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Abstract

The internationalisation of university studies has resulted in an increasing use of
English, a language which many students assume they master sufficiently well.
This can lead to resistance to devoting time to language improvement.

The motivation to work with language skills can be promoted by integrating
language classes into discipline specific summary writing. This approach is
showing some potential and incorporates reading skills with writing, grammar,
peer critique and discussion. Summary writing also facilitates a critical study of
different texts and their structure.

1. Introduction

Globalisation and increasingobility have led to asharp risein the
numberof university coursesand programmegiven in English, (Airey
2004, 2006;Bjorkman 2008, Bolton and Kuteew®12, Coleman 2006,
Haastrup 2008, MauraneP006, Milani 2007, Shawand Dahl 2008,
Soéderlundh, 2010), not least in Sweden where the majority of courses at
Master'slevel are now taughtin English.One of the underlyingeasons

for this developmentis the Bologna Declaration (1999)which has
facilitated the movementof studentsbetween universitiesvithin the
European Union in ordao encourageultural and academiexchange.

One of the most salientoutcomesof this exchangds that English has
become the lingua franca of the universities.This is in part due to the fact
that English hasbecomethe overwhelmingly dominant language of
businessand entertainment, bulsoto the fact that academicsuccesss
measured bythe numberof citations in internationaljournals where
English predominategJensen and Thggersen 201illis and Curry,
2010). This hasgiven riseto a numberof problemsof both apractical

and a political level (Kuteeva 2011, Roberts 2008, Voss 2012).

Master's studentscoming to the Scandinavian countriegxpect
tuition in English, and ashey have been admittedassumethat their
language skills are sufficient for the purpose. While for an undergraduate
student, with even aelatively low level of competencen English, a
semesterin Sweden can bextremely beneficial, contributeto their
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cultural understanding and even improve their skillcommunicating in
English, for a student who plans to follow highewvdl studies, the
situation is quite different.

Among the language demands facing Master’s studgnte ability
to navigate their way through large quantitiesitgfrdture and from this,
to extract the wheat from the chaff (Shih 1992)eyimust also be able
to follow lectures given by people with a wide yi of non-native
accents and be able to follow and contribute touwdisions in seminars.
Although direct contact in such situations allowes $ome element of
repair and immediate clarification, written texts anore problematic
and students must be able to write reports andrpayfdch are clear and
unambiguous. Master’s theses are public docum&hts.increases their
need to be clear and without many basic grammatoalrs, as these
have a tendency to undermine the reliability andhanity of a
communication (Bourdieu 1977). Furthermore, studemts should
follow the most important conventions of the figldd genre in which
they are sited. Yet another demand that faces nsamgents is the
phenomenon of the “opposition” which requires mgkim public or
semi-public presentation, and critically reviewigigd commenting upon
the work of a fellow student; this is an aspecacddemic life unfamiliar
to many students.

These are tough demands, even for a native langsegker, and
for a master’s student with perhaps a minimum laveln internationally
recognized language test, can be almost insurmblgntdowever, many
master’s students assume that their language skelsadequate for the
purpose and do not anticipate the need to devhkp.t

This paper is based on the study of a possible odetfor
encouraging and helping students to improve traigliage skills that
was trialed in two short courses given to two défe groups of master’'s
students at a Swedish University. The students vadrefollowing
International Master's programmes at the Faculty Stfience and
Technology. Moreover, in line with the findings aka and Street
(2006), one of the aims stipulated by the Faculig o provide students
with instruction in referencing and avoiding plaigen, an issue which
has become increasingly in focus (Barry 2006, Rec@003). In order
to achieve these aims, a course was developed woithon students
writing summaries of research articles in theitdfid his learner-centred
approach to academic skills would not only givedstis a chance to
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produce texts in English but would also be a mearistroduce them to
the specific discourse community of their discipli(Gustafsson 2011,
Lea 2004). Further, the texts produced could bevesit and useful to
their studies. One objective of the trial was teestigate the extent to
which summary writing did in fact help studentsrtgprove their English
writing skills and raise this to a level that waensidered more
academically acceptable. A second objective wadigoover whether
students themselves felt that working with sumnsawas a valuable and
interesting exercise.

After the courses had ended, the students wera gieopportunity
to provide feedback.

The questions that the trials aimed to address are:

1) How can non-native speakers of English be bestapeepto
meet the demands required by studying for MastBegree
through the medium of English in a non-English esvnent?

2) How can we motivate students to work towards fiirfij these
demands and expectations?

2. The problem of motivation

The question of motivation is highly complex andtire context of
language learning, has been addressed by a nufgehalars, including
Cook 2001, Crookes and Schmidt 1991, Dickinson 198y 2010,

2012, and Ushioda 1998. According to Zoltan Dornyisie only

consensus among researchers is that it concermsdithction and

magnitudeof human behaviour” (2001a:8). He has defined natitiv as

“the dynamically changing cumulative arousal ineason that initiates,
directs, coordinates, amplifies, terminates, andluates the cognitive
and motor processes whereby initial wishes andretesire selected,
prioritised, operationalised and (successfully asuccessfully) acted
out” (ibid:9).

One of the central issues concerning the use ofidbngn higher
education is that for most students, English ispgmhe medium of
study, particularly when the national language @ English. This
instrumental motivation is a weaker motivating frthan integrative
motivation (Henry 2010). The importance of attitule motivation is
well known and documented (e.g. Gardner 1972, @e#lux and
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Doérnyei 2008) and a number of theories try to aotdor this. The
problem is therefore how to motivate master’'s sttsiéo improve their
communicative competence and to develop their laggskills.

