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Abstract 
Summarizing strategy is one of the strategies used to develop reading comprehension; however, there is a 
dearth of literature reviews discussing this important subject. This study aimed to conduct a systematic 
review of the summarizing strategies used to enhance reading comprehension by EFL students. In addition, 
the study also identified the factors that influenced the success of writing a summary. A total of 3,178 raw 
articles were found in journals indexed by Scopus.com and Eric.ed.gov between 2014-2021. After the 
verification stage, 35 articles were used in this systematic review. The results of the study show that 
experimentation can positively influence and improve the results of summary writing and reading 
comprehension. This review found three types of summary writing strategies: use of a single strategy; use of 
the integration of 2 or more strategies; comparison of strategies in summary writing or reading 
comprehension. The results found that most of the studies on summarizing stated the influence of vocabulary 
knowledge, text structure awareness and prior knowledge on summary writing. The study recommends the 
use of ICT tools and online exercises to familiarize students with new techniques of summary writing. 
Teachers and peers should also provide intelligent feedback to improve summary writing. 

© 2022 EJAL & the Authors. Published by Eurasian Journal of Applied Linguistics (EJAL). This is an open-access article 
distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution license (CC BY-NC-ND) 
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/). 
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Introduction 

Reading has a critical role in knowledge acquisition, culture engagement, and future success (McGeown, 
Duncan, Griffiths, & Stothard, 2015). However, many intermediate-level students face challenges when reading their 
textbooks. The Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) periodically assesses reading, science, 
and math skills by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). Based on a study 
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conducted by PISA (OECD, 2018), problems in reading are experienced by students from both developing and 
developed countries. For example, nearly a quarter of eighth-graders in the United States score below the 
baseline in reading (National Center for Education Statistics, 2015). According to the 2009 PISA assessment issued by 
OECD (2010), 19% of students in Germany do not reach proficiency level II, or they cannot identify the main 
idea in a text. Students in Taiwan have low reading skills, and the results of the 2015 PISA showed student 
scores are ranked 11th among 20 Asian countries or 40th  among 80 countries in the world in the English 
Proficiency Index (Yeh, Yang, & Chen, 2020). 

In developing reading comprehension of EFL students,  many studies have tried effective intervention 
strategies for its improvement (Jamshidifarsani, Garbaya, Lim, Blazevic, & Ritchie, 2019). Summarizing a text is one of 
the suitable methods to improve reading comprehension skills (Sung, Liao, Chang, Chen, & Chang, 2016). There is a 
close relationship between reading and writing skills. Therefore, some researchers use the summarizing 
strategy to improve writing skills and reading comprehension. The summary of writing strategy significantly 
improves the reading comprehension of EFL students after training (Zafarani & Kabgani, 2014). Therefore, one of 
the most efficient strategies to incorporate English reading comprehension while developing writing skills is 
to write a summary (Yeh et al., 2020). Many interventions have developed the ability to summarize reading texts 
to improve the reading comprehension of EFL students. However, writing summaries in learning is often done 
without a specific strategy. For example, EFL students are asked to summarize without explaining how to 
write a summary with a good strategy. On the other hand, some researchers use a strategy or a combination 
of several strategies in summary writing. 

There are not many literature studies on summary writing. Only one systematic review was found that 
examined summary writing (Merchant & Nyamapfene, 2021), which provided an overview of the strategy and its 
effectiveness for medical students. The data sources for the current study were articles published between 
2014 and 2021 and indexed in Scopus and Eric databases. The motivation of this research was to conduct a 
literature review to find out which summary writing strategy is most widely used and what factors influence 
summary writing. The two research questions framed for this study stated: Q1. What factors affect the ability 
to summarize texts of EFL students? Q2. What is the most effective strategy used for learning to write 
summaries for EFL students? 

Literature Review 

A systematic literature review (SLR) is a study that finds, picks, and critically evaluates relevant studies. 
It also gathers and evaluates data from the studies that are part of the review. The Preferred Reporting Items 
for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) technique, was created by Moher, Liberati, Tetzlaff, Altman, 
and Group (2010). There are three steps to utilize this technique: Search strategy using a variety of keywords: 
selection criteria using the inclusion and exclusion criteria; and data analysis. 

i.Search Strategy 
Right at the outset, raw data was obtained from journals indexed in Scopus and ERIC databases making 

use of ‘AND/OR’ and Quotation marks “” to limit the search. A variety of keywords such as ‘summarizing’ 
AND/OR ‘summary writing’ with limitations to “reading comprehension” and “EFL students” were used to 
focus the search on summary writing strategies for EFL students. Several keyword combinations were tested 
in each database. In order for the literature review to be updated, the search for articles was limited from 
2014-2021. 

