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Abstract

This paper deals with using specialized professidezts and the ways of developing students’ taixtu
competence in the English for Specific Purposef)jESudies at tertiary level. Reading and writing @iewed
interactively because writing can test understamdifithe text. An attempt to present summary asagy of
ascertaining whether the learner has understoodntterial he/she has been reading is made. Suninwii&
highlighted as a thinking tool for the process oflerstanding, and communicating ideas. The authdheo
paper proposes criteria for evaluating the studdet®! of understanding the text. Data on use whmary
markers, linking words and phrases for maintairflor and establishing cohesion in the students’epgare
discussed. Use of the summary writers own wordsnwisgaphrasing the main ideas of the original ie@so
examined. The analysis of the results shdhat students have different skiltd summarizing a text. To
conclude, summary can serve as a tool for devejopindents’ ability to reflect on the acquaired Wtexige
from the text, if citeria for writing effective summaries are taken into consideration.
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Introduction
Textual competnce plays a significant role in tl8PHEeaching/learning. It represents

an ability “to master the linguistic code, as wadl an ability to use textual, contextual and
pragmatic knowledge to construct and interpret extoially appropriate texts” (Bhatia, 2005).

Understanding of specialized texts is consideredna&sof the criteria for evaluating
language use in a professional environment - psajaal language competenceikia, 2008).
According to liika’s (2008) classification understanding of a psefenal text for high level
English proficiency students means the abilityunderstand long, complex and professional
fields related texts in detail; to distinguish ttiéferent language styles, to understand the
nuances of the specialized text, express or implieds, to explain them; when reading
across long and complex professional fields relagds to guickly get the necessary
information.

Learners’ ability to work with specialized textsdato effectively reflect on the
material they have been readidgpends omoth background knowledge in the subject and
the language proficiency level. In order to untierd a text in a subject area they need to
understand the subject first (Davies, 2007). E¥aciual information is entirely new, those
who have background knowledge in the area anly fgarod English will already be familiar
with the terms or at least will acquire them veuyoily.

Reading and writing can be viewed interactivelyofRj Raisanen, 1997). Writing
can test, clarify, and extend understanding (Kr@n2000) of the reading material, It enables
the learners to clarify and deepen their understgndf new concept and to find ways to

relate it to other ideas within a discipline (Kraiaj 2000). Seen from a broader perspective,



writing is not only a learning, a language devebtept tool but also a tool for thinking in the
process of, for instance, verbalising, discoveriaggerstanding, and communicating ideas
and emotions (Bjork,1997).

Learning new ideas at tertiary level consists oée¢hstages during which the new
concepts are comprehended, thought through and inseditten and oral communication
(Kramina, 2000). Language is manifested through speakstgning as well as writing and
reading skills which the users of the relevant leage should possess and continuously
develop. Moreover, these language skills are miytuaterconnected and function in
integrity.

In an age of information the ability to summarizebecoming increasingly essential
in both personal and professional lives (Bjork, daaen, 1997).As readers and listeners
people often need to know the main points withoeihg) overloaded by too much detail.
Summarizing is also an excellent way of ascertginiinether one has understood and can
remember the material he/she has been reading (Kaa2000).

In practice, students often recreate the text,efcmmple, write a summary on a
specialized professional text in the way that does reveal to what extent they have
understood the information. Their summaries corsisdirectly copied sentences from the
original and they do not refer to the source matexery often they also do not sound fluent
because they do not include linking words and mwdkat can help a writer maintain flow

and establish clear relationship between ideas.

Theoretical Background

Due to the fact that ESP teaching/learning takexeplin the context of other
disciplines (Dudley-Evans, St. John, 1998) analysiskey texts on the disciplines and
exploiting texts in English that present additiorglevant material serve as a means for the
ESP practitioner to help the students to undedsteow written and spoken texts are used
within a particular discipline.

The approaches to using authentic or adapted textshe ESP studies are
contradictory. On the one hand, there is a view{&a 2007) thatf the matching of the
subject matter to the needs and interests of dr@de has been done well, then there will be
an advantage in providing a text as an exercigkenEnglish class. Moreover, appropriate
selection of core course and supplementary maderialcluding texts for reading, is
considered (Donna, 2000) as a crucial part of sffedBusiness English course planning.
Therefore, if selected carefully, published matsriapecifically created for the purpose of

language teaching can help to give a course steueind direction precisely, because of their



predictability. The reasons for having very speciéxts in the ESP class rest on the factors
that they are relevant to the learner's speci&résts and can help the learner to be
competent in the target situation (Hutchinson, \Wat®991). Thus, information conveyed has
high credibility and is more up-to-date than mostsiBess English training materials (Ellis,
Johnson, 1996). Texts which are taken from theweald provide information about real-life
situations or events (Ellis, Johnson, 1996). kuggested not to select texts as texts, but as
elements in a learning process.