Another important issue is that L2 identity conestion often
threatens a learner’'s self-image (Dornyei 2001biniéi and Ushioda
2009). It is therefore important that language wsikuld be organised
in a way which is not face-threatening and whicldents can experience
as a useful and legitimate element of the studmesviich they are
directly engaged. Success and a positive senselfoire important for
motivation, and therefore it might be assumed ithaarticularly difficult
for learners, whose language skills have not preshijobeen questioned,
to not only accept criticism, but also to accept seeming deterioration
in their performance that conscious efforts to iower language skills
often appear to entail (Tarone and Yule 1989:143)1Rurther, lack of
success often leads to “amotivation” or “demotiwati (Sakui and
Cowie 2011) and can thus result in a negative lspirdbehaviour. As
Walter Ong (2002:402) has commented, languagelisnabmpassing
and “seems to touch everything else in you”. Tadfilault with a
person’s language can be likened with finding faulth that person.
Norton & McKinney (2011:78) have pointed out thfi{anguage is the
place where ... our sense of selves, our subjectiigtyonstructed.” This
is a stance which for example Dornyei (2001b:6@)oeses.

Following Markus and Nurius’ (1986) concept of “piBe selves”,
it is therefore important to promote the idea of amademic L2 self
among students in order to endow language study avitnore positive
label and to support and nurture student motivafianthis end, Swales
(1990:75) has posited that activities that are I'glii@cted” are most
likely to be successful. Students should be shoat they need to
belong to the discourse community of their discipland encouraged to
strive towards the goal of learning and conforntmghe norms that this
community shares (ibid: 23-27). As | have previgusliggested, in the
case of students following an English medium ursigreducation in
Sweden, the motivation to work with language isbatady instrumental
or pragmatic, or using the terminology of DdrnyedaOttd (1998), is
“executive”. These issues imply that some sensjtivi the way in which
students are encouraged to develop an academis setfuired.

To encourage students to devote time and energypmoving their
English will best be promoted by a purposeful attiwhich can be seen
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to have a direct connection to their main field ioferest. Horowitz
(1986:446) has insisted upon the importance of“ttemands of the
writer's environment” and summary writing can hefpudents to
understand and learn to adapt to these demandshén words, student
motivation could be strengthened by using langustgdy as a vehicle
for investigating the texts and praxis of their ofield of interest and by
relating language work to a pragmatic study ofrtpeirticular academic
environment.

3. Summary writing
Summarizing skills are essential in an academitnge(Kirkland and
Saunders 1991, Yang and Shi 2003) and writing sumemdased on
discipline-related articles and texts is a prongsioandidate for
promoting self-regulated motivation (Wolters 1998) language skills’
development. Using texts with which students aggeeted to be familiar
will also reduce the issue of “interference”, oranping focus, and
reduce the sense of an activity switch which caw ll|® a motivational
switch (Ddrnyei and Otto 1998).

The multiplicity of skills involved in summary wititg can constitute
a very useful occasioner for “languagihgFurther, summarizing texts
from the relevant field aids vocabulary developmerdreases genre and
language awareness, and also introduces the disaipllearning and
academic literacies required for success (BondD2Dé&a 2004, Lea and
Street 2006, Gustafsson 2011, Samraj 2008), theggbyiding a
gateway to the discourse community which the stulkdepes to join.

3.1 Reading

As Horowitz (1986:446) has pointed out, studentssthe introduced

into the “interpretive community” of their discipi and reading is one
way of bringing about this acculturation. The readiechniques required
for summarizing include first skimming for gist atieen a closer reading
to extract the essentials and to ensure comprairer{§then and Su,
2012). Such a study also provides insight intowlag in which the text

! “Languaging” is a term derived from Vygotskyan isoailtural theory and
encompasses the notion of communication in a védg sense.



168Pamela Vang

is built up and can raise the awareness of styte gamre, or of what
Hyland (2002:117) terms the “communities in whietts will be used
and judged”.

Reading and understanding academic texts is a exmplocess
(Meijer et al 2006, Negris 2013) and one with whitindents often
require support (Shih 1986). Tarone and Yule (19895) refer to
studies which indicate that it is often the “higherel” skills such as
evaluating, selecting and synthesizing informatitdmat university
students lack, and working with summaries is alsmeans towards
redressing this deficiency (Kirkland and Saund2€91). Not only does
the academic world involve a great deal of readiug,it has been shown
that L2 reading is usually slower than L1 (Shaw acMillion 2008,
2011). Among the reasons that have been suggestexkgiain this
phenomenon are background knowledge, and the depthell as the
size of vocabulary knowledge (Hellekjaer 2009, 3ack 2004, Qian
2002). Extensive reading has been suggested asmadye and
particularly in the case of L2 reading, can leadibgidental language
learning” (Pecorari et al 2011). Moreover, the $etyipical of the field as
well as terms commonly found in academic writinggeneral can be
noted, discussed and acquired in this way.

Thus, studying a text that is relevant to the fiefdstudy and that
ideally, is prescribed literature, can constitute meeaningful and
constructive activity which has a direct connectian the student's
immediate, perceived need. It can also be a stgppione towards
improved linguistic competence as well as to higheel
communication skills in general.

3.2 Speaking and listening

Academic discussion is an area that has until thgdras received only
limited attention (Bjorkman 2008, 2011), and is amatively
demanding (Mauranen 2006). The content-based agipr(&hih 1986,
Snow and Brinton 1988) that summary writing afforéscourages
activities with a focus on relevant content rathieguistic form, and
provides a relatively interesting and unthreatemreans for students to
develop their speaking and listening skills. Morem\the relevance and
familiarity of the topic should facilitate a geneiexchange of ideas and
viewpoints; something which increases the motivatio communicate
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(Dérnyei, 2001a, 2001b). In addition, as subjeavidedge is seen to be
as important as language competence, students rghpeshaps weaker
linguistically will have the opportunity to contribe to the content of the
discussion, thereby strengthening their sense dcadlemic self while
practicing and improving their language skills.

