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In recent times, integrated reading/writing tasks including summarization have 
rigorously been incorporated into high-stakes proficiency tests, i.e., iBT TOEFL, 
TOEIC, TEPS. The present study investigated whether or not summary tasks reflect 
writing ability rather than reading comprehension of Korean EFL learners with an aim 
to validate summary tasks as a measure of writing ability and to seek diverse 
composition tasks more appropriate for EFL learners with low proficiency. A multiple-
choice reading comprehension task and an essay task were adopted to assess their 
reading and writing competence respectively since they are the most common type of 
assessment. The scores of the three tasks: summary, reading comprehension, and essay 
were obtained by 50 college students and analyzed through Pearson correlation. The 
results demonstrated the scores of the summary task are significantly correlated with 
those of the essay task, while they are little correlated with those of the reading 
comprehension. Another finding is the degree of relationship between the summary 
scores and the essay scores is greater within the less proficient group than within the 
more proficient group. It is concluded that a summary task is valid as a measure of 
writing competence, particularly for test-takers with low proficiency.  
 

[language assessment/writing assessment/summary task/ summarizing skill/ 
/언어평가/영작문평가/요약문과제/요약능력] 

 
 
I. INTRODUCTION 
 

Summarization has long been considered a critical exercise pedagogically and 
academically (Dalgleish, 1888; Fielden, 1950; Seidlhofer, 1995). In an ESL/EFL setting, 
summarization has also been considered as something necessary to acquire and develop 
(Johns, 1988; Johns & Mayes, 1990). In the domain of language assessment, summary 
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tasks are regarded as effective to measure test-takers’ “organizational competence involved 
in controlling the formal structure of language for producing or recognizing grammatically 
correct sentences, comprehending their propositional content, and ordering them to form 
texts” (Bachman, 1990). However, they have become inconsistent in terms of the content 
they purport to measure. They have been used to measure the degree of reading 
comprehension in some instances. At other times, they have served as a measure of writing 
competence. The compounding effect of reading and writing on summarization caused the 
International English Language Testing System (IELTS) to delete the task from their test 
battery in 1995. The new iBT Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL), on the 
other hand, has recently included the task in the writing section.  

In recent times, summary tasks or integrated reading/ writing tasks have rigorously been 
incorporated into the writing sections of high-stakes proficiency tests, i.e., the Test of 
English for International Communication (TOEIC), and the Test of English Proficiency 
developed by Seoul National University (TEPS). This has been done for the purpose of 
enhancing the reliability of measurement (Inn-Chull Choi, 2000) and boosting the wash 
back effects of the assessment (Cumming et al., 2005; Cumming, Kantor, & Powers, 2001, 
2002). Given the current interest in incorporating integrated reading/writing tasks into 
high-stakes language tests, the need has arisen for conducting empirical research to 
validate the use of a summary task as a measure of writing ability in the Korean EFL 
context. An attempt is also needed to seek types of writing assessments adequate for 
specific groups of test-takers depending on their proficiency. It would be of value to 
investigate whether a particular type of, or which type of, writing task is more appropriate 
for test-takers with a certain level of proficiency.  

Using summary task as a measure of writing, rather than an essay task, appears to be a 
better fit for the less proficient group of a majority of Korean secondary EFL students. It 
requires less cognitive load in comparison with an essay task. Summary task demands the 
ability to “organize or reorganize what’s heard or read” (Vahapassi, 1982) by mainly 
controlling lexical and syntactic accuracy and diversity. Essay task, however, requires the 
control of more demanding cognitive tasks such as arguing, opposing, etc., in addition to 
linguistic ability (Weigle, 2004). It would be sensible to measure test-takers’ writing 
competence in gradual progression: from less demanding toward more demanding. 
Accordingly, a summary task seems to better fit the less proficient test-takers, since it 
involves less demanding tasks to control linguistic and organizational elements of writing, 
while an essay task requires more demanding work to orchestrate all of the linguistic, 
organizational, and rhetorical components.  

Little research, however, has been conducted on the validation of a summary task as a 
measure of writing competence targeted at Korean EFL students. Historically, some 
researchers (Taylor, 1986; Yu, 2008) have challenged the validity of a summary task as a 
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measure of reading comprehension, but few studies have been conducted to investigate 
directly which competence is more warranted for summary task to measure: reading 
comprehension or writing competence. This investigation can be made by employing 
correlation studies. If the scores of a summary task are more correlated to those of either an 
essay task or a reading comprehension task, it will be concluded that a summary task is 
more valid as a measure of that particular competence based on the assumption that it 
shares more features of measuring competence with that task. If one group with a certain 
level of proficiency demonstrates comparatively higher correlation, it will be concluded 
that summary task is more valid for that particular group of students. 

