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ABSTRACT

The preseul papen elaims Ihere isa need ¡e systernalize siudení surnmary writlng
and subsequent leacIter evalualion, so as te avoid Ihe high degree of subjeclivily
eftcn found in boiR paris of ¡he precess, and Ihe dilficulties it peses fon studenls and
teaehers alike. Por this purpese, a mc¡hod based en the thecretical principIes of se-
mantie disceurse analysis is propúsed. Te tes¡ the melItod 47 summanies of a given
text are ana[ysed. The sufijecís werc s¡uden¡s of English as an FL: 2/3 of them had
received prior training in semantie disceurse analysis,.i/3 hadn’t. The eentrast be-
tween the ¡wo groups serves te rueasure hew semantie knewledge (or lack of it) in-
fluenees resulís. As oppesed te Ihe untrained group, ihe gruup wi¡h previcus sernan-
tic training almest radieally climinates subjeetive eom1)onenls from iheir sumrnaries
¿md ¿lleves ter mere eijeetive ¿md aceurate evaluatien.

1. INTRODUCTJGN

Sunirnary wniiing is a key exeneise in language learning. in secend lan-
guage aequisition, iis practice serves varicus purposes. It is used as a way tú
(esí (he student’s colTecí understanding of che passage nead. It hclps as well
te develop iLe sludení’s skills in panapLrasing, an aclivil>’ whieh, in a lan-
guage ihat is nel one’s ewn, demanús a bread knewledge of altennalive ve-
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cabulan>’ and a good control of síruclures. In addition, ILe need te reduce ILe
lengíL of iLe passage and te s>’nthesize its ideas nequires a capacil>’ te dislin-
guisL ILe gisí from ah irnelevaní inferniatien. Man>’ of ILe books we use in
eur elasses of English as an EL al lJniversity Level include general diree-
lictis abeul Low summaries sheuld be dealt with, atid 1 presume language
Ieacbers must Lave lLeir ewn rules and ideas abeul how ILe task sLeuld be
undeniaken. It is a fact, however, thai dic sirúng degree of subjectivity in-
volved in iLe summan¡sing acíivity frequenil>’ convenís iLe neuline of sum-
man>’ wniting and st¡mrnany evaluatien mío an anducus enterpnise fon bolh
siudenís and leaeLers. Aflen careful consideration of ILe probleni, 1 Lave
come lo dic cenclusion thaI fon a melhed te be valid ¿md elfective, it musí
mecí al leasí dic following requinemenis: ji must be systematie and simple
eneugh te be neasonabí>’ cas>’ fon teacLers te teach, and fon siudenis te apply,
it sheuld alse penit an easy identificatien ½the teachen of Ihe steps taken
by 11w studení duning ihe proeess cf preductien tú make ihe evaluation
precedure cbjective atid clear. Al ILe same time it sbeuld be flexible eneugb
te be compatible with iLe cerlain degnee of individual variation whieh is an
unaveidable pan of ILe individual praetice of summary writing. U aH these
propenties are cembined, ILe meihod becemes effieient aid econemical, iii
ihe sense given te ILe temis by de Beaugrande of <grealesí reiunns [fon both
siudenis and teacbersJ fon ihe leasí efferto (1980: 21,272).

1 wish te discuss Lene some eptions develeped within ILe ficid of Dis-
ceunse Analysis, beginning with T. A. van Dijk (1977, 1980). Ahihough Lis
main iníeresí veas not the siud>’ of sumniar>’ wniting, van Dijk explored iLe
issue as pan of his investigation cf textual maerestrueture. He presenled iLe
concepis of inluitive summary, local propositional tepic, and global ¿nacro-
siructune, as cemrelates, and prúposed analysing ‘¿he intuitive summanising
skills of native speakers as a way te determine iLe iheeneijeal maerostree-
tuve. From observaticns of iLe summarising pneeess, he fenniulaled a set of
semantie denivalion er inference maenonules (1980: 46), whieh included: 1)
A deletion/se/ection mio aceerding lo which Ihe irrelevaní information el a
lexí weuld be deleted and oní>’ the relevad aspecis would be selceted fon
general summany. 2) A generalization ¡-ii/e wbich intends te bulid general ab-
siraetiotis out of more specific. thúugh related, sernanhie iiems. 3) A constmuc-
(1011 itt/e where a set of <‘normal cemponenís, eenditions, or consequenees...»
(1980: 48) pentaining te a factor actien are substituted by ILe cornesponding
global fact that subsumes them. 4) A zero ru/e whieh reproduces whal is
found ñu dic original, chiten because ¡lis essenítal. er isa primitive.

Thc applicatioe of Ihese rules scerns te me te reflecí wLai aetua]lx’ goes
en in ILe sutnmarisíne proeess. Inverting Ihe precedure veculd appear te
prúvide a means, finsí, te elaborate Ihe sumniar>’, and then te evaluate u. The
problem is thai tlíe basis for [he nt¡les is nel delenmined systematically by van
Dijk. Qn iLe centrar>’, ILe>’ are builí en iLe intuitive knowledge atid expe-
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rience of ILe native speaker. líhis surely poses problerus for language Jear-
ners in general, atid fon seeond language Iearners in particular, because, once
more, iLe decisiens of wLat te delete, wLai te keep, what lo consinuct, what
te nephrase, and so en is left te ILe personal cniíerium atid skills of caeh indi-
vidual. TLe rules cannoi pessibl>’ be taughí in a way whieh is s>’siematie and
objeetive enougL te guanantee ILe desired nesulis.

An atíempí te tesí iLe epenalienal capaclí>’ of van Dijk’s model is found
in Flntium (1985). fien anide deals wiIL iLe anal>’sis and deseniption of
surtimanies wiihin ILe teaching-leanning framewerk, and Len corpus censisís
of «an aulbentie FreneL texí and uve sumrnaries written by Freneh siudenis
in iLeir finsí >‘ean in iLe Lycée» (1985: 291). In Len anal>’sis FlOiium applies
van Dijk’s feur maenonules, and ¿[so organizes «iLe “mosí importan? lexical
ilems mio semantic-pragmaiic cbainsa (1985, 294), se as lo compare iLe
orden and Lienaneh>’ in wLieh ihese lexical items appean in iLe original and
Low iLe>’ ane nepresented in ILe sumrnanies. SLe admiis thai iLe selection of
ILe Jexical itenis sbe Jabeis «mesí imperlaní» is, again, intuilive, buí iLe fact
iLat mosí of them are aclualí>’ necevered in ILe summanies serves te validate
ILe praetice. TLe nesulis of Len work are, aecending te Ler, deubí>’ useful.
Firsí, they cenfirm iLe tichen thai Len subjecis made use cf ILe eperaiiens
invelved in van Dijk’s maenerules; second, Elottum discevened iLat van
Dijk’s maerorules were insuificiení in ene nespeel: iLe>’ did nel explain what
sLe tenmed: «additiens te ILe original», wLereb>’ «iLe addition can be an in-
sentien of ILe siudent’s own epinion, en it can be a misinterpneiaiion of sorne
poiní in ILe original» (1985: 295). Feun cuí of iLe five summanies sLe ana-
lysed ineluded ihese additicns.