Crawford Camiciottoli (2010) has pointed out tha&anm Erasmus
students have little experience of listening to IEhg which can cause
problems for example in lectures, while Airey (202610) confirms that
even Swedish students experience difficulties I8 ttontext. Talking
about the texts can help students to develop thgnpatic strategies that
are necessary for achieving communicative effentigs (Bjorkman
2011), encourage fluency and lead to a better stalaling and
“jludgment about the “disciplinary” of what is saj{@irey 2010:35).

Using texts in this way, students not only act asual resources for
subject learning (Dornyei and Malderez 1997, Oxfa&@B7), but by
repeating and imitating the frequently recurringegand patterns in the
text, can add them to their own language resouacesthereby make
them available for further use and modification rfem-Freeman
2011:48, Pecorari 2008b). The texts provide a méarnseer scaffolding
of both language and subject understanding.

3.3 Writing
A summary is a condensed, objective account ofnth@ points of a
longer text and has a number of advantages fromaming point of
view. One is that it forces students to concentatéhe essentials and to
say what is to be said both as concisely and diyras possible. While
the language and content of the student text Haadvantage of being
drawn from the input material, summarizing requieeseformulation.
Thus, summary writing helps students to learn t@plarase and thereby
avoid the plagiarism that often results from a latkhe language skills
that are necessary to reformulate often compleasidie their own words
(Barry 2006, Lea and Street 2006, Magyar 2012,e04t980, Pecorari
2003, 2006, 2008a). Moreover, a summary providesgortunity to
work with discipline-specific lexical bundles (Ban@010, Pecorari
2008b).

The relative brevity of the student texts can all@&chers to give
personalized, individual feedback and for studémtse-work their texts.
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Ideally, from such feedback, students should be tbidentify their own
strengths and weaknesses and work to see a sted@poaitive progress
in their writing skills as they move over new cortggee thresholds.
Facilitating and encouraging positive retrospectigt-evaluation allows
and enables learners to take control of their iagrand is conducive to
motivation.

Moreover, from the perspective of scaffolding, suamies can
profitably be written in small groups or pairs,oaling students to
benefit from the strengths of their peers.

3.4 Peer review
As Hyland (2009:30) has pointed out, writing is @nfi of social
interaction and the peer seminar, which is a ford development of
group interaction, (Aguilar 2004) can be a very aeding exercise.
However, as the peer seminar is an independeneg&@wales 1990,
Weissberg 1993) in order for peer review to be ulsafid constructive,
students need training in peer response and in eed¢ng (Hyland
2003). Adriana Bolivar (2011) has described this/ag as the interface
between grammar and pragmatics. By this, she mibanst provides a
resource for learning appropriate linguistic wagsdiscuss alternative
viewpoints and to politely disagree. Peer reviewherefore not only a
tool for languaging, but also provides and fadiitapractical training in
giving and receiving criticism and in using langeaghich is appropriate
to what can easily become a face-threatening ®tu&tudents do not
only need to know what to look for, but also howgtee praise as well
as constructive negative feedback. As Kasper amthisit (1996) have
commented: “mere exposure is insufficient for L2 agmatic
development and therefore instruction is necessaryaise learners’
consciousness of form-function mappings and pertineontextual
variables...” Therefore teacher guidance and invobkminis necessary to
show students how to give criticism in a positivel driendly way and
ensure that feedback is constructive and fulfiisintended purpose.
Moreover, as peer review requires students to aaabach other’s
work for content, structure and comprehensibilit§, can be
constructively used as a tool for improving readsvareness, and
subsequently the structure and cohesion of a texbther words, it
provides a basis for collaborative learning, coapiee learning and
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interaction to support the development of commuidcaand enhance
learning outcomes in the classroom (Oxford 1997yrédup can become
a resource pool, the sum of which is greater thenindividual parts
(Doérnyei and Malderez 1997:67).

4. The trials
In the autumn of 2010, we were given the opporjuhit test these
theoretical benefits of summary writing in two cees, or language
modules, ordered by the Faculty of Science and fA@oly. The
students taking part in these trials had all bedmited to International
Master's programmes in science and technology. ngpwilfilled the
formal language requirements for admission, theiraption had been
that their English was adequate. However, it hambime evident that this
was not necessarily so and that many needed rehiedia

Attendance and the completion of assignments wenedatory, but
credits could not be directly awarded for the laagg modules which
were integrated into existing compulsory courséee first year module
was added to an introductory course three-creditssowhich included
library skills, while for the second year studeiitsyas incorporated into
the master’s thesis requirements.

4.1 Method

Two separate language modules were organized,irstefdr students
writing their thesis the following semester and #szond for students
beginning their master's studies. For the firstugrothe course was
required to have direct relevance to the work dfimg and defending a
master’s thesis while for the latter, it was stgtad that the materials
used should have direct relevance to their diffeqgogrammes. A
further requirement was that all students shouldgiven guidance in
how to avoid plagiarism and practice in referencirgiting and
paraphrasing (Barry 2006, Pecorari 2003, 2006).

4.2 The first trial
The first group trial was allocated 24 hours’ twiti spread over the
autumn semester. The course comprised two lectoiréise whole group
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of about 220 students from all the different engiveg programmes
offered, followed by ten two-hour classes. All tlstudents were
international students and the majority came froountries outside
Europe.

