT is a high-stakes standardized test for college entrance in 

Korea, and the English section consists of forty-five multiple choice questions; 

seventeen for listening and twenty-eight for reading questions. The grades 

ranged from 1 to 9 are assigned according to the students’ raw scores after the 

enforcement of the absolute evaluation system in the 2018 school year. So, for 

instance, those who got 90 to 100 raw scores are assigned grade 1, those who got 
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Table 3.1. 

The Participants’ Grades of the Mock KCSAT 

Grade 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Total 

Number 8 17 14 5 10 2 2 1 59 

 

80 to 89 raw scores grade 2, and so forth. Their grades from the mock KCSAT 

were used as information about the participants’ general L2 proficiency. The 

details of the participants’ grades are presented in Table 3.1. So, the 25 

participants who get grades 1 and 2 are classified as the higher proficiency group 

and the 34 who get below grade 3 are in the lower proficiency group. 

 

3.2. Material Development 

This section illustrates how the materials for the experiment were 

developed. Initially, it introduces the procedure of selecting and translating the 

source texts. In addition, the reading comprehension questions for the source 

texts, the questionnaires developed for the research and other materials are 

introduced. 

 

3.2.1. Selection of the Source Texts  

Two expository texts were selected for the summarization task. Although 

the expository texts are normally less familiar to younger readers than the 

narrative texts are (Diakidoy et al., 2005), they are likely to show clearer 
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hierarchical organization of macro- and micro-structures than the narrative texts. 

These texts usually make their coherence relation explicit with referential, 

logical signaling devices such as headings and sub-headings (Graesser, 

McNamara, & Louwerse, 2003; Hyönä, Lorch, Jr., & Kaakinen, 2002). 

The topics of the two passages are ‘the spread and danger of Killer bees’ 

and ‘the history of eating potatoes in Europe’ exploited from an ESL textbook 

(Broukal, 2010) (see Appendix A). These topics are selected because they are 

not so academic that the participants’ comprehension of the texts is not seriously 

interfered with by unknown notions or concepts. At the same time, the specific 

information in the passages such as the history of eating potatoes and the origin 

of killer bees is not familiar to the participants. The pilot study confirmed that 

the topics are easy enough to comprehend, but not familiar with ordinary Korean 

high school students, which is described in Section 3.3.2. 

Johns and Mayes (1990) claim that the engagement of lower-level 

processes caused by difficult texts can hinder the researchers from thoroughly 

examining the effect of reading comprehension on summarization. So, it is 

necessary to cautiously control the complexity of the texts considering the 

proficiency level of the participants. The homogeneity in terms of the length and 

difficulty level between the two passages was appropriately examined by 

running Coh-Metrix (http://tool.cohmetrix.com/) (Craesser, McNamara, 

Louwerse, & Cai, 2004) and Free Lexile Analyzer (https://la-

http://tool.cohmetrix.com/
https://la-tools.lexile.com/free-analyze/
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tools.lexile.com/free-analyze/) (Schmitt, Jiang, & Grabe, 2011). The detailed 

values calculated by Coh-Matrix and Lexile Analyzer are provided in Table 3.2. 

Firstly, the number of words of the two texts is 515 for the ‘Potato’ text 

and 518 for the ‘Killer bee’ text, which is just a little longer than the average 

length of normal EFL textbooks for 9
th

 graders in Korea (the average number of 

words of all the passages in two 9
th

 grade English textbooks is 494.5 and 444.25 

respectively) (Lee, 2014). So, it is expected that the passages do not lose their 

coherence due to their short length. Also, the length of the text doesn’t seem too 

long for the 11
th

-grade participants to be overwhelmed by too lengthy texts. In 

addition, the word frequency and left embeddedness (an indicator of syntactic 

 

Table 3.2. 

The Comparison of the Two Passages (Word Count, and Other Readability 

Values) 

Passage ‘Potato’ text ‘Killer bee’ text 

Word Count 515 518 

CELEX word frequency for all words
a
  2.437 2.236 

Left embeddedness
b
 3.275 4.162 

Flesch Reading Ease
c
 72.535 77.654 

Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level 6.341 5.906 

Lexile 600-700L 600-700L 

Note. The word count, CELEX word frequency, Left embeddedness, Flesch Reading Ease, and 

Flesch-Kincaid Grade Level are calculated by Coh-Metrix, and Lexile is calculated by Lexile 

Analyzer. 
a
 A corpus data from Dutch Centre for Lexical Information. The average word frequency for all 

words. 
b
 The average number of words before the main verbs. A good indicator of working memory 

load. 
c
 0 to 100. A higher value indicating easier texts. e.g., 80.0~70.0 scores of a passage are 

matched with 7th grades in American school level and mean the passage is fairly easy to read. 
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complexity) of the two texts are not severely difficult and are similar to each 

other; the word frequency of the ‘Potato’ and ‘Killer bee’ texts is 2.437 and 2.236, 

and left embeddedness is 3.275 for the ‘Potato’ text and 4.162 for the ‘Killer bee’ 

texts. The readability values of the texts, Flesch Reading Ease (72.535 for the 

‘Potato’ text and 77.654 for the ‘Killer bee’ text) and Flesch-Kincaid Grade 

Level (6.341 for the ‘Potato’ text and 5.906 for the ‘Killer bee’ text), are quite 

easy to read and not too distinct from each other, too. Also, the Lexile score of 

the two passages is 600L to 700L, which corresponds to the average Lexile score 

(500L ~ 700L) of English textbooks for 8
th

 graders in Korean schools (Lee, 

2014). Therefore, all of these scores and values make sure that the texts are 

considerably homogeneous as for the length and difficulty at the intra-sentential 

level. Also, they have plain English and accordingly are fairly easy for the 11
th

-

grade Korean EFL learners to read. 

However, the two texts are different at the discourse level. That is, the 

‘Killer bee’ text is less coherent than the ‘Potato’ text. As mentioned more in 

detail in Section 4.2.3, the logical structure of ‘Potato’ text is chronological 

while the subtopics of the ‘Killer bee’ text are more or less independent with 

each other. So, it is expected that the different text structures may have an effect 

on the participants’ summarization behavior. 

In order not to hinder comprehension and not to lose the authenticity of 

the ESL passages at the same time, just a minimal amount of revision was 
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conducted by the researcher. The original texts contain ‘pound’ and ‘mile’, 

which are standard scales for the weight and the distance in English. However, 

these scales are not normally used in the Korean setting. So, the researcher 

changed them with more familiar unit systems, ‘kilogram’ and ‘kilometer’ so 

that the participants’ comprehension was not hampered by an unfamiliar unit 

system. Also, the Korean meanings of some possible unknown words such as 

‘vinegar’, ‘prefer’, and ‘sting (v)’ were provided to the participants along with 

the original texts when they were engaged in summarization. The two 

experimental source texts are presented in Appendix A. 

 

3.2.2. Translation of the Source Texts 

The Korean version of the two passages was carefully developed so as to 

compare the summaries of Korean passages with those of English passages. 

They were translated into the participants’ L1, Korean, by the researcher under 

the supervision of a Korean teacher of public schools. She has been teaching 

students Korean in a public middle school for three consecutive years. Two 

substantial criteria had to be kept in translating the texts. First, the organization 

of the original texts was preserved. In particular, the number of propositions was 

not changed drastically and their hierarchical organization was kept as well as 

possible (Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978). Second, the translated texts had to be read 

naturally by the native readers of L1. Unnatural expressions or structures are 
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possible to intervene in text comprehension. So, awkward expressions were 

modified as long as it didn’t hurt the naturalness and meaning of the original 

texts. For example, some of the translated sentences of the original passages lose 

their subject pronouns such as ‘you’, ‘this’ and ‘it’ since the use of overt 

pronouns in the subject position is not typical in Korean (Huang, 1984). Yet 

other sentences preserve them in order to facilitate the participants’ literal 

comprehension of the passages. The translated versions of the two source texts 

are provided in Appendix B. 

 

3.2.3. Reading Comprehension Questions 

Two types of reading comprehension questions (RCQ) for each text were 

developed by the researcher; true/false and multiple-choice gap-filling items. 

Caveats should be considered in implementing true/false and multiple-choice 

gap-filling types in that the participants have 50% possibilities for true/false 

questions and 25% possibilities for multiple-choice questions to choose the right 

answer by chance (Alderson, 2000). Nevertheless, since the purpose of RCQ in 

this study is to briefly check the participants’ comprehension of information 

explicitly stated in the texts after they finish summarizing, it is still worthwhile 

to use the participants’ scores of this simple RCQ (Mokeddem & Houcine, 2016; 

Winograd, 1984). Moreover, RCQ was written in Korean, the participants’ 

mother tongue. So, such problems as difficult English expressions of RCQ did 
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not hinder the participants from comprehending the questions. 

In each passage, one multiple-choice item asks the participants to find out 

the most suitable topic of the passage among four options, which evaluates the 

participants’ comprehension of the main idea of the source texts. The other four 

multiple-choice questions and five true/false questions deal with specific 

information about the texts. 

The RCQ was reviewed by two expert colleagues majoring in English 

Education. One of them is in a doctoral course and the other is in a master’s 

course. The expert in a master’s course is an English teacher who has been 

teaching English in a middle school and a high school for six years. Both experts 

agreed with the researcher concerning the appropriateness and difficulty of the 

RCQ for the participants. In addition, they concurred that the nine items about 

the specific information measured the overt details of the passages. Therefore, it 

can provide simple but enough information in terms of to what extent the readers 

achieve an appropriate literal comprehension of the texts. The RCQ of the source 

texts is presented in Appendix C. 

 

3.2.4. Questionnaire Ⅰ, Ⅱ 

The questionnaire Ⅰ was implemented to get the general and L2-related 

background information of the participants prior to the main task. It firstly asks 

their name, gender, and age. Then, it asks the participants to provide the grades 
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they got from the English section of the mock KCSAT on June 2018. Whether 

they had an experience in learning English abroad and if so, how long they had 

studied there are also asked. Lastly, the questionnaire gets information about the 

participants’ subjective perception of their L2 proficiency. 

The questionnaire Ⅱ, which the participants answered at the last phase 

of the experiment, contains two 5-point Likert scale questions, a dichotomous 

question, and three open-ended questions. One of the research questions is to 

discover the Korean EFL learners’ perception of summarization. In this regard, a 

semi-structured post-interview with some participants whose summaries are 

unusual would be effective. However, unfortunately, it was practically hard to 

gather individual participants for a post-interview after the tasks or after school 

in that this experiment was conducted in the middle of the regular school classes. 

As an alternative, a written questionnaire was provided to the participants at the 

end of the summarization task. Although it got less abundant feedback from the 

students, the Questionnaire Ⅱ right after they finish summarization could 

gather the participants’ vivid experiences about summarizing the experimental 

passages as well as their subjective definition of summarization and past 

experience of learning summaries. 

The two 5-point Likert scale questions asked whether summarization 

tasks helped them to comprehend the passages and whether they were 

accustomed to summarization. The dichotomous question asked whether they 
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have a past experience in learning summary tasks. If they had one, they could 

answer the following open-ended question “When and from whom did you learn 

about summarization, if you had in your past English or Korean classes?” The 

last two open-ended questions asked what a summary is and what should be 

included in a summary (Winograd, 1984). The questionnaire Ⅰ and Ⅱ are 

provided in Appendix D. 

 

3.2.5. Model Summaries of the Source Texts 

Each model summary of the two source texts was obtained from a highly-

educated native speaker of English who is majoring in Social Sciences and 

Comparative Education and has been teaching English writing to undergraduate 

students and English thesis writing to graduate students for many years. 

Although the participants’ summaries were written in Korean whereas the model 

summaries were written in English, these can be compared with each other with 

respect to the characteristics of the summarization skills. The qualitative 

commonalities and differences between her summaries and the summaries of 

Korean EFL readers were compared with each other. The model summaries are 

presented in Appendix E. 

 

3.3. Procedure 

3.3.1. Propositional Analysis of the Source Texts 
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The propositional structure of the two source texts selected was analyzed 

by the researcher. It is not easy to specifically define and isolate the idea units or 

propositions purely syntactically due to the linguistic differences between 

Korean and English. Hence, the focus of the analysis is more on the contents and 

meaning of the texts than on the syntactic structures although the syntax is still 

considered important. 

Initially, individual propositions of the source texts were isolated. The 

propositional analysis was adapted from the aforementioned Kroll’s idea unit 

concept (1977, cited in Johns, 1985). However, her original system has been 

developed and used mostly to analyze the English language (Johns, 1985; Johns 

& Mayes, 1990), which made it hard to directly adopt the system into the 

propositional analysis of the texts used in this study. That’s because the 

summary data planned to be compared with the source texts were written in 

Korean and thus the characteristics of the Korean language must be reflected in 

the process of the propositional analysis of the source passages. So, some 

adaptation was conducted as in Table 3.3. 

Secondly, on the basis of Kintsch’s (1990) method, each proposition was 

graded into three levels of macro-structures and one level of micro-structures 

according to their importance in the texts. Level 1 contains inferred topic 

statements not overtly stated in the original passages. So, the Level 1 of the 

‘Potato’ text is ‘the history of eating potatoes in Europe’ and that of the ‘Killer 
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bee’ text is ‘the spread and danger of Killer bees’. Level 2 contains subtopics. 

However, not all of the subtopics are in the first sentence of each paragraph, but 

in the middle. Other text-based macro-structures are scored as Level 3 and 

concrete details of the texts are Level 4. 

The propositions of the two passages isolated and graded by the 

researcher were evaluated by the two experts who took part in the development 

of the RCQ. The agreement rates of the two passages were 91.0% and 86.6% 

respectively. The disagreements were resolved through a thorough discussion. 

Table 3.3. 