ii.Selection Criteria 
Both inclusion and exclusion criteria were used to initiate the search. The inclusion criteria in the search 

included: articles must be published in journals indexed in Scopus and ERIC data bases between 2014–2021; 
written in the English language; must only use the keywords “teaching and learning summary writing” since 
some writers used terms such as writing summaries, summary writing tasks, summary writing skills, or 
online summary writing; the study subjects should be EFL students, L2 Students or ESL students; and 
articles should discuss learning strategies and influential skills. The exclusion criteria included in the search 
were: studies that used key terms like "Automatic Text Summarization," "Automatic Summarization," or 
"Text Summarizations" as these keywords intersected and caused ambiguity in summary writing were 
excluded; articles that are not research  studies but opinion summarization, event summarization or video 
summarization were excluded; studies using keywords like Extractive, Abstractive, Supervised, 
Unsupervised, Deep Learning, and Machine learning, which are  a part of the Automatic Text Summarization, 
were also excluded; studies using summary writing strategy but not for EFL students were also excluded; 
studies using summary strategy but not for reading comprehension purposes, for example, to determine the 
effect of writing performance, were also excluded; articles that did not present methodology or demonstrated 
incomplete results also were excluded; and articles that were not in the English language. Figure 1 displays 
the PRISMA Flow diagram depicting various stages of selection of articles for the current study. 
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Figure 1 PRISMA Flow Diagram (Moher et al., 2010) 

iii. Data analysis 
This systematic review used the PRISMA (Moher et al., 2010) model to filter and select articles to be included 

in this study. The initial search raw data obtained 3178 articles from both the selected databases. After 
keyword refinements, 269 articles were found that focused on summary writing strategies and factors that 
influenced summary writing. Mendeley was used to detect whether there were duplicate search results 
articles. A total of 5 duplicate articles were removed, leaving 264 articles for title and abstract screening using 
Covidence, a web tool popularly used in systematic reviews. The web tool Covidence involves steps like citation 
screening, title and abstract screening, full text review, and risk of bias evaluation. Based on these screening, 
90 full-text studies were found eligible thus excluding 174 records. 

In the final step of using the exclusion criteria, 55 records were excluded for following reasons: Out of 
scope, research subjects not EFL/L2 students; unclear/incomplete results, wrong intervention, too small 
number of subjects, Automatic Text Summarization (not Summary Writing), wrong outcomes, methodology 
not clear/complete, and not in English. After this exclusion, there were 35 articles left for the analysis in the 
current review. These articles were published mostly in journals related to Computer Assisted Language 
Learning, Southern African Linguistics and Applied Language Studies, system with 2 articles each. Other 
articles came from other journals with an average of 1 article each. The research locations for writing the EFL 
summary mostly came from Taiwan (as many as 8 articles), 6 articles from China, Turkey, Iran, Hong Kong 
and Malaysia. 

All 35 articles were published between 2014 and 2021, with a majority of articles from 2014 and 2016 (7 
articles each) and the least were from 2021 (2 articles). With an average of 4.3 articles per year, 3 articles 
(8.6%) were taken from conference proceedings, and 32 (91.4%) were from journals different journals. These 
details  are summarized in Table 1 and Figure 2. 

Records identified from: 
Scopus (n = 3174) 
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Duplicate records removed 
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Records removed for other reasons  
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8 Wrong outcomes 
6 Unclear/complete results 
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Figure 2 Number of Articles per year 

Table 1 Source of Articles selected 
No Publication Type Count Percentage 
1 Journal 32 91.4 
2 Conference Proceedings 3 8.6 
 Total 35 100 

Results and Discussion 

This review focused on summary writing strategies used to improve reading comprehension skills. In addition, 
the study also discussed the factors that influenced the success of the summary writing process. The summary 
writing strategy as found in the review articles used different terms such as summary writing, summaries writing, 
writing summary and summary writing tasks. The summary writing strategy of EFL students is related to several 
factors, including self-regulated learning, self-efficacy, prior knowledge and others, which were focused in the 
selection of articles. A few keywords became distractors such as Automatic text summarization, opinion 
summarization, event summarization, text summarization, and automatic summarization. Other keywords that 
often appeared as distractors were extractive or abstractive summarization, machine learning, deep learning, 
corpus, and code summaries. All these distractors were considered during the screening process. 