However, it is also argued (Ellis, Johnson, 1986} there is no need for focusing on
highly specific materials in the ESP classroom noach. It is said that authentic materials
are, in reality, not very reliable as sources alcteng material and can be used only
occasionally on a course - to supplement Businesggidh material by adding interest and
variety. It is explained, that sub-technical andnteal vocabulary as well as a higher
proportion of particular grammatical or structui@ms for certain subject areas are the only
ways in which the subject has influence on the laigg content.

In linguistics the word text is “any passage, spoke written, of whatever length,
that does form a unified whole” (Halliday, Hasa@7®&). Moreover, it is realized by sentences
and there are certain linguistic features whichtigounte to its total unity.

One of the features characteristic of texts ises@n. It “consists of certain
linguistic devices, including pronouns and conjiortd, which enable the writer or speaker to
make relationships between entities and eventsa#X{Nunan, 1993). It is expressed partly
through the grammar and partly through the vocaguldalliday, Hasan, 1976). The means
whereby elements that are structurally unrelatesh®another are linked together and make a
text different from a rondom collection of unreldtentences are called markers, or discourse
markers. Discourse markers tell us about textuahpmience of those who use them
(Schiffrin, 2003). They are proposed as a setxpfassions that function in textual domains
comprised of members of word classes as variessirections, interjections, adverbs, and
lexicalized phrases. Any segment of a text cagharacterized in terms of the number and
kinds of ties it displays ((Halliday, Hasan, 1976hey make it possible to analyse a text in
terms of its cohesive properties. Text analysigistl the formal linguistic devices that
distinguish a text from random sentences (Nuna@3)\L9

Summarizing can help the learners develop “texalmlity to organize forms and
convey meanings within units of language longenthaingle sentence (Schiffrin, 2003). The
basic principle behind a good summary is selegtiiBjork, Raisanen, 1997). To summarize
is to identify what is important and to set asiattwhich is less important; to distinguish
from the main points on the one hand, and theipstimg details on the other.



The purpose of writing summaries is to compressitf@mation in the way that
enables the reader to decide if the informatiowasth reading (llyinska, 2004). It should
contain enough information to be understandabléawit having to read the original text. A
good summary should not copy the article (SwalesgkF 2009) except for the technical
words (Boardman, 2009). It should be presentedhm summary writer's own words
(Leonhard, 2002, Bjork, Raisanen, 1997) and grami@aardman, 2009). Reference to the
source of the article should always be included.

Summary writer's understanding of what he or steread should be demonstrated
by specific language use common to summary wrigjagre. They are, for example, phrases
which can - express addition, adversativity, cause effect, clarification, contrast,
illustration, intensification (Swales, Feak, 2009nking words and phrases - help the writer
to achieve coherence, establish clear, logicaltioglship between the ideas. Summary or
attitude markers at the beginning of sentencesmérnhe readers about the original of the
ideas (Bjork, Raisanen, 1997).

Kramina (2000) proposes the check list according to wkaceummary can be
evaluated: does the summary give me enough infaam&h make sense without reading the
original? Does the summary give me too much infaiona so that | can’t distinguish the
important from the unimportant points? Does the many read smoothly? Are the sentences
well constructed, is there linkage from one sergetacanother? Are relationships between
ideas indicated clearly? Is this signalled cleashyuse of such words as ‘because’, ‘as’, ‘so’?

The author of the paper has found useful the itlgamgka, 2004) that a summary

can be effective if criteria for writing effectigmmaries are taken into consideration.

Methods and results

In Decenber 2010 at the School of Business Admatish Turiba a research
activity was carried out whose aim was to studystinelents’ skill to formulate a specialized
text in their own words, to maintain flow and dsish clear relationship between ideas.

At the School of Business Administration Turibad&nt self- studies include reading
professional teksts. The purpose is to developtahd learn independently through reading
for job or occupation. Home reading includes suctivdy as making a summary on the
original text. Students should be able to expréssdontent of the reading material in a
compressed form, as well as present it in theim awrds and grammar.