Propositional Analysis Criteria (Revised from Kroll’s (1977) Idea Units) 

1 

A predicate (or a verb phrase) is counted as one idea unit including (when present) 

a subject, auxiliary and modal verbs, a direct object, a prepositional phrase, an 

infinitival to phrase (e.g., want to V, start to V, try to V), and other semantically 

and syntactically relevant elements
ab

. 

2 
A long adjectival phrase with a predicate modifying a noun phrase is counted as 

one idea unit such as a full relative clause
c
. 

3 

Phrases which occur in sentence-initial or final position (e.g., an infinitival to 

phrase and a prepositional phrase as an adverbial) are counted as separate idea 

units except for temporal and spatial phrases. 

4 

An appositive is counted as an individual idea unit. 

e.g., Maria Antoinette, the wife of King Louis ⅩⅥ, wore potato flowers in her 

hair.  

Note. The focus of the analysis is more on the contents and meaning of the texts than on the 

syntactic structures although the syntax is still considered important. 
a
 Predicates such as think, believe, find, understand, mean, and tell followed by a subordinate 

finite clause starting with a conjunction that are not counted as an independent idea unit. Rather, 

they are included in an idea unit of the subordinate clause. 
b
 A predicate including two verbs with a coordinate conjunction and is counted as an idea unit 

such as plant and eat and sting and die.
 

c
 Although the Korean language syntax doesn’t have an overt relative pronoun and an adjectival 

phrase modifying an NP does not follow it but precedes it, it is counted as an idea unit  if the 

phrase has a predicate.
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The ‘Potato’ text contains 66 propositions. Among them, Level 1 to Level 3 

macro-structures are 22 (33.3%) and Level 4 micro-structures are 44 (66.7%). 

The number of the idea units in the ‘Killer bee’ text is 67. Level 1 to Level 3 

macro-structures are 26 (38.8%) and Level 4 micro-structures are 41 (61.2%). 

The four levels of idea units of the two source texts are presented in Table 3.4 

and 3.5. Yet, the propositions were translated into L1 in order to compare them 

with the participants’ summaries written in L1. Thus, the translated L1 version of 

the propositional analysis is presented in Appendix F. 

 

3.3.2. Pilot Study
３

 

After the development of the materials and the analysis of the 

propositional structures, the pilot study was executed. A group of 19 12
th

 graders 

in a general high school located in Seoul Metropolitan City summarized either 

L1or L2 text, solved the RCQ and answered Questionnaire Ⅰ and Ⅱ. Prior to 

the task, the participants were instructed on the purpose of the pilot study and the 

consent from the volunteers and their legal guardians were obtained. 

Even though the participants were varied in terms of their L2 proficiency 

(their grades of a mock KCSAT), most of them were likely to comprehend 

                                            

 
３

 The researcher could not recruit the 11
th

 graders when he conducted the pilot study. So, 

instead, the 12
th

 graders who were available at that time were targeted. Although the grade of the 

participants in the pilot study is not the same as that of the main study participants, the results of 

the pilot study could be reliably used. That’s because most of the 11
th

 and 12
th

 graders in Korean 

general high schools have similar language learning experiences of preparing for the KCSAT and 

accordingly the performance gap between the two graders are not likely to be significantly wide. 
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Table 3.4. 

Propositional Analysis of the L2 ‘Potato’ Text 
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Table 3.5. 

Propositional Analysis of the L2 ‘Killer bee’ Text 
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the passages either in L1 or L2 sufficiently as their mean RCQ score was 7.74 

(SD = 1.88) out of the total score of 10. Moreover, it was assured that 

the participants could summarize the experimental passages without much 

difficulty although the forms and lengths of their summaries were diverse. Some 

summarized in only one sentence while other participants wrote a bunch of 

sentences, still, others included their personal opinions about the text, etc. In 

addition, most of them responded that they were not familiar with the topics. To 

sum up, the pilot study upheld the validity of the L1 and L2 passages as the 

source texts for summarization in that they were comprehensible to Korean EFL 

high school students. 

 

3.3.3. Main Study 

Initially, the students who volunteered to attend the tasks were introduced 

to the purpose and general procedure of the summarization tasks. The rest of the 

classes studied by themselves or was provided with other tasks by their English 

teachers. The participants were given the task packet consisting of Questionnaire 

Ⅰ, Text A, an empty summary worksheet and RCQ for Text A, Text B, an 

empty summary worksheet and RCQ for Text B, and Questionnaire Ⅱ４
. After 

filling out Questionnaire Ⅰ, the participants read Text A and B, and took 

                                            

 
４

 Text A and Text B only represent the order of the passages in the task packet. Specifically, 

Text A is the first text and Text B is the second text. They are not relevant to the topic and the 

language of the source texts. 
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summarization tasks and RCQ tests. A half of them summarized the ‘Potato’ 

passage written in L1 and the ‘Killer bee’ passage in L2. The other half 

summarized the ‘Potato’ passage in L2 and the ‘Killer bee’ passage in L1. The 

order of L1 and L2 texts and the distribution of the two topics were 

counterbalanced to minimize the influence of ordering and topic. 

The task instruction of summarization was not specifically provided 

before the summarization task. Simply they were told, “Read and summarize the 

texts.” Other studies (Kim, 1998b, 2001; Riley & Lee, 1996) give an explanation 

about the task that the participants should pay attention to the main ideas of the 

texts or summarize the main ideas prior to the task. The task instruction in these 

studies can intentionally push the participants to include macro-structures of the 

texts in their summaries. However, the purpose of the present study is to find out 

the participants’ own definition of summarization probably formed throughout 

their past experiences on L1 and L2 learning. So, no specific task instruction was 

delivered. 

In addition, the participants summarized both L1 and L2 texts into their 

L1, Korean. Since a considerable number of studies on summarization of L2 text 

examine the integration of both L2 reading and writing skills, the participants of 

those studies are led to summarize L2 text into L2 (Johns & Mayes, 1990; Riley 

& Lee, 1996). However, this study focuses on how summaries of L2 texts 

represent text-base representation the readers construct during reading compared 
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to summarization of L1 text, not on the effect of L2 writing skills. Thus, the 

language of summarization was their L1, Korean, to minimize the involvement 

of L2 writing skills. In order not to be confused with the terms, the participants’ 

summaries of the L1 source texts is referred to as ‘the L1 text summaries,’ 

whereas their summaries of the L2 source texts is called as ‘the L2 text 

summaries’ from now on. When together, they are mentioned as ‘the L1 and L2 

text summaries’ or just ‘the participants’ summaries.’ 

After finishing all the tasks, the participants answered the open-ended 

questionnaire Ⅱ. 

 

3.4. Scoring and Data Analysis 

The study implements the mixed method in order to analyze the data and 

resolve the research questions. This section introduces statistical and qualitative 

methods in accordance with the three research questions. 

 

3.4.1. Scoring of the Participants’ Summaries 

There were two preprocessing steps in order to analyze the participants’ 

summaries: Firstly, their summaries were dissected into individual propositions, 

and secondly each proposition was scored from Level 1 to Level 4 based on the 
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proposition structures of the source texts
５

. 

At first, the propositions of the participants’ summaries written in L1 

were isolated by the researcher according to the propositional analysis criteria in 

Table 3.3. As aforementioned, this criteria was adapted from Kroll’s (1977) idea 

units system. At the same time, 24 summaries of the 12 participants selected 

randomly (20.3% of the total participants) were analyzed by the expert in the 

master’s course who took part in the analysis of the source texts and the review 

of the RCQ. Before the analysis, she was instructed to and trained how to 

conduct the propositional analysis criteria. The average agreement rate of the 

‘Potato’ text is 89.2% and that of the ‘Killer bee’ text is 90.7% between the two 

raters. The disagreement was resolved through an in-depth discussion. 

After the idea units of the participants’ summaries were analyzed, each 

proposition was graded from Level 1 to Level 4 on the basis of the Korean 

version of the propositional analysis of the two source texts (as presented in 

Appendix F since the summaries were written in Korean). The two raters (the 

researcher himself and the colleague in the master’s course) independently 

graded the 12 participants and their grading was compared with each other. The 

mean agreement rates of the two raters were 89.8% for the ‘Potato’ text and 92.7% 

for the ‘Killer bee’ text. Differently graded propositions were sorted out and re-

                                            

 
５

 This is the reason why there are Korean (L1) and English (L2) versions of the propositional 

analysis of the source texts as presented in Table 3.4 and 3.5, and in Appendix F. The 

participants’ summaries written in L1 need to be compared with the source texts written in both 

L1 and L2. 
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graded by the raters together. 

 

3.4.2. Data Analysis 

3.4.2.1. Statistical Analysis 

SPSS (v. 18.0.0 for Windows) was employed for statistical analysis to 

examine the research questions of the study. Before analyzing the summaries and 

the questionnaires, the mean raw scores of the participants’ RCQ of the two 

passages were measured and analyzed using a t-test. 

The research question 1 is ‘How do Korean EFL high school students’ 

summaries reflect the L1 and L2 source texts depending on L2 proficiency and 

text structure?’ To answer this question, the L1 and L2 text summaries were 

independently analyzed. Initially, two two-way analyses of variance (ANOVA) 

were employed for the Level 1 to 3 macro-structures and the Level 4 micro-

structures contained in the participants’ L2 text summaries (Kim, 2001; Kintsch, 

1990; Riley & Lee, 1996). The L2 proficiency and the text structure were 

entered as two independent variables for the analyses. After that, follow-up 

independent-sample t-tests for macro-structures and micro-structures with the L2 

proficiency and the text structure as the independent variables were conducted 

respectively. In addition, the mean percent of macro-structures and micro-

structures was compared employing a paired-sample t-test. The L1 text 

summaries underwent the same processes as the L2 text summaries. 
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The research question 2 is ‘How is summarization of the L2 source texts 

related to summarization of the L1 source texts?’ To find out the answer to the 

question, the propositional organization in the L1 and L2 text summaries was 

compared to each other as a function of the L2 proficiency using bivariate 

correlation analysis. In addition, the mean length of the L1 and L2 text 

summaries was compared with each other implementing paired-sample t-tests. 

 

3.4.2.2. Qualitative Analysis 

In addition to the quantitative data analysis for the research question 2, 

the participants’ summaries were also qualitatively examined such as whether 

the summaries include or invent the topic sentence of the original passages, 

whether there are distorted expressions, how the participants generalized or 

transformed the propositions from the source texts, how many direct borrowing 

or translation from the L1 and L2 source texts are there, and so forth. 

The research question 3 is ‘What is Korean EFL high school students’ 

own definition of summarization?’ To answer this question, the data from the 

questionnaire Ⅱ was analyzed with reference to the quantitative and qualitative 

data of the participants’ summaries. 
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Chapter 4. Results and Discussion 

This chapter demonstrates and discusses the quantitative and qualitative 

results of the current study. Section 4.1 shows two preliminary analyses about 

the number of the summaries produced by the participants and their general 

reading comprehension rate prior to the main data analysis. Section 4.2 deals 

with the characteristics of the participants’ text comprehension by comparing the 

average rates of macro-structures and micro-structures of their L1 and L2 text 

summaries respectively and discusses the findings with respect to the relevant 

previous literature about reading and summarization. In Section 4.3, the 

correlation of the macro-structures and micro-structures in the L1 and L2 text 

summaries is examined together, and qualitative characteristics of the summaries 

are demonstrated and interpreted in detail. Lastly, in Section 4.4 the findings of 

the initial two research questions are synthesized with the participants’ answers 

to the open-ended questionnaire about their own definition of summarization. 

 

4.1. Preliminary Analysis 

Prior to the main data analysis, two preliminary analyses were conducted; 

firstly the number of summaries written by the participants in two different 

groups and secondly the general reading comprehension rate of the participants 

about the source texts. 

As presented in Table 4.1, the number of summaries produced by the 



52 

 

Table 4.1. 

The Number of Summaries Produced by the Participants 

 
L2 Text / L1 Text 

Potato / Killer bee Killer bee / Potato Total 

Group 

(N=59) 

Higher Frequency (%) 13 (52.0) 12 (48.0) 25 (100.0) 

Lower Frequency (%) 15 (44.1) 19 (55.9) 34 (100.0) 

Total  Frequency (%) 28 (47.5) 31 (52.5) 59 (100.0) 

Note. Each participant summarized both L2 and L1 texts. Thus, 59 participants produced 118 

summaries. The two tables about L1 and L2 text summaries reported in the thesis are collapsed 

into one. 

 

participants in the higher and lower proficiency groups according to the language 

and the topic of the texts is not significantly different from one another (χ
2
 [1] 

= .549, p = .605). Although there exist slight discrepancies, the distribution of 

the source texts was not significantly biased. 

As the second preliminary analysis, the participants’ mean RCQ (reading 

comprehension questions) scores about the L1 and L2 source texts were 

measured and compared with each other using a paired-sample t-test. The mean 

score, standard deviation, and the scores’ statistical significance are reported in 

Table 4.2. The analysis tells that the participants’ mean RCQ scores about both 

the L1 and L2 source texts are quite high (M = 9.51 for L2 text, M = 9.54 for L1 

text) and the difference between the scores about L1 and L2 texts is not 

statistically significant (t [58] = -.256, p = .799). This result implies that the 

lexical and linguistic complexities of the source texts are not too high for the 
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Table 4.2. 

The Mean RCQ Scores about the L1 and L2 Source Texts  

 Language Mean SD t df p 

RCQ Score 

(N = 59) 

L2 9.51 .838 
-.256 58 .799 

L1 9.54 .750 

Note. The total score of RCQ is 10. One point is assigned to each of the ten questions. 

 

participants’ literal comprehension of the texts (Johns & Mayes, 1990). In other 

words, it is safe to say that all the participants sufficiently comprehended the 

sentence-by-sentence meaning of the source texts regardless of the language of 

the texts, although these findings do not guarantee the construction of a firm 

text-base representation. 