TLe reasen wh>’ iLe pLenomenen of addiiiens is noi covened un van
Dijk’s rules ma>’ simply be thai iLe>’ are nol a pan of ILe actual macnestnue-
tune of ILe texí. Nejiher «ILe student’s ewn opinien», non «a misintenpneta-
lien» are esseniiall>’ nelated le iLe texí intennal propenties, en le iLe neaden’s
iníenpneíaíion of it (van de Velde, 1986: 45). As a malten of fact, van Dijk
did centempiate lo a centain extení ILe (wniten’s / neader’s) interpnetative
funetion when Le added te Lis generalizalion maenenule an «inienpreiive
componente where «ceniextual factons, sueh as iLe knewledge, beliefs, iasks,
goals and inieresis of language usensa feund a place (1980: 51). Buí witLin
iLe evalualing fnamewonk, a misinterpretation mighí casil>’ be censidened a
misíake (iLe lexí Las not been comedí>’ en accunatel>’ interpneied), while a
personal opinion would be simply seen as sunpassing iLe limiís expeeted in a
summany exencise. In everyday communicatien texí summanising is a cem-
mon acíivií>’ (eg. wLen you neceuní a sien>’, an episede, a film) wLich need
nol be objective: personal inienpretaiion of iLe evení is quite cemmon and
epiniens are freel>’ aceepled. Buí in a classneom exercise diere is a dif-
ference between a summan>’ and a personal epinion of a given texí. In Len
preseníation Elottum cuilines ILe pneblem, buí offens no funtLen solulion.
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2. PROPOSAL FOR A CGMPLEMFNTARY APPRGACH

In view of ibis, iLe need seerus te be fon a a meihed of summary wniting
whieh, besides making use cf van Dijk’s maererules, teacLes sludents Low te
distinguish beíween iLe actual maerosínucture of ILe texí thai will evenlualí>’
beceme ILe cene of their summanies, atid iLein own responses tewands iLe
text. A wa>’ te achieve Ibis migLt be te instrucí siudenis en iLe tecbniques of
semanhie disceunse analysis, ¿cd le icaeh them ihose nelions which we con-
sider central te ILe practice of sumnian>’ wniting, and whieh can be de-
veleped aneutid iLe global nelien of discunsive tepic. AltLough sueL a
nicíLod would be valid fer boíL Li atid L2 sindenis, bere we will be con-
cerned oní>’ witL L2.

Brown and Yule’s work (1983) en tIte concept of topie of discourse also
stants fnem ¿ti inluitive basis, but seQfl becemes systematic enough lo permil
meihed develepruení. First of ¿11, ihe>’ censiden «Lew ILe netien of “tepic”
relates le represenlatietis cf disecunse centenO>, and, connecied with tliis,
iLe>’ formulate «ILe possibilil>’ of chanactenizing “tepic” in terms of iLe top-
mcst elements in tIte Lienarehical nepresentatien» (1983: 68). ‘¡Lis Ls given as
a first sícp in ihein tepic delimitation proeess, and is also valid ter summary
elabenatien. When iLe infonmatien centained in ILe lexí is seen as Lieranchi-
calI>’ onganized, Ihe diseriminalien wLieb is pan of ILe pradlice of sumniar>’
wniting (e.g. van Dijk’s rule of deletien) becomes systematie. If siudenis are
taugLí te examine tIte texís in terms of ‘tep-mest elemenis’ —a term we will
diseuss in more detail in iLe following seetion—, they will have solid, and nol
mene!>’ intuitive. gnounds te selecí vehal tú delete, whal te reconverí, and
what le keep. This eeuld be in a wa>’ relata! te El0ttum’s semanlie-pran-
matie chaitis, witb ILe diffenence lLal hen melbed was intuilive (1985: 294),
while Brown and Yule’s is based en ILe semantic anal>’sis of dic given texí, al
boíL sentential atid disceurse leveis.

A seeúnd aspecí Brown and Yule presení as esscniial is iLe principie
thai «it is speakers atid wnilens who Lave tepies, nel texíso (1983: 68). Alíen-
lien is tLus centred en ILe wniler’s goal, and an effcní musí be made by ILe
student le concentrate en wLat ILe texí actual!>’ sa>’s. This sLculd be done in
view of ILe language cheices and sirategies follewcd by ILe wniier duning ILe
precess of produetion, atid which utah>’ conforrn ILe verbal 1cM. TIte sin-
dení needs te temperanily ignore Itis/her personal neacticus le iLe lexí. Thai
does nol mean ILe assumpíiens en infenenees activaled by ILe texí are col
made, buí simpí>’ ‘¿bat «wLat iLe texí “suggesis” te us» wihl be unden con-
scsous control. U tIte principie of «wniters Lave topies» is observed, we migLí
expect lo eliminate, al leasí lo an impentaní extení, iLe pLenemenon of ‘ad-
ditietis’ te iLe ‘tepic’ iLat ElOtium ebsenved in ihe analyses she siudied. Wc
argued aLeve tLai lLese ‘addilioris’ were col included in van Dijk’s macre-
rules, precisel>’ because iLe>’ wene nel pan of Ihe textual ¡naerestruelune.
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NelíLer are iLe>’ a pan of iLe tepic, wLieL is dic wruter’s not iLe readen’s, non
sbould ILe>’ be presení in ILe surumar>’.

Aecordingly, summarising a text fon academie purposes vecuid invclve
acknewledging, en ILe ene hand, ILe limits impesed b>’ iLe wniier’s tepic
(what is being ialked abeul). and, en iLe olLer, ihese aspecis implicil in ILe
texí whieh sLeuld be inferred en assumed. SueL a vicw nequines iLe develep-
mení of a síable critenium thaI makes ILe precess cf summary wriiing plaus-
ible and neliable. In iLis sense, Brown and Yule’s nolion of ‘tepic framewerk’
effers boíL ILe flexibilil>’ and s>’slematicity we are lookíng fon. Eer tLem «a
chanactenizalicn [cf tepic¡ can be developed itt terms of a tepic framewcrk»
censisting of «ihose aspecís of tLe coníexí whieh are directí>’ reflecíed in iLe
teMa (1983: 75). TLe elemenis conlained in ILe tepic fnamewonk weuld be
«denivable fnom iLe physical contexí and from iLe disceunse demain of ¿ny
disecurse fragmení» atid interesí would be in «ení>’ diese elemenís which ¿nc
tic/frasca’, thai is, relevaní lo iLe interpneíalien of wLal is said» (1983: 79)
(lheir italies). Ibis is an esseníial peiní fon dic completion of ihe follen of
tepic of disceunse. fon it eovers ILe situational constituenís of iLe textual
unu: local, temporal, aspectual, etc.. which eonfonm ILe extenna) and intennal
coniexí of ILe texí (de Beaugrande, 1980; de Beangrande and Dressler,
1981). Ii is alse Lelpful in shaping ILe bridge we Lave been waníing te build
between ILe nelietis of maerostrueture, lepie and suruman>’.

Taking ibis mío acceuní, any summar>’ sbeu!d consisí of iLe fo!lowing
basic constituenis (in ibis en a diffenent orden): 1) TLe cenlextual situation
(pL>’sical centexí); 2) iLe wniten’s topic[s] (what iLe veniter says); 3) ILe texí
iniernal meaning (what is being said abeul ILe tepic and Lew it is enganized
LierarehieaJJy>; 4) ILe texí internal siluatien (if different from ILe physieal
external coniexí). ‘ELe identificalien of ILese censtituenis sLeuld suffiec te
make iLe meibod epenative fon boíL ILe produetien and evalualien pliases.
PerLaps ILe easiest lask is iLe eLaractenization of Ihe eenlexiual situation en
topie framework, be it extennal en internal te ILe texí, en boíL. Ibis informa-
lien Ls infennable from iLe diffenení situatienal neferenees (e.g. lime and
place), wLetben direcí en indinecí; atid also fnom dic ceneepis activaled by
iLe lexical atid/or siruclunal eLoices, ven>’ especialí>’ diese wbicb open a se-
maulle franie tLat is sustained Ibreugheul the texí. Mene eomplexi(y itivelves
ideniifying iLe wniter’s tepic and distinguisbing ILe lexí internal meaning
fnom alí these (personal) additiens thai ma>’ Lave occunred te ILe neaden
duning iLe neading pnoeess. Hene is wLere semanuie analysis preves Lelpful.