This result section explains the analysis of the two research questions of the study, viz., What factors 
affect the ability to summarize texts of EFL students? What is the most effective strategy used for learning 
to write summaries for EFL students?  The first question of identifying factors that affect the ability to 
summarize texts of EFL students revealed capabilities or internal factors that influence the success of 
summary writing. These are summarized as follows: 

1.L2 writing self-efficacy is a set of beliefs about one's own ability to learn and expectations about how 
learning will affect one's life (Bandura, 1997). Some research teams included self-efficacy as part of Self-
Regulated Learning (SRL) (Zimmerman, 2002). Self-efficacy was found mentioned in 2 articles (5.7%) as a 
variable that affected success in writing a summary. Bulut (2017) revealed that writing attitudes and views 
on self-efficacy directly and considerably impacted summary writing. The findings of this study showed 
how self-efficacy beliefs influenced students' performance in summary writing in a positive way (Golparvar 
& Khafi, 2021). 

2.Self-Regulated Learning (SRL) is a cycle in which people set goals, work toward them, and then assess 
their own behavior in order to reach those goals (Zimmerman, 1998). The literature review found five articles 
(14.3%) that stated that SRL was a predictor of student success in learning summary writing. Self-
Regulated Learning can improve the writing skills of young L2 pupils and assist them in structuring 
main ideas from sources (Teng, 2019). Self-regulatory attitudes support students' metacognitive 
management of cognitive processing in their summary writing and goal actions and accomplishments 
(Golparvar & Khafi, 2021). 

3.Prior knowledge, which some researchers call background knowledge, is the knowledge that already exists 
before learning takes place (Mayer, 2009). The literature review found 12 articles (34,3%) which stated that prior 
knowledge/background knowledge was a variable that influenced the results of summary writing. Prior 
knowledge was used to perform cognitive operations on the information read and evaluated whether the 
information was included in the summary or deleted. This prior knowledge enabled students to read and write 
texts more effectively (Chew et al., 2019). The role of background knowledge, being a more powerful predictor of 
performance, was an integral component of comprehension in academic reading (Lin & Chern, 2014). 
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4.Vocabulary knowledge does not only imply the definition of a word but also implies how that word fits into 
the world (Hiebert & Kamil, 2005). Vocabulary knowledge consists of the breadth of vocabulary (the number of 
words known) and depth of vocabulary (the richness of word knowledge) (Li & Kirby, 2015). Twenty-four 
articles (68.6%) mentioned the role of knowledge about vocabulary knowledge in influencing the quality of 
the summary. Results showed that vocabulary depth significantly affects reading comprehension as 
measured by summary writing (Ramírez-Echeverry, Olarte Dussán, & García-Carillo, 2016). Although not so good as 
oral reproduction, summary writing helps improve the long-term retention of target words (Kamali, Behjat, & 
Bagheri, 2020). 

5.Another factor emphasized in these articles was the awareness to avoid plagiarism in writing. Students 
used their own words or paraphrasing to avoid plagiarism when writing a summary (Shang, 2019). However, 
not many studies mentioned plagiarism awareness, only 1 article (2.9%) mentions it in summary writing. 

6.The next factor present in these articles was the text structure awareness, which refers to the awareness 
of the organization of the text in sentences that are useful in determining the main idea and explanatory 
elements. Awareness of text structure improves reading comprehension and information recall (Grabe, 
2008). The study found 13 articles (37.1%) which stated that text structure skills were one of the variables 
that affected the success of summary writing. Text structure positively affects the results of summary 
writing (Diliduzgun & Genc, 2015). Increased text structure awareness of L2 students improved their reading 
comprehension (Mbirimi-Hungwe, 2016). 

7.Students' creativity is a form of intelligence, a problem-solving capacity, an unconscious process of 
assembling and disassembling mental representations, and a high-order intellectual skill that involves 
divergent and convergent thinking (Susnea, Pecheanu, Dumitriu, & Cocu, 2017). In the current systematic review, 
it was found that two articles (5,7%) discussed how the student creativity variable influenced the results 
of writing a summary. Preliminary experimental data also showed a good correlation between creative 
intelligence and summary writing skills (Susnea et al., 2017). 

8.A good writing attitude is an effective regulation which causes writers to feel happy or unhappy during 
writing activities. Students' writing attitude affects their writing achievement (Bulut, 2017). There were 5 
articles (14.3%) in the literature review which stated that writing attitude was one of the predictors of 
success in summary writing. There is a positive and very high correlation between writing attitude and 
summary writing score (Bulut, 2017). Students' performance in writing summaries is influenced by the 
effectiveness of learning strategies of the teacher and other student-related variables such as attitudes, 
verbal abilities, gender, and cognitive style (Olagbaju, 2020). 