 

4.2. The Text-base Representation Reflected in the Summaries  

The first research question of the current study is ‘How do Korean EFL 

high school students’ summaries reflect the L1 and L2 source texts depending on 

L2 proficiency and text structure?.’ In order to answer the question, the 

participants’ L1 and L2 text summaries were analyzed independently. 

 

4.2.1. Comparing Macro-structures and Micro-structures of the L2 

Text Summaries 

Since each participant’s summary of the source texts has a different 

length, the number of the propositions (idea units) could not be directly 
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employed in the data analysis. So, the percentages, which were calculated by 

dividing the number of macro-structures or micro-structures by the total number 

of all the idea units in the summaries each participant has written, were used. 

The mean percentages of macro-structures (involving Level 1 to 3 propositions) 

and that of micro-structures (involving Level 4 propositions) were entered as 

dependent variables respectively in the two-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) 

(Kim, 2001; Kintsch, 1990; Riley & Lee, 1996). For the two two-way ANOVAs, 

the higher and lower proficiency groups were entered as two conditions of the 

independent variable, the L2 proficiency. Also, the text structure was added as 

another independent variable in the two-way ANOVAs since the two source 

texts have different text structures only at the discourse level. The descriptive 

statistics of the mean percentage of macro-structures and micro-structures in the 

participants’ L2 text summaries according to the proficiency groups and the text 

structure are presented in Table 4.3. 

The main and interactional effects of the two independent variables on 

the percent of macro-structures and micro-structures were presented in Table 4.4 

and in Table 4.5. As Table 4.4 and 4.5 say, no significant effect of both 

independent variables on the two dependent variables was discovered (p > .05). 

Nonetheless, the mean proportions of micro-structures between the ‘Potato’ and 

‘Killer bee’ texts show some discrepancy (39.74% vs. 46.72%) as the p-value 

approximates to the significant level (F [1, 55] = 3.758, p = .058. partial η² 
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Table 4.3. 

Descriptive Statistics of Macro- and Micro-structures in L2 Text Summaries 

Dependent Var. 
Independent Var. 

Mean (%) SD N 
Group L2 Text  

Macro-structure 

Higher 

Potato 51.39 .12887 13 

Killer bee 48.40 .07961 12 

Total 49.95 .10697 25 

Lower 

Potato 47.85 .12636 15 

Killer bee 46.02 .11865 19 

Total 46.83 .12058 34 

Total 

Potato 49.49 .12642 28 

Killer bee 46.94 .10445 31 

Total 48.15 .11511 59 

Micro-structure 

Higher 

Potato 38.35 .11530 13 

Killer bee 41.71 .12954 12 

Total 39.96 .12096 25 

Lower 

Potato 40.95 .11155 15 

Killer bee 49.88 .12309 19 

Total 45.94 .12477 34 

Total 

Potato 39.74 .11196 28 

Killer bee 46.72 .12992 31 

Total 43.41 .12570 59 

 

 

Table 4.4.  

ANOVA Summary of Macro-structures by L2 Proficiency and Text Structure in 

L2 Text Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var.         
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

SS df MS F p partial η² 

Macro-structure 

L2 Proficiency .013 1 .013 .924 .341 .017 

Text Structure .008 1 .008 .615 .436 .011 

L2 Proficiency x 

Text Structure 
.000 1 .000 .035 .851 .001 

Error .746 55 .014 
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Table 4.5.  

ANOVA Summary of Micro-structures by L2 Proficiency and Text Structure in 

L2 Text Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var.         
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

SS df MS F p partial η² 

Micro-structure 

L2 Proficiency .041 1 .041 2.884 .095 .050 

Text Structure .054 1 .054 3.758 .058 .064 

L2 Proficiency x 

Text Structure 
.011 1 .011 .770 .384 .014 

Error .791 55 .014 
 

 
 

 

= .064). So, subsequent analyses about the effect of independent variables on 

macro-structures and micro-structures of the participants’ L2 text summaries 

were conducted respectively. 

The statistically non-significant effect of the variables continued in the 

following t-tests with the independent variable, the L2 proficiency, as in Table 

4.6 (p > .05). 

 

Table 4.6. 

Tests of L2 proficiency Effect on Macro- and Micro-structures in L2 Text 

Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var. N Mean (%) SD t df p 

Macro-structures 
Higher 25 49.95 .10697 

1.032 57 .307 
Lower 34 46.83 .12058 

Micro-structures 
Higher 25 39.96 .12096 

-1.842 57 .071 
Lower 34 45.94 .12477 
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On the other hand, statistically significant differences were observed in 

text structure effect on micro-structures of the participants’ summaries (t [57] = -

2.197, p = .032), although not on macro-structures (p >.05) (presented in Table 

4.7). Specifically, the average percentage of micro-structures in the L2 text 

summaries of the ‘Potato’ text is significantly less than the percentage of micro-

structures in the L2 text summaries of the ‘Killer bee’ text (M = 39.74, SD 

= .11196 for the ‘Potato’ text, M = 46.72, SD = .12992 for the ‘Killer bee’ text) 

(presented in Figure 4.1). This discrepant result between the ‘Potato’ text and the 

‘Killer bee’ text is probably due to the different structural organization of the 

two texts. 

Lastly, the percentage of macro-structures and micro-structures in the L2 

text summaries were compared with each other employing a paired-sample t-test 

as in Table 4.8. It was found that the participants included a statistically similar 

amount of macro-structures and micro-structures in their L2 text summaries (t 

Table 4.7. 

Tests of Text Structure Effect on Macro- and Micro-structures in L2 Text 

Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var. N Mean (%) SD t df p 

Macro-structures 
Potato 28 49.49 .12642 

.850 57 .399 
Killer bee 31 46.94 .10445 

Micro-structures 
Potato 28 39.74 .11196 

-2.197 57 .032* 
Killer bee 31 46.72 .12992 

* p < .05 
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Figure 4.1. The proportion of macro- and micro-structures in L2 text summaries 

according to the source texts 

 

 [58] = 1.633, p = .108), which implies that they could not properly discriminate 

important ideas from less important ones in the original passages written in L2. 

Overall, the results about the L2 text summaries indicate that the 

participants had a difficulty in including the main ideas of the L2 source texts 
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Table 4.8. 

Comparison of Macro- and Micro-structures in L2 Text Summaries 

Var. Mean (%) SD t df p 

Macro-structure 48.15 .11511 
1.633 58 .108 

Micro-structure 43.41 .12570 
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regardless of their L2 proficiency. Nevertheless, they seem to be able to delete 

more minor information from the ‘Potato’ text than from the ‘Killer bee’ text due 

to the different text structure of the two texts. 

 

4.2.2. Comparing Macro-structures and Micro-structures of the L1 

Text Summaries 

As a matter of fact, involving the students’ L2 proficiency as an 

independent variable in the analysis of the L1 text summaries seems improper 

and unnecessary due to a reason drawn from common sense. Needless to say, the 

L2 proficiency isn’t likely to have a direct effect on L1 reading and 

summarization. If any, that may not be because of the L2 proficiency itself, but 

because of a more general cognitive or linguistic capability with which a person 

can acquire the high proficiency in L2 as well as an ability to read and 

summarize L1 texts. 

However, the researcher still involves the L2 proficiency as an 

independent variable in the analysis of the L1 text summaries because of two 

reasons. Firstly, the design of research itself makes it mandatory because the 

groups of participants who summarize both the L1 and L2 source texts were 

divided on the basis of the L2 proficiency (the grades of mock KCSAT). The 

second reason is that it can be more secure to keep the consistency of the 

research design. Namely, the L1 and L2 text summaries need to be examined 
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consistently with respect to the L2 proficiency and the text structure. 

The general process is the same as the analysis of the L2 text summaries. 

The average percentage of macro-structures and micro-structures was entered as 

two dependent variables in the two two-way analyses of variance (ANOVAs) 

including two independent variables, the L2 proficiency and the text structure. 

The descriptive statistics of the mean percentage of macro-structures and micro-

structures in the participants’ L1 text summaries according to the L2 proficiency 

and the text structure are presented in Table 4.9. 

 

Table 4.9. 

Descriptive Statistics of Macro- and Micro-structures in L1 Text Summaries 

Dependent Var. 
Independent Var. 

Mean (%) SD N 
Group L1 Text 

Macro-structure 

Higher 

Potato 55.77 .20052 12 
Killer bee 52.93 .10515 13 
Total 54.30 .15546 25 

Lower 

Potato 57.55 .14093 19 
Killer bee 48.68 .13805 15 
Total 53.64 .14463 34 

Total 

Potato 56.86 .16352 31 
Killer bee 50.66 .12354 28 
Total 53.92 .14803 59 

Micro-structure 

Higher 

Potato 30.04 .13503 12 
Killer bee 42.24 .08631 13 
Total 36.39 .12631 25 

Lower 

Potato 30.99 .10921 19 
Killer bee 43.78 .14722 15 
Total 36.63 .14091 34 

Total 

Potato 30.62 .11774 31 
Killer bee 43.07 .12087 28 
Total 36.53 .13380 59 
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The main and interactional effects of the two independent variables on 

the two dependent variables using two two-way ANOVAs are presented in Table 

4.10 and 4.11. Even though the effects of the L2 proficiency is not significant (p 

> .05), it is found that the text structure has a statistically significant effect on the 

proportion of micro-structures contained in the participants’ L1 text summaries 

(F [1, 55] =15.213, p = .000. partial η² = .217). Yet, no interaction effect of L2 

proficiency and the text structure was found. 

For a deeper interpretation of the influence of the independent variables, 

two independent sample t-tests were conducted for macro-structures and micro-

structures respectively (as in Table 4.12 for the L2 proficiency and Table 4.13 

for the text structure). 

In Table 4.12, no statistically significant influence of the L2 proficiency 

on the inclusion of macro-structures and micro-structures were discovered 

Table 4.10. 

ANOVA Summary of Macro-structures by L2 Proficiency and Text Structure in 

L1 Text Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var.         
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

SS df MS F p partial η² 

Macro-structure 

L2 Proficiency .002 1 .002 .101 .752 .002 

Text Structure .049 1 .049 2.248 .139 .039 

L2 Proficiency x 

Text Structure 
.013 1 .013 .597 .443 .011 

Error 1.199 55 .022 
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(p > .05). However, it was found that the text structure had a statistically 

significant influence on the proportion of micro-structures in the participants’ L1 

text summaries as in Table 4.13 (t [57] = -4.004, p = .000), although not on 

macro-structures (t [57] = 1.631, p = .108). The mean proportion of micro-

structures in the L1 text summaries from the ‘Potato’ text (M = 30.62%, SD  

 

Table 4.12. 

Tests of L2 Proficiency Effect on Macro- and Micro-structures in L1 Text 

Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var. N Mean (%) SD t df p 

Macro-structures 
Higher 25 54.30 .15546 

.168 57 .867 
Lower 34 53.64 .14463 

Micro-structures 
Higher 25 36.39 .12631 

-.070 57 .944 
Lower 34 36.63 .14091 

Table 4.11. 

ANOVA Summary of Micro-structures by L2 Proficiency and Text Structure in 

L1 Text Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var. 
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

SS df MS F p partial η² 

Micro-structure 

L2 Proficiency .002 1 .002 .151 .699 .003 

Text Structure .224 1 .224 15.213 .000** .217 

L2 Proficiency x 

Text Structure 
.000 1 .000 .008 .928 .000 

Error .808 55 .015 
 

 
 

** p < .05 
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Table 4.13. 

Tests of Text Structure Effect on Macro- and Micro-structures in L1 Text 

Summaries 

Dependent Var. Independent Var. N Mean (%) SD t df p 

Macro-structures 
Potato 31 56.86 .16352 

1.631 57 .108 
Killer bee 28 50.66 .12354 

Micro-structures 
Potato 31 30.62 .11774 

-4.004 57 .000** 
Killer bee 28 43.07 .12087 

** p < .01 

 

= .11774) was less than that in the L1 text summaries from the ‘Killer bee’ text 

(M = 43.07%, SD = .12087) (presented in Figure 4.2). In other words, it seems to 

be easier for the participants to discriminate and delete the trivial information 

 

Figure 4.2. The proportion of macro- and micro-structures in L1 text summaries 

according to the source texts 
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from the ‘Potato’ text than from the ‘Killer bee’ text.  

Lastly, the proportion of macro-structures and micro-structures in the L1 

text summaries were compared with one another implementing a paired-sample 

t-test as in Table 4.14. The results say that there are statistically significant 

differences between the mean proportions of macro-structures and micro-

structures in the L1 text summaries (t [58] = 5.076, p = .000). In particular, the 

participants’ summaries contain significantly more macro-structures (M = 

53.92%, SD = .14803) than micro-structures (M = 36.53%, SD = .13380) from 

the L1 source texts. This result shows that the Korean high school students could 

perceive semantically hierarchical organization of the texts to a certain extent 

and include more macro-structures than micro-structures in their L1 text 

summaries even though it remains more discussion to reach a conclusion that 

their summaries contain enough macro-structures to be regarded as well- 

structured summaries. 

 

Table 4.14. 

Comparison of Macro- and Micro-structures in L1 Text Summaries 

Var. Mean (%) SD t df p 

Macro-structure 53.92 .14803 
5.076 58 .000** 

Micro-structure 36.53 .13380 

** p < .05 
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Figure 4.3. No effect of L2 proficiency on the proportion of macro-structures 

and micro-structures in L1 text summaries 

 

One interesting finding of the L1 text summary data is that the summaries 

of both the L2 proficiency groups showed an almost identical trend for the 

inclusion of macro-structures and micro-structures as shown in Figure 4.3. This 

suggests that all the participants are likely to have similar L1 summarization 

skills or they have a sufficient knowledge about higher-level processes of L1 

reading. 
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text structure?’ Three findings were identified from the analysis of the 

participants’ summaries. 