3. TI-lE METUOD: SEMATIC DISCGURSE ANALYSIS

Te begin witL students should be taugLí te appneaeh every 1cM as a cern-
plex, precedunal unu, wLere diffenent constituenis (linguistie, psyeLolegical,
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and contextual) interací. TLe only seurce of infonmalion iLe siudení has te
recognize iLose censtituenís wLieL are nelevaní fer ILe ací of summanising is
ILe study of ILe verbal texí iiself. TLenefere, knewledge of iLe ceLesive dc-
vices and iLe coLerení sinucture tLat cenferm ILe lexí is a pnionity. Of
ceunse, a tLenough siud>’ of ihese twe textual cemponenis can be LigLly
cemplex. Thene is no need, Lowcver, te deal with tSe subjeet exhauslivel>’.
Undenstanding iLe wa>’ in wLich intensentential nelations are builí in IBnglisL
and identif>’ing iLe main entities and mankers weuld be eneugL te satisfy cur
purpeses.

flased en fiallida>’ and I-fassan’s exiensive work en ceLesion (1976),
R. de Beaugrande and Dresslen (1981) develop a comprehensive Jisí of
cebesive devices iLal ecuid serve as a basis le analyse iLe surface texí.
TLese are recurrence (total and pardafl, definfteness , co-reference (ana-
phera, cataphera, exephora), eilipsis, ana’ (confluno/ton. Of ah Ihese de-
vices, recunnence (of iLe tepic) Las a special significance fon tSe identifica-
tien of the global diseursive tepic, and much emphasis should be placed
en its recognition. Within ILe sentence, iLe tepic role is easy te identify,
especialí>’ it Wc O~PO5t? it lo iLe coneepí of corumení (set?, among otLers,
van Dijk, 1977, 1980; ¡fallida>’, 1985; Haviland and Clank, 1974). Distin-
guishing between tLese twe semantic cencepts is made even easier it tLe
dineel relalion iLe>’ Lave witL iLe s>’ntactic categonies of subjecl (tepic)
and predicale (corumení) is taken mio acceuní (see Heckett, 1958: 201).
WLen teaching lLese noticus, special atiention sLould be given te clanify-
ing wLat «tepic» and «cemment» mean senzanticaliy, for, in convensatienal
usage, we aH Iend le use iLe werd «tepic» in a mueL mere general sense
¡mpl>’ing boíL <‘ILe idea unden discussiono atid «wLat is beíng said abocí
it». In linguistie analysis «iLe idea unden diseussion» is «tepic>’, atid «whai is
being said abecí it» is «cemmeni».

Once ILese netiotis Lave been fulí>’ undenstoed, siudenis musí be in-
siructed te hisí or simpí>’ undenline alí the differeni (er coincidení) lepies
(grainmatical subiecí) iLe>’ find in iLe vanicus sentenees of iLe lexí. TLen
they will Lave te focus en alí ihese seniential tepies whieL are euLer identi-
cal (nepetilion of tSe same word), en clese in meaning (a wond thai pantialí>’
necovens ILe meaning of a previcus ene en is a sy’non>’m). TLe mere recur-
rent a seniential tepic is, lLe mere chances ihere will be fon it te pía>’ a lead-
ing role in tl-ie global textual siructune, atid, censequenil>’, tSe more impon-
ant jis place in iLe produetion of ILe summan>’ will be. II is Lere where iLe
cencepí of ‘¿he Lieranehical organization of iLe texí siaris te be i-elevant.
Thene are two indices whieh Lelp measure iLe (global) seope of a tepic, in
ciLer words, ILe (top) position it occupies in tLe semantic síruciure of dis-
ceunse. One of tLese 18 iLe orden of frequeney wLicL Las airead>’ been <lis-
cussed, and iLe olLer is whetLer it also eccupies ILe preminení semantie pe-
sitien of (diseursive) iheme.
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Siudenis sLeuld be insirueted te identify as «iLeme», what Brown and
Yule cali «iLe left-mesi censtituení» (1983: 126) of tLe sentence, iLal is te
sa>’, iLe finsí elemení in ILe senience witL s>’ntadlic autonomy, be it a simple
sentence constitueni er a whele suberdinate elause, II iLe sentence is cern-
plex. Again ILe>’ sLeuld lisí tLem en undenline iLem. TLe impeniance of ihis
action lies in tLe fact lLal, as Traugetí and Pratí sa>’, «iLe orden of wonds in
die sunface structure communicaies a differeni emphasis or perspeeiive
being adepled by ILe speaker. TLe finsí elemení in sunface sinuciure fune-
tiotis as ILe “peña of depanture” el ILe message» (1980: 283). fherelone, ILe
cheice of tLcmatic positien fon a particular linguistie unu neveals an míen-
lien en ILe pan of ILe lexí producen, as a way te fecus atienlion en iLal item,
even if ji is nel essentially wLat is being talked abeul (Halliday, 1985: 278).
Howeven, a diffenence musí be esiablisLed between iLe roles cf discunsive
atid seniential iLeme. WLat a producen cLoeses te epen bis/Len texí with will
be (nelativel>’) deminaní oven iLe rest of iLe unu, because II will establish ILe
peiní of depantune fon iLe global message (van Dijk, 1980: 42). WLen iLe
tepic atid iheme LienareLies coincide, wLen iLe mosí necunnení tepic oc-
cupies inilial (atid olLer) ibemalie position(s) in disceunse, iLe prebabilities
of jis being iLe tepic of disceunse are mucL gneaíen. Siudenis sLould iben be
bid te conirasí lLein tepic atid tLeme lisis. TLe more necurrení eniity in boíL
wíll beceme ILe tepic of lLeir summany.

As fon dic eemmenl categon>’, iis role al seniential level will develep mio
a wLole bed>’ of meaning (ewLai is said abeul iLe tepic») ai disceunse level;
it will aclualí>’ constitute «tLe lexí internal meaning» (van de Velde, 92: 206).
TLis mnetLed of texí analysis sheuld previde a series of sysiematic sirategies
facilitating ILe wniiing of a sufficientl>’ aceunate summan>’ fon ah iLese wLo
Lad been expesed lo it.

4. ANEXAMPLE

In orden le tesí ihe meiLod, 1 will discuss a numben of summanies of tLe
inilial fragmení of Penelepe Lively’s Meen Tiger wniiten b>’ fonty-seven
undergraduale SpanisL siudenis of Englisb (4tL yean). TLis specifie texí was
cLosen because it is sLent and simple enougL te penmit complete inans-
panenc>’ of ILe eperaiions involved in iLe summanising adtivit>’. TLe sim-
phieity of ILe lexí makes ah decisiotis, additions, and personal opinions self-
evidení and cas>’ te control, altLeugh, 1 Lave te admit, u lirulis iLe
apphicaiions of any findings. Hewever, fon ILe initial presenialion of iLis
metLod 1 considen clanity mene impontaní ihan cemplexity. In a future anide
1 will demonsirate tLat tLe meiLod wenks equalí>’ weB witL longer pieces.

Previous lo iLe discussion of ILe summanies, 1 will anal>’se iLe texí briefly
in ILe tenms described aboye. TLe finsí time a tepic appeans it will be fe!-
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lowed b>’ a number in brackeís, every recunnenee of iLe sume tepic will be
marked witL ILe same number. Themes ‘<viiI be ilalicized. WLen ibeme and
tepic coincide boíL indieatiens will be cembined. Itt ILe analysis T will stand
fer tepic, TFW fon lepic-framewonk.

4.1. DieMeenTiger tea

«1(1.) “m wniting a histony of the world”, she (1) says. Ana’the hands efthe
aurse (2) arrested fer a moment; slw (2) leoks down at tUs oíd wornan, this
oid III woman. “Welt tnygccdness”, dic nurse (2> says. That (3) ‘~s quite a tUng
te be doing, isu’t it?” Ana’ titen site (2) becomes busy again, she (2) heaves aud
tueks and smneoihs-” Upsy a bit, a’ear, that (1 )‘s a geed girí - riten we (2)’1l gel
you a eup of tea.

WLen ILe netaíiens are censidered, it is evidení tbat lopies (1) and (2)
dorninate ILe passage. In ienms of frequene>’ ‘¡(2) is more preminení iLan
T(1); (T(2) appears six times; (vs. 1(l) ibree times). l-Ioweven, its inilial po-
sitien in ILe 1cM makes T(1) ILe lheme atid peiní of depariune fon ihe wLole
discursive unu. It is. ihenefore. a top elemetil ¡ti ILe hienancLical organizatien
of ILe infonmation. atid neference te ¡lis suslained ¿II aleng Ihe texí («ihis oid
woman’>, «ibis eJd iii wotnan», <dear», «a goed giní», «>‘ou»). On ILe centran>’,
T(2) never eccupies a lLemalie pesition, al senience level (II does al clause
level). The finsí time it is intreduced (secotid senlence), ILe iheme is ILe ad-
<huye cenjuncí ÁND. whicb semanticail>’ links ILe contenís of this senlence
lo iLe previcus ene (wLere ‘¡(1) is iLeme and tepic). Besides «ILe nurse>’,
wbich will be ‘¿he actual referenuial enuil>’ fer ¿II subsequení recumrences of
T(2), is aol exactly a primar>’ ceneepí itt ibis firsí appearance. It is instead a
secondan>’ ceneepí in relation of possessien te ILe Lead of ILe pLnase which
is <iLe hands» («ILe hands of ¡he nurse»). AII poinís censidened, T(l) seems
te be a more pnominent candidale fon the role of disceunse tepic. Neveníhe-
less, ILe fact thai T(2) is mere recurrení, íunns it míe a secend pessible can-
didate.