9.Cognitive styles determines how individuals perceive, receive, and process information differently 
(Olagbaju, 2020). The study results revealed that cognitive style was effective at improving students’ 
achievement in summary writing (Olagbaju, 2020). Only 1 aticle was found (2,9%) that mentioned the 
cognitive style variable as a variable that affected the results of summary writing. 

10.Gender is one of the predictors that affect the results of summary writing. The study's results found 11 
articles (31.4%) that mentioned gender as a predictor in summary writing. The study result revealed that 
students’ gender is effective at improving students’ achievement in summary writing (Olagbaju, 2020). 
Moreover, gender is the sociodemographic variable that makes a significant effect on student performance 
(Chew et al., 2019). 

To the second research question about the most effective strategy used for learning to write summaries, 
the articles selected in this systematic review produced a few summary writing strategies as shown in Table 
2 and summarized below: 

1.Macrostructure strategies.  This strategy is generally associated with (Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1978), who 
referred Macrostructures to an organization of propositions forming the gist of the text; in such cases, it 
is usually not explicitly stated in the text (Turcotte, Berthiaume, & Caron, 2018). This strategy consists of several 
steps, namely: 1. Do not delete important information; 2. Remove redundant information; 3. 
Superordinate or replace some terms with their superordinate; 4. The selection determines the main idea 
of a paragraph; and 5. Invention, if a paragraph does not contain a topic, we can make a sentence 
containing the main idea. Macrostructure strategy was mentioned in 18 articles (51.4%), but this strategy 
was not a single strategy. Macrostructure is used in an integrated manner with other strategies. 
Furthermore, only five articles (14.3%) mentioned the use of macrostructure independently. 

2.Pre-Task before summary writing. A Pre-Task before summary writing assists learners in preparing 
the intended task outcome, reducing attentional demands during an actual task, and improving writing 
performance (Abrams & Byrd, 2016). Four articles (11.4%) used pre-tasks, including mind-mapping and 
chronological sequencing pre-tasks. The results showed that the pre-task positively influenced writing a 
summary of L2 students. In addition, pre-tasks significantly affected the number of words and ideas 
students write and added to their texts' linguistic richness (Abrams & Byrd, 2016). 

3.Concept mapping. Concept mapping was considered as one of the best advanced organizing strategies for 
learning summary writing (Yang, 2015). Five articles (14,3%) were found to use a concept mapping strategy 
in combination with other methods. Chang, Sung, and Chen (2002) and H.-C. Yang (2014) argue that the concept 
mapping strategy improves the ability to summarize and understand the text. Concept mapping is useful 
for activating prior knowledge so as to facilitate summary writing performance (Chew et al., 2019). 



Budianto et al. / Eurasian Journal of Applied Linguistics 8(1) (2022) 149-161                                                               154 

 

4.Text structure. A most classified text structure is seen as a sub-skill that must be mastered in 
summarizing (Diliduzgun & Genc, 2015). Three articles (8.6%) included text structure as a strategy in 
summary writing. The use of text structure instructions (TSI) has a greater impact on the quality of the 
written summary strategies compared to the use of other strategies (Teng, 2019). The use of text structure 
instructions (TSI) encourages students to be more careful in determining, classifying, and ordering macro 
rules when writing a summary. The use of TSI is significant in developing summarizing skills (Diliduzgun 
& Genc, 2015). 

5.Transactional Strategy Instruction (TSI). It is a teaching method that emphasizes the thinking 
process, finding answers, and student involvement (Casteel, Isom, & Jordan, 2000). TSI effectively improves 
students' English summary reading and writing skills (Brown, 2008). Wichadee (2014) uses TSI to improve 
students' reading and writing skills. The results showed that those who studied with strategies had 
higher scores than those who studied traditionally. Not many used TSI in writing a summary, it was 
found that only 1 article (2.9%) used TSI. 

6.Blended learning. It refers to a strategic and systematic approach to combining the time and the modes 
of learning, integrating the best aspects of face-to-face and online interactions for each discipline, using 
appropriate ICT (Saliba, Rankine, & Cortez, 2013). We found blended summary writing in two articles (5.7%). 
Yang (2016) and (Yang, 2015) recommend combining the onsite model and online model while writing a 
summary. These researches are assisted by the Computer-Supported Collaborative Learning (CSCL) 
system. This result stated that blended learning strategies could improve writing summaries and reading 
comprehension. 