The course plan included the writing of two or theammaries, the
first of which was to be written in pairs, followdxy peer reviews in
class. Presentation techniques and peer review wtrgrated into the
course plan. The final assignment was a short tepom their field
which was to be formally presented in class anddposed by two other
students, following the typical format of the ma'st¢hesis defense. The
assignment should not involve extra unnecessadysand thus students
were encouraged to write about a subject they wensidering for their
thesis or to present a term-paper. They were mptined or expected to
have a complete paper, but needed an overviewand sections. Prior
to the first summary, students worked with a typresearch article in
their field and the teacher led discussions tatdrpin-point the salient
features of the article design, (Swales 1990) &ednmain points of the
actual text.

After each summary assignment, students were askexview each
other’'s work for content, structure and obviousglzage errors. They
were instructed to begin with positive feedback émeh move on to
suggesting and discussing aspects that could beoumgp. Each
summary also received teacher feedback and studemes encouraged
to re-write the summaries after this. Some tradéldanguage teaching,
including vocabulary building, cohesion and mogahtas incorporated
into the classes.

4.3 The second trial

The second group comprised about 90 students, #jeritg of whom
were new to the university, but included a few setcgear students who
had arrived at the university too late to follove tintroductory course in
their first year, or who had missed part of thatirse. These students
either took both the language modules. FourteendBWwd.1 speakers
also participated. These were all female and faldwthe same
programme, together with one male internationadestt. As Bolton and
Kuteeva (2012) have pointed out, Swedes traditipmmaide themselves
on their language competence and it was decidedtiiese students
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would constitute a class of their own to minimizetpsts. The students
following the other programmes were predominantlglanand were

divided into four classes of between 15 and 20igpants, coming

generally from two disciplines.

This module also began with two introductory leetuto the whole
group. The stipulations were that each studentldherte a summary of
a research article in their field, and in pairsgrdical reflection built
upon that article and two papers that they themsehad found in their
library class. The premise was that a subject &rasfould participate in
the final session and give content feedback orctitieal reflection. This
time, the students were only allocated one sedsioaummary writing
and one for the critical reflection. Lessons todé&cp every second or
third week during the semester and included thoety-five minute slots
for feedback sessions and peer review discussiofurther feedback
session was given for students whose assignmetanbdiareached a
level that was deemed good enough. Students wauered to repeat the
assignments until they were “good enough”.

On the completion of this module, students wereemivthe
opportunity to answer a questionnaire. The questiaddressed the
importance of English and how useful they felt thhe different
assignments had been to developing their langu&iks. sParticular
emphasis was given to the potential benefits ofsanzing research
articles.

4.4 The questionnaire

The questionnaire had five questions, two aboutligmgyenerally, one
directly concerned with summary writing and a faugtiestion asked for
free comments about the course. The final questoigerned the critical
essay and will not be discussed here. Just ovethimkof the students,
35 individuals, responded.

Question One:
How important do you think that English is for you
a) studies,
b) career prospects?

Students were asked to rank the importance from 3 with 1 as most
important. Almost all the students who answered #aat English was
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very important and awarded both categories 1 ofte distribution
between studies and career was even. Only one rétugheve the
importance of English a 3 and he did this for bzategories.

Question Two:
What aspects of English do you need most help?with

Table 1 Question 2What aspects of English do you need most help with?

Order of importance 1 2 3 4
Reading academic texts 4 4 1p 10
Listening to lectures 2 7 8 14
Speaking (discussions, presentatiops) 15 8 6 2
Writing 14 11 4 3

The figures in the boxes represent the numberuoliestts.

Question Three was specifically related to différespects of
summary writing and read:

How useful have you found summary writing for:

a) general writing practice

b) a guideline to what aspects of English you rteeslork with,
¢) reading academic texts to extract the essentials

d) understanding how texts are constructed?

Again, respondents were asked to rank the diffeaspiects and were
asked to add any information that they found retéva

Table 2 Question 3: How useful have you found summaryingifor:

Ranking in order of importance 1 2 3 4 5
general writing practice 4 7 5 8 5
a guideline to what aspects pf

English you need to work with 3 4 1 5 6
reading agademlc texts to extrgct 5 2 9 7 7
the essentials

understanding how texts are 6 2 6 11 5
constructed

The figures in the boxes represent the numberualiestts.

The fourth question that will be considered herenceoned
recommendations for future courses and receivedrésponses. These
will be incorporated into the findings of the gueshaire.
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4.5 The findings

Although the questionnaires were anonymous, thearozgtion of the
classes meant that it was possible to see whichbeead filled in by
Swedish students. Although they endorsed the vieat English was
important, the general attitude was that they ditimeed a course. One
commented: “I find it abit unnecessary for Swededake the course
many already are good.” Another Swedish respondemted a test to
precede the course and wrote: “If you fail you htvéake the course, if
you pass its vollantarely”. This student agreed Hraglish was going to
be very important and placed writing and readinthattop of the list of
areas that needed help, but then commented on symwidting
“Already did it lots of times.” This was one of tlew comments that
specifically addressed summary writing, althouglother Swedish
student claimed that it was “already covered byeptbourses in the
programme” and a third commented “| feel that katty have a good
grasp of the points mentioned above.”

It was not possible to identify the internation@ldents, but a couple
agreed with the Swedes that the course should emahdndatory. One
commented, “I would like professor with better Halglduring the class
of the other courses” and suggested that the cosinselld not be
mandatory for students but, “Should instead be adsapy for some
international professors because they speak antke vari very bad
English!” These comments underline the points madéor example by
Haastrup (2008) who points out that lecturers apeeted not only to be
experts in their subject, but also to master &ldabmplexities of English,
a finding that is confirmed by Pecorari et al (201As Airey (2011),
Shaw and Dahl (2008), and Thggersen and Airey (R6dihment, it is
simply assumed that lecturers are to be able thtemEnglish and that
they are happy to do so. However, a number of stsdelt that it was
unfair that they should follow a course to imprdkeir level of English
while in their view, not all of their lecturers hadgood command of the
language.