ILe «history of ILe wonld» concepí, aliLough recovered ini iLe texí as
1(3), wifl be cerisidened Lene as cemment en 1(1) which is ILe firsí role it
plays, iís secotid role being jusí an extension of ILe first. T(2) Las as dom-
mení euLer 1(1) (cg. <she leeks dewn “al Ihis oid weman”») en activities
which are compenential parís of iís ewn semantie domain (nurse—#cares fon
(‘Leaves’, ‘tucks’...] ilí people).

As fer ILe aclivaled tepic framework, we ceuld ialk of lwo. Gne is given
by ILe ver>’ tepic entities: nurse / oíd iJí woman, which open ILe «Lespital»
(nurse) atid/en «iliness» (oid ilí woman) frame. Ah ILe secendar>’ cencepis ñu
ihe text (Leaves, iueks, smoeth, ups>’, geod ginl, we, cup cf ‘¿ea) are semanti-
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cali>’ crelated te iLis framewenk. TLe oíLer is epened by iLe conversation ac-
ting belween iLe twe enlities, wLucL Lolds fon textual cúhesien and ce-
henence, atid activates the «personal nelatien» TFW where three pliases can
be distingbisLed: T(1)’s wonds, T(2)’s reactien, T(2)’s words.

Aceending le iLis anal>’sis, and te iLe netions discussed aboye, a Lype-
iLetical summary of iLis lexí cugLí te contain iLe fellewing elemenis: ILe
«oíd iii weman” (T(1) and initial ibeme), ILe «nunse» (T(2)) atid tLe dom-
menís en boíL, plus ILe TEW «nelatien» beíween tLem (activated framewenk
dinougL dialogical iníeractien). TLe TFW Lospilal ¡ illness is airead>’ con-
lamed iii ILe lexical items chesen fon ILe tepic entities (oid il/weman /nurse~
so —fon neasens of eeonerny as expeeted in a sumifian>’ wnuiing aetiviiy—
lLene is no need fon an explicil menuion of it. Buí were it mentiened it would
fol be censidered ¿ti addiiien. TLe erder in whicL iLese elemenis Lave been
Usted presuppúses a centain Lieraneh>’: TLemaiic T( 1) Las preference oven
non-iLernatie addiiienal (AM..) T(2). TLe TEW (hospital/cenvensaiien) de-
velops around boíL topies (1 and 2) atid lLenefene will nel be seen in a Lien-
anchical relatien le euLer of tLem. Te allow fon sorne crealive flexibilil>’
(Brown and Yule, 1983; E!Oltum, 1985) al! tItree elemenis cenid be initial!>’
accepied as tepic candidates.

4.2. <PIle Meen Tigen summaries

1 will discuss new 47 summanies wriiten b>’ 4tL >‘ear Universii>’ síu-
denis of EnglisL as a EL, iLeir average knowledge of iLe language equival-
cnt te pre-Preficiene>’ as deruenstrated itt ihein penfonmance en Iiniversity
examinaiiens. TLe expenimení veas carnied cuí in ¿ti EnglisL as an FL class
wLicb ¿11 subjects atíended logeiber. 30 of ILese siudenis (from Lere en
Greup A), Lewever, Lad pneviously neceived 2<) Lours íraining in semanlie
1cM analysis. which ineluded, ¿meng olLer exercises, ILe practice of sumn-
mar>’ wniting, fellewing ILe meihed explained Lere. Tbe odien 17 (from
Lene en GRGUP B) Lad nel Leen expesed te m>’ dlasses. TLe siudenís
wene eacL given a cep>’ of ILe Mcon Tiger texí atid wene toid iLe>’ had 30
minutes maximum te elaborate a summar>’ of lLai piece. The en!>’ addi-
henal instruelion was iLai ¡bey wene te begin Iheir sunimaries witL ILe
pLrase «uí is about...’>. TLis weuld serve as a way te control (in iLe anal>’sis
of iLe suínmanies) wLicL elemení in iLe texí iLe>’ Lad cLesen as primar>’
tepic. No ciLer instruetiens veere given. TLe presence ef al) Ibree ele-
menis: ~Y(l). T(2), and TEW, was considered necessany and manked con-
red. Additiens tLai were ticí dinecil>’ activated by iLe texí atid pan of tLe
TEW, personal opinietis, atid misreadings were marked wrong. TLis is iLe
distnibution of ILe resulis (set? appendix fon ILe repreduetien cf ¿JI iLe
surumanies):
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GROUPA (30 summaries)

Of iLe 30 studenís wLo Lad iaken iLe semanlie anaJysis ceunse, lO cLese
T(1) as pnimanyiepic (from Lere en Al» 8 ehose T(2) (frem Lene en A2); 9
cbose ILe TFW (fnom Lene en A3); 1 diese tLe censtrudlion pLnasc «Iwo
wemen’>, iLus eombining Ts(1) aud (2) (from Lere en A4). Re remaining
summanies (AS, A6) cLose an aliegeiLer different tepic frem ILe candidales
feneseen in m>’ previcus anal>’sis. ILe cnilenien used fon ILe evaluatien wiJl
be Lew eacL eptien recevered ILe differenl constituenís: T(1) + comment,
1(2) + comment; TEW (Ihree phases). Eor iLe identification of ILe sum-
ruanes in ILe appendix, eacL sunimar>’ Las been given a number ILal fellews
‘¿he group label.

A ¡ (77!) as primarv topic9

ILis gnoup preved te be ILe mesí regular and successfuJ:
— 5 summanies cuí of 10 (Al .1/2/4/5/9) necovered ah elements.
— 5 cuí of 10 (A 1.3/6/7/8/10) did nel recoven ihe seeond phase of the

TFW (elemení of surpnise/reaciion implieii in ‘¿Le nurse’s excíamative
answer).

— One of them (Al.8) also failed te recoven ILe eemmenl en 1(2), and
ILe firsí phase of ILe TFW (1< l»s inilial turn in iLe cenvensation).

— No additions (personal epiniotis and/or misinterpreiaiions) were
fcund. Van Dijk’s macrorules were used freely: deJelien rule [iLe inrelevaní
infermation is drepped (e.g. «cup of tea»)]; genenalization rule (more absirací
terms are used instead of tLe more specifie (cg. ¡takes cave» instead of
«Leaves, Iucks...»)); consíruelion rule (ILe global (e.g. «duties») subsumes tLe
local («Leaves, Iuck...», «cup of tea..»)); and tinalí>’ ILe zeno rule (repreduc-
tion of ILe esseniial (cg. «Listen>’ of ILe world)).

A2 (172) as primary tepic)

ILe 8 surumanies in ihis group presented censiderable differences:
Only 1 sunimar>’ cuí of 8 (A2.6) centained alí iLe cempenenís lLal

were being cenirelled, as opposed te iLe 6 summanies in group Al.
— Ah sumnianies, ín general, recovened cerumení en T(2) wiiL mene de-

tail (cg., 4 summanies (A2.l/2/3/8) mention thai iLe transe offered iLe lady
so¡neiLing te dnink, a piece of infermalion iLat was absení from alí sum-
manies in Al).

Alt surumanies buí 1 (A2.6) failed te recoven cemment en 1(1) («wnite a
Lisiory of ILe world»).