7.Think-aloud. It is a technique for identifying cognitive and metacognitive processes in which 
participants are asked to speak aloud while they are thinking, solving problems, or learning (Hu & Gao, 
2017). The literature review found two articles (5.6%) that used the think-aloud strategy or combined 
think-aloud with other strategies. These articles emphasize that a teacher uses a thinking aloud model 
to encourage students to engage in rhetorical analysis. L2 students are motivated to summarize main 
ideas from sources, produce more accurate, complete, and detailed arguments, and write more 
syntactically correct sentences (Teng, 2019). 

8.Computer-assisted language learning (CALL). This technique was developed as a medium 
to increase collaboration and interaction in language learning to complement traditional face-
to-face learning in a classroom (Jeong, 2017). Twelve articles (34.3%) in the literature review used 
computer-assisted language learning (CALL) in writing summaries. In addition, the literature 
review on summary writing found that CALL was integrated with other learning strategies as 
a learning aid with different learning strategies such as Collaborative Summary Writing 
(CSW), Selecting, Organizing, and Integrating (SOI), or concept mapping. SW-PAL was created 
to assist ESL students in improving their summary writing skills by activating prior knowledge 
while reading texts, modeling summary tactics, and providing feedback during the summarizing 
process. The results showed that SW-PAL was able to improve students' summary performance 
(Chew et al., 2019). 

9.Feedback.  Feedback has a positive impact on the performance of the summary (Strobl, 2015). It can 
help students identify strengths and weaknesses in their summary writing (Becker, 2016). Of the 
articles reviewed, 18 (50%) articles examined the provision of feedback in summarizing. The 
feedback comes from the teacher, the peers or the system. There were 9 studies (out of 18) that 
dealt with the teachers’ feedback. The advantages of feedback from teachers include better 
consideration of coherence, brevity, grammar, readability, and content. While the weakness of 
feedback from the teacher is that it takes a long time (Sung et al., 2016). The second type of feedback 
given by peers provides and receives summary feedback from peers, wherein graduates are able to 
recognize the key elements in well-organized academic texts, as well as, clarify illogical sentences 
and text misunderstanding (Yang, 2016). Three articles (16,7%) were found that used the method of 
peer feedback. The third type of feedback from the system was found in six articles (33,3%). A 
progressive improvement is often recorded in summary writing during the practice phase in a 
system (Sung et al., 2016). 

10.Automatic Summary Assessment. It is also known as Automatic scoring, which is a summary 
scoring system that considers the similarity of the summary results with the source text. This system 
usually ignores students' ability to paraphrase texts and formulate ideas in their own words (Susnea 
et al., 2017). Automatic Summary Assessment or automatic feedback was found in 6 articles (15.8%). 
Latent Semantic Analysis (LSA) is the method used to provide summary scores and semantic 
feedback. The results showed the application effectively improved students' summary writing skills 
(Sung et al., 2016). Automatic assessment to evaluate the students’ summary writing improvement after 
receiving peer feedback (Yang, 2016). 

11.Trans-languaging.  It is a pedagogical approach that uses more than one language simultaneously 
for language teaching and learning (García & Wei, 2014). Translanguaging was found in only one article 
(2.8%). Using translanguaging during reading, summarizing, and class discussions until the main 
ideas are understood can improve reading comprehension and summary writing in a L2 class (Mbirimi-
Hungwe, 2016). 
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Table 2 Summary writing strategies 

No ID Country Time spent on 
experiment 

Number of 
participants Strategies Results 

1 (Zhang, 2019) China 1 Session 60 
participants 

Comparing continuation writing task 
with summary writing task. 

Compared to the summary writing group, the continuation 
writing group utilized more complex terminology and 
inventive grammatical constructions. To increase reading 
comprehension, continuation writing exercises are preferable 
to summary writing exercises. 

2 Yeh et al. (2020) Taiwan 11 weeks 20 students SOI strategy assisted by Online writing 
system. 

The outcomes demonstrated that the approach worked to 
scaffold students' integrated reading and writing with the 
SOI features, giving them chances for recurrent review of the 
chosen vocabulary, core concepts, and crucial sentences. 

3 Yang (2015) Taiwan 18 weeks  Online peer feedback 

The three essential components of a CSCL system were 
integrated, which improved summary writing. These crucial 
components were learning the fundamentals of main concepts 
by asking for keywords as scaffolding, observing the writing 
processes of more experienced peers while giving and getting 
peer critique, and rewriting their own summaries in response 
to peer criticism. 

4 Yang (2016) Taiwan 18 Weeks 
107 
university 
students 

Online Concept mapping 

The pupils' reading comprehension and summary writing 
skills improved more noticeably. After receiving the three-
layer concept maps, they might, for instance, determine the 
key idea from each paragraph and clarify relationships 
between paragraphs. 