Therefore, in an attempt to investigate whether or not a summary task is valid for 
Korean EFL test-takers with intermediate or below-level proficiency, the present study will 
answer two questions: 1) whether the total scores of a summary task are more correlated 
with those of an essay task than with those of reading comprehension or vice versa, and 2) 
in the case that a summary task shows significantly high correlation with either of the two 
tasks, whether and how the degree of the relationship is different between the two groups: 
the less proficient group and the more proficient group. 

With regard to the research questions, this study hypothesized as follows: 1) if 
correlation coefficient (r) between summary task (one independent variable) and either 
essay task (one dependent variable) or reading comprehension (another dependent variable) 
is statistically significantly great, summary task is considered to be more valid to measure 
the particular competence, 2) if the coefficient between the two correlated tasks is greater 
in one group than in the other group, it will be concluded that a summary task is more valid 
for that particular group. This study adopted the Pearson correlation analysis to examine 
whether and the degree to which the scores of a summary task are correlated with those of 
an essay task or those of a reading comprehension task. 

 
 

II. LITERATURE REVIEW  
 
1. Aspects of Summarization  
 

Summarization has been defined in many ways: “to report information using a lot fewer 
words than were used in the original communication (Wohl, 1978),” “the reproduction of a 
large amount of information to its most important points (Langan, 1993),” or “a condensed 
version, in your own words, of the writing of someone else (McAnulty, 1981).” According 
to these definitions, summarization apparently involves two different types of process: 
receptive process and productive process. The understanding and identification of 
important ideas will be regarded as the receptive process, whereas reporting what has been 
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identified as important ideas using original language involves the productive process.  
The summarizing process has been categorized in varying terms. However, it also 

involves basically two types of process―reception and production. Kintsch and van Dijk 
(1978) modeled the summarization process in three stages: deletion, generalization, and 
construction. Brown and Day (1983) specified the process and divided it into six categories: 
deletion of trivial material, deletion of redundant material, generalization, integration, 
selection, and invention. Winograd (1984) removed the deleting and generalizing processes 
and scaled it into four types: reproductions, combinations, run-on combinations, and 
inventions. Coffman (1994) articulated the productive process into three types: 
reproduction (restatement or paraphrase), transformation (the combination of two or more 
content units into one superordinate content unit), and intrusion (a statement that represents 
the reader’s prior knowledge). As research on summarization progresses, the summarizing 
process or strategy has been categorized and articulated with a focus on the tangible and 
productive process―i.e., reproduction and transformation, rather than on the conceptual 
and receptive process―i.e., deletion, selection, and generalization. 

 
2. Summary as Reading Assessment  
 

The compound aspect of summarization enables a summary task to serve as a measure 
of two different skills: receptive skills such as reading comprehension, and productive 
skills such as writing. On one hand, researchers (Brown & Day, 1983; Kintsch & van Dijk, 
1978; Taylor, 1984) believe summarization to be a valid measure of reading 
comprehension since they assume summary―equivalent to gist―represents what readers 
have grasped about a text. Moreover, summarization has commonly been used as a 
measure of reading comprehension in addition to a means to improve reading 
comprehension (Johns, 1988; Sung-Ae Kim, 2001).  

In an ESL/EFL context, on the other hand, summarization in the target language has 
been regarded to be problematic as a measure of L2 text comprehension. Head, Readence, 
and Buss (1989) demonstrated that there exists little correlation between a multiple-choice 
task and a summary task in assessing reading comprehension. Even if learners understand 
all of the relevant macro-productions, they may fail to reproduce them in the summary. The 
finding shows the gap between readers’ understanding of a text, and expressing what they 
have understood. It is also argued that there is an overlapping effect of reading and writing 
competence on summarization performance (Alderson, 1996; Alderson, Clapham, & Wall, 
1995). This compounding effect is related to L2 learners’ proficiency in their target 
language (Rost, 1990). In particular, the production process involving L2 writing skills is 
said to be crucial in summarization (Ellis, 1985).  

Therefore, summarization in the native language rather than the target language is 
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argued to be a better measure of students’ reading abilities, since summarization in the 
target language will limit the learners’ ability to demonstrate what they comprehended. By 
conducting empirical research, Lee (1986) demonstrated that L2 learners showed greater 
comprehension when they summarized in their native language than in their target 
language. Kozminsky and Graetz (1986) also concluded that Hebrew-speaking EFL 
learners’ summaries in their native language are of better quality compared to those in the 
target language.  