— ILe TEW (eonvensaiien/relaíionsLip) was represeníed less regulan>’
iban in Al: 2 summaries (A2.2/3) de nel menuien it ai ahí; 3 (A2.4/5/7)
mention en!>’ iLe nunse’s turn in iLe cenvensatien. Oní>’ 2 of tLem (A2.1/6)
inelude ILe nurse’s neaclien element (exclamaíien/sunpnise).
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— 1 summary (A2.5) explicití>’ meniions iLe Losputal TFW.
— TLe en!>’ irajis tLat were sustained itt al! 8 summanies were T(2) +

commeni, andT(l).
Enem ILese data we can deduce iLal cLeesing T(2) (LigE in frequene>’

buí nel lLematie> as primar>’ tepic is nei necessanil>’ bound lo be inconnecí
(A2.6). However, because iLe wniter’s penspective is allened (ILe combina-
lien of iLeme+topie is disnegarded) iLene is a LigLer nisk of fauhí>’ representa-
lien of ILe infenmation, wiiL loss of seme essential infonmative units [e.g
cemmeni en T(1)], and unnecessan>’ expansien of otLens (e.g. detailed nepro-
duction of nunse’s duties). TLe macronules wene used, buí semetimes not as
effieieníly asiLe>’ wene in gneup Al (e.g. no consinuction rule in A2.i: «liLe
nursej becomes bus>’ again, puis fien bed in ender and premises a cup of
tea»j). TLere were no additions.

A3 (TFwasprimary tepic)

9 summanies cLose iLe TEW (eonvensalien/relationsLip) as primar>’
tepic. AII in alí iLeir nesulís wene beiten iLan diese ebíained in A2 (witL T(2)
as pnimary lepie); buí it preved again less efficient iLan gnoup Al (wLene
T(l) was selecied).

— 3 cuí of iLe 9 summanies (A3.2/3/5) recovered a!! aspecís.
— 6 summanies (A3.l/4/6/7/8/9) failed te mention ene en more

pLases of ILe TFW.
— 5 summanies (A3. 1/4/7/8/9) missed eommeni en T( 1).
— 2 summanies (A3.1/7) missed comniení en 172).
— TLe macronules wene used regulan>’ in alí cases.
— There were nc additions.

A 4 (Ts(/) &<2,> cts prima¡y topicj

— 1 summary cLose te use a consinuction rule and presení as priman>’
tepic a combinalien of T(1) and T(2): «iwe women». Here iLe TFW was re-
cevered en!>’ pantialí>’ (nunse’s end), ahí otLer elemenís wene recevered. Van
Dijk’s rules wene used.

TLene wene no additions.

AS (Personal opinion)

— 1 sumniar>’ cLose as priman>’ tepic att elemení wLieL was net actualí>’
presení in iLe texí: «indifference». TLene was no dinecí evidence itt ILe texí te
suppont ILe cLoice. TLe informatien fnom iLe texí was misnepneseníed: iLene
was no actual recoven>’ of T(1) and T(2), iLese and alí olLer elemenis wene
cenvented mío genenie concepis («palienis in Lespulals», «nunses») b>’ using a
genenahizatien macrerule.
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— TLere were additions («indiffenence», «mere objects», pluralization of
¿II ilems).

A 6 (Misreading).

— 1 surumar>’ selecied «ILe Lislery of ILe world» compenení as priman>’
lopie atid atínibuted it te T(2) («TLe Lisier>’ of iLe world fon ibis nurse...).
Mosí of ILe informatien (T(1), TEW) was nol recovered, and ILe generaliza-
lien nule was again mis-used te converí ILe specific mio genenie («te please
peoplea). There were additiens (e.g. «as simple as>’).

C’onc/usionsfor Group A.

From ILe analysis of tLe data we can deduce iLe following: Eirst, iLe
cembinatien initial tbeme/iepic (Al) -wLen ILe>’ coincide, as Lappens in
tbis texí- offers iLe LigLesí guarantee te obíain complete recovery of iLe
original infenmation in ILe summar>’. Seeond, cbeesing ILe mesí frequení
tepic (A2) OF tLe tepic framework (A3) as pnimary tepic is also a valid ente-
nium, buí ILe siabilil>’ of ILe infonmalion Las lo be carefulí>’ mainíained and
well balanced (e.g. a pnimany tepic cannol be fergetíen, or ‘¿reated as seceud-
aiy...). TLe iLind issue lLal musí be Iaken míe acceuní is thai choosing as pni-
mary tepic fer ‘¿he suminar>’ an elemení whicL is nol pan of ihe original (AS)
gives way le misrepresentalien of iLe infonmalien and te iLe appearance of
additions (pensonal epinions, misinterpnetaliens). Final!>’. wLen ILe Llenar-
ehical erganizatien of iLe sinucture of iLe texí is disregarded (AÓ), ‘¿Le oceur-
rence of additiens, misinienpnetatiens and mistakes is again LigL.

Considened glebail>’, iLe nesulís are as fellews: 28 out of iLe 30 suni-
manies ceníained no addiiiens, 9 of them recovered alí ILe elemenís singled
eui in ni>’ pnevious anal>’sis, atid Ibenefene would be marked as teially con-
recí; 19 were pantialí>’ cerned, atid iLe cerrespending gnading weuld be in
inverse prepenlien le Ihe pesitien occupied in iLe textual erganization by
ILe elemení missing:. ILe lewer its pesilion (e.g. TFW pliase), Ihe LigLer iLe
mark given. Oní>’ 2 of tbe summanies failed completeN. TLc meibed has in-
deed preved successful in ILe sense ILal it Las senved as medel fon ILe ela-
beration of 11w summaries, and as cnitenium fon Iheir evaluatien, ihus penmil-
ting a sysiemalic approacL te iLe praclice.

Group B (17 summaries)

Of iLe 11 students ‘«Lo Lad nel iaken the semantie disceurse analysis
ceunse, 4 cLose T(1) as primar>’ tepic (fnem Lene en BI); 8 cLose T(2) (fnom
here en B2); 4 chese lije TFW (frem Lere en B3); 1 cLose ‘¿Le censtruetien
pbnase «iwo women» (from Lene en B4). CLeices of priman>’ tepic are iLere-
fere basicalí>’ similar te ihese of group A, ‘«liL tbe difference tLai frequency
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of appearance (T(2)) was evidenily preferned oven thematic tepic (T(J)) an
TEW. TLene wene two tnaiis, Lowever, wLicL made summanies in Gnoup 13
sinikingl>’ diffenení frem summanies in Gnoup A: It was iLeir lengiL (an ayer-
age of 93wonds in Group E againsí 40 in Gnoup A), atid iLe genenalized use
of additiens, misreadings and personal opinions. ILese cLanactenisties auto-
malicalí>’ make tLem less lLan adequate as summanies (man>’ of tLem were
lengen iLan ILe original!) wLene ecenemy and objeclivity are esseniial. Hene
is a bnief anal>’sis:

BJ (T{/) osprimary top/cf

— 3 summaries cuí of 4 (B1.1/3/4) recevened ¿II elemenis, iLal is te say
T(1)+eomment, T(2)+cemmeni, and TFW (3 pLases). Ah of tLem buí ene
(Bi.3) centained additiens of iLe personal epinien t>’pe (cg. 131.1 eSLe

LT(i)1 inlends te be useful»; 131.4 «penL¿ps iLe nunse is tired of lisiening te
things like Ibis oid weman’s idea...). 131.3 necevered ah elemenís and Lad no
addiliens, buí it did not observe ILe econem>’ principie (9lwonds).

— 1 suruman>’ (81.2) necevened jusí T(1)+cernment, and dealí exíen-
sivel>’ wiiL it (114 words). It contained addiiiens of ihe personal epinien/in-
ienpneíaiien i>’pe (cg. eknocking en iLe doer of DeaiL», «lLis idea ecuid be
undez-sícod if we find a metaphorical sense ñu ILe text...»).

— 1 summany (131.4) alse necevened explicitly tLe Lospital TEW.
— Van Dijk’s rules were pantialí>’ used: oní>’ deletien atid zero rules

wene frequení. TLe generalizatien and censínuctien rules were ticí efficienul>’
used atid Lence iLe lack of eeonem>’.

82 /172) as primwy topic/

— 1 summary eut of 8 (82.8) necevened ah elemenis, iLougL wiiL sorne
additions of iLe personal opinion kind (cg. «perLaps iLai is wLal iLe oíd
wenian wanied»).