In general, the international students were muclemositive to the
English module and to summary writing than theireflish counterparts.
Among their comments was as request for “More ngitpractice! |
think with this kind of practice, students can iy their writing which
would be helpful in their studies.” Two commentspairticular interest
from the international students were the followitigaybe it would be
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possible to have topics that are not scientificdfutommon knowledge.
This way it would be possible to focus on writingdaorganizing text
and not about intellectual, academic, scientificrkowhile another
student wrote: “We should have more basic reading &ariting
practice.” Yet another respondent said that “lijpeeyou to gain more
confidence in writing when someone corrects youstakies and gives
reviews.”

The results of the questionnaire show a conserstsBnglish is
important for both studies and a future career.hddigh the
guestionnaires were not always completed in acocoelawith the
instructions, it was apparent that most studeitsgHat they most needed
help to participate in discussions and to writerp8singly, about half of
the Swedish students claimed that they needed hedstwith speaking
and one student said that the areas in which sbgedemost help were
speaking and listening to lectures. This is lineéhwie findings made by
Airey (2009) and Hellekjaer (2010), for example.

The generally negative attitude of the Swedish esttgl might
confirm Airey’'s suggestion (2004) that Swedish std tend to
overestimate their abilities, a view Hellekjaer @) supports for the
Norwegian context.

5. Discussion

Students following a master's programme through thedium of
English must be able to follow lectures (Airey 20p08rawford
Camiciottoli 2010, Heelkjaer 2010), read and aralgsmplicated texts
(Hellekjaer 2009, Jackson 2004, Meijer et al 2088w and McMillion
2008, 2011) synthesize their ideas in writing (2804, Lea and Street
1998) discuss their findings and motivate theinapis (Bjérkman 2008,
2010, 2011, Bolivar 2011).There is no simple solutand no magic
wand. The challenges facing each student are unitglian students, for
example, are unused to writing (Crawford Camicio2010).

The purpose of this investigation was to ascemdinther summary
writing was a potential candidate for enhancinglstis’ language skills.
However, a number of factors need to be takendntwsideration when
interpreting the results of the questionnaire. Titst is that the students
had not elected to follow the course and that tiey not anticipated that
they would have to study English. This in turn imapl that their
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motivation was low and that the sudden requirenmapacted negatively
upon their L2 identities and sense of self (Noraoid McKinney 2011).

Another is that the considerable workload involdidi not generate any
credits and was seen by many simply as an unexpectelen. Further,

no other faculty members joined the final sessipcammented on the
content of the critical essays. The students hadchmreat deal of effort
into this extremely cognitively challenging and éntonsuming task
expecting content feedback, and absence of tugporse may have
impacted on the results of the questionnaires wiviele answered at the
end of the last class. Furthermore, timetablingndithing to suggest that
English was important. Other issues that need tadwesidered when
evaluating these results are that one group did neckive the

guestionnaire due to an administrative error, anat the Swedish
students are over-represented as 10 of the 35iguesires collected

came from this group. These students were generatlynegative to the
idea of having to study English.

Thus, taking into account the far from optimal oirsstances under
which the classes reported in the trials were cotedi) the results of the
guestionnaire and the reports and observations fhentifferent classes
in both the language modules are carefully optimjistnd indicate that
students could appreciate and benefit from languagsruction
organized around summary writing and peer revieudlBy-Evans and
St John (1998:40) have discussed the impact ofyddlaneeds and
immediate needs upon motivation. The needs of itk fear students
are delayed, while for those in the second yeay #lre much more
immediate. Unfortunately, it proved unrealisticask these students to
answer a questionnaire, and so the results of timemsry writing
practice and of the course in general could onlydbduced through
observation and discussion.

Although there is no written documentation to supphis view,
these students in general seemed to respond ratrerpositively to the
introduction of an English language module. Thaselents who were
able to attend class regularly did show an improaeitity to select the
main points of the text and were beginning to Igarparaphrase. They
were also more aware of the importance of structanel basic
grammatical accuracy and were working towards imipig this. Two
even reported that one of the research articlddtieg had been given to
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work with was so interesting that they plannedde it as a starting point
for their master’s thesis.

In both cases, the time allocated for language waag too little to
allow for reasonable process and could only pronastareness of the
needs. Language development requires an investiméime as well as
in effort.

Doérnyei (2001b:27) has asked whose responsibility io motivate
students and to help them maintain their interast, while it is perhaps
reasonable to assume that each individual studsntparsonally
responsible to work and strive towards better cdempe, it is also the
job of a teacher to stimulate interest and to mtevstudents with the
means to achieve these ends. In the case of Engliahy students
assume that their skills are satisfactory and fiirttifficult to accept that
the competence that they have to interact, bogfeison and through the
different social media, is not sufficient or acedpe for academic
studies. It is therefore not surprising that théywwsdd display some
resistance to devoting time and energy to improvimglanguage skills
which they had assumed were adequate. It is atbaléenge to convince
Swedish students who, in many cases consider tiesséo be bi-
lingual (Airey 2004) that they need to develop angrove their English.

6. Conclusion

6.1 Some advantages of summary writing

Because of the immediate relevance of the textsatteasummarized to a
student’s field of academic interest, this practiae provide and help to
sustain the motivation that is necessary for alagg “knower” to cross
competence thresholds. It is also an excellentcgoof feedback and can
confirm that a student has understood a text ctiyreMoreover, a
selection of well-written summaries of articlestive field provides the
writer with excellent material for both revisiondcaresearch.