These findings support that summarization in the native language can better assess 
readers’ text comprehension in that it can remove the effect of L2 writing skills on 
summarization. Although little empirical research addressed directly the issues of using 
summary tasks as a measure of foreign language reading comprehension, efforts have been 
made to seek alternate forms of summary tasks such as summary-choice (Huhta & Randell, 
1996) and summary-cloze (Courchene & Bayliss, 1995). This also provides evidence that 
summarization involves L2 writing skills to manipulate and express the information, and a 
lack of these skills leads to semantic distortions, inability to paraphrase and other problems 
(Kirkland & Saunders, 1991).  

 
3. Summary as Writing Assessment 

 
The notion that the effect of L2 writing competence on summarization is critical appears 

to influence high-stakes language tests. For instance, a new iBT TOEFL has recently 
included integrated reading/writing tasks involving summarization in the writing section. 
As the incorporation of summarization into high-stakes tests as a measure of writing is 
diffusing, debates continue on the elements of writing competence that a summary task 
measures. Hidi and Anderson (1986) contend that summarization is fundamentally 
different from the other writing tasks in that it involves “operations based on already 
planned and generated discourse,” while the other general writing tasks involve all the 
processes of planning and generation as well as operations. In response to it, Head et al 
(1989) claim that the writing ability a summary requires is similar to that required by other 
composition tasks since “the ability to plan and use important text information in a 
summary may be a refinement of general writing ability” (Sung-Ae Kim, 2001, p. 570). 
Thus, a low level of general writing ability would account for a low level of summary 
writing.  

Differences in written discourse between essay and summary were examined (Cumming 
et al, 2005) as a means to validate incorporating integrated reading/writing tasks into the 
new iBT TOEFL, since it is argued that one type of writing task such as the argumentative 
essay fails to fully represent learners’ writing abilities (Cumming, 1997; Huot, 1990; 
Purves, 1992; Raimes, 1990). The findings show that there exists a rhetorical difference 
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between an integrated reading/writing task and an essay task; in dependent essay tasks 
elicit production of arguments and the integrated tasks prompt production of textual 
information as originally expected. However, it demonstrates the difference in their ability 
to use language between high and low groups consistently across the differing task types. 
Across the task types, test-takers with a higher level of proficiency tend to produce longer 
and more complex sentences, and to demonstrate more varied vocabulary and greater 
grammatical accuracy, compared to those with lower proficiency. This tendency provides 
support for the existence of shared features in writing qualities between an integrated 
reading/writing task and an essay task. 

Moreover, it is noteworthy that test-takers are more likely to use longer and a wider 
range of words and write longer and more clauses in the integrated tasks than they do in the 
independent tasks (Cumming et al, 2005). This finding allows us to presume that test-
takers may focus better on their use of language with freedom from being concerned about 
rhetorical issues such as argumentation, and they benefit from the source text in terms of 
their use of language. This allows us predict that an integrated summary task may be a 
more appropriate measure of writing for groups of lower-proficiency students than an 
essay task, whereby their composition skills can be measured with their cognitive load 
alleviated.  

Analysis of Korean EFL learners’ summary protocols by Sung-Ae Kim (2001) illustrates 
that they depend greatly on deletion rules and struggle to transform source text into their 
own text. This suggests Korean EFL students’ lack of summary skills, which brings about 
the importance of instruction and practice. Sung-Ae Kim points out Korean teachers 
seldom pay attention to the development of summarization skills, and Korean L2 students 
rarely have the opportunity to develop summary writing skills. She also claims that 
summarization skills should be taught directly and explicitly. Considering the reality 
Korean EFL students and teachers face, validation of a summary task as a writing 
assessment for students with low-level proficiency will be of more significance.  
  
 
III. METHOD 

 
1. Participants 

 
A total of 50 college students who enrolled in an English grammar course at a university 

located in Seoul participated in this study as test-takers. Their grade levels range from 
freshmen to seniors. They were allowed to use pseudonyms instead of authentic names. 
Another group of participants consisted of two native-speaking raters. Both raters were 
selected based on the criteria: different gender (one male and the other female), English 
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major, EFL teaching experience. One female rater has a Master's degree in English and 
American Literature and a substantial amount of teaching experience at a language institute 
in Seoul and at a high school in Tampa, Florida. The other male rater majored in English 
Education and has been teaching English at a college in Seoul.  