3 summanies (132.1/5/6) did not recoven iLe TFW and alí of tfiem
centained addiíions, again personal opinien (e.g. 82.1 «cnazy... ma>’be sLe is
net se craz>’... makes me tLink tLai sLe is... iLe mene 1 nead iLe texí... an
asylu...»; 132.5 «TLis is a typical case of non-latin ceunínies...»), and alse mis-
neading (82.6 «SLe ¡T(2)] mixes iLe wish te write wiIL iLe wisb te de some-
lLing mere pnactica... sLe identifies tetalí>’ wiiL Len... tLe oíd woman would
say le Len “tLat’s a geed ginl”»).

4 summanies (B2.2/3/4/7) pantially negisiered ihe TFW, and 3 of
Ihem conlained additiens: B2.2 and 132.4 misreadings (132.2 «iLe oíd woman
is a passive cLanacies... sLe deesn’t speak; 132.4 «iLe nunse does ah iLe talk-
ing. SLe wanls te bneak iLe silence...»). Addilions in 132.3 were personal epi-
niens (osuffening fnem a disease impossible te cune.., a MIl>’ and senseless
tepic... in m>’ opinien... al youn age and in >‘our siate yeu’re craz>’»).
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— 1 summan>’ (B2.3) explicitly mentioned ILe Lespital TEW.
— As fon van Oijk’s macnerules what was said fon BI alse applies Lene.

B3 (TFwasprimary tepic)
— 1 summary (B3.1) recevered al! elemenis, centained no additions and

broadí>’ respecíed iLe ecenom>’ principIe (49 wends).
— 2 surumanies (133.2/4) necovered al! elemenis, buí centained addi-

tions of tLe personal opinion l>’pe (e.g. B3.2 «mental diseases... elean dcli-
nium... newand fer iLe fontunale patiení...»; B3.4 «ihe oíd wenian wanls lo be
treated liRe a person, nel like semething lLene in bed, and ILe nurse seems
nei lo nolice it... en perbaps sLe dees nelice u, buí she deesn’t wani te
spend Len time talking te iLe olLer woman...>j.

— 1 suruman>’ (B3.3) necúvened ILe TEW pantialí>’ and cenlained addi-
tions, again personal epinion («ii’s a mental preblem... sLe [T(lfj is sugges-
ling tLai sLe is doing sometLing impossible...»). TLis suruman>’ alse menuiens
iLe hospital TEW.

— Only 1 summany (B3.1) used van Dijk’s rules fainly efficienil>’.

¡34 (T(¡) & T(2) asprimary tepic)

—1 summary cLese lLis combination as pnimany tepic. It necovened alí
elemenis in iLe original, buí it also contained personal-opinen additions
(«communieaiicn is nol real... as if sLe [T(1)] wene nol veny eleven...» «[T(2fl
is iLinking aboui ILe Luman cendition: ILe decay of oíd age»).

Conclusionsfor Group B

‘¡Le global resalís of Group B presení a mueL mere cemplex view. Only 1
summan>’ (B3.1) in ah 17 coníd aclualí>’ be manked nighí. BI.3 eculd aÑo be
considened te nespond le expeciatices buí its lengtL would make it inadequate.
The resí, even if they recevered alí elemenís ejíher íoially en parlialí>’ did nei
cenfenm te iLe summany paiiern. The individual atid subjeciive cemponení
presení in ahí of tbem makes iLe evalualion difficult and asyslemalic. If we go
by Ihe netiens menuioned aboye, alí additiens should be marked wrong, and
tSe gnading would tUso be diffieult te sysiematize given ILe many variaiiens
iLese addiliens bning into iLe lexis (in sorne a mene phrase, in ethens whole
unes of lexí). TLe evaluaiing iask weuld ihus become burdenseme atid subjec-
uve, precisel>’ ILe lwo compenents we were tnying lo aveid in ILe firsí place.

GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Wc Lave le cenelude Iberefore iLal iLe use of a iLeenetical atid s>’sle-
matie meiLed valid boíL fon ILe elaberalion ¿ad tSe evaluation of sumnianies
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is desirable and adequate. We Lave sLewn Lew ILe meiLod we prepose
based en semantie disceurse analysis covens boíL objectives and preves effi-
ciení. Ji effers a way lo improve iLe resulis of summan>’ wniting in general b>’
following a set of systemaiic rules, Qn iLe olLer Land, it simplifies ILe evain-
ation pnocess aud makes it mene objective because iLe grading deeisiens are
based en centrollable data, wLich is tUso a benefil fon siudenis wLo ‘«iii lLus
Lave casien aecess te ILeevaluating entena.

APPENDIX

GROUP A (30 summanies).

Al. Oíd lad>’ as primar>’ tepic.
A 1.1. It is abolí an oíd III lad>’ wLe sunpnises iLe nurse wLe is iaking

care of Ler wfien sLe says thai s1w is wniting a Lisien>’ of ILe world. Buí iLe
nunse deesn’t pa>’ mueL atientien te ILe oíd lad>’ (40w.).

A 1.2. TLe text is abeul an oid iJJ woman and a nurse. While ILe nurse
is making iLe woman’s bed, ILe oid woman telís Len iLal sLe is wniling a Lis-
ten>’ of iLe world. TLe nurse, surpnised al finsí, gives Len a polite answer, and
goes en witL Len duties (49w.).

AI.3. It is abeul an oíd weman who is speaking wiiL a nunse, while iLe
nurse makes Len bed more comfontable. TLis oíd weman telís iLe nurse lLal
sLe is wriling a Lisien>’ of ILe world and iLe nurse says tLings te make Len
feel impontaní fon wLat sLe is deing (50w.).

A1.4. Ji is aboní an oíd woman and Len nunse. TLe oíd woman says
semelLing sinange: «1 am wriiing a Lisien>’ of iLe world». And ILe nurse
doesn’t pa>’ loo mueh altentien te Len. SLe goes en witL Len wenk. SLe is
kind buí nel atientive (45w.).

Al .5. II is abeul an oíd ‘«oman wLo says tfiai sLe is wniting a Listen>’ of
iLe world. A nunse wbe is lLene siops wonking fon a minute. TLen ILe nunse
leus iLe oíd woman iLal wLat she is doing is quite an impontaní ihing. Atid
iLe nurse gees en with lien work (52w.).

A 1.6. It is abeul an oíd ilí woman wLo telís Len nunse iLat sLe wanls te
wriie a Listor>’of iLe world. TLe nurse answers that it is a geod iLing, buí sLe
is bus>’ and deesn’I make mueL of wLat iLe oíd weman said (44w.).

Al.?. It is abeul an oíd iii woman and a nurse who takes cane of Len.
TLe oíd woman mies te talk abeui Len work —sLe is wniting a Listen>’ of iLe
world—, buí iLe nurse ení>’ makes a small corumení and gees on working
(44w.).

ALS. It is abeul an oíd iii weman wLo wants lo ‘«rite a Lisien>’ of ILe
world. ILe nunse answers quite eanelessly: sbe deesn’t pa>’ mucL atiention te
wLat ILe oíd woman Las jusí said (34w.).
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A 1.9. It is abeul an oid ‘«oman wbo telís iLe nunse wLo is taking cane
of her thai slw is writing a Listen>’ of iLe world. This nurse stops fon a mo-
mení atid, afien loeking atibe oíd wotnan, goes en with Len duty as if ILe
most trivial tLing in ILe world fiad Lappened (54w.).

A 1.10. fi is abeut an oíd weman ‘«Le wants te wnile a LisIen>’ of ILe
world, atid who is net taken ven>’ senicusí>’ b>’ ILe nunse ‘«be iakes cane of Len
(30w.>.

A2 Nunse as priman>’ tepic.
A2.1. It is abeul a nurse whe is leoking alíen an oíd iii wonian. This

weman says semetbing and ILe nunse siops. Tben sLe becemes busy again,
puis Len bed in orden and premises ben a cup of tea (38w.).

A2.2. 11 is abeul a nunse ‘«Lo is iaking cane of an oid womae. This
‘«ornan is in bed. se ILe nunse has te Lelp Len. WLen iLe ‘«oman is cemfont-
able, iLe nunse gives Len something te dnink (37w.).

A2.3. It is about a nurse ‘«he is ‘¿¿king care of ¿ti oíd iii ‘«ornan, rnaking
Len bed and prepaning sorne lea fon ben (23w.).