The focus group consisted of 12 second year stadanthe Faculty of Business
Administration (BA). All the students belonged tdarmediate language group level, and all
of them were students of the group in which thénauhad been teaching English. Thus the



gained results could be used in practice to imptheestudents’ textual ability. The focus of
investigation was upon use of useful phrases adsvor writing summaries in the students’

papers. The results gained were systematized ¢cnoshft Excel.

infact

W for example

m firstly, secondly, thirdly,...
W finally
m with... opinion

citi
32

Table 1 shows high frequency words/phrases used in the
students’ papers. They are ‘for example’ (6 ) anddct’, finally (5).

Other words/phrases have been mentioned thresstimes.

The analysis of the results obtained by analyshey dtudents’ summaries shows
different frequency of words/phrases used in thedestts’ papers. High frequency
words/phrases are ‘for example’ (50%), ‘in fact2¢4), ‘finally’ (42%). Other words and
phrases are used less frequently. The resultseafebearch reveal the fact that students have
more knowledge of some simple words/phrases tharpkoated ones. Students still need to
strengthen vocabulary for summary writing becaume number of included linking words
and phrases is different: student 1 ( 3 words)Xestti2 ( 14), student 3 (4), student 4 (18),
student 5 (12), student 6 (4), student 7 (0), stu8g5), student 9 (1), student 10 (3), student
11 (4), student 12 (2).

Conclusions

To sum up, on the basis of the research resulteeddrom the theoretical studies
and obtained during the analysis of the studerapeps, learning materials for developing
their skills to write effective summaries have betgveloped. The author of the paper
considers that to carry out more specific reseaorhmaries should be evaluated according to

all their characteristic features. Summary can esemg a tool for evaluating students’



understanding of the text, if citeria for writingffextive summaries are taken into

consideration.

Bibliography

1. Bhatia, V.K. (2005) Worlds of Written Discourse. Aenre-Based View.
London:Continuum.
2. Bjork, L., Raisanen, C. (1997) Academic Writing. Wniversity Writing Course.

Lund: Studentlitteratur.

Boardman, C.A. (2009) Writing to Communicate. NéaPson Longman.

Davies, A. (2007) An Introduction to Applied Lingtics. Second Edition. From

Practice to

Theory. Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press.

Dijk, T.A.van. (1998) The Study of Discourse. Inijkp T. A. , ed Discourse as

Structure and Process. Discourse Studies: A Mattidlinary Introduction. Volume I.

London, etc.: Sage Publications. Pp. 1- 34.

7. Donna, S. (2000) Teach Business English. Cambri@gebridge University Press.

8. Dudley-Evans, T.& St. John, M.J. (1998) DevelopreantESP: A multi-disciplinary
approach. Cambridge University Press.

9. Ellis, M.& Johnson, C. (1996) Teaching Business|BhgOxford University Press.

10.Halliday, M.A.K., Hasan, R. (1976) Cohesion in Halgl Harlow: Pearson Education,
Longman.

11.Hutchinson, T., Waters, A. (1991) English for SfiedPurposes. A learning-centred
approach. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

12.1lyinska, L. (2004) English for Science and Teclngy: Course Design, Text
Analysis, Research Writing. Riga: RTU Publishingude.

13.Kramipa, |. (2000) Linguo-Didactic Theories Underlying MdPurpose Language
Acquisitoon. Riga: University of Latvia.

14.Laicane, M., Mihailovs, 1.J. (2010) Lingvistiak integhcijas metodolgiskie aspekti.
TreSo valstu valstpiedgyo integécijas lingvistiskie aspekti. Metodiskglzeklis. SIA
Microdot. Lpp.187.- 213.

15.Leonhard, B.H. (2002) Discoveries in Academic Wigti Boston: Heinle & Heinle.

16.Ltuka, 1. (2008) Profesiaihas andu valodas kompetences veidogaaugstskal Riga:
BA Turiba.

17.Nunan, D. (1993) Introducing Discourse AnalysiswN¢ork: Penguin English.

18. Schiffrin, D. (2003) Discourse markers: Langua§deaning, and Context. In:
Schiffrin, D., ed. The Handbook of Discourse AnaysMalden: Blackwell
Publishing. Pp. 54.- 67.

19.Swales, J.M., Feak, C.B. (2009) Academic Writing &raduate Students: Essential
Tasks and Skills. 2nd ed. Michigan: the Universityichigan Press.

B w

o o