 
2. Instrument 

 
A language proficiency test was given to all the test-takers for the purpose of group 

placement: the less proficient group and the more proficient group. For a proficiency test, 
one mock test of TEPS was administered. The full version of the mock test was reduced to 
half of the questions to fit the total exam period of 40 minutes including three written 
sections: vocabulary, grammar, and reading comprehension, due to the fact that this study 
involves only the written domain of language ability. The test was composed of 60 
multiple-choice question items: 24 grammar, 24 vocabulary, and 12 reading 
comprehension questions. Ten minutes after the proficiency test, one summary and one 
essay task were administered. Each task has one prompt. The essay topic was about 
whether recommendation letters should be open to students or kept confidential (see 
Appendix A). The source text for summarization was a four-paragraph-long passage with a 
topic similar to the essay topic (see Appendix B). The topics were selected based on the 
test takers’ interest and background knowledge. By selecting the topic relevant and 
interesting to education majors at college level, it was intended to increase their attention 
and willingness to read the text (Hidi, Renninger, & Krapp, 1992; Langer, 1984). The test-
takers were given a total time limit of 40 minutes―15 minutes for the summary and 25 
minutes for the essay task.  

The proficiency test measuring the three domains of language competence―grammar, 
vocabulary, and reading comprehension―was objectively scored based on the answer key 
provided by Wolgan TEPS. Two writing tasks (summary and essay) were scored by two 
native English raters based on the two different sets of rubrics: Summary Scoring Rubric 
(see Appendix C) and Essay Scoring Rubric (see Appendix D), both of which are provided 
by the American Library Association, and both rubrics have six categories and four scoring 
scales. In an attempt to minimize raters’ subjective interpretation of scoring rubrics and 
accordingly increase the inter-rater reliability, the two raters were oriented and trained via 
e-mails and phone calls until their pilot scoring showed consistency between the two raters’ 
scores. To be specific, the raters were required to score the first three students’ writings 
based on the rubrics, providing their reasons for scoring. To diminish the split scores in the 
first pilot scoring set between the two raters, e.g., 2/4, 3/1, the raters were provided with 
detailed guidelines, re-trained using them, and asked to conduct another pilot scoring using 
a different set of writings. This process continued until few split scores were shown in the 
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working pilot scoring set.   
 

3. Procedure 
 
This study adopted the Pearson correlation analysis to examine whether and the degree 

to which the scores of a summary task are correlated with those of an essay task or those of 
a reading comprehension task. Additionally, correlation coefficients were calculated within 
the two groups, the less proficient group and the more proficient group, in order to 
investigate whether the degree of correlation of the two sets of scores is different between 
the two groups and which group shows greater correlation. Thus, this correlation study 
involved the following steps. 1) Cronbach’s alpha was calculated to confirm whether or not 
the scores of each task are consistent between the two raters since adequate inter-rater 
reliability will make this study legitimate. 2) Correlation coefficients obtained between 50 
scores of the summary task and 50 scores of the reading comprehension task were 
compared with those gained between the summary task and the essay task. 3) The two 
groups: more proficient group and less proficient group were formed based on the mean 
score of the total 50 scores of the proficiency test.  

As shown in Table 1, the more proficient group whose average scores are above the 
mean (M = 130.92) and the less proficient group whose average scores fall below the mean. 
While both groups show similar variability in scores, a t-test proved that the two groups are 
significantly different in proficiency level, t(24) = 15.85, p < .01. 4) Lastly, correlation 
coefficients were obtained between 25 scores of the summary task and 25 scores of the 
essay task within the two different proficiency groups and they were compared.  

 
Table 1   
More Proficient Group vs. Less Proficient Group 
 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

Total test-takers 50 60.00 198.00 130.9200 25.10455 

More proficient group 25 132.00 198.00 149.9200 16.79762 

Less proficient group 25 60.00 130.00 111.9200 15.89004 

Valid N (listwise) 25     

 
 
IV. RESULTS 

 
In analysis of inter-rater reliability, the two raters showed consistent agreement in 
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scoring both of the two tasks. Alpha value indicating inter-rater reliability was .7 in the 
summary task and .8 in the essay task. The values greater than .7 mean adequate level of 
reliability and those greater than .8 mean very good according to a statistician, Kline 
(2011). Therefore, the scores of the two tasks by the two raters proved to be reliable and 
this result constitutes to legitimating the subsequent analysis. It is notable that the inter-
rater reliability of the summary task was lower than that of the essay task. This is probably 
due to the fact that the raters were less familiar or less experienced with the summary 
rubric than with the essay rubric. When they were asked how long it took them to score 
summaries versus essays, they stated that they needed more time for summaries, because in 
the beginning they struggled to familiarize themselves with the summary rubric. Their 
testimonies reflect Korean EFL context where summarization is rarely instructed or 
evaluated.  