5 Y.-F. Yang (2014) Taiwan 18 weeks 214 college 
students Blended summary writing 

The necessity for new instructional strategies and abilities 
that are distinct from those utilized in on-site courses was 
brought on by the blended setting of summary writing. 

6 H.-C. Yang (2014) Taiwan 3 weeks 315 students Macrostructure 

The capacity for producing summaries was not directly 
impacted by the use of cognitive or metacognitive methods. 
Instead, through the use of discourse synthesis and source 
use strategies, they had a considerable and favorable indirect 
effect on the capacity to write summaries. 

7 Sung et al. (2016) Taiwan 6-week period 
154 sixth-
grade 
students 

Online summary assessment and 
feedback 

Significant improvement and proof of the proposed system's 
ability to help students become better summary writers. 
Students are encouraged to engage in improving their work 
by giving prompt comments. 

8 Ramírez-Echeverry et al. 
(2016) Colombia  177 students Elaborating and textual production 

After engaging in the instruction, practice, and feedback 
processes on cognitive factors connected to writing 
summaries, students promoted positive gain with technical 
writing competence in various proportions. 
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No ID Country Time spent on 
experiment 

Number of 
participants Strategies Results 

9 Puhner and Fojkar 
(2018) Slovenia  64 students Peers summary writing 

The majority of students effectively create a summary that is 
organized and addresses the key elements of the story's 
content. 

10 Mbirimi-Hungwe (2016) South 
Africa 1 Semester 161 

participants Trans-languaging 
As can be seen from the summaries they wrote, the use of 
translanguaging also aided students in negotiating meaning 
and extrapolating the key points of texts. 

11 Mauludin (2018) Indonesia 4 weeks 44 Students Dynamic assessment. 

Comparatively speaking, students who were exposed to the 
dynamic assessment approach did better. This is due to the 
fact that the dynamic assessment gives students the chance 
to speak with their teacher and work together to address a 
writing-related issue. 

12 Marzec-Stawiarska 
(2016) Poland six months  Macrostructure Summarizing looks to be an excellent way to improve reading 

comprehension. 

13 Li and Kirby (2015) China Two sessions 64 EFL 
learners Think-aloud protocols while summarizing 

The study's findings support the significance of the roles both 
reading and writing play in summarizing, but writing 
contributed more to task success. 

14 Harada and Kashihara 
(2020) Japan  8 

participants Text structure A thorough summary can be constructed using a graphic 
organizer more quickly and with fewer resources. 

15 Diliduzgun and Genc 
(2015) Turkey 7 session 25 students Individuals and groups wrote a summary The summary writing instruction elicited a statistically 

significant change in writing summary texts 

16 Chew, Wu, Idris, Loh, 
and Chua (2020) Malaysia 10 Session 53 Student Summary writing tool on students' 

summary writing 

1. Quantitative results showed that the SW-PAL greatly 
enhanced students' proficiency in summary writing. 
2. Qualitative: According to the users, SW-PAL is a 
motivating, difficult, and self-learning instrument. 

17 Chen, Manalo, and She 
(2019) China 1 hour 73 students comparing diagramming task vs 

summary writing task. 

In order to lessen cognitive load, it would be beneficial to offer 
assistance concerning diagram use, especially to students 
who are unfamiliar with the topic. Diagrams are useful for 
detecting and encoding key information when learning. 

18 Benzer, Sefer, Oren, and 
Konuk (2016) Turkey 4 Weeks 43 students Summary feedback and evaluation 

rubrics development 
Students who have received instruction in text summary 
writing strategies are better able to summarize without using 
direct quotes from the original text, which saves time. 

19 Abrams and Byrd (2016) German 10 weeks  Comparing pre-tasks before summary 
writing 

The findings showed that pre-tasks significantly improved 
student writing in terms of the number of words and concepts 
they use, as well as the lexical richness of their compositions. 
Through repeated activities, L2 learners can create 
summaries that are meaningful and elevate the standard of 
their writing, giving students essential experience and 
practice with the L2. 
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Discussion 

i.Use of a single instructional strategy or a combination of several instructional strategies. 
The study found that out of the 35 articles reviewed, 26 articles talked about instructional strategies in 

summary writing. Eight articles (30,8%) used a single strategy in writing the summary, while 15 articles 
(57,7%) used a combination of several instructional strategies. In addition, 3 articles (11,5%) compared 
instructional strategies for writing a summary. The first type of using single strategies included the use of 
Macro rules, Transactional Strategy Instruction (TSI), and Text Structure Instruction (TSI as single 
instructional summary strategies. The Macro rules comprised three macro operations to summarize 
effectively: deletion, generalization, and construction (Kintsch & Van Dijk, 1978). Macro rules have been used by 
several researchers, among others (H.-C. Yang, 2014) and (Ramírez-Echeverry et al., 2016). The second type of 
Transactional Strategy Instruction (TSI) is a teaching method that emphasizes the thinking process, finding 
answers, and student involvement (Casteel et al., 2000). TSI is recommended by Wichadee (2014), to improve 
students' reading and writing skills. The third type of Text Structure Instruction (TxSI) writing encourages 
students to be more careful in choosing words. As a result, TxSI implementation impacts summary quality 
better than other strategies (Diliduzgun & Genc, 2015; Teng, 2019). 

