FACTORS RESPONSIBLE FOR POOR ENGLISH LANGUAGE SUMMARY WRITING
SKILLS IN THREE SELECTED SECONDARY SCHOOLS IN BUKWO TOWN
COUNCIL.

BY
CHEPTOO RECHO

BU/UP/2019/1450

SUPERVISOR

MUGALYA DAVID MICHEAL

A RESEARCH PROPOSAL SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF SCIENCE AND
EDUCATION IN PARTIAL FULLFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE
AWARD OF A BACHELOR’S DEGREE IN EDUCATION

OF
BUSITEMA UNIVERSITY

JULY 2022



Table of Contents

DECLARATION ..tttttteieetesteie st ste e st sae st steee e stessesessesbesaesesbeseeneesesbessesessesbessesesseseeneesessessnnes iv
Y it @ Y27 SN SRR PP PRI v
D=1 [ AN I TSR Vi
ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ..ottt srtee st e st e e ssae s s ss e e e snae e e snee e snaeesnraeesnneeesnneeesnneeens vii
A B ST R A T ettt e bbb nba e nrae s viii
CHAPTER ONE ...ttt sttt sttt se ettt e bt s et be st e s esesbesaenenseneas 1
0 110 T L1 £ o T 1
1.2 Problem SEAIEMENT........ccveiiieriire sttt bbbt b et e st b sbesbenreeneas 2
1.4 The 0DJeCtiVes OF the STUAY ......vieeieeiiieesee ettt e et e nes 2
Q) GENEIAl ODJECLIVE ... et st b e et sae e b e e e 2
D) SPECITIC ODJECLIVES ....c.veeisiiste sttt bbbt b et st besbesbenbeeneas 2
1.5 RESLAICH QUESLIONS ... .viieeeieeiiestie st eieesteesie e teseessbe et seeesbeebesseesbeetesseesbeenbesaeesbeetesseesbeentesnnenes 3
1.3 SCOPE OFf the STUAY ....veeeeeieieiiee et sr e bt re b e e 3
Fo) I CTTo o =1 o o ToF: | IE<Tole] oL 3
o) T T 0TI oL PSPPSR 3
o) IR O 4 To3=] o) 0| o] 1] (=4 S 3
Jo ) O] (=) (U Fo o] oS 3
1.6 Significance Of the SEUAY .......cc.iiiiiiii bbb 3
CHAPTER TWO ..ttt st sttt s st sttt bbbt et e st et esenbesaeneasenees 5
LITERATURE REVIEW ...ttt st s nbae e snatn e e e s sanee s 5
PO I 12 (oo [0 od 1o PO P TP O PP 5
2.1 Factors responsible for poor SUMMArY WEEING ....cveveerieeeeieerirseeseesieseeseeeseeseesre e sseeseeeee e 5
2.2 PIEVIOUS SEUIES ..uveveiteeiesieeste et st ste et sttt ettt e st st saaesbeesbesseesbeenbesseesbeenbesaaesbeebesbeenbeente e 5

2.3 The Nature Of SUMMAIY WIEHEING «..eveeeeeeeee ettt e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeeaennnes 7




2.4 Effects of Summary Writing on Reading ComprehenSion ........ooveveveveeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeen 7