Correlation coefficients calculated between the total scores of the summary task and the 
total scores of the reading comprehension test was only r = .24, p < .10, which means weak 
correlation (see Table 2). In contrast, correlation between the total scores of the summary 
task and the essay task was r = .68, p < .01, which indicates statistically significant at the 
probability level of 0.01 (see Table 3). This result demonstrated that the summary task is 
correlated with the essay task while it is little associated with the reading comprehension 
test. Thus, it can be concluded that the summary task is more valid to assess writing ability 
rather than reading comprehension, based on the hypothesis that if correlation coefficient (r) 
between the summary task and either the essay task or reading comprehension is 
statistically significantly great, the summary task is considered to be more valid to measure 
either ability. 

 
Table 2   
Correlation: Summary vs. Reading Comprehension 

  Summary Reading Comprehension 

Summary (N=50) 1 .235 

Reading Comprehension (N=50) .235 1 
 

Table 3   
Correlation: Summary vs. Essay 

  Summary Essay 

Summary (N=50) 1 .684(**) 

Essay (N=50) .684(**) 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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In order to study the discrepancy between the two groups in light of the degree of 
correlation, correlation coefficients were calculated between the two tasks within each 
group: the more proficient group and the less proficient group. As for the more proficient 
group, the correlation coefficient between the two sets of scores decreased to r = .57, p 
< .01 (see Table 4). For the less proficient group, the correlation coefficient between the 
two sets of scores rose to r = .71, p < .01 (see Table 5). In other words, the more proficient 
group showed a moderate level of correlation, whereas the less proficient group 
demonstrated a higher level of correlation, as illustrated in Figure 1 and 2. Given the 
hypothesis, it can be concluded that the summary task is a more valid writing assessment 
for the less proficient group than for the more proficient group. 
 
Table 4   
More Proficient Group: Summary vs. Essay  

 Summary Essay 

Summary (N=25) 1 .570(**) 

Essay (N=25) .570(**) 1 
 

Table 5   
Less Proficient Group: Summary vs. Essay 

 Summary Essay 

Summary (N=25) 1 .709(**) 

Essay (N=25) .709(**) 1 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 

In sum, following are the answers to the research questions devised to investigate 
whether or not a summary task is valid for EFL test-takers with intermediate or below 
proficiency level: (1) The total scores of the summary task are significantly correlated with 
those of the essay task, while they are little correlated with those of reading comprehension.  
(2) The degree of relationship between the summary scores and the essay scores is different 
between the two groups examined and it is greater within the less proficient group than the 
more proficient group. This suggests that the summary task is more relevant to assess 
writing than reading comprehension, and that it better fits the less proficient group.  
 
 
Ⅴ. DISCUSSION 

 
The results of the present study support that a summary task is more valid as a writing 



 

 

 

 

 

 
56                         Nan-Young Ji 
 

assessment than as an assessment of reading comprehension. The weak relationship 
between the summary scores and those of reading comprehension may be indicative of a 
crucial effect of L2 writing skills on summarization (Ellis, 1985; Kirkland & Saunders, 
1991; Vahapassi, 1982). Insufficient L2 writing skills will make readers with good 
comprehension fail to produce what is read and even distort what is accurately understood 
by choosing inappropriate synonyms and/or sentence structures. Likewise, this critical 
effect of L2 writing skills on summarization accounts for the strong relationship between 
the summary scores and the essay scores. This finding is also supportive of the claim that 
to summarize requires a writing ability similar to that required by other composing tasks 
(Head, Readence, & Buss, 1989).  

Another notable finding is that the degree of the relationship between the summary 
scores and the essay scores differs depending on the proficiency level. It increases for the 
less proficiency group while it decreases for the more proficient group. The lower degree 
of correlation for the more proficient group can be probably due to a rhetorical difference 
existing between an integrated reading/writing task and an essay task (Cumming, 1997; 
Huot, 1990; Purves, 1992; Raimes, 1990). Summarization involves “operations based on 
already planned and generated discourse,” unlike an essay involving “all the process of 
planning and generation as well as operations” (Hidi & Anderson, 1986). The more 
proficient test-takers may be aware of and be able to control textual requirements for the 
two different types of writing demand. This may account for the weakened correlation 
between summary and essay scores.  