First of all, it was found that the participants included macro-structures 

(48.15%) and micro-structures (43.41%) in the similar proportion in their L2 text 

summaries regardless of their L2 proficiency. This result gives a clue to presume 

that the participants did not clearly recognize the hierarchical organization of the 

L2 texts or couldn’t construct an appropriate text-base representation even 

though they were able to comprehend the sentence-by-sentence meaning of the 

texts. In particular, they couldn’t distinguish important propositions from trivial 

ones and accordingly couldn’t include more macro-structures than micro-

structures. Another possible explanation is that the participants did construct a 

firm text-base representation but their perception of summarization prevented 

them from containing many macro-structures in their summaries. Yet, this 

explanation is rejected due to the participants’ answers to the post open-ended 

questionnaire that summaries should contain important ideas from the source 

texts, which is explained in Section 4.4. 

This similar summarization behavior of both participants with the higher 

and lower L2 proficiency can be more or less in accordance with the readers with 

lower comprehension skills (Hyönä et al., 2002; Johns, 1985; Meyer, Brandt, & 

Bluth, 1980; Taylor & Samuels, 1983; Winograd, 1984) or the immature 

younger readers (Brown & Day, 1983; Kintsch, 1990) of many L1 studies about 
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summarization. The slow and less-fluent L1 readers who have the disposition to 

fixate almost every single word linearly did not perform well in the 

summarization tasks (Hyönä et al., 2002). Hyönä et al. speculate that the short 

working memory span of this group causes the difficulty in the sentence-level 

comprehension process and hinder them from constructing a higher-level text 

comprehension. 

 Moreover, some L2 studies which have not shown a statistically 

significant influence of the L2 proficiency on summarization are also supported 

by this finding (Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kim, 1998b). For instance, Kim (1998b) 

concluded that both high-ability and low-ability Korean university students have 

elementary L2 summarization skills alike and there appears no apparent 

relationship between the L2 proficiency and the students’ summary writing 

ability. 

The second finding in terms of the Research Question 1 is the significant 

differences between the proportion of macro-structures (53.92%) and micro-

structures (36.53%) in the L1 text summaries regardless of the L2 proficiency. 

This finding suggests that the participants could utilize higher-level processes in 

comprehending the texts written in L1 and thus recognize the semantically 

hierarchical structure of the source texts or construct a decent text-base 

representation. This finding backs up many L1 studies about summarization 

dealt with in the Literature Review Section (Brown & Day, 1983; Johns, 1985; 
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Kintsch, 1990; Kintsch, Mandel, & Kozminsky, 1977; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; 

Mannes & Kintsch, 1987; Winograd, 1984). 

However, it is not easy to assure that the mean proportion of macro-

structures (53.92%) in the participants’ L1 text summaries, which is slightly over 

the half of the total propositions in the summaries, is good enough to say that the 

participants’ summaries are well-structured and accordingly reflect a firm text-

base representation of the L1 source texts. Some of the previous L1 and L2 

studies about summarization present the results about the proportion of macro-

structures and micro-structures contained in the participants’ summaries. For 

example, Kintsch (1990)
６

 presents the results that the 6
th

 graders contain about 

20% macro-structures and, 10
th

 graders about 45% macro-structures and college 

students about 55% macro-structures, while all the three groups have about 40% 

micro-structures alike in their summaries. In Riley and Lee’s (1996) L2 study, 

the proportion of main and supporting ideas is 69% compared to 31% of details 

in the participants’ summaries although the participants were instructed to 

include main ideas in their summaries. Nevertheless, the values in these studies 

cannot be straightforwardly compared with those in the present study. 

The proportion of macro-structures and micro-structures of the model 

summaries produced by the highly-educated English native speaker can be a 

                                            

 
６

 In Kintsch’s (1990) study, the percentage of macro-structures and micro-structures are 

presented in a graph (p.172). So, the values here are not precise, but roughly estimated by the 

researcher on the basis of the graph in Kintch (1990). 
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possible standard to evaluate the participants’ summaries albeit not sufficient. 

The percentage of macro-structures in the model summaries is 71.43% for the 

‘Potato’ text and 66.67% for the ‘Killer bee’ text. In addition, the model 

summary contains no micro-structure for the ‘Potato’ text and 25.00% micro-

structures for the ‘Killer bee’ text. Compared to the model summaries, the 

participants’ L1 text summaries contained slightly less amount of macro-

structures (The mean percentage of macro-structures in the participants’ 

summaries is 53.92%). Yet, since their L1 text summaries include more 

proportion of macro-structures than the L2 text summaries, it can be claimed that 

the participants’ text-base representation of L1 texts is more decent than their 

text-base representation of L2 texts. 

The last finding in Research Questions 1 is that the text structure has a 

significant effect on both L1 and L2 summarization. The participants showed the 

ability to delete trivial micro-structures more in both the L1 and L2 ‘Potato’ text 

than in the ‘Killer bee’ text. Especially, this is the only significant differences 

discovered in the analysis of the L2 text summaries, in which no other variables 

have a significant effect on the summaries. 

The clue to this discrepancy was provided by the personal comment from 

the highly-educated English native speaker who produced the model summaries. 

She claimed that the logical order of the ‘Killer bee’ text is more complicated 

than that of the ‘Potato’ text. The order of macro-structures of the ‘Potato’ text is 
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chronological starting from the description of the initial import of potatoes to 

Europe in the 1500s to the present popularity of potatoes. On the other hand, the 

‘Killer bee’ text consists of relevant, but somewhat independent macro-structures. 

It first explains the origin of killer bees, then the spread and the danger of killer 

bees, and necessary actions to protect people from them. Then, the passage 

finishes with the damage of killer bees. Overall, the ‘Killer bee’ text consists of 

logically less coherent macro-structures than the ‘Potato’ text.  

Some L1 studies about reading process explore the relationship between 

readers’ reading comprehension and the coherence of the text structure (Kintsch, 

1990; Kintsch, Mandel, & Kozminsky, 1977; Mannes & Kintsch, 1987). For 

example, Kintsch (1990) manipulated the coherence of the source texts, and had 

her participants summarize different versions of the texts. The summaries of the 

students in 6
th

, 10
th

 grades and college level groups showed distinctive 

characteristics in terms of inclusion of macro- and micro-structures. Particularly, 

contrary to 10
th

 grade and college students, the 6
th

 graders included fewer micro-

structures from the source texts with the coherent text structure than from those 

with incoherent macro-structures. Kintsch (1990) argued that younger students’ 

inclusion of micro-structures is affected more by the coherence of the source 

texts. Therefore, her results are backed up by the finding of the current study that 

the Korean EFL participants’ summaries are influenced by the structure of the 

source texts. 
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4.3. Comparing the L1 and L2 Text Summaries  

The second research question of the present study is ‘How is 

summarization of the L2 source texts related to summarization of the L1 source 

texts?.’ To explore this research question, a correlation analysis and two t-tests 

were conducted. In addition, qualitative characteristics of the L1 and L2 text 

summaries were identified sometimes with a comparison to the model 

summaries produced by the English native speaker. 

 

4.3.1. Correlation between the L1 and L2 Text Summaries  

The percentages of macro-structures and micro-structures of the 

participants’ L1 and L2 text summaries were examined with a bivariate 

correlation analysis. The results are presented in Table 4.15. It shows the 

statistically non-significant correlation between the L1 and L2 text summaries (p 

> .05). Particularly, L2 macro-structures have no significant relationship with L1 

macro-structures (r = .154, p > .05) and L2 micro-structures have no significant 

relationship with L1 micro-structures (r = .232, p > .05). The participants’ L1 

and L2 text summaries don’t seem to have a similar trend in terms of their 

inclusion of macro-structures and micro-structures. In other words, the 

participants perhaps do not comprehend and summarize L2 texts just like they 

comprehend and summarize L1 texts. 

However, the correlation analyses as a function of the L2 proficiency 
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Table 4.15. 

Correlation between Macro- and Micro-structures 

 Macro (L2) Micro (L2) Macro (L1) Micro (L1) 

Macro (L2) 1 -.715**
７

 .154 -.099 

Micro (L2)  1 -.255 .232 

Macro (L1)   1 -.743** 

Micro (L1)    1 

Note. N = 59, ‘Macro’ refers to the proportion of macro-structures, ‘Micro’ refers to the 

proportion of micro-structures. 

** p < .01, two-tailed 

 

reveal the distinctive trends; the participants in the higher L2 proficiency group 

show a significant correlation between L1 and L2 summarization as in Table 

4.16 whereas those in the lower L2 proficiency group has no statistically 

significant correlation as in Table 4.17. 

In Table 4.16, the higher L2 proficiency group shows a modest positive 

correlation between L2 macro-structures and L1 macro-structures (r = .432, p 

< .05). Moreover, there is a stronger correlation between L2 micro-structures and 

L1 micro-structures (r = .576, p < .01). This significant correlation of the higher 

L2 proficiency group illustrates that the higher L2 proficient students 

comprehend the semantically hierarchical organization of both the L1 and L2 

source texts similarly to some extent. Yet, no significant correlations between  

                                            

 
７

 The significant negative correlations between macro-structures and micro-structures in the L1 

and L2 summaries respectively are not mentioned here because it is quite natural that as a 

student’s summary contains more macro-structures, it has fewer micro-structures, and vice versa.  
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Table 4.16. 

Correlation between Macro- and Micro-structures of Higher Proficiency Group 

 Macro-structure (L1) Micro-structure (L1) 

Macro-structure (L2) .432* -.394 

Micro-structure (L2) -.598** .576** 

Note. N = 25 

** p < .01, * p < .05, two-tailed 

 

Table 4.17. 

Correlation between Macro- and Micro-structures of Lower Proficiency Group 

 Macro-structure (L1) Micro-structure (L1) 

Macro-structure (L2) -.040 .072 

Micro-structure (L2) .000 .022 

Note. N = 34 

 

the L1 and L2 text summaries of the lower L2 proficient participants were 

observed in Table 4.17. This opposite results of the higher and lower L2 

proficiency groups imply that there is an influence of the L2 proficiency, albeit 

modest, on the relationship between the summarization of L1 and L2 texts. 

Some L2 studies about summarization show statistically non-significant 

effects of the L2 proficiency (Kim, 1998b). However, other studies reveal that an 

influence of the L2 proficiency is found (Carrell, 1988; Clarke, 1980; Corbeil, 

2010; Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kirkland & Saunders, 1991). Johns and Mayes’ 

(1990) findings, for example, present a complicated effect of the L2 proficiency; 

although a statistically significant effect of the L2 proficiency is not found, high 
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proficient participants’ summaries are qualitatively different from low proficient 

participants’. In a similar vein, Corbeil (2010) found out that both the L1 

summarization skills and the L2 proficiency influence L2 summarization in a 

different way. Specifically, the L2 proficiency contributes to direct copying and 

paraphrasing of the L2 source texts while the L1 summarization skills play roles 

in searching for the main ideas. In this respect, although the findings of the 

current study didn’t show any significant difference between the higher and the 

lower groups in summarization (as in Section 4.2), the different correlation 

results between the higher and lower L2 proficiency groups reveal that the way 

in which the higher L2 groups conducted the L2 text summaries is more similar 

to the way in which they did the L1 text summaries. 

 

4.3.2. The Topic Sentence of the Summaries 

The topics were not overtly indicated in the source texts. Prior to the 

experiment, the researcher himself invented the topics of the texts and the 

colleagues who took part in the development of the materials agreed with him as 

described in Section 3.3.1. So, the topic of the ‘Potato’ text is ‘the history of 

eating potatoes in Europe’ and that of the ‘Killer bee’ text is ‘the spread and 

danger of Killer bees.’ 

As expected, the model summaries produced by the highly-educated 

English native speaker contain the topics of the two source texts albeit somewhat 
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indirect. She invents the topic statement about the ‘Potato’ text, ‘from a 

historical perspective, potatoes have only recently become a common global 

food staple.’ Her summary about the ‘Killer bee’ text also has a topic statement, 

‘Eventually, these aggressive new ‘killer bees’ began propagating in the wild 

and they are now found throughout the Americas.’ 

The topic sentences of the participants’ summaries were scored as the 

Level 1 macro-structures by the researcher in the process of the propositional 

analysis of the summaries. Among all the summaries produced by the 

participants, however, only a few included the overt topic sentence from the 

source texts. Just 7 participants (11.9%) produced the topic sentence in their L2 

text summaries and 5 participants (8.5%) wrote the topic sentence in the L1 text 

summaries. The example topic sentences written by the participants are: 

 

Invented topic statements about the ‘Potato’ text 

• The history of potatoes
８

 (from L1 and L2 source texts) (as a title
９

) 

• Potatoes have a relatively short history in Europe (from L2 source text) 

 

Invented topic statements about the ‘Killer bee’ text 

• Killer bees (from L2 source text) (as a title) 

• The text is the explanation about killer bees (from L2 source text) 

• How have these killer bees emerged and how do they threaten human  

beings? (from L1 source text) (2 propositions) 

                                            

 
８

 All the summaries are written in L1. So, they are translated into English by the researcher. 
９

 Some participants wrote a title of their summaries. 
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Contrary to this, the rate of correct answers to the multiple-choice items 

in RCQ which asked the main idea of the two source texts was 100% regardless 

of the language of the source texts. These more or less paradoxical findings 

might be due to the fact that the participants could not actively invent and write 

down the topic sentence by themselves, even though they found the topic 

statement with ease when possible topics were presented. 