The second group of writings dealt with integration of several summary writing strategies. The first 
example was the integration of summary writing and online feedback tasks. The results of such an integration 
obtained overall satisfactory learning outcomes in writing a summary (Strobl, 2015). The second example found 
was integration of Macrostructure and scaffolding into three-layer concept maps. The students of the 
experimental group made more significant improvements in reading comprehension and summary writing by 
making use of this integration (Yang, 2015). The third example was integration of summary feedback and 
rubrics. Students are able to summarize without using direct quotations from the main text, spend less time 
writing summaries, and write shorter summaries, and nearly all students agreed that summary writing 
education was beneficial (Benzer et al., 2016). The last example was integration of CALL and SOI. With the SOI 
functions, the system was able to scaffold students' integrated reading and writing, allowing them to review 
the selected vocabulary, main ideas, and important sentences multiple times (Yeh et al., 2020). 

The third group of writings dealt with comparison of summarizing strategies. We found 4 studies that 
compared several summarizing strategies. This comparison aimed to determine which strategy had a more 
significant effect on the results of writing a summary or on improving reading comprehension. The first 
example of this type was found in Abdali and Fatemipour (2014), which compared 4 strategies, namely Topic Writing 
(TW), Summary Writing (SW), Graphic Writing (GW), and Picture Writing (PW). The results showed that SW 
was superior to other strategies. The second example compared strategies of Oral Reproduction (OR), 
Summary writing (SW), and Reading only (RO) (Kamali et al., 2020). The third example compared pre-task 
strategies in the form of mind mapping pre-tasks or chronological order pre-tasks (Abrams & Byrd, 2016). The last 
type of comparison was the comparison of continuation task with summary writing tasks. The results showed 
that the continuation task outperformed the summary writing, especially in building mastery of vocabulary 
and grammar (Zhang, 2019). 

A total of 17 studies (73.9%) showed the implementation of using both single and integrated strategies 
for summary writing and recorded improvement of summary writing results. Meanwhile, 15 studies (65.2%) 
with qualitative research design and 5 studies (30.4%) with mixed methods research reported a positive 
impact on summary writing process. Regarding the comparison of summary writing strategies with other 
strategies, it was reported that summary writing was superior to Topic Writing (TW), Graphic Writing (GW), 
and Picture Writing (PW) strategies (Abdali & Fatemipour, 2014). However, different results were obtained by 
Kamali et al. (2020), which found oral reproduction better than summary writing in improving reading 
comprehension skills. A similar result was also obtained by Zhang (2019), that Continuation writing task 
outperformed summary writing in improving reading comprehension ability. 

ii.Use of Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) in writing a summary. 
Computer-assisted language learning (CALL) has been found useful to improve language teaching and 

learning through online methods (Jeong, 2017), so it easily complements face-to-face learning in the classroom. 
Out of 35 articles, 12 articles (34,3%) used CALL combined with Online Learning Environment (OLE) in 
learning summary writing. There were no specific studies that used smartphone devices in summary writing. 
The computer-assisted SOI strategy helped select vocabulary, identify main ideas, and construct summaries. 
In addition, it also helped in process selecting, organizing, and integrating reading comprehension and 
summary efficiency to achieve a desired impact (Yeh et al., 2020). 

iii.Use of Automatic summary writing system. 
Seven out of 35 articles (20%) used the automated system in summary writing. However, out of these 7 