On the other hand, the higher degree of correlation for the less proficient group might 
reflect that test-takers with insufficient L2 proficiency may be ignorant of rhetorical 
requirements or unable to control them while managing to use the target language. This 
may account for the consistency of their scores between the two writing tasks. We can thus 
speculate that a summary task may allow them to focus better on their use of language as 
they are relieved of concerns about rhetoric for argumentation and other illocutionary 
elements, and provided with the source text facilitating their use of language. This 
speculation corresponds to another research finding that test-takers tend to show better 
language use in the integrated reading/writing tasks than in the independent tasks 
(Cumming et al, 2005). Thus, it can be concluded that an integrated reading/writing task, or 
a summary task, is more warranted as a measure of writing for the lower proficiency test-
takers, since it allows them to focus more on grammatical components involving 
lexical/syntactic accuracy and diversity rather than textual/rhetorical elements demanding 
greater cognitive load.  

This research-based validation of a summary task as a measure of writing ability is 
expected to influence Korean EFL instruction and curriculum. Although a large amount of 
opportunity has been given to improve their text comprehension, little chance has been 
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given for Korean EFL learners to summarize or retell what they comprehend. Lack of 
practice and instruction will sufficiently account for their lack of summarization skill: 
failure to transform what is identified as a gist in their own words and overdependence on 
deletion rules (Sung-Ae Kim, 2001) or copying the sentences identified as main ideas. 
However, popular high-stakes proficiency testing batteries such as TOEFL, TOEIC, and 
TEPS have already included performance tasks to measure speaking and writing ability. 
Moreover, performance tasks are to be added to the government-developed high-stakes 
English test which is referred to as the National English Ability Test (NEAT)/National 
English Proficiency Test (NEPT). According to the Ministry of Education, Science and 
Technology, the NEAT will replace the current English language section of the College 
Scholastic Ability Test (CSAT) in 2016 if pilot projects are successfully completed 
(http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2010/09/113_72541.html).  

Considering that more societal attention is being paid to performance skills, the 
secondary school classroom and curriculum has imminent responsibility to prepare 
students in response to those societal needs. Sung-Ae Kim (2001) recommends teaching 
summarization skills explicitly in a school setting. The teaching practice of summarization 
will be motivated and facilitated by incorporating a summary task into assessment for the 
Korean secondary school curriculum. Inclusion of summarization practice and assessment 
in the secondary curriculum will become a promising solution to fulfill the responsibility 
particularly due to its unique and valuable characteristic of reading-writing connection. 
Summary procedures naturally allow students to link writing to reading and vice versa 
(Hirvela, 2004; Williams, 2003). In other words, students are encouraged to read text from 
the writer’s viewpoint and apply the same organizational/rhetorical structures encountered 
in their reading of the assigned texts in their writing summaries. At the same time, they use 
their knowledge of rhetorical structure of writing to better understand their reading by 
looking for topic sentences and supporting ideas. The reciprocal effect of summarization 
will constitute a robust development of basic composition skills which is a prerequisite to 
the cognitively more demanding essay task.  
 
 
VI. CONCLUSION 
 

In sum, this study revealed that significant correlation exists between a summary task 
and an essay task, whereas little correlation exists between a summary task and reading 
comprehension. The finding indicates that L2 writing skills play a vital role in 
summarizing L2 text. Another revelation is that the correlation between a summary task 
and an essay task is greater in the less proficient group. It suggests that test-takers with 
insufficient L2 proficiency may not be able to respond to the rhetorical difference between 
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summary and essay, being busy operating the target language, or they are ignorant of the 
rhetorical difference. Accordingly, it can be concluded that a summary task is valid as a 
measure of writing competence, not of reading comprehension, and that it is more valid for 
test-takers at a proficiency level of intermediate or below.  

It is hoped that this study be a catalyst for diversifying and expanding the domain of 
direct writing assessment for Korean EFL students, and particularly for seeking diverse 
types of writing tasks corresponding EFL test-takers’ varying range of proficiency and  
readiness. It is also expected that this study positively affect learning and teaching practices 
of writing in the school setting – in particular the secondary school setting - since the 
students will benefit from summarization in terms of reading and writing connection. They 
will improve composition skills as well as reading skills in an integrated and reciprocal 
way: learning how to write from reading and how to read from writing. In order to achieve 
it in a Korean EFL setting, secondary school teachers’ role is essential and they should be 
taught how to teach writing (Hyun-Jin Kim, 2009). Likewise, instruction of how to teach 
summarization should also be implemented in the training program for pre- and in-service 
L2 writing teachers.    