The finding, the rare occurrence of the active invention of topic sentences, 

can be supported by the evidence in some L1 studies (Brown & Day, 1983; 

Johns, 1985; Kintsch, 1990). In Brown and Day’s (1983) study targeting L1 

readers, the invention of the topic sentence is one of the most complicated 

summarization skills or macro-rules. Less than a third of the 5
th

 and 7
th

-grade 

students could invent the topic sentence in their summaries. Even, only about a 

half of the college students were able to infer the topic of the texts. In a similar 

context, Kintsch’s (1990) research reveals that only about 10% of level 2 

inferred subtopics were included in the 6
th

, 10
th

, and college students’ 

summaries
１０

. This is quite contrast with the finding in her study that Level 1 

macro-structures or the main idea overtly stated in the original passages were 

included in a third of participants’ summaries (about 37%). Similarly, in the 

                                            

 
１０

 No precise value is presented in Kintsch (1990). The table (p. 170) shows that the proportion 

of total propositions extracted from the source texts is around 50%. In addition, a figure (p.171) 

presents that among these text propositions, only about 20% are Level 2 macro-structures, which 

are the inferred subtopics that should be invented by the participants themselves. 
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current study the participants’ summaries seem to reveal their relatively basic 

summarization ability of both L1 and L2 texts in terms of drawing covert topics 

of both L1 and L2 source texts. 

 

4.3.3. Distorted Expressions in the Summaries 

Johns (1985) specified a criterion for summarization analysis by dividing 

the propositions into correct and distorted ones. By adapting this criterion, the 

researcher also sorts out the distorted expressions of the participants’ summaries. 

Only a small amount of distorted expressions were there in the L1 and L2 text 

summaries. The mean percentage of distorted expressions is 5.38% for the L2 

source texts and 3.30% for the L1 source texts. Most of the distorted expressions 

produced by the participants are probably caused by a misunderstanding of 

individual phrases or sentences as follows; 

 

Summaries from the ‘Potato’ text 

• Distorted: It has been consumed in Europe for just three months
１１

 

 Original: People in Europe started to eat them only 200 years ago! 

• Distorted: The flower has a poison 

 Original: there is a poison in the leaves 

• Distorted: The Spanish started to eat potatoes in the 1500s 

 Original: In the 1500s, the Spanish…brought the potato back to  

Europe with them 

                                            

 
１１

 The participants’ summaries in L1 were translated into L2 by the researcher. 
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Summaries from the ‘Killer bee’ text 

• Distorted: They can chase you at a speed of 1.6 kilometers per hour 

 Original: They will follow you up to 1.6 kilometers 

• Distorted: They didn’t want to create these bees 

 Original: A scientist in Sao Paulo wanted bees to make more honey 

• Distorted: by accident, 26 African bees and Brazilian bees escaped 

 Original: by accident, 26 African bees escaped and bred with the  

Brazilian bees outside  

 

This finding supports the results of Johns’ (1985) L1 study, in which the 

number of distorted expressions produced by the underprepared readers was 

similar to those produced by the adept readers with sufficient comprehension 

skills. In addition, Johns and Mayes’ (1990) research with L2 high and low 

proficient readers showed similar results. The mean proportion of distorted 

expressions in the summaries of the high and low L2 proficiency participants 

was not significantly different from each other. 

The limited number of distorted expressions in the participants’ 

summaries can be due to the fact that the selected L2 source texts are not 

difficult enough to hinder the participants from comprehending the sentence-by-

sentence meaning of the texts. This result is also parallel with the high score in 

RCQs. Hence, it can be assumed that the students could interpret the individual 

sentences of the L2 source texts without difficulty just like the L1 source texts. 
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4.3.4. Translation and Direct Copying of the Summaries 

Although the participants’ attempt to translate the expressions in the L2 

source texts was not quantified, many traces of near exact translation were 

observed in their summaries. For instance; 

 

Summaries from the ‘Potato’ text 

• Original: They are the fourth most important crop in the world 

 Summary: 감자는 세계에서 가장 중요한 4 번째 작물이다 

• Original: it grew well in their cold and rainy climate 

Summary: 그들의 춥고 비가 많이 오는 기후에도 잘 자라고 

• Original: Today, people in this part of Germany eat more potatoes 

than any other nationality 

Summary: 오늘날 독일의 이 지역은 어느 지역보다 감자를 더 많이 먹고 있다 

 

Summaries from the ‘Killer bee’ text 

• Original: Killer bees started in Brazil in 1957 

Summary: 살인 벌은 1957 년 브라질에서 시작되었다 

• Original: However, the new bees were a mistake 

Summary: 하지만 이 벌들은 실수였고 

• Original: Up to now, killer bees have killed about 1,000 people and 

over 100,000 cows  

Summary: 현재까지 킬러 벌은 약 1,000 명의 사람과 100,000 마리의 소들을 

죽였다 

 

This implies that the participants seem to have spent more resources on 
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comprehending the texts sentence-by-sentence rather than constructing these 

sentences into a coherent discourse. 

In terms of the L1 text summaries, few participants tend to borrow exact 

sentences from the source texts. Nevertheless, many L1 text summaries 

constantly show paraphrased sentences in which the expressions in the original 

passages were slightly changed by adding, deleting or reordering specific 

elements in the sentences. This behavior in L1 text summarization strongly 

suggests that although they recognize that using the exact copying strategy is not 

a permitted behavior in summary, the participants perceive that a slight 

paraphrasing is acceptable. 

On the other hand, the participants’ summaries did not show many traces 

of generalized and transformed statements from both L1 and L2 source texts 

compared to the model summaries. The model summaries from the highly-

educated English native speaker contain lots of generalization and 

transformation from the original texts. For instance, she generalized about 8 

advantages of planting potatoes enumerated in the ‘Potato’ text into a phrase, 

‘their easy cultivation, hearty nature and nutritional value.’ Moreover, in the 

‘Killer bee’ text, she transformed and paraphrased some preventive actions 

needed when people encounter killer bees into a sentence, ‘anyone who comes 

into contact with these bees should maintain a healthy amount of fear and take 

several recommended measures, including fleeing as quickly as possible to a 
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nearby shelter and covering the head and face.’ 

Yet, the participants’ summaries didn’t contain a notable amount of 

generalization and transformation of the contents although there were many 

paraphrases such as adding a subject, deleting specific adverbials or changing 

words. This finding is consistent with many L1 and L2 studies about 

summarization (Brown & Day, 1983; Johns, 1985; Johns & Mayes, 1990; Kim, 

1998a, 1998b, 2001; Kintsch, 1990; Kintsch & van Dijk, 1978; Winograd, 1984). 

The cognitively more challenging summarization processes like generalization 

or transformation are rarer in the summaries of less fluent L1 or L2 readers as 

opposed to the easier processes like deletion or reproduction (copying). 

 

4.3.5. The Length of the L1 and L2 Text Summaries 

The L1 and L2 text summaries were compared in terms of their length as 

well. To compare the length, two paired-sample t-tests were run with the number 

of propositions and words
１２

 as independent variables. The summary of the 

number of propositions and words is presented in Table 4.18. The data indicate 

that the L2 text summaries contain significantly more propositions and words 

than the L1 text summaries (t [58] =3.597, p = .001 for the number of 

propositions, t [58] = 3.559, p = .001 for the number of words). The mean 

                                            

 
１２

 The words in the summaries written in Korean (L1) were counted with Microsoft Office 

Word 2007. Since the space in between is the criterion to divide words, the words plus a 

postposition particle are counted as one word. 
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Table 4.18. 

The Mean Number of Propositions and Words in the Summaries 

 
Language of 

Source Text 
Mean SD t df p 

No. of Proposition 
L2 21.14 10.645 

3.597 58 .001** 
L1 16.56 7.269 

No. of Words 
L2 101.31 53.085 

3.559 58 .001** 
L1 81.07 34.483 

** p < .01 

 

differences of the number of propositions and words are 4.58 and 20.24 

respectively. Additionally, the standard deviation of both the number of 

propositions and words are considerably high, which means that the length of the 

summaries varies across the participants. The shortest L2 text summaries contain 

5 propositions and 23 words while the longest summaries have 48 propositions 

and 237 words. In terms of the L1 source texts, the shortest L1 text summaries 

have 4 propositions and 23 words whereas the longest ones have 32 propositions 

and 156 words. 

The length of summaries is diverse across the previous studies about 

summarization. In terms of summary task condition, some studies restrict the 

length of summaries while others allow participants to freely summarize with no 

limitation. However, the mean number of propositions of the summaries in 

Kintsch and Kozminsky (1977), Riley and Lee (1996), and Kim (2001) is not 

substantially different from each other irrespective of the task conditions. For 
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instance, Kintsch and Kozminsky (1977) limited the length of the summaries 

within 60 words, yet the average number of the propositions in the summaries of 

the three source texts is 17.94, 18.33, and 19.45 respectively. In Riley and Lee’s 

(1996) study, the students summarized text A (775 words) in 17.57 idea units 

and text B (843 words) in 17.80 idea units. Also, the summaries in Kim’s (2001) 

study contain 15.45 from high L2 proficiency group and 14.55 from low L2 

proficiency group. In this respect, the mean length of the summaries in the 

current study (M = 18.85, SD = 9.36 for the number of propositions
１３

) does not 

seem to deviate drastically from the previous studies although it is a little longer 

than the length of the two model summaries of the English native speaker (M = 

13). 

Yet, the summary length shows statistically significant differences 

depending on the language of the source texts. Specifically, the L2 text 

summaries are significantly longer than the L1 text summaries. Although there is 

no other study which has exactly the same research design like this, Yu’s (2008) 

study probably explains the findings of the current study. The participants of his 

research summarized L2 (English) source texts into their L1 (Chinese) and L2. 

The results show that their summaries written in L1 were qualitatively worse and 

longer than the summaries written in L2. Yu (2008) claimed that the participants 

                                            

 
１３

 The mean number of words of the summaries is 91.19 words (SD = 45.71) in this study. 

However, it is not possible to directly compare the word count of the summaries in the present 

study (written in Korean) with those of the summaries in the other studies (written in English). 
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felt summarization of L2 texts into L1 is more burdensome since the language of 

the source texts and the summaries is not the same and accordingly it needs a 

more comprehensive understanding of the original texts and additional 

translation process. Compared to Yu’s (2008) participants who summarized L2 

texts in both L1 and L2, the participants’ in the present study summarized both 

L1 (Korean) and L2 (English) texts in their L1. So, it can be assumed that when 

summarizing L2 texts into their L1, the participants in both studies are likely to 

show similar cognitive behaviors, namely, feel burdened to translate and attempt 

to comprehend the texts more holistically. 

 

4.3.6. Other Qualitative Characteristics of the Summaries 

There were other qualitative characteristics of the L1 and L2 text 

summaries. First of all, the content order of the original texts was not 

considerably changed in the participants’ summaries. Most of the participants’ 

summaries followed the similar order of the contents of both L1 and L2 source 

texts. Normally, the summaries of the ‘Potato’ text started with the initial import 

of potatoes in Europe and the people’s hesitation to eat them. Then, other 

contents like eating potatoes in Ireland and today’s popularity of potatoes 

followed. Similarly, the summaries of the ‘Killer bee’ text mostly began with the 

introduction to the origin and spread of the killer bees, continued with the danger 

of the killer bees, the prevention activities, and so forth just like the original text. 
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Although the inclusion and exclusion of the contents and the length of the 

summaries were different according to individual participants, this tendency to 

preserve the order of the source contents was considerably constant. The 

summaries of the 6
th

 grade L1 readers in Kintsch’s (1990) study showed similar 

trends in which the mean number of reordered propositions is about 1. Similarly 

with Kintcsh’s (1990) participants, the Korean EFL high school students in the 

current study are not likely to take into much consideration the content order of 

the source texts when summarizing. 

Another qualitative characteristic of the L1 and L2 text summaries is the 

participants’ attention to specific numerical information such as years, numbers, 

the distance and so on. There was much numerical information in both ‘Potato’ 

and ‘Killer bee’ texts such as ‘200 years ago,’ ‘in the 1,500s.’ ‘about 167 

kilograms,’ ‘in 1957,’ ‘26 African bees,’ ‘about 627 kilometers a year,’ ‘ 8,000 

bee stings,’ ‘about 1,000 people and over 100,000 cows,’ and so forth. Unlike 

the model summaries which didn’t bring as much numerical information as the 

participants’ summaries
１４

, this information was frequently found in the 

participants’ summaries regardless of their L2 proficiency and the source texts. 

Especially, the chronological organization of the ‘Potato’ text is so distinctive 

that the participants frequently contained information about years in their 

summaries of the ‘Potato’ text. This summarization behavior resembles poor 

                                            

 
１４

 Only one numerical expression, ‘in the 1,500s,’ was there in the two model summaries. 
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readers’ rating of important propositions of the texts which were different from 

those of good readers in Winograd’s (1984) study. According to Winograd 

(1984), poor readers did not have a sufficient sensitivity to important 

propositions with which they could figure out what the author of a text intended 

to focus on. Similarly, the Korean participants of this study seem to concentrate 

more on the numbers which are visually explicit information about the source 

texts. Otherwise, this kind of characteristic in the participants’ summaries 

reflects their study behavior in which they tend to focus more on numbers or 

other detailed information for the study. 

Lastly, most of the summaries in the present study are regarded as reader-

based (Flower, 1979; Hidi & Anderson, 1986). That is, the participants were 

thought to summarize more for someone else than for themselves. This 

disposition can be inferred from the result that most of the participants tried to 

keep the internal completeness of their summaries by using complete sentence 

ending with ‘~Da’
１５

 or connectives such as however, instead, because, and so 

forth. Only a few summaries were considered to be written on the summarizers’ 

own behalf. The characteristics of these summaries for the summarizers 

themselves are first, they were presented by the incomplete endings of sentences 

or the enumeration of individual information like listing or note-taking. Second, 

these kinds of summaries contained some symbols like inequality signs ‘<,’ ‘ >,’ 

                                            

 
１５

 The postposition ‘~다’ in Korean is used in closing an independent complete sentence. 
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slash ‘/,’ or arrow ‘→’, which are not ordinarily used in normal writing. Last, no 

connectives linking the sentences were found in these summaries. 