articles, there was only 1 article that used Artificial Intelligence (AI) (Sung et al., 2016). The term ‘automatic’ in 
these articles referred to a kind of scaffolding concept, and used as affix to several concepts such as automatic 
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keywords, which means that the system will provide keywords from a text that is presented to be summarized, 
with the objective to help users when summarizing (H.-C. Yang, 2014); automatic concept map, which referred to 
the scenario when each paragraph is automatically provided with supporting ideas in the form of a concept 
map after students fill in some key phrases for each paragraph (Chew et al., 2019); or automatic scoring or 
automatic assessment, which meant that an automatic scoring was provided by the system to help students 
understand how good their summaries were and how to check the improvement of summary results (Sung et 
al., 2016; Yang, 2015); or automatic vocabulary, which meant the system provided scaffolding in the form of new 
vocabulary or during the learning process, students might add new or important vocabulary (Chew et al., 2019); 
or automatic text structures, which meant to automatically generate text structure of a summary from TOC 
to present (Harada & Kashihara, 2020); and automatic feedback, which referred to as a positive influence on the 
results of the student summary. The existence of automatic feedback systems might also lessen teachers' 
workload when they taught summary writing. SW-PAL was created to assist ESL students in improving their 
summary writing skills by activating prior knowledge while reading texts, modeling summary tactics, and 
providing feedback during the summarizing process. The results showed that SW-PAL was able to improve 
student summary performance (Chew et al., 2019). 

iv.Factors that influence summary writing result 
In summary writing, a number of factors were found influencing summary writing, such as L2 writing 

self-efficacy; Self-Regulated Learning (SRL); Prior knowledge; Vocabulary knowledge; Plagiarism awareness, 
Text structure awareness; Students' creativity; Writing attitude; Cognitive styles; and Gender. Out of these 
factors, 4 factors were very frequently mentioned in the articles reviewed, namely: (1) Vocabulary knowledge 
that is known to affect the ability to write summaries (Puhner & Fojkar, 2018). Vocabulary knowledge consists of 
the breadth of vocabulary and depth of vocabulary. Summary writing requires more depth of vocabulary for 
deeper processing in reading comprehension (Li & Kirby, 2015). Students with limited vocabulary mastery and 
low grammar skills tend to plagiarize. Meanwhile, students with good grammar and vocabulary will focus on 
how to write with cohesiveness and good rhetoric; (2) Text structure awareness, which is the ability to 
understand the organization of the text in sentences that are useful in determining the main idea and 
explanatory sentence. Text structure has a positive effect on the results of summary writing (Diliduzgun & Genc, 
2015); (3) Prior knowledge, generated from the learning process, reading results, and other experiences. 
Students with prior knowledge tend to read and write more effectively, and their background knowledge 
proves a more powerful predictor of summary performance in summary writing (Lin & Chern, 2014); (4). Gender 
is one of the predictors that affect the results of summary writing. It acts as a sociodemographic variable that 
has a significant effect on student performance (Chew et al., 2019). 

Conclusions, Recommendations and Limitations 

This systematic review examined strategies and factors that influenced the success of summary 
writing. First, the review resulted in categorizing summary writing strategy in three groups: (1) the use 
of a single strategy in summary writing; (2) the integration of 2 or more strategies in summary writing; 
(3) comparison of 2 or more strategies in writing a summary or reading comprehension. The results of 
the study showed that experiment can positively influence and improve the results of summary writing 
and reading comprehension. Second, it presented the results of a literature review that discussed the 
factors influencing the success of writing a summary. The study found that most of the articles screened 
stated that what influenced the results of writing a summary was knowledge of vocabulary, awareness 
of text structure, and prior knowledge. 

The study recommends strongly the use of Information and Communication Technologies (ICT) in any 
phase of the proposed method of literature reviews (Chew et al., 2020; Ramírez-Echeverry et al., 2016), and appropriate 
training in the use of ICT tools and sufficient examples of exercises should be provided to familiarize students 
with new techniques so that they get maximum results (Shang, 2019; Sung et al., 2016). It is also important to 
provide feedback from teachers or peers to improve summary writing (Yeh et al., 2020), particularly in SW‐PAL 
to enhance summary writing performance (Chew et al., 2019). It is also recommended to improve language skills 
and vocabulary knowledge (Li & Kirby, 2015), paraphrasing (Yeh et al., 2020), word reading accuracy and pseudo-
word reading (Li & Kirby, 2015), as these are crucially required in summary writing. The researchers must also 
reduce disturbing aspects such as anxiety (Mok & Chan, 2016) and intrinsic load (Chen et al., 2019) to obtain 
maximum summary writing results. Researchers also need to encourage self-efficacy and other affective 
factors in summary writing in a computer-assisted environment (Strobl, 2015) or not (Golparvar & Khafi, 2021). 
Finally, future research could examine students of a greater range of levels, vocabulary knowledge, disciplines 
and numbers (Kamali et al., 2020); 

There are several limitations in our review of research that need to be addressed. First, only two database 
sources were used namely Scopus and ERIC, which limited the availability of raw data. Second, the results 
and discussion in the literature review are based on only 35 studies that passed inclusion criteria, so some 
studies have the potential to be included. 
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