This study, however, is restricted to only 50 subjects and they are rather homogeneous 
since they are enrolled in the same department of the same university. Studies involving a 
greater number of and a wider range of participants, in particular secondary level students, 
are recommended. As Eunsook Shim (2010) points out, a majority of studies on Korean L2 
writing is restricted in the tertiary settings and only sixteen percent of studies were 
conducted in a secondary school setting. Involving primary and secondary school students 
will enhance validity and reliability of the result.  

Another restriction of this study is the limited number of question items and prompts. 
More numbers of comprehension question items and multiple prompts for summary and 
essay tasks will enhance reliability of the results. Furthermore, employing different types 
of task for reading comprehension is recommended for future studies. In this study, a 
multiple choice task was adopted to assess reading comprehension since it is the most 
prevailing type of task to measure receptive skills such as reading comprehension. On the 
other hand, summary and essay skills were assessed using performance tasks. 
Inconsistency of task types might have been influential to the result. Apart from topical 
knowledge and personal characteristics, test method including task types - multiple choice 
or open-ended―is a critical element to affect test-takers’ performance (Bachman, 1990). 
That is, a reading comprehension task in a productive mode, summarizing in L1 per se, 
could reveal different pattern of their reading comprehension scores and might transform 
the results of this study. Thus, involving varied types of task are recommended to validate a 
summary task for assessing writing.  
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APPENDIX A 
Essay Prompt 

 
Read the essay question below and express your opinion clearly and persuasively in about 300 
words. 
 
Some people argue that recommendation letters written by teachers need to be open to students or 
parents. Some people assert that recommendation letters should be kept confidential. Which side are 
you on? Provide your rationale using relevant examples.  
 



 

 

 

 

 

 
62                         Nan-Young Ji 
 

APPENDIX B 
Summary Prompt 

 
Summarize the passage in about 50 words. Make sure you include the main idea and the 
necessary details. Remember to paraphrase.  
 
In this age of information most of us probably have a personal history tucked away somewhere on 
computer disks. For students, the history may consist of school records, test scores, and ratings by 
teachers on everything from citizenship to punctuality. Teachers and other staff members judge a 
student's character and potential, and others use those judgments to decide whether the student should 
go to this school or get that job. Certainly we need some system of exchanging information about one 
another; otherwise, we would hire only our friends or attend only those schools where enough people 
knew us to vouch for us. However, the kind of information in school records may be very imperfect, 
and the danger that it will be misinterpreted or fall into the wrong hands is great. 
In the early 1970s, a series of situations came to light in which information was poorly used or 
parents and students were denied access to records (for example, when a diagnosis was used to justify 
sending a child to a class for students with mental retardation). In response, Congress passed the 
Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act in 1974. The act, also known as the Buckley amendment, 
outlines who may and who may not see a student's record and under what conditions. A clear winner 
from this legislation is parents, who previously were kept from many of the officially recorded 
judgments that affected their children's futures. The amendment states that federal funds will be 
denied to a school if it prevents parents from exercising the right to inspect and review their children's 
educational records. Parents must receive an explanation or interpretation of the records if they so 
request. However, the Buckley amendment does not give parents the right to see a teacher's or an 
administrator's unofficial records. For instance, a teacher's private diary of a class's progress or 
private notes about a particular child may not be inspected without the teacher's consent.  
Although the Buckley amendment has undoubtedly reduced the potential for abuse of information, it 
has had a somewhat chilling effect on teachers' and others' willingness to be candid* in their 
judgments when writing student recommendations for jobs or colleges. Because students may elect to 
see a teacher's letter of recommendation, some teachers choose to play it safe and write a vague, 
general letter that lacks discriminating judgments, pro or con, about the student. In effect, some 
faculty members and other recommenders have adopted the attitude "Well, if a student doesn't trust 
me enough to let me write a confidential recommendation, I'll simply write an adequate, safe 
recommendation." (Adapted from Ryan and Cooper, Those Who Can, Teach, pp. 434, 436.) 
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APPENDIX C 
Summary Scoring Rubric 

 
 4 3 2 1 
IDEA  
& CONTENT 

-Clearly states 
the main idea of 
the passage. 
-Clearly states 
significant 
details. 