This tendency may be because of the task situation of the experiment and 

the participants’ experiences in the public education sector. Korean students are 

well-trained to take an exam and they regard the worksheets distributed in the 

classroom as a form of tests assessing their ability. Connected to this, perhaps 

the participants felt that they were obliged to produce a complete set of a 

summary in order to show their understanding of the text to the experimenter or 

their teachers. By and large, their summaries have characteristics of reader-based 

ones. However, such questions as ‘For whom do you normally summarize?’ 

were not directly asked to the participants through an interview in this study. 

Thus, it is necessary to explore Korean EFL learners’ purpose in summaries by 

conducting an in-depth interview in the future. 

 

4.4. The Participants’ Perception of Summarization 

The third research question is ‘What is Korean EFL high school students’ 

own definition of summarization?.’ This section starts with the demonstration of 

the participants’ responses to the 5-point Likert scale, dichotomous, and open-

ended questions of the post-questionnaire after the summarization task. Then, the 

findings of the first and second research questions are synthesized with these 

results to demonstrate the Korean EFL high school students’ perception of 
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summarization. 

 

4.4.1. Helpfulness and Familiarity of Summarization Task 

The two 5-point Likert scale questions asked about to what extent the 

summarization task helped understand the texts and how much the participants 

were familiar with summarization. For the first question, 35 of the participants 

(59.4%) answered that summarization helped text comprehension and no 

significant differences were found between the higher and lower L2 proficiency 

groups (χ
2
 [4] = 1.936, p = .747). Compared to the first question, less number of 

the participants (26 out of 59, 44.1%) responded that they were accustomed to 

the summarization task. Also, although not significant, the higher group’s 

responses (16 out of 25, 64.0%) were higher than the lower group’s responses 

(10 out of 34, 29.4%). So, at least, the participants in the current study felt that 

their text comprehension was facilitated by summarizing the source texts and the 

participants in the higher L2 proficiency group were a little more familiar to 

summarization. 

 

4.4.2. Past Experience in Learning Summarization Task 

As presented in Table 4.19, the participants in the higher L2 proficiency 

group (19 out of 25, 76.0% for ‘yes’) had significantly more past experience in 

learning summarization task than the lower proficient counterparts (13 out of 34, 
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38.2% for ‘yes’) (χ
2
 [1] = 8.278, p = .004). However, it is somewhat hasty to 

conclude that this result is yielded solely by the effect of the L2 proficiency. 

That’s because most of the participants belonging to the autonomous private 

high school including those who were in the lower group answered that they had 

learned summarization task from a certain English teacher. On the other hands, 

most of the participants from the other high school answered that they didn’t 

have an experience of learning summarization skills. 

This finding indicates that even though English and Korean Sections in 

the 2015 Revised National Curriculum don’t focus on and thus don’t explicitly 

state the instruction of summarization (Ministry of Education, 2015a, 2015b)
１６

, 

some students can still have a chance to learn how to summarize depending on 

who their English teacher is. Since it is inconclusive how many students are 

 

Table 4.19. 

The Responses to the Question about Past Experience in Learning 

Summarization Task 

 
Experience 

Total 
Yes No 

Higher Proficiency Group Frequency (%) 19 (76.0%) 6 (24.0%) 25 (100.0%) 

Lower Proficiency Group Frequency (%) 13 (38.2%) 21 (61.8%) 34 (100.0%) 

Total Frequency (%) 32 (54.2%) 27 (45.8%) 59 (100.0%) 

χ
2
 [1] = 8.278, p = .004 

                                            

 
１６

 In English and Korean sections of the 2015 Revised National Curriculum, only two tokens 

of keywords, ‘summarization,’ ‘summary’ or ‘summarizing’ were searched (Ministry of 

Education, 2015a, 2015b). 
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instructed to summarize in ordinary public schools, a future research needs to 

examine the students’ experience on summary instruction in English classroom 

more comprehensively. 

 

4.4.3. The Participants’ Definition of Summarization 

There were strongly consistent answers to the question asking the 

participants’ subjective definition of summarization. Their definition of 

summarization consists of three important aspects; main ideas, conciseness, and 

facilitation of text comprehension. Initially, most of the participants answered 

that summaries must be comprised of the main ideas, topics, important words, 

keywords or the intention of the authors. Secondly, they thought that summaries 

should delete redundant information and be concise. Lastly, summaries need to 

be easy enough to facilitate comprehension of the source texts. This definition of 

summaries is in accordance with a definition provided by Johnson (1983); 

 

A summary is a brief statement that represents the condensation of 

information accessible to a subject and reflects the gist (central ideas or 

essence) of the discourse (Johnson, 1983, cited in Hidi & Anderson, 1986 

p. 473). 

 

So, it is safe to say that the participants’ own definition of summarization is 

parallel with the definition derived from much L1 research on summarization. 

However, no participants responded that summaries should be written 
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using their own words. Although the inclusion of macro-structures and micro-

structures can show the participants’ reading comprehension behavior in some 

degree, it is not enough to safely say that they do comprehend the text without 

expressing their understanding in their own words. In this respect, the 

summarization convention which the Korean EFL participants have knowledge 

about doesn’t emphasize this fact that the text needs to be summarized with 

one’s own words. 

 

4.4.4. Synthesizing the Findings 

The findings from the participants’ answers to open-ended questions and 

the research question 1 synthetically showed that the summary production was 

not strictly consistent with the participants’ perception of summarization. Their 

L1 text summaries reflected a somewhat decent text-base representation by 

including more macro-structures than micro-structures whereas the L2 text 

summaries did not follow this trend. Rather, a similar amount of macro-

structures and micro-structures were included in the participants’ L2 text 

summaries, which suggests that they didn’t construct a sufficient text-base 

representation even though they could understand the sentence-by-sentence 

meaning of the source texts. Yet, it was discovered that the L1 and L2 text 

summaries revealed the participants’ capability to delete redundant or trivial 

micro-structures, which indicates that the participants are more or less sensitive 
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to micro-structures according to the logical organization of the texts (the 

organizational difference between the ‘Potato’ and the ‘Killer bee’ text). So, it 

can be presumed that the participants’ L1 higher-level reading skills transferred 

to their L2 summarization enough to delete a few trivial micro-structures of the 

L2 source texts, yet not enough to discriminate important macro-structures from 

micro-structures substantially. 

Furthermore, although significant effects of the L2 proficiency on the L1 

and L2 summarization were not found in the comparison of the inclusion of 

macro-structures and micro-structures, there did exist a relationship between L1 

and L2 summarization according to the participants’ L2 proficiency in the 

correlation analysis. In particular, the L1 and L2 summaries showed a modest 

but significant correlation with each other among the participants in the higher 

L2 proficiency group. On the other hands, no significant correlation was found in 

the summaries of lower proficient participants. Thus, the L2 proficiency may 

have an impact in some degree on the relationship between L1 and L2 text 

summaries. 

Other qualitative commonalities between the L1 and L2 text summaries 

were discovered such as the rare occurrence of the topic sentences, a lack of 

distorted expressions, the preservation of content order of the source texts and so 

forth, whereas the L2 text summaries were significantly longer than L2 text 

summaries. These qualitative similarities between L1 and L2 summarization 
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imply that both L1 and L2 text summaries show the Korean EFL students’ 

elementary-level summarization skills similar to L1 younger or poor readers’. 

Also, some translated expressions in the L2 text summaries and lots of near 

paraphrasing in the L1 text summaries revealed that the participants spend more 

cognitive capacity on the sentential-level understanding than on the discourse-

level understanding of the texts. 

The general results encompassing the research question 1, 2, and 3 back 

up the findings of many L1 studies that most of the readers who have an 

elementary-level reading comprehension are well aware of what summarization 

task demands whereas their summarizing performance does not closely 

correspond to this awareness (Garner, 1985; Garner, Belcher, Winfield, & Smith, 

1985; Hidi & Anderson, 1986; Winograd, 1984). In Garner’s (1985) study, for 

example, high school students are aware that summaries contain important ideas 

of the original passages just like college students. Yet, their summaries do not 

include main ideas successfully, which is not normally found in the summaries 

of college students. Garner (1985) hypothesized that the discrepancy of high 

school learners’ awareness and performance is due in part to their insufficient 

production ability. 

The participants in the current study did perceive that the summarization 

is a process of containing main ideas, deleting redundant and unnecessary 

information and producing a succinct version of an original text in order to 
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facilitate the text comprehension. Their inclusion of more macro-structures in the 

L1 text summaries reflected two phenomena; one is that they construct a well-

structured text-base representation and the other is that their perception and 

performance of summarization are synchronous in terms of containing the main 

idea. However, except this, the participants’ summaries presented their 

substantially elementary-level L2 reading comprehension behaviors and 

summarization skills although the higher L2 proficiency groups showed a 

modest correlation between L1 and L2 summarization, which illustrates that the 

L2 proficiency still has a small effect on summarization. 
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Chapter 5. Conclusion 

This chapter concludes the thesis by initially summarizing the major 

findings in Section 5.1, followed by pedagogical implications in Section 5.2. 

Finally, Section 5.3 demonstrates the limitations of the study and provides 

suggestions for future research. 

 

5.1. Summary of Major Findings 

The study attempts to illuminate typical Korean EFL learners’ L2 reading 

comprehension behaviors focusing on summarization. The three research 

questions are ‘How do Korean EFL high school students’ summaries reflect the 

L1 and L2 source texts depending on L2 proficiency and text structure?,’ ‘How 

is summarization of the L2 source texts related to summarization of the L1 

source texts?’ and ‘What is Korean EFL high school students’ own definition of 

summarization?.’ To address these questions, 59 high school participants’ L1 

and L2 text summaries and their answers to questionnaires were analyzed 

quantitatively and qualitatively.  

The first major finding of the present study is that the participants’ L2 

text summaries reflected their inadequate text-base representation while their L1 

text summaries reflected their better-organized text-base representation. In 

particular, the L2 text summaries contained similar proportions of macro-

structures and micro-structures, unlike the L1 text summaries in which the 
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participants wrote down significantly more macro-structures from the source 

texts than micro-structures. However, the logical organization of the source texts 

had a significant effect on deletion of trivial and redundant information or micro-

structures regardless of the language of the source texts. This demonstrates that 

in summarizing a text with a clearer and more coherent structure, the participants 

were more sensitive to the hierarchical organization of the texts and tended to 

exclude more micro-structures than in summarizing a less logical text. 

The second major finding comes from the correlation analysis and 

qualitative comparison between the L1 and L2 text summaries. In the correlation 

analysis, the proportion of macro-structures and micro-structures in the L1 and 

L2 text summaries of the higher L2 proficient participants was modestly 

correlated with each other. This finding indicates a small but significant effect of 

the L2 proficiency on summarization although the effect wasn’t heavy enough to 

be observable in the first analysis. Future research needs to identify a clearer 

picture of this influence of the L2 proficiency. More importantly, the qualitative 

analysis of the summaries revealed that the participants generally possess the 

elementary-level summarization skills. Most of them did not invent hidden topic 

sentences, and didn’t generalize or transform the propositions from the source 

texts while they paid attention to detailed numerical information which is not 

that much important. Also, the content sequence of their summaries was almost 

identical to that of the original texts. Other qualitative characteristics of these 
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students are their more dependency on the sentence-by-sentence translation in L2 

summarization and their disposition to minimally paraphrase the source texts in 

L1 summarization. 

The last finding of the current study is that the participants’ perception 

and their performance of summarization were not strongly consistent with each 

other especially when they summarize the L2 texts. The participants’ responses 

to the open-ended questionnaire suggest that they were well aware of the purpose 

of the summaries. That is, they regard summarization as a task that facilitates 

readers’ text comprehension by producing a brief version containing main ideas 

and deleting redundant information. Yet, as the first two findings illustrate, their 

actual L2 text summaries were not parallel with what they perceived about 

summarization. Rather, these findings support the argument that their 

summarization skills are at the basic level. 

 

5.2. Theoretical and Pedagogical Implications 

On the basis of the major findings of the study, some implications are 

proposed in terms of theoretical and pedagogical perspectives. When it comes to 

a theoretical implication, this study adds more evidence in the field of L2 reading 

and summarization studies in that it confirms that a well-structured summary 

represents a text-base representation constructed in readers’ mind even in the 

Korean EFL context. Unlike L1 studies conducted in the societies where English 
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is used as a primary language mostly in the 80s and 90s, studies about the nature 

of L2 reading and summarization were done relatively few in the EFL contexts 

like Korea. Especially, many of these studies have focused on the relationship 

between L2 reading and L2 writing or the effectiveness of summary instructions. 

Accordingly, studies about summarization as a manifestation of L2 reading 

comprehension were considerably scarce. In this context, this study sheds light 

on the characteristics of Korean EFL students’ L2 reading comprehension 

behavior reflected on in their summaries compared to their L1 reading 

comprehension. 

This study also provides pedagogical implications relevant to L2 reading 

and summary instructions. First of all, summarization can be a source to enhance 

readers’ reading comprehension. Many of the participants in this study 

responded that the summarization task helped them understand the text (59.4%). 

So, by instructing students how to summarize, their L2 reading comprehension 

skills, especially higher-level processes, are possible to be improved.  

Secondly, it is necessary to make Korean EFL readers recognize that 

using their own words in expressing other’s thought is critical for showing their 

understanding. So, more chances are necessary for Korean EFL readers to 

practice global-level paraphrasing, generalization, and transformation of the 

contents of the source texts beyond sentential-level minimal paraphrasing. 