A2.4. It is abeul a nurse ‘«Lo is taking care of an oíd iii ‘«ornan. TLe
nunse is talking te ben vefiile slw makes Len bed. TLe nunse speaks ver>’ kindly
te ihe oid woman (34w.).

A2.5. It is abeul a nurse ‘«Lo is laiking te ene of ben cid palienís in
bespital. SLe is ver>’ kind and lneats Lenas if she ‘«enea little giní (30w.>.

A2.6. Jhs abeul a nurse wLo is iaking cane of an oíd ilí ‘«oman. TLis
woman says ifial sbe is geing te wnite a Listen>’ of Ibe world. TLis makes iLe
nunse síop and comment en it, buí tben she goes en ‘«jib ben dul>’ (45w.>.

A2.7. It is about a nunse. She is iaking care of an oid iii ‘«eman ‘«Lo is
in bed. TLe nurse makes tbe ‘«ornan feel cerufontable, helping ben and talk-
ing toben (31w.).

A2.8. It is abeul a curse andan oíd ilí lady. The nurse dees Len job and
doesn’t seem te pay mueL atíenlion te wLai ILe oíd lady says lo Len. The
nurse ircaís iLe oid lady in a cbildisb atid familiar ‘«ay. She effens ILe oid
lady a cup of tea (51w.).

A3. Cenversation/relation as primar>’ tepic.
A3.1. It is abeul the relationsLip between a nurse and an oid ‘«oman

‘«he is ilí, and ILe tendenness and amiabilil>’ lLene is in it (24w.).
A3.2. It is a sbonl dialogue belween a nurse and a palient. TLe patiení

15 ¿ti oíd ‘«ornan wLe says sbe is wniling ¿ Lister>’ of ihe world. TLe nurse
sirnply looks aí Len, makes sorne con’¿menís aud gees en ‘«11k Lcr werk
(42w.).

A3.3. It is about a sbont conversalion between a nurse and an oíd
weman sLe is íaking cane of? TLis weman telis ILe curse she is wniting a bis-
tony of ILe world. Tbe curse says ILal it is an impenlaní lLing te do and gees
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en wiiL Len duties. TLe nunse telís iLe ‘«oman iLal iLe>’ ‘«culd gei Len a cup
of tea (62w.).

A3.4. It is abeul tLe nelationsbip between an oid ilí ‘«oman and iLe
nurse ‘«he looks afier Len. WLiJe iLe mu-se <lees Ler diii>’, iLe oíd ‘«ornan
sbares Len ‘«enries wilL Len (31w.).

A3.5. Ji is abeul a cenversatien between an oíd iii woman and ben
nunse. TLe oíd ‘«eman says sLe is wniting a Listen>’ of iLe world. TLe nunse
stops fon a memení as if sfie ‘«ere ver>’ surpnised. TLen sLe gees en witb Len
‘«onk and talks as if noíLing impentaní Lad Lappened (5 2w.).

A3.6. It is abeul ILe relaiionsLip between an oid ilí ‘«eman and iLe
nurse tbat looks afier Len. In spiie of Len age, iLe ‘«oman intends te ‘«rite a
beok and ILe nurse seems lo painenize Len (36w.).

A3.7. It is abeul a conversatien belween a patiení and a nurse. Buí ILe
nunse doesn’t seem te be ver>’ interested in ‘«bat sLe Lears. Eer ILe nunse it is
ncta real convensation (33w.).

A3.8. It is abeul a convensation between mi oid iii lady atid ILe nurse
wLe takes care of Len. It sbows Low iLe nurse Lelps iLe lady as mueL as sLe
can buí s& doesn’t pay moch atiention lo ihe ‘«enries ILe Jad>’ ma>’ Lave
(44w.).

A3.9. It is abeul a conversation bet’«een a nurse and an eJd ‘«ornan.
TLe nurse pa>’s some atíention te ‘«bat ihe ‘«eman says and iben keeps en
wenking (27w.).

A4. T’«o wemen as priman>’ tepic
A4.l. It is abeul l’«o ‘«ornen. TLe oid ene is ‘«niiing a Lisien>’ of ILe

world, sbe is ilí and in bed. A nunse Iooks afienben. TLis nunse is ven>’ niee te
Len. especialí>’ wben sLe ialks toben (39w.).

AS. Personal Opinion
A5.1. It is abeui iLe indiffenence ‘«itb ‘«LicL palienis are usualí>’

treated in Lespitals. Nurses pa>’ atientien le iLein o’«n ‘«erk caning lilile
abeul ibein patienis human side, considening iLem as mere ebjecls with
whoni ihe>’ deal in ihein duties (39w.).

A6. Misrcading
1. ILe Listen>’ of iLe world fon ibis nurse is sernetbing as simple as te

Lelp atid te please peeple wLo are unable te do iLings b>’ tbemselves (27w.).

GROUP 8(17 summanies)

131. OId lady as primar>’ tepic
131.1. It is abeul an oíd woman ‘«be is in bed because of an illness. Al-

theugL sbe is iii sbe wanls le take parí in iLe world. Se sbe decides te ‘«rile a
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Lisien>’ cf iLe world, sbe intends te be useful. TLere is anolben eLaracter: ILe
nurse. ILe nurse is deing ber wenk, and iLeugL ILe oíd ‘«eman ‘«anís lo
speak te Len abeuí Len idea, iLe nurse sLe’«s centain indiffenence tewands Len
fon I’«e neasens: sbe is ‘«onking and sbe is fol nealiy ‘«onnied abeul Ihe oíd
‘«eman, en penLaps iLe nurse is lired of listening te ihings like ibis oid
‘«oman’s idea. Sbe doesn’i pa>’ aiteniien te Lcr (110w.).

13 1.2. II is about an iii oíd ‘«eman ‘«he fecís as if sLe wene knocking en
ILe doct of DeaIL. And perLaps ifiis is iLe neasen ‘«fi>’ she Las tLe nelien lo
‘«rite a Listen>’ of ILe world. No she Las airead>’ begun ‘«niting it. TLis idea
eculd be undenstoed if ‘«e find a metapbenical sense in tIte texí. Ibal is, «iLe
world» is ILe oid ‘«eman’s e’«n world, Len ewn life. Everyene kne’«s Lis ewn
life besí, atid fon everyone iLe world consisís of ¿II iLe>’ Lave lived and
kno’«n. Atid, of ceunse, it ‘«cuid be inipossible fon an>’one te ‘«rite Lis mcm-
oms if ILe>’ ‘«ere nel ‘«ruten al ILe end of bis life (114w.).

B1.3. It is abeul a ‘«eman wfie is ‘«riting semetfiing, and sLe leus it te
ILe nunse ‘«Le is iaking cane of Len. Tbe ‘«ornan is said te be oíd and iii, atid
iLe nunse is nel descnibed at ah. ILe lexí includes a piece of dialogue ‘«ben
iLe ‘«eman leUs ILe nurse abeul ben task: a Lisien>’ of iLe ‘«oníd. TLe nurse’s
neaction is te siop, a little sunpnised, lo exclaini and lo censiden iLe ‘«eman’s
werk as «quite a lLing te be deing». TLen she continues ‘«ilL Len frantie ‘«erk
(91w.).

B1.4. It is abeui an oid lady ‘«Lo is u Lespital. SLe ma>’ be abeul te
die and sbe is iaiking te a nunse, Am wniting a Listen>’ of ILe world», sfie
sa>’s. Yei ILe nunse stopped fon a memení ‘«bat s1w ‘«as deing and titen
‘«ení en. SLe seemed nel te pay atiention te ‘«bat ILe oid lad>’ ‘«as saying.
PerLaps ILe oíd lady ‘«anted te wnite not a «Listen>’ of the ‘«onid’>, but
ralben Len e’«n sIen>’, an auíobiegraphy, iaking mio acceuní alJibe impon-
ant events lvi Len life, so tLat sLe didn’t lose ben entLusiasm, although sLe
was dying seon (102w.).