As Horowitz (1986: 456) has insisted, students mhestable to
encode selected data into appropriate academicisBngbummary
writing is potentially an excellent candidate tdphthem to accomplish
this. Although | am by no means suggesting that wréing of
discipline-related summaries is a panacea, | dpgwe that it is a
potential stepping stone towards the goal of mttigastudents to take
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charge of their own linguistic and academic develept and to help
them to become viable members of their chosen diseccommunity.

6.2 A question of attitude

However, although summary writing can be a usefal in the work of
increasing English language competence among dtidand in
promoting motivation, there are a number of pratticoblems that need
to be addressed (Voss, 2012).

The first of these is the Cinderella Syndrome withich English
language classes are often afflicted (Dudley-Evamsl St John,
1998:38). It is not only the students themselve® wllo not always
understand the necessity of working with their laage, but more
importantly, even the university authorities whowsld be promoting and
encouraging this development do not always seebetéully aware of
the complexity of the issue and of how time consignmlanguage
progress is. Student unwillingness to devote timdéahguage is often
shared by the unwillingness of faculty to alloctiee to this end. When
the importance of English language study seeme tather a matter of
lip service than of conviction, busy students giveow priority. When
faculty is not seen to promote the importance ofjleage, this has a
negative effect on students’ motivation (Dornyé€iQ2a:180).

Although integrating language classes with the igise can
alleviate the problem of motivation, it requireg ttomplete cooperation
and support of the faculty. Language must be giveme status. The
subject teacher and the language teacher mustdve teebe working
together towards the same goal and to be partndafgienterprise. The
language specialist should not appear to be amapge but an integral
part of the whole. Ideally, the subject teacherusth@lso appear in the
language class if only for a few minutes, and joirgroup discussions
(Gustafsson, 2011: 115). This not only demonstrates English is
important, but can also help to ensure that textgehbeen correctly
understood and interpreted. In other words, coliaimn between the
language teacher and the subject specialist ateatém boosting student
motivation to improve linguistic competence.

Ong (2002:396) has raised another central issuefipg out that
“[ulnfortunately, even in the best colleges andvarsities, good writing
is not demanded by everyone on the faculty”. Thia iserious problem
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and one which it is extremely difficult to addresecturers cannot be
assumed to have either the dual competence oriree required to
address the language problems of student papers.

We are expected to encourage our students to “ieartife”. It is
the duty of teachers to empower students and {o thelm not only to
have something to say, but, following Bourdieu (@P3%ay it in such a
way that they will be believed and respected. Sumpmariting is
potentially a means to motivate this struggle forpewerment and is
worth further investigation.

References

Aguilar, Marta. 2004. “The Peer Seminar, A Spokesséarch Process
Genre”Journal of English for Academic Purposg4): 55-72.

Airey, John. 2004. “Can You Teach It in English?pésts of the
Language Choice Debate in Swedish Higher Educatidm”R.
Wilkinson (Ed), Integrating Content and Language: Meeting the
Challenge of a Multilingual Higher Educatior{pp. 97-108).
Maastricht, Netherlands: Maastricht University Bres

Airey, John. 2006. “Nar Undervisningsspraket blitgélska”Sprakvard
4: 20-25.

Airey, John. 2009Science, Language and Literacy: Case Studies of
Learning in Swedish University Physicécta Universitatis

Uppsaliensis.
Airey, John. 2010. “The Ability of Students to Eapl Science Concepts
in Two Languages” Hermes - Journal of Language and

Communication Studietb: 35-49.

Airey, John. 2011. “Talking About Teaching in Emli Swedish
University Lecturers’ Experiences of Changing Thé&ieaching
Language’lbérica 22: 35-54.

Barry, Elaine S.S. 2006. “Can Paraphrasing Praddedp Students
Define Plagiarism?” The Pennsylvania State Univgrdrayettte,
College Student JourndlO(2): 377-384.

Bjorkman, Beyza. 2008. “English as the Lingua Fean€ Engineering:
The Morphosyntax of Academic Speech Evermsirdic Journal of
English Studie3(3): 103-122.

Bjorkman, Beyza. 2010Spoken Lingua Franca English at a Swedish
Technical University: An Investigation of Form a@dmmunicative



The case for summary writing 181

Effectiveness Unpublished PhD thesisStockholm University,
Department of English.

Bjorkman, Beyza. 2011. “English as a Lingua Frarioa Higher
Education: Implications for EAPtbérica22: 79-100.

Bolivar, Adriana. 2011. “The Interface Between Gnaan, Pragmatics
and Discourse in Peer Reviews of Research ArticleSpanish”
paper presented at the ™2nternational Pragmatics Conference
IPrA, Manchester July

Bologna Declaration. 1999.

Bolton, Kingsley and Maria Kuteeva. 2012. “Englisb an Academic
Language at a Swedish University: Parallel Languape and
‘Threat’ of English” Journal of Multilingual and Multicultural
DevelopmenB83(5): 429-447.

Bondi, Marina. 2010. “Metadiscursive Practices intréductions:
Phraseology and Semantic Sequences Across Geriesdic
Journal of English Studiex 99-123.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. “The Economics of LinguidEixchange'Social
Science Informatiot6(6): 645- 668.

Chen Yuan-Shan and Shao-Wen Su. 2012. “A Genredbagproach to
Teaching EFL Summary WritinggLT Journal66(2):184-192.

Coleman, James A. 2006. “English-medium TeachingEuropean
Higher Education'Language Teaching9(1): 1-14.

Cook, Vivian 2001Second Language Learning and Language Teaching
(3rd edition) Arnold.

Crawford Camiciottoli, Belinda. 2010. “Meeting th€hallenges of
European Student Mobility: Preparing Italian Erasn@iudents for
Business Lectures in EnglisEhglish for Specific Purpos&9: 268-
280.