Third, this study gives noteworthy guidelines in selecting textual 
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materials in L2 reading instruction. The material selection criterion employed in 

this study involves the topic, length, and difficulty. Using the tools measuring 

the readability values such as Coh-Metrix and Lexile Analyzer, the process of 

selecting reading materials could be more systematic and reliable. So, the 

practitioners can adapt these criteria and tools in their L2 reading classes.  

Last but not least, the propositional analysis used in the current study can 

be a useful method to assess the students’ summarization and reading 

comprehension. Compared to the assessment of the grammatical, lexical or 

mechanical accuracy, it is more difficult to quantify and systematically evaluate 

how much students understand the content. However, the propositional analysis 

makes it easier to classify more important ideas from less important ones, with 

which it is possible to measure the extent to which a student includes macro-

structures of the original texts quantitatively. Therefore, it can be an adequate 

scale to measure reading comprehension through summarization. 

 

5.3. Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

This study has some methodological limitations to be addressed. First, 

only students in a limited range of the age and the L2 proficiency participated in 

the study. Mentioned in the previous chapters, L2 reading comprehension and 

summarization skills are sensitively affected by the developmental trends and the 

L2 proficiency. So, future research needs to cover more variety of participants in 
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terms of their ages and L2 proficiency. 

Secondly, this study compared the participants’ summaries with model 

summaries produced by a highly-educated English native speaker. Although this 

qualitative comparison with the model summaries provided abundant and useful 

information about the Korean EFL readers, future research needs to compare and 

contrast the summaries produced by a variety of groups of L1 and L2 readers 

more quantitatively. 

Lastly, because of the practical reason, the interview with the participants 

could not be executed and was replaced by an open-ended questionnaire. 

Although much information on the participants’ subjective perception of 

summarization was gathered with the questionnaire, their cognitive processes 

couldn’t be tracked sufficiently while reading and summarizing. Specifically, 

how their L1 and L2 reading comprehension behaviors were different in terms of 

higher-level reading processes was not thoroughly explored. Additionally, 

though the Korean students’ tendency to produce more reader-based summaries 

were identified based on their summaries, this finding would be confirmed by 

the interview with the participants. Therefore, by employing the interview, future 

research will identify clearer reading comprehension behavior of Korean EFL 

students reflected on their summaries. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Two Source Texts and Vocabulary Lists Provided 

1) Live a little: Eat Potatoes! 

Can you imagine life without French fries? Potatoes are very popular 

today. They are the fourth most important crop in the world, after wheat, rice, 

and corn. But in the past, potatoes were not always popular. People in Europe 

started to eat them only 200 years ago! 

 In the 1500s, the Spanish went to South America to look for gold. There, 

they found people eating potatoes. The people of Peru in South America had 

been eating potatoes for 7,000 years! The Spanish brought the potato back to 

Europe with them. But people in Europe did not like this strange vegetable. 

Some people thought that if you ate potatoes, your skin would look like the skin 

of a potato. Other people could not believe that you ate the underground part of 

the plant, so they ate the leaves instead. This made them sick because there is 

poison in the leaves. Others grew potatoes for their flowers. At one time in 

France, potato flowers were one of the most expensive flowers. Maria Antoinette, 

the wife of King Louis ⅩⅥ, wore potato flowers in her hair. 

 Around 1780, the people of Ireland started to eat potatoes. They found 

that potatoes had many advantages. The potato grew on poor land, and it grew 

well in their cold and rainy climate. It gave more food than any other plant, and 

it needed little work. All they had to do was to plant the potatoes, and then they 

could do other work on the farm. On a small piece of land, a farmer could grow 

enough potatoes to feed his family. A person could eat 3.6 to 4.5 kilograms of 

potatoes a day, with some milk or cheese, and be very healthy. Soon, potatoes 

became the main food in Ireland. Then, in 1845, a disease killed all the potatoes 

in Ireland. Two million people died of hunger. Many Irish who did not die came 

to the United States at this time. Over a million Irish came to America; one of 

them was the great-grandfather of John F. Kennedy.  

 In other parts of Europe, people did not want to change their old food 

habits. Some preferred to die of hunger rather than eat potatoes. In 1774, King 

Frederick of Germany wanted to stop his people from dying of hunger. He 

understood that potatoes were a good food, so he told the people to plant and eat 

potatoes or else his men would cut off their noses. The people were not happy, 

but they had no choice and so started to eat potatoes. Today, people in this part 

of Germany eat more potatoes than any other nationality. Each person eats about 

167 kilograms of potatoes every year! 

 Today, many countries have their own potato dishes. Germans eat potato 

salad, and the United States has the baked potato. And, of course, the French 

invented French fries. Now French fries are popular all over the world. The 
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English eat them with salt and vinegar, the French eat them with salt and pepper, 

the Belgians eat them with mayonnaise, and the Americans eat them with 

ketchup. 

 

wheat: 밀, Maria Antoinette: 마리 앙투아네트, King Louis ⅩⅥ: 루이 16세, climate: 기후, 

feed: 밥을 먹이다, prefer: ~를 선호하다, rather than: ~ 보다는, nationality: 국적, 민족, 

dish: 요리, vinegar: 식초, pepper: 후추, ketchup: 캐첩 

 

 

2) Killer Bees 

 Killer bees started in Brazil in 1957. A scientist in Sao Paulo wanted bees 

to make more honey, so he put 46 African bees in with some Brazilian bees. The 

bees started to breed and make a new kind of bee. However, the new bees were a 

mistake. They did not want to make more honey; they wanted to attack, Then, by 

accident, 26 African bees escaped and bred with the Brazilian bees outside. 

 Scientists could not control the problem, The bees spread. They went 

from Brazil to Venezuela and then to Central America. Now they are in North 

America. They travel about 627 kilometers a year. Each group of bees, or colony, 

grows to four times its old size in a year. This means that there will be one 

million new colonies in five years. 

 Killer bees are very dangerous, and people are right to be afraid of them. 

When killer bees attack people, they attack in great numbers and often seriously 

hurt or kill people. Four hundred bee stings can kill a person. A total of 8,000 

bee stings is not unusual for a killer bee attack. In fact, a student in Costa Rica 

had 10,000 stings and died. Often, the bees attack for no reason, they may attack 

because of a strong smell that is good or bad or because a person is wearing a 

dark color, has dark hair, or is wearing some kind of shiny jewelry.  

 What can you do if you see killer bees coming toward you? The first 

thing you can do is run - as fast as you can. Killer bees do not move very fast, 

but they will follow you up to 1.6 kilometers. Then you must go into the nearest 

house or tent. Do not jump into water. The bees will wait for you to come out of 

the water. Killer bees will try to attack the head or the face, so cover your head 

with a handkerchief or a coat. You may even take off your shirt and cover your 

head. Stings to your chest and back are not as dangerous as stings to your head 

and face. However, if the bees sting you many times, you must get medical 

attention immediately. 

 How are killer bees different from normal honey bees? Killer bees are a 

little smaller than regular bees, but only an expert can tell the difference. Killer 

bees get angry more easily and attack more often than honey bees. Killer bees 

attack and sting in great numbers. Like honey bees, each killer bee can sting only 

one time, and the female bee dies after it stings. Killer bees also make honey, but 
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a honey bee makes five times more honey than a killer bee. 

 Up to now, killer bees have killed about 1,000 people and over 100,000 

cows in the Americas. In the United States alone, five people have died from 

killer bee stings since 1990. The first American died from bee stings in Texas in 

1993. From Texas, the bees moved to Nevada, New Mexico, Arizona, and then 

Southern California, Where will they go next? 

 

 

Sao Paulo: 상파울루(브라질 남부도시), breed: 새끼를 낳다, by accident: 우연히,  

escape: 탈출하다, spread: 퍼지다, colony: 식민지, 군집, seriously: 심각하게,  

sting: n. 침, v. ~을 쏘다, jewelry: 보석, handkerchief: 손수건, medical: 의료의, 의학의, 

female: 여성의, 암컷의, up to now: 여태껏  
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Appendix B: Translated Version of the Source Texts 

1) 감자를 먹자! 

 프렌치 프라이 없는 삶을 상상할 수 있나요? 오늘날 감자는 많은 이들에게 사

랑 받는 음식입니다. 감자는 밀, 쌀, 옥수수에 이어 세계에서 네 번째로 중요한 작물입

니다. 그러나 예전에 감자는 지금처럼 사랑 받지 못했습니다. 유럽인들은 고작 200년 

전부터 감자를 먹기 시작했습니다. 

 1500년 대, 스페인 사람들은 황금을 찾아 남아메리카로 진출했습니다. 거기서 

그들은 감자를 먹는 원주민을 발견했습니다. 남아메리카의 페루 사람들은 7,000년 전부

터 감자를 먹었습니다. 이를 본 스페인 사람들은 감자를 유럽으로 수입하였습니다. 그

러나 처음 유럽 사람들은 이 이상한 작물을 마음에 들어 하지 않았습니다. 누군가는 감

자를 먹으면 피부가 감자 껍질처럼 될 것이라 생각했습니다. 어떤 이는 땅 속에서 자라

는 감자를 먹으면 안 된다고 생각하여 잎을 먹었는데, 잎의 독소에 중독되었습니다. 또 

다른 사람들은 감자 꽃을 길렀습니다. 한 때 프랑스에서 감자 꽃은 가장 비싼 꽃 중에 

하나였습니다. 루이 16세의 아내 마리 앙투아네트는 감자 꽃을 자신의 머리에 장식하곤 

했습니다. 

 1780년 즈음에, 아일랜드의 사람들이 감자를 먹기 시작했습니다. 그들은 감자

가 훌륭한 작물이라는 것을 깨달았습니다. 감자는 척박한 땅과 춥고 비가 많이 오는 기

후에서 잘 자랐습니다. 다른 식물들보다 많은 양을 별로 힘들이지 않고 키울 수 있었습

니다. 농부들은 단지 감자를 심기만 하면 되었습니다. 농장의 작은 구석에서 재배한 감

자는 한 가정의 식량으로 충분하였습니다. 일인당 매일 3.6에서 4.5 킬로그램의 감자를 

우유, 치즈와 함께 섭취하면 건강을 유지할 수 있었습니다. 곧, 감자는 아일랜드의 주 

식량이 되었습니다. 그런데 1845년에 아일랜드에서 발생한 역병은 농장의 모든 감자를 

죽였습니다. 그로 인해, 200만 명의 사람들이 굶주림으로 죽었습니다. 살아남은 사람들 

중 100만 명 정도는 미국으로 이주하였습니다. 그 중에 존 F. 케네디의 조상도 있었습

니다. 

 이에 반해, 유럽의 다른 나라 사람들은 여전히 자신들의 오래된 식습관을 바꾸

고 싶어 하지 않았습니다. 어떤 사람들은 감자를 먹느니 차라리 굶어 죽기를 바랐습니

다. 1774년 독일의 프리드리히 왕은 국민들이 굶어 죽게 내버려두고 싶지 않았습니다. 

그는 감자가 유익한 작물이라는 것을 알았고, 국민들에게 감자를 식량으로 재배할 것을 

명하였습니다. 그리고 이를 어기는 사람은 코를 베어버리는 형벌에 처하게 했습니다. 

국민들은 이를 달가워하지 않았지만 다른 선택이 없었고, 곧 감자를 먹기 시작했습니다. 

오늘날, 다른 어떤 지역보다 이 지역의 독일인들은 많은 감자를 먹습니다. 1년 동안 1

인당 약 167 킬로그램의 감자를 섭취한다고 합니다. 



110 

 

 오늘날 나라마다 다양한 감자 요리들이 있습니다. 독일인들은 감자 샐러드를 

먹고, 미국인들은 감자를 구워 먹습니다. 프랑스인들은 프렌치 프라이를 발명했습니다. 

현재 프렌치 프라이는 전 세계적으로 유명합니다. 영국 사람들은 소금과 식초를 곁들여 

먹습니다. 프랑스인들은 소금과 후추를 넣습니다. 그리고 벨기에 사람들은 마요네즈를 

섞어 먹고 미국인들은 케찹을 넣어 먹습니다. 

 

2) 살인 벌 

 살인 벌은 1957년 브라질에서 탄생했습니다. 상파울루의 한 과학자는 꿀을 더 

많이 만드는 벌을 원하였습니다. 그래서 아프리카 벌 46마리를 브라질 벌과 함께 기르

기 시작했습니다. 벌들은 교배하기 시작했고 새로운 종의 벌이 탄생했습니다. 그러나 

새로운 벌은 예상했던 것과는 다른 특징을 보였습니다. 그 벌들은 많은 꿀을 생산하지 

않았고, 큰 공격성을 띠게 되었습니다. 어느 날 우연히 아프리카 벌 26마리가 연구실을 

탈출하여 밖의 브라질 벌과 교배하기 시작했습니다. 

 과학자들은 이 문제를 통제할 수 없었습니다. 벌들은 퍼져나가기 시작했습니다. 

브라질에서 베네주엘라로, 그리고 중앙 아메리카로 확산되었습니다. 현재 살인 벌은 북

아메리카에서 출몰합니다. 그 벌들은 매 년 약 627 킬로미터를 이주합니다. 벌 떼의 규

모는 1년이 지나면 네 배로 커집니다. 즉, 이는 5년 안에 백 만 개의 새로운 벌 집단이 

생겨나는 것을 의미합니다. 

 살인 벌은 매우 위험하기 때문에 사람들은 살인 벌을 경계해야 합니다. 살인 

벌이 공격할 경우에 엄청난 수가 한꺼번에 공격을 하기 때문에 종종 심각하게 다치거

나 사망할 수 있습니다. 400마리 벌들의 침은 사람 한 명을 죽음에 이르게 할 수 있습

니다. 사람이 살인 벌에게 공격을 받으면 8,000개의 벌침에 쏘이는 것은 흔한 일입니다. 