B2. Nunse as pnimary tepic.
B2.1. It is about a mime ‘«he is taking care of ay oíd craz>’ ‘«ornan,

maybe sLe is net se crazy, ‘«Lo kne’«s? Buí iLe ‘«ay in wLieL ILe nunse ireats
Len maíces me titink titai she Ls. It eeuU be that tite nurse is so ignoraní thai
site can’l undersiatid Len patiení. Ibis is ‘«fiat 1 ifiink ILe mene 1 read tLe
iexi.// 1 titink tite texí takes place in an asylum and fon sorne reason iLe oíd
‘«ornan Las been sení lLene (83w.).

B2.2. It is abeul a nunse ‘«Le is leoking afien an oíd woman ILis oíd
‘«ornan is in Lcd because site is iii. Tite nurse speaks te Ler aud telís Lcr iitat
sLe is writing a Listen>’ of iLe ‘«enid.// ILe nurse is ILe oní>’ pensen ‘«Le
speaks. The oíd ‘«eman is a passive ehanacter: site is in Lcd and site doesn’I
speak. TLe nunse is loeking ¿fien ILe oíd ‘«ornan, makes Len bed and speaks
te hen (77w.).
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132.3. II is abeul a nunse ‘«Le is making tite bed of an oíd iii ‘«oman
(maybe in Lespital en in tite ‘«eman’s beuse). ILe oíd woman leeks as if site
‘«ere nealí>’ iii, suffening fnem a disease impossible te cune. SLe stants con-
vensing ¿benI a silí>’ atid senseless tepic: site is ‘«niiing «a Lisien>’ of tite
world». In my opinion, ILe nurse Lardí>’ pays any altentien te Len, and, afien
saying semelhing iike «tbat’s a geod idea te keep bus>’ and eníeníained» sbe
keeps deing Len tasks, ireating ILe oíd lady like a young giní en a citild. ILe
nunse promises Len a cup of tea, as if site ‘«ere pnetending te ignore ‘«itat lite
oid lady Las told Len, as if sLe ‘«ere saying: «al yeun ¿ge, en in yeun siale, yen
are era?>’» (135w.).

B2.4. ¡lis abocí a nurse as sbe is bus>’ areutid a patient’s Lcd. Tite
nunse does ¿II iLe lalking. SLc wants te bneak tite silenee, and uses tite ex-
pnession «Weli rny goodness>s, empty of meaning but witit a tice seund.//
SLe dees tel expecí ¿ny ans’«er from tLe citen person en at leasí nel a
long and cemplex ene, buí by using iLe questien tag site succecds in givíng
iLe impnessien tbat lite euLer penson is involved it tite cenvensation, even
if sbe does ticí speak.// Tite kind of language tbat tite oid lady uses te talk
te tite oíd ‘«oman is iike lite language yeu ‘«oníd use te talk te a eitlid
(113w.).

132.5. It Is abení a ‘«ornan ‘«he is trying te LeJp anoiben ene in need. itt
titis case ¿ti oid ‘«oman. SLe ‘«anís tite oíd ‘«ornan le be a little comfentabIe
and tite the oid ‘«ornan thanks Lcr. // TLis is a typical case in nen-Latin
ceunínies wbere nobod>’ in lite famil>’ takes care of parenís ‘«Len tite>’ can’t
survive fon thcmselves. They ge te Lomes fer oid peopie en speeial Lespi-
lals.// In cur ceunin>’ oíd peeple come te uve wiih us tilí lite etid of liteir
lives. Neventheless ‘«e realise thai someihing is citanging atid ‘«e can see
sorne cases in ‘«bieL ‘«e ¿ci like peeple fnern tite nentbern ceuninies. Speeial
residences are used fon ihe oíd. TLe new gencratiotis leek al ítem as sorne-
titing useless iLal nebed>’ ‘«anis al Lome. Tital isa ph>’ (134w.).

132.6. It is abeul lite refiecíiens a nurse has ‘«Lile site is caning for an
oíd ‘«ornan. She mixes iLe ‘«isL lo ‘«rite ‘«iíb iLe ‘«ish le de someíbing mere
praelical. Site answers lite oid ‘«oman’s qucsíions, atid identifies telalí>’ ‘«itL
lien beeause sbe believes iitat dic oíd ‘«ornan would say te Len: «that’s a geod
girí’>, and tital, in orden te mainlain ítem nelaíiensitip, sLe ‘«iii invite lien lo a
cupeftea(73w.).

132.7. It is abeul a nunse ‘«he is doing Lis dail>’ ‘«onk. Einsl of ¿II site
spends time talking te ibis oíd iii ‘«ornan. Tite nunse eensidens litis iask of
greal impeniance. SIte says te iten: «veelí, my goednesso, as if sbe wene saying
thai tUs is ILe mosí imponlaní iiting 1 Lave te do, te slep my activil>’ atid Iook
al veu wiíit alí my atienlion and intenesí (68w.).

132.8. It is abeul a nunse whe is talking te a patiení. Titis paliení is an
oid woman, allLeugb tite nurse Ircais Lcr as if site ‘«ere a lilíle girí. Site says
sLe is wniling a LisIen>’ of tite world, and al thai memení tite nunse slops



170 Pilar Alonso Roa’r¡guez

wonking, and pays altenuion lo Len patiení. Penhaps Ibis is ‘«bat ILe oíd
xvoman waníed. ILen ILe nunse gees en wiIL Len ‘«onk (69w.).

133. Cenversation as pnimany tepic
133.1. 11 is abeul a convensation betwcen a nurse atid an oid ‘«ornan.

Eirst of ah lite oíd wcman tehís lite nunse tLat site is ‘«niting a Listen>’ cf tite
world, and ILe nurse is a bit amazed. Buí laten tite nunse congraluiales Len
and gees en ‘«uit ben task.

133.2. It is abeul a seene in a hospital (clue: «nurse>j, maybe a Lospital
fon mental diseases. Tite patiení, an oíd weman savs in clear dclinium: «I’m
‘«niting a Listcny cf ILe world». lite nunse pretends lo be sunpnised, and titen
gees en ‘«itL ben dail>’ iask. A cup of tea and penitaps a bit of leve en sym-
paiity is ILe ne’«ard fon tbe fentunale patiení. lite nunsc’s ans’«en nanges be-
t’«een ineny atid alfectien (73w.).

133.3. It is abeul a cenversatien bctween a nurse and Len oíd patiení
‘«itile tite nurse is making ILe bed. Wc niusí underline iLe nursc’s picasaní
mo6d,ahd ‘¿he charniing ‘«ay it ‘«hieL site talks te lIte ‘«ornan. Qn ‘¿he olLer
Land tite ‘«ornan is iii, but tel pitysically, it is a mental pneblem. Se ‘«Len shc
says «I’m ‘«niting a itistery el ihe world», site is suggesting ibat site is doing
semething impossible. Tite nurse doesn’l even iitink abeul what site has said.
and hen answen is jusí a bnief cemment (91w.).

133.4. It is abeul tite siten convensalion betwcen a nunse and Len pa-
tietil, an oid ‘«ornan lying in Lcd. Tite nunse stops dúing Len ‘«onk fon a ‘«itile,
exeitanges sorne werds witit lite patiení, buí site síanis Len ‘«oit again. ‘¡he
oíd veeman ‘«anis lo sitare wital site is deing ‘«idi Len nunse, site ‘«anis sorne
convensatien, ‘«anis te be treated like a person. núl like senictiting lLene it
Lcd, and the nurse seerns nol ‘¿o notice it, because sIte says sorne words aboní
‘«itaí tite oíd ‘«oman has said and titen conlinues ‘«uit Len work. Or pcnhaps
site does nolice it. buí site doesn’t ‘«ant te spend Len time ialking te lite oíd
‘«ornan (144w.).

B4. Two persons as priman>’ tepic
It is abeul Ivee persens: a nurse and an oíd ‘«ornan. Tite nurse loeks alíen

tite oíd ‘«ornan ‘«uit a lot el care and leve, buí 1 titink thai, in spiíc cf tital,
ILe cemniunicatien Ls nol real. Tite nurse deesn’I care much abeul iLe oid
‘«oman’s iheugitis atid ircais Len as if site ‘«ere nol ver>’ eleven. Pcritaps tite
nunse -‘«Len site sieps fon a mornení atid leeks at lhis oíd ‘«eman- Ls titinking
abeul tite human cendition: tite deca>’ of cid ¿ge (84w.).
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