Crookes, Graham and Richard W. Schmidt. 1991. “Médidn:
Reopening the Research Agendanguage Learningtl(4): 469-
512.

Dickinson, Leslie. 1995. “Autonomy and Motivation kiterature
Review” Systen®3: 165-174.

Dornyei, Zoltan. 2001aTeachingand Researching MotivatioHarlow,
Pearson Education Limited.

Ddrnyei, Zoltan. 2001b.Motivational Strategies in the Language
Classroom Cambridge Language Teaching Library, Cambridge
University Press.



182Pamela Vang

Doérnyei, Zoltan and Angi Malderez. 1997. “Group Rymics and
Foreign Language Teachin§ysten?5(1): 65-81.

Dornyei, Zoltan and Istvan Ott6. 1998. “MotivatiomAction: A Process
Model of L2 Motivation” Working Papers in Applied Linguistics
Thames Valley University Vol. 4: 43-69.

Dornyei, Zoltan and Ema Ushioda. 2008otivation, Language ldentity
and the L2 SeMPG Books Ltd.

Dudley-Evans, Tony and Maggie Jo St John. 1998velopments in
English for Specific Purposes: A Multi-disciplinanppproach
Cambridge Language Teaching Library, Cambridge &hsity
Press.

Gardner, R.C. 1972Attitudes and Motivation in Second-language
LearningRowley, Mass.

Guilloteaux, Marie-José and Zoltan Dornyei. 2008Motivating
Language Learners: A Classroom-oriented Invesbgatof the
Effects of Motivational Strategies on Student Mation” TESOL
Quarterly42(1): 55-77.

Gustafsson, Magnus. 2011. “Academic Literacies Apphes for
Facilitating Language for Specific Purposé®8rica22: 101-122.

Haastrup, Kirsten. 2008. “English-medium Higher E&ation in
Denmark (EMHED)”Nordic Journal of English Studie&3): 205-
206.

Hellekjaer, Glenn Ole. 2009. “Academic English RegdProficiency at
the University Level: A Norwegian Case StudiReading in a
Foreign Larguage21(2): 198-222.

Hellekjaer, Glenn Ole. 2010. “Lecture Comprehensian English-
medium Higher EducationHermes — Journal of Language and
Communication Studietb: 11-34.

Henry, Alastair. 2010. “Contexts of Possibility iSimultaneous
Language Learning: Using L2 Motivational Self Systeo Assess
the Impact of Global English”Journal of Multilingual and
Multicultural Developmen81(2): 149-162.

Henry, Alastair. 2012L.3 Motivation Doctoral Thesis Acta Universitatis
Gothoburgensis.

Horowitz, Daniel, M. 1986. “What Professors ActyalRequire:
Academic Tasks for the ESL ClassrooMESOL Quarterly20(3):
445-462.



The case for summary writing 183

Hutchinson, Tom and Alan Waters. 19&nglish for Specific Purposes:
A Learner-centred ApproactCambridge; Cambridge University
Press.

Hyland, Ken. 2002. “Genre Language, Context, antéracy” Annual
Review of Applietlinguistics22: 113-135.

Hyland, Ken. 2003.Second Language Writin@ambridge Language
Education, Cambridge University Press.

Hyland, Ken. 2009 (2002) Second etleaching and Researching
Writing, Applied Linguistics in Action Series Pearson Eahign
Limited.

Jackson, Nancy E. 2004. “Are University Studentshfponent Reading
Skills Related to Their Text Comprehension and /Acaid
Achievement?’Learning and Individual Differencekb(2):113-139.

Jensen, Christian and Jacob Thggersen. 2011. ‘{Dabisiversity
Lecturers’ Attitudes Towards English as the Medioimnstruction”
Ibérica22: 13-33.

Kasper, G., & Schmidt, R. 1996 “Developmental Issimelnterlanguage
Pragmatics’Studies irSecond Language Acquisitid8: 149-169.

Kirkland, Margaret R. and Mary Anne P. Saunder@119Maximizing
Student Performance in Summary Writing: Managinggi@tive
Load” TESOL Quarterh25(1): 105-121.

Kuteeva, Maria. 2011. “Teaching and Learning in lishgin Parallel-
language and ELF Settings: Debates, Concerns amditie in
Higher Education’lbérica22: 5-12.

Larsen-Freeman, Diane. 2011. “A Complexity Theorppfoach to
Second Language Development/Acquisition” imlternative
Approaches to Second Language Acquisi{@wight Atkinson ed.).

Lea, Mary R. 2004. “Academic Literacies: A Pedagdgy Course
Design”Studies in Higher Educatio29(6): 739-756.

Lea, Mary R and Brian V. Street 2006 “Student \WMgtiin Higher
Education: An Academic Literacies ApproacBtudies in Higher
Education23(2): 157-172.

Lillis, Theresa M. and Mary Jane Curry. 201&cademic Writing in
Global Context: The Politics and Practices of Pabing in English,
Routledge / Taylor and Francis Group.

Magyar, A.E. 2012. “Plagiarism and Attribution: Arcademic
Literacies Approach?Journal of Learning and Development in
Higher Educatior:1-20.



184Pamela Vang

Markus, Hazel and Paula Nurius. 1986 “Possible é&#Mmerican
Psychologistt1(9): 954-969.

Mauranen, Anna. 2006. “A Rich Domain of ELF- TheFA.Corpus of
Academic DiscourseNordic Journal of English Studiex(2): 145-
159.

Meijer, Joost, Veenman, Marcel V.J. and Bernadédtfe M. van Hout-
Wolters. 2006. “Metacognitive Activities in Textslying and
Problem-solving: Development of a TaxonomyEducational
Research and Evaluatidi®?(3): 209-237.