코스타리카의 한 학생은 10,000개의 벌침에 쏘여 죽었습니다. 종종 벌들은 아무 이유 

없이 공격합니다. 강한 냄새나 검은 옷 때문에 공격하기도 합니다. 혹은 검은 머리를 

가졌거나 반짝이는 보석 악세사리를 가진 사람을 공격하기도 합니다. 

 만약 살인 벌이 당신을 공격한다면 어떻게 대처해야 할까요? 우선, 가능한 빨

리 도망쳐야 합니다. 살인 벌은 움직임이 빠르지는 않지만 1.6 킬로미터 이상 당신을 

쫓아올 수 있습니다. 그럴 경우에 가까운 건물이나 텐트로 숨어야 합니다. 물속으로 숨

으면 안 됩니다. 살인 벌들은 당신이 물 밖으로 나올 때까지 물 위에서 기다릴지도 모

릅니다. 살인 벌은 머리나 얼굴을 주로 공격합니다. 그렇기 때문에 손수건이나 코트로 

머리를 가려야 합니다. 혹은 셔츠를 벗어서 머리를 보호할 수도 있습니다. 가슴과 등은 

머리와 얼굴에 벌침이 쏘이는 것만큼 위험하지는 않습니다. 하지만 만약 당신이 벌침에 

많이 쏘인다면, 즉시 치료를 받아야만 합니다. 

 살인 벌은 보통의 꿀벌과 어떻게 다를까요? 살인 벌은 일반 벌보다 조금 작습
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니다. 그러나 단지 전문가만이 그 차이를 구분할 수 있습니다. 살인 벌은 꿀벌보다 쉽

게 화를 내며 공격성이 강합니다. 또한, 살인 벌은 다수가 한꺼번에 공격합니다. 꿀벌처

럼 살인 벌 한 마리는 벌침을 하나만 가지고 있습니다. 또한 암컷 벌은 침을 한번 사용

하고 나면 죽게 됩니다. 살인 벌도 꿀을 모으지만, 꿀벌이 살인 벌 보다 다섯 배 많은 

꿀을 생산할 수 있습니다. 

 오늘날까지 살인 벌은 아메리카 대륙에서 대략 1,000명의 사람들과 100,000마

리의 소를 죽였습니다. 미국에서만 1990년 이래로 5명이 살인 벌의 침에 죽었습니다. 

미국에서 처음으로 사망자가 발생한 곳은 1993년 텍사스에서였습니다. 텍사스로부터 

네바다, 뉴멕시코, 아리조나, 그리고 남부 캘리포니아까지 살인 벌들은 이동하고 있습니

다. 살인 벌의 다음 목적지는 어디일까요? 
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Appendix C: Reading Comprehension Questions for the Two Source Texts 

1) Live a little: Eat Potatoes! 

1. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

감자는                              . 

① 오늘날 인기가 있다 ② 오늘날 인기가 없다 

③ 미국에서만 유명하다 ④ 유럽에서만 유명하다 

 

2. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

1500년대에 유럽인들은                            . 

① 페루인들을 좋아했다 ② 피부가 안 좋았다 

③ 식량으로써 감자를 좋아하지 않았다 ④ 프렌치 프라이를 발명했다 

 

3. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

1780년 즈음에                                             . 

① 아일랜드 사람들은 감자를 먹기 시작했다 

② 사람들은 감자 꽃을 피우기 위해 감자를 기르기 시작했다 

③ 사람들은 페루로 갔다 

④ 미국인들은 굶어 죽었다 

 

4. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

프렌치 프라이는                                    . 

① 벨기에의 특별한 요리이다 ② 전 세계적으로 유명하다 

③ 독일에서 처음 만들어졌다 ④ 미국에서 가장 유명하다 

 

5. 다음 중 위 지문의 주제로 가장 알맞은 것은? 

① 감자의 역사 ② 감자의 재배 방법 

③ 감자의 효능 ④ 감자 요리 

 

True/False 질문 

6. 유럽 사람들은 7,000년 전부터 감자를 재배하였다. ( True / False ) 

7. 1500년대에 감자가 유럽으로 수입이 되었다. ( True / False ) 

8. 감자의 껍질에는 독소가 있다. ( True / False ) 

9. 1845년에 많은 아일랜드 사람들이 전염병에 의해 죽었다. ( True / False ) 

10. 프랑스 사람들이 프렌치 프라이를 발명했다. ( True / False ) 
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2) Killer Bees 

1. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

과학자들은 벌들이                          원했습니다. 

① 아프리카로 이주하기를 ② 더 많은 꿀을 생산하기를 

③ 공격하기를 ④ 더 많이 교배하기를 

 

2. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

과학자들은                                          . 

① 살인 벌 문제를 해결할 수 없었다 ② 살인 벌을 없앴다 

③ 브라질로 여행을 떠났다 ④ 북아메리카 대륙을 탐험했다 

 

3. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

사람들은 살인 벌을 두려워했다. 왜냐하면                        때문이다. 

① 살인 벌은 꿀을 만들지 않기 ② 살인 벌이 자살하기 

③ 대량으로 공격하고 침을 쏘기 ④ 사람들을 따르기 

 

4. 위 지문을 읽고, 문장의 빈칸에 가장 알맞은 표현은? 

살인 벌은                               . 

① 1.6킬로미터까지 당신을 따라옵니다 ② 당신에게서 꿀을 얻으려 합니다 

③ 미국 벌들을 죽입니다 ④ 매 년 1.6킬로미터를 이동합니다 

 

5. 다음 중 위 지문의 주제로 가장 알맞은 것은? 

① 살인 벌의 탄생과 위협 ② 벌의 종류 

③ 살인 벌과 꿀벌의 차이 ④ 살인 벌에게 피해 받은 사람 

 

True/False 질문 

6. 살인 벌은 아프리카에서 만들어졌다. ( True / False ) 

7. 살인 벌은 특별한 이유 없이 공격한다. ( True / False ) 

8. 살인 벌은 머리와 얼굴을 주로 공격한다. ( True / False ) 

9. 살인 벌의 공격을 받을 때에는 물속으로 들어가야 한다. ( True / False ) 

10. 살인 벌은 꿀을 만든다. ( True / False ) 
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Appendix D: Questionnaire Ⅰ, Ⅱ 

1) Questionnaire Ⅰ 

◎ 아래 설문조사는 연구를 목적으로 사용되며 연구 이외에는 사용되지 않습니다. 성

실히 답변해주시기 바랍니다. 

1. 이름 :                           2. 학번 :                          

3. 성별 : ① 남 ② 여 4. 나이 :                          

5. 가장 최근에 실시한 2019학년도 수능 모의고사 영어 시험에서 귀하는 몇 등급을  

받았습니까? 

① 

1등급 

② 

2등급 

③ 

3등급 

④ 

4등급 

⑤ 

5등급 

⑥ 

6등급 

⑦ 

7등급 

⑧ 

8등급 

⑨ 

9등급 
 

6. 영어권국가에 1년 이상 거주하거나 외국에서 영어를 사용하는 국제학교를 1년 이상 

다닌 경험이 있습니까? (‘아니오’라고 답한 경우 7번 문항은 비워주세요) 

① 예         ② 아니오 

7. 6번에 ‘예’라고 답한 경우, 외국에 거주한 기간은 어느 정도 입니까? 

① 

1년 

② 

1년~3년 

③ 

3년~5년 

④ 

5년이상 
 

8. 스스로 판단하기에 본인의 영어 능력은 어느 정도 입니까? 

① 

원어민 수준 

② 

상 

③ 

중 

④ 

하 
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2) Questionnaire Ⅱ 

◎ 아래 설문조사는 연구를 목적으로 사용되며 연구 이외에는 사용되지 않습니다. 성

실히 답변해주시기 바랍니다. 

1. 귀하는 방금 한 요약하기 활동이 위의 영어지문을 이해했다고 얼마나 도움이 되었 

다고 생각합니까? 

① 

전혀 도움이 

안 되었다 

② 

도움이 

안 되었다 

③ 

 

그저 그렇다 

④ 

 

도움이 되었다 

⑤ 

매우 도움이 

되었다 
 

2. 귀하는 ‘요약하기’ 활동에 익숙합니까? 

① 

전혀 아니다. 

② 

아니다. 

③ 

그저 그렇다. 

④ 

그렇다. 

⑤ 

매우 그렇다. 
 

3. 귀하는 과거에 ‘요약하기’ 활동을 국어나 영어 수업시간 중에 배운 경험이 있습니

까? (‘있다’라고 답한 경우 4번 문항에 답해주세요) 

① 있다. ② 없다. 
 

4. 국어나 영어 수업시간에 요약하기 활동을 배운 적이 있다면, 언제 누구에게 어떻게  

배웠습니까? 

                                                                                  

                                                                                                        

                                                                                  

 

5. 귀하가 생각하는 요약이란 어떤 것입니까? 

                                                                                    

                                                                                  

                                                                                  

 

6. 귀하는 요약문에는 어떤 내용이 담겨야 된다고 생각합니까? 

                                                                                  

                                                                                   

                                                                                  

 

 

 



116 

 

Appendix E: Model Summaries 

1) The Model Summary for the ‘Potato’ text 

Although it may seem surprising, from a historical perspective potatoes 

have only recently become a common global food staple. When first introduced 

to Europe by Spanish explorers in the 1500s, people were initially confused and 

reluctant to embrace the alien looking crop. Many did not know how to prepare 

and consume the vegetable and, in fact, in some cases the flowers from the plants 

were more valued than the potato itself.  Despite this, as a result of their easy 

cultivation, hearty nature and nutritional value, nations including Ireland and 

Germany eventually adopted the potato as part of their culture. Today the potato 

appears in cuisines worldwide and endures as something beloved for its 

versatility and flavor. (116 words) 

 

2) The Model Summary for the ‘Killer bee’ text 

Killer bees are the smaller, more irritable and more deadly version of the 

familiar honey bee. A manmade phenomenon, they are the result of a mishap on 

the part of a Brazilian scientist who was attempting to create a new breed of 

super honey producers. Eventually, these aggressive new ‘killer bees” began 

propagating in the wild and they are now found throughout the Americas. Due to 

their deadly nature, anyone who comes into contact with these bees should 

maintain a healthy amount of fear and take several recommended measures, 

including fleeing as quickly as possible to a nearby shelter and covering the head 

and face. (105 words) 
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Appendix F: L1 Version of the Propositional Analyses of the Source Texts 

1) The Propositional Analysis of the ‘Potato’ Text (L1) 
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2) The Propositional Analysis of the ‘Killer Bee’ Text (L1) 
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국문초록 

 

요약하기를 통한 한국 EFL 고등학생들의 영어읽기이해의 특징 

 

민경민 

외국어교육과 영어전공 

서울대학교 대학원 

 

영미권에 비해 한국의 EFL 환경에서는 요약하기를 통한 외국어 읽기 이해에 관한 

연구가 적다. 그래서 본 연구는 모국어 지문 요약과 비교함으로써 한국인 EFL 고등학

생들의 외국어 읽기 이해가 요약문에 어떻게 반영되는지를 조망하고자 하였다. 

본 연구는 명제구조 분석을 기반으로 하여 외국어 지문과 모국어 지문에 대한 고등

학교 2학년 학생 59명의 요약문을 원 지문과 비교, 분석하였다. 또한, 요약하기에 대

한 참여자의 설문조사 결과도 분석하였다. 학생들은 요약문을 한글로 작성하였다. 

요약문 분석을 통해 도출된 양적 결과로는 첫째, 한국 학생들이 외국어 지문은 충분

히 이해하지 못했지만, 모국어 지문은 주요 내용을 파악할 수 있을 정도로 이해하였다. 

또한, 영어 능숙도는 모국어와 외국어 요약하기에 통계적으로 유의미한 영향을 끼치지 

못하였다. 그러나 원 지문의 논리적 구조의 차이에 따른 영향은 유의미한 것으로 밝혀
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졌다. 즉, 지문의 논리적 구조가 충분히 명시적이고 일관성이 있는 경우에 참여자는 

모국어 지문과 외국어 지문 모두에서 사소하거나 불필요한 정보를 구분할 수 있었다. 

또한, 상대적으로 높은 외국어 능숙도 그룹에 속한 학생의 요약문에서 외국어와 모국

어 지문에 걸쳐 크지는 않지만 유의미한 상관관계를 발견할 수 있었다. 

질적 분석 결과에서는 전반적으로 한국인 학생이 초보적인 수준의 요약하기 능력을 

가졌다는 점을 보여주었다. 텍스트의 높은 가독성 덕분에 학생들이 문장 별 의미는 잘 

이해할 수 있었으나, 그들은 주제문을 요약문에 담지 못했고, 본래 지문의 내용 순서

를 따른 요약문을 주로 작성하였다. 게다가, 외국어 지문을 요약할 때, 문장을 번역하

려는 경향을 보였고, 모국어 지문은 조금만 바꿔 쓰거나(minimally paraphrase) 유사

하게 복사하는(near copying) 방식의 전략을 주로 사용하는 것으로 드러났다. 그러나 

영미권의 연구결과와 유사하게 한국 학생 역시 요약문이 본 지문의 주요 내용을 담은 

짧은 형태라고 인식하고 있었다. 

본 연구는 한국에서 이루어지는 요약하기를 통한 외국어 읽기 연구 분야에 유의미한 

증거를 제공하고 외국어 읽기 이해를 증진시킬 수 있는 요약하기 지도에 대한 교육적 

함의를 제공한다. 

 

주요어: 외국어 읽기 이해, 요약하기, 요약문, 덩잇글 표상, 거시구조, 미시구조 

학번: 2017-25781 
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