2.5 Summary Writing in REAAING ACLIVITY ......ooverieririiisiirinie sttt 8
2.6 Strategies for SUMMAIY WIITING ...c.veveerieiie e s ee s sreesee e e 9
2.7 How to overcome poor SUMMANY WITEING «..voeveevveerieneenieeie e sieesie e siee st seee i e s s sne e e s neas 10
2.8 SuMmMmary Of the lITErature rEVIBW ........ccccoueiiriirisiisieeieeee ettt sre e s 10
CHAPTER THREE ...ttt sttt sttt e st e e s e e s e e snne e e nnneeeas 12
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY ..iiuttiiiiieiiite st siee e stee e sires s sire s s stre s ssse e sssessssessssnessaseessssessssnens 12
1 IO {018 0o o] o] oSS 12
3.1 RESEAICH ESIAN ..ottt sttt b et sae et et e e b b aeenes 12
3.2 SHUAY AIBA....eveivereeitietiete ettt sttt sttt ettt b e bt b e sbe b e st et et e sb e besbesbesbe s bt ene e b e b e nbenbenbesbenaeeneas 12
3.3 Data COECtiON INSIFUMENTS ......ceiueeiisieisieeie ettt st et sbe e st e et e e sreebesneenes 13
a. WVOIKSINEEL ...t et sb e bt et b e b e s be e b e e nesneenre s 13
B IEEIVIBWVS ...ttt sttt sttt sttt sb e et es e st e et saeesbe e tesaeesbeenbeeneesbeeneeensesneense s 13
3.4 SOUICES OF ALA.....cveeueirteeitieie sttt sttt st e e s b b e et sae e sb e et e s abesbeenbesaeenes 13
2)  Primary SOUICE OF At ......coviiviririiiieieie sttt sb e 13
o) I T=TeTo g [0 =V VAo F- L ¢ PSS SRS 13
3.5 POPUIALION SAMPIE.......ciiiiiieriisie sttt st bbbt b e bbb sbesbenaeeneas 13
3.6 SAMIPIE SIZE ...t e b bbb e r e R b b naeeneas 14
3.7 SaMPIING LECHNIGUES .....veeieiiieitie ettt sttt s bbbt s st e et saeesbeenbesaeenes 14
3.8 Ethical CONSIAEIAIION.....cviitiriirtisieriesiieieeie sttt sr bbbt b et b b sbesbesaeeneas 14
3.9 Limitations Of the STUAY .....cccuvieiieeiiiiisece e et nes 14
(O o N el = O 1 | PSSP PPTRPR 16
DATA ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS......ccoiicieeeiiiee e 16
ZA o O L0 [3od {0 o SRR 16

4.1 Work sheet (eXCErpt/eXIraCt/DASSAUE) - eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeae et eeeeeesesaeeneeeeeeeessesaeneerereeeeaaans 16




4.1.1 School 1 (Border COHAGE QCATEIMY) ......eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeenenenenensnenennnenenens 16

4.1.2 School 2 (St Joseph secondary SCRO0I) .......ccovrveerirereeere e 16
4.1.3 School 3 (Bukwo parents secondary SCNO0I) ........cceeeeeeieeiienieiiscseseeeeee e 16
4.2 INEEIVIBWS ...ttt sttt e e b e bbbt e e e e e s e e e R e R e s b e e b e e neen e nenreneesrenreeneenes 17
Findings on StUAENtS’ INEETVIEW ...evuvererureeriiieesiiieesireeesreeesreesssreesssreessseeessssessssseesssenesnesssnessssnessns 17
4.2.1 School 1 (Border collage aCAUBMY) .....cccueruerierrereesiesiesieeiee e se e sresre s 17
4.2.2 School 2 (St Joseph secondary SCROOI) .......coovrreeririneiie e 17
4.2.3 School 3 (Bukwo parents secondary SCN00I) .......cceeererienieniiiscseneneeee e 18
FINAINGS 0N (EACHETS” INEEIVIEW 1rvuiieieiieeerrtnssessesseessssnssesesssesssssnnssssesssssessssnnsseeseeseessssnnnsseeeeseeenes 18
4.2.4 Teacher Border COllage aCA0EMY ........ccevveeririeerineeee e 18
4.2.5 Teacher St Joseph secondary SChOOI ..o s 18
4.2.6 Teacher Bukwo parents secondary SCROOI ..........cccviirerieeienene s 19
CHAPTER FIVE ...ttt sttt sttt s be b et e e sae e e b e e sbb e e nbe e sateenbeesaneebeeas 20
CONCLUSION AND RECOMENDATION ...oiiiiiitiesiteiee ettt sine e snne e 20
o X O 01 (T (U o] 1o o PP RTTSPT PSPPSR 20
5.1 CONCIUSION ...ttt b e bt bt e b s e e b e sb e eb e e bt e bt et e b e e e sbesbesbesbesaeeneas 20
5.2 RECOMMENUALIONS....c.eviiteeeieriesieeeteste sttt se e bt b et b e e bt b e e e st sresre e ebeerenneneenennas 20
REFERENGCES ...ttt s s st r e s e e e sme e s r e e snesneesreenneennesneenneas 22
Y 8] 1] 116 G PP PT PP 25
WWOTK SNEEL/PASSAGR. ... vververrererierreeeresresee s i se et s et b e s sr e et sr e e bt e e sn et sr e s r e e s e snenne e nnennas 25
AADPENAIX 2.ttt sttt ettt b e bt bt s e se e e e s e e b e s b e s bt s bt e heeRe e e e b e nE e e R e eE e e R e eR e e Re e R e nRenReneeeRenreeneenes 29
INEEIVIEW QUITE ...ttt r e r e bbb e e e resresreenenresrenneeneas 29
INTERVIEW QUESTIONS FOR LEARNERS. ...ttt 29