Milani Tommaso M. 2007Debating Swedish: Language Politics and
Ideology in Contemporary Swed®octoral Dissertation Centre for
Research oBilingualism, Stockholm University.

Negris, Aysegul. 2013. “Exploring the Factors Thsffect Reading
Comprehension of EAP Learnerddurnal of English for Academic
Purposesl2: 1-9.

Norton, Bonny and Carolyn McKinney. 2011. “An IdigntApproach to
Second Language Acquisition” ilternative Approaches to Second
Language AcquisitioDwight Atkinson ed.).

Ong, Walter. 1973. “Why Talk? A Conversation withalfér J. Ong
Conducted by Wayne Altree” i\n Ong Reader: Challenges for
Further Inquiry (2002) Thomas J. Farrell and Paul A. Soukup (eds.)
Hampton Press, Inc. Cresskil, New, Inc. CresskaéwNersey.

Ostler, Shirley E. 1980. “A Survey of Academic Neddr Advanced
ESL” TESOL Quarteriyi4(4): 489-502.

Oxford, Rebecca L. 1997. “Cooperative Learning, |&mrative
Learning, and Interaction: Three Communicative 1&tsain the
Language ClassroomThe Modern Language Journ&l(4): 443-
456.

Pecorari, Diane. 2003. “Good and Original: Plagiariand Patchwork
Writing in Academic Second-language Writingdurnal of Second
Language WritingL2(4): 317-345.

Pecorari, Diane. 2006. “Visible and Occluded CaatiFeatures in
Postgraduate Second-language Writinggnglish for Specific
Purpose25(1): 4-29.

Pecorari, Diane. 2008&cademic Writing and Plagiarism: A Linguistic
AnalysisNew York, Continuum.



The case for summary writing 185

Pecorari, Diane. 2008b. “Repeated Language in Anad®iscourse:
The Case of Biology Background Statement&rdic Journal of
English Studieg(3): 9-33.

Pecorari, Diane, Shaw, Philip, Irvine, Aileen anénd Malmstrom.
2011. “English for Academic Purposes at Swedishvéhsities:
Teachers’ Objectives and Practicésérica 22: 55-78.

Qian, David, D. 2002. “Investigating the RelatioshBetween
Vocabulary Knowledge and Academic Reading Perfomaarn
Assessment Perspectiviednguage Learning2(3): 513-536.

Roberts, Celia. 2008. “Introduction” idigher Education in the Global
Village Hartmut Haberland, Janus Mortensen, Anne Fabri@Best
Preisler, Karen Risanger and Susanne KjaerbeckDetsartment of
Culture and Identity, Roskilde University.

Sakui, Keiko and Neil Cowie. 2011. “The Dark Side Motivation:
Teachers’ Perspectives on ‘UnmotivatioELT Journal, Advance
AccessJuly 18 Oxford University Press.

Samraj, Betty. 2008. “A Discourse Analysis of Masté'heses Across
Disciplines with a Focus on Introductiongburnal of English for
Academic Purposesg 55-67.

Shaw, Philip and Trine Dahl. 2008. “IntroductioNbrdic Journal of
English Studie§(3): 1-8.

Shaw, Philip and Alan McMillion. 2008. “Proficienc¥ffects and
Comprehension in Advanced Second-language Readiwydic
Journal of English Studieg(3): 123-143.

Shaw, Philip and Alan McMillion. 2011. “Component$ Success in
Academic Reading Tasks for Swedish Studeti&fica 22: 141-
162.

Shih, May. 1986. “Content-based Approaches to Tiegchcademic
Writing” TESOL Quarteri20(4): 617-648.

Shih, May. 1992. “Beyond Comprehension Exercisesthie ESL
Academic Reading ClasESOL Quarterl\26(2): 289-318.

Snow, Marguerite Ann and Donna M. Brinton. 1988.oh@&nt-based
Language Instruction: Investigating the Effectivemef the Adjunct
Model” TESOL Quarterh22(4): 553-574.

Swales, John M. 1990Genre Analysis: English in Academic and
Research SettingsCambridge Language Teaching Library,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.



186Pamela Vang

Soderlundh, Hedda. 201ternationella Universitet - Lokala Sprakval:
Om Bruket av Talad Svenska i Engelsksprakiga Kujsmni—
Doctoral Thesis, Uppsala University.

Tarone, Elaine and George Yule. 1988cus on the Language Learner
Oxford University Press.

Thggersen, Jacob and John Airey. 2011. “Lecturingdddgraduate
Science in Danish and English: A Comparison of &ipggRate and
Rhetorical Style’English for Specific Purpos&®: 209-221.

Ushioda, Ema. 1998. “Effective Motivational ThinginA Cognitive
Theoretical Approach the Study of Language Learmitagivation”
in Current Issues in English Language Methodglagp.77-89)
Alcon Soler. E and Codina Espurz, V. (eds) Castdédla Plana,
Pubicacions de la Universitat Jaume |, D.L.

Voss, Bernd. 2012. “20 Years of AELFE: LSP, and dusage Learning
and Teaching in Higher Education — Some Personfé&iens from
Germany’lbérica 24: 129-138.

Weissberg, Bob. 1993. “The Graduate Seminar: AmofResearch-
Process GenreEnglish for Specific Purposd(1): 23-35.

Wolters, Christopher A. 1998. “Self-regulated Leaghand College
Students’ Regulation of Motivation"Journal of Educational
Psychology90(2): 224-235.

Yang, Luxin and Ling Shi. 2003. “Exploring Six MB/Atudents’
Summary Writing by Introspectiordournal of English for Academic
Purpose2: 165-192.