-States the overall 
idea of the 
passage. 
-States significant 
details.  

-Somewhat states 
the overall idea of 
the passage. 
-Lists some 
details.  

-Rarely states the 
overall idea of the 
passage. 
-Lists one or none 
of the details. 

ORGANIZA-
TION 

-Clearly follows 
the logical 
sequence of the 
original passage. 

-Most of the 
sequencing 
follows the 
original passage.

-Some of the 
sequencing 
follows the 
original passage.

-Sequencing is 
erratic and does 
not follow the 
original passage. 

VOICE -Formal voice is 
clearly objective 
and accurate for 
the passage. 

-Formal voice is 
clearly objective 
and accurate for 
the passage most 
of the time.

-Limited formal 
voice is somewhat 
objective and 
accurate for the 
passage.

-Lack of formal 
voice appropriate 
for the passage. 

SENTENCE 
FLUENCY 

-Sentences flow 
naturally.  
-Sentence length 
and type vary. 

-Most sentences 
flow.  
-Sentence length 
and type vary. 

-Limited number 
of sentences flow. 
-Limited number 
of sentences vary 
in length and type.

-Sentences are 
choppy and 
uneven 
-Sentence length 
and type are 
mainly identical. 

WORD 
CHOICE 

-Cleary 
paraphrase with 
vivid descriptive 
language. 

-Usually 
paraphrase with 
some descriptive 
language. 

-Sometimes 
paraphrase with 
some descriptive 
language. 

-Uses the original 
language of the 
passage. Or uses 
inappropriate 
words or phrases. 

CONVEN-
TIONS 

-Contains few, if 
any, errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar. 

-Contains some 
errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar that do 
not interfere with 
the meaning.

-Contains several 
errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar that may 
interfere with the 
meaning.

-Contains many 
errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar that 
interfere with the 
meaning. 

 
APPENDIX D 

Essay Scoring Rubric 
 

 4 3 2 1 
FOCUS  
ON TOPIC 
 

-There’s clear, 
well-focused topic.
-Main idea stands 
out and is 
supported by 
detailed 
information. 

-Main idea is 
clear but the 
supporting 
information is 
not specific.  

-Main idea is 
somewhat clear 
but there is need 
for more 
supporting 
information.  

-Main idea is 
not clear. There 
is seemingly 
random 
selection of 
information. 
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ORGANIZATI
ON 
(INTRODUCT
ION) 

-The introduction 
is inviting, states 
the main topic, and 
previews the 
structure of the 
paper. 
 

-The 
introduction 
clearly states the 
main topic, and 
previews the 
structure of the 
paper, but it is 
not inviting to 
the reader.

-The introduction 
states the main 
topic, but does 
not adequately 
preview the 
structure of the 
paper nor is it 
inviting to the 
reader.

-There is not 
clear  
introduction of 
the main topic 
or structure of 
the paper.   

ORGANIZATI
ON 
(SEQUENCIN
G) 

-Details are placed 
in a logical order 
and the way they 
are presented 
effectively keeps 
the interest of the 
reader.  

- Details are 
placed in a 
logical order but 
the way they are 
presented 
sometimes 
makes the 
writing less 
interesting.

-Some details are 
not logical or 
expected order, 
this distracts the 
reader. 

- Many details 
are not logical 
or expected 
order. There is 
little sense that 
the writing is 
organized. 

SENTENCE 
FLUENCY  

-All sentences 
sound natural. 
Each sentence is 
clear and has an 
obvious emphasis. 

- Almost all 
sentences sound 
natural but 1 or 
2 are awkward 
or difficult to 
understand.

- Most sentences 
sound natural but 
several are 
awkward or 
difficult to 
understand.

-Sentences 
sound awkward 
and difficult to 
understand. 
 

WORD 
CHOICE 

-Uses various 
vivid words and 
phrases accurately.

-Uses various 
vivid words and 
phrases, but 
occasionally the 
words are used 
inaccurately

-Uses some vivid 
words and 
phrases but lacks 
variety and 
accuracy. 

-Uses limited 
vocabulary, 
which blocks 
communication. 

CONVENTIO
NS 

-Contains few, if 
any, errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar. 

-Contains some 
errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar that do 
not interfere 
with the 
meaning.

-Contains several 
errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar that 
may interfere 
with the meaning.

-Contains many 
errors in 
punctuation, 
capitalization, 
spelling, and 
grammar that 
interfere with 
the meaning. 
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