INterview qUESEIONS FOI tEACKHEIS ....ooeeeeeeeeeeeeeee s 32




DECLARATION

I{'J[‘?Y(l)Nl“)mnmmw“mmwmﬁhm«m
M”MMMmdmmw*MO‘W'ﬂmm
tducaton

CGHEFPTOO0 REOHO - ‘Jq Ehs
”A" hate 0¥ >£""' 38 4]






DEDICATION

This work is dedicated to my beloved father Mr. Bushendich Alex, my mother, Mrs. Chebet
violet, my beloved husband Batya Elisha and my sisters and brothers and all who supported me
during my academic struggles. Their inspiration have given me a lot of encouragement that have

eventually led to my success.



ACKNOWLEDGEMENT
| bless the name of the ALMIGHTY GOD for leading me through every step in my life. | also
honor God for the gift of FAWE (U) which has supported me greatly for this award. My
gratitude also goes to my Supervisor Mr. MUGALYA DAVID MICHAEL for guiding me in the

research (proposal). Their efforts have yielded good results and led to my success.



ABSTRACT
This research proposal provides an insight on the factors responsible for poor English language
summary writing, as English language summary writing skill has a great importance in language
education, and in the field of teaching Language for Academic Purpose, it is shown that the
development of this skill is one of the most difficult skills for learners. This study is part of a
larger project and its main purpose is to open the black box by exploring the relationship
between performances of summary writing in English language of lower secondary level and the

strategies used for summary writing in English language.

This study will dwell on the factors responsible for poor English language summary writing and
the strategies of improving the English language summary writing skills in lower secondary level.
The study will be of immense importance to the teachers of English, language students,
curriculum planners, examining bodies, text book writers, educational administrators, possibly
parents, researchers and other interested bodies in the field of language and communication

studies.



This study will be conducted three selected schools of Boda collage academy, St Joseph
secondary school and Bukwo parents’ secondary school in Bukwo Town Council.. Sampling
techniques like purposive, systematic, and simple random sampling will be used to select
respondents. The researcher will administer a work sheet and interview methods for collecting

data from the students and data will then be analysed qualitatively. O.............

Regarding the ethical considerations, the researcher will provide the respondents with the
necessary information concerning the main purpose of the research, expected duration,
procedures followed and the researcher will be in position to keep privacy and not disclose the

confidentiality of respondents.



CHAPTER ONE

1.0 Introduction
This chapter aims at introducing the background of the study, problem statement, objectives of

the study, research questions, and scope of the study and significance of the study.
1.1 Background of the study

A summary is a shorter description of a longer work covering all of its highlights with few
details. It’s used for an overview so that people can get an idea of what the longer work entails

without reading or watching it first.

Summary writing is a skill that is crucial to the academic success of students in higher education
(De Silva, 2015). “Of the four language skills, writing is considered as one of the most important
skills in an academic setting” (Lin & Maarof, 2013, p. 599). It is also one of the most difficult
skills for English language learners to acquire, since the task of writing becomes extremely

challenging to some writers when the medium of writing is in English.

From this line of reasoning, it might be concluded that readers who produce complete, well-
written summaries have comprehended well. But what about readers whose summaries are not
good either those that contain little or erroneous information or those that are poorly- organized?

Can it be concluded that poor summaries are the result of faulty comprehension?

Several other variables, however, could be postulated to affect summary production. For
instance, do the readers understand the task, that is, has summary writing been used frequently in
the classroom with careful attention given to what good summaries ought to include and how to
write them? Second, how familiar are the readers with the topic of the passage to be read and
summarized? Could a lack of prior knowledge affect the quality of a summary produced by the
reader? Third, are the readers interested enough in the topic to care about producing a good
summary, or is the writing merely a task to be performed and completed? Fourth, are the readers
also accomplished writers, who can plan carefully what is to be included in a summary and then

organize it in a logical, coherent manner? Finally, how adequate are summaries as a measure of
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