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Abstract
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This study aimed to investigate whether there are any differences between reading-to-write (RTW)
and listening-to-write (LTW) tasks in producing summaries in English. In the first year of this
project, we determined an analytic framework and analytic procedures to conduct preliminary
analyses. Participants were 70 first- and second-year university students, and their English
proficiency was regarded as lower intermediate, equivalent to Level B1 in the Common European
Framework of Reference for Languages. Two topics were selected for the summary writing tasks:
One was "manned space flight" (244 words) and the other was "successful business" (231 words).
All the participants took part in both the RTW and LTW tasks to write 60-80-word summaries using
a PC in a classroom. Collected 140 summaries were marked based on an analytic rubric
developed by Yamanishi, Ono and Hijikata (2019). The rubric consisted of five dimensions,
namely, Content, Paraphrase (Quantity), Paraphrase (Quality), Language Use, and Overall
Quality. In addition, the original passages and summaries were compared using a text comparison
tool named difff to calculate the difference in vocabulary use. The results showed that scores of
Content and Language Use in the RTW tasks were significantly higher than those in the LTW
tasks. These findings suggest that reading a passage to understand its content is easier than
listening to a lecture to comprehend its content. Furthermore, students were able to write
summaries in the RTW tasks while actually looking at the original passages, and thus they may
have referred to vocabulary, sentence structure, grammar etc. that could affect the summaries in
terms of language use. On the other hand, in Paraphrase (Quantity) and Paraphrase (Quality),
there were no significant differences between the scores of summaries in the RTW and LTW tasks.
However, the results of text comparison by difff indicated that summaries in the LTW tasks
contained significantly more paraphrased words than those in the RTW tasks. This suggests that in
the RTW tasks, students tend to borrow or copy words and phrases used in the original passages
or use patch writing strategies, which mean that they cut and joint words and phrases with minor
changes in producing summaries.
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Teaching and assessing integrated summary writing: A comparison of reading—to—write and listening—to—write tasks
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AEIX, ZETEIMIMNE=-XEEFHFATELHZTEL(reading-to-write: RTW)A RV EHEEZENFEZZRB L TEHNZZE(listening—to—write:
LTWARRIIZEWT, MEDEMNIZEDLSTELNNHIDOMNEBHALNZTEHEEHIELI=. 2019 FEEILELEIN-ENEDHTS
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WIFRADREYIICBALTRTW & LTW OEHFRVICIYIRA . B ZET PC # MLV T 60~80 FBEREENEMNFXETEHL -, INE
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2. MERRAEEOPME FR)

This study aimed to investigate whether there are any differences between reading—to—write (RTW) and listening—to—write (LTW)
tasks in producing summaries in English. In the first year of this project, we determined an analytic framework and analytic procedures
to conduct preliminary analyses. Participants were 70 first— and second—year university students, and their English proficiency was
regarded as lower intermediate, equivalent to Level B1 in the Common European Framework of Reference for Languages. Two topics
were selected for the summary writing tasks: One was “manned space flight” (244 words) and the other was “successful business”
(231 words). All the participants took part in both the RTW and LTW tasks to write 60—-80-word summaries using a PC in a classroom.
Collected 140 summaries were marked based on an analytic rubric developed by Yamanishi, Ono and Hijikata (2019). The rubric
consisted of five dimensions, namely, Content, Paraphrase (Quantity), Paraphrase (Quality), Language Use, and Overall Quality. In
addition, the original passages and summaries were compared using a text comparison tool named difff to calculate the difference in
vocabulary use. The results showed that scores of Content and Language Use in the RTW tasks were significantly higher than those
in the LTW tasks. These findings suggest that reading a passage to understand its content is easier than listening to a lecture to
comprehend its content. Furthermore, students were able to write summaries in the RTW tasks while actually looking at the original
passages, and thus they may have referred to vocabulary, sentence structure, grammar etc. that could affect the summaries in terms
of language use. On the other hand, in Paraphrase (Quantity) and Paraphrase (Quality), there were no significant differences between
the scores of summaries in the RTW and LTW tasks. However, the results of text comparison by difff indicated that summaries in the
LTW tasks contained significantly more paraphrased words than those in the RTW tasks. This suggests that in the RTW tasks,
students tend to borrow or copy words and phrases used in the original passages or use patch writing strategies, which mean that
they cut and joint words and phrases with minor changes in producing summaries.
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