
o;bq- l

Readers, Texts, and Second Languages:
The I nteract ive Processes
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hearsal is conducted in "working neno'v"' a

function wiihin short'term memorv. Working

menory reclassilies incoming information bv

assigning I  to .x,sr ing Lonl lg!rat ion\  in the

mind (Kinr<h 108. 109) Con*quenr l ) . ,  Dc

Beausrande, among many otbers' conctuoes

that "what is in fact comprchended is nor sen_

tences, but concePtual content" (65: 180). In

shor\ , @ders conprehend a text uh,n th.:, .anttru'l

a tuentat t.p/eanlatian Jar ivoftins pics of le.rbot

;r&udltor. Twentieth ceDtuly readers mrght

construct the mental representation, "Becky

Shdrp ; \  Jn oPPonun' \L i  tor  Tha'keravt

words, senLences, rnd extend'd dis.ouAe trom

Ddinins the Text Rarely, il ever, do nental

representations of a group of readen concur,

even when those readels are expert andvsrs

H"u readers conPrehend will dePend on their

individual perspectives dd background because

the mean;ng and sfucture ofa tett are Dot in_

herent in the pdnt but are invited by the author

and imputed to the text by &e readel (Schallert

,l ul. 272). Are there diflerent kinds ofimputa-

rions? Hermcneutic models distinsuish betw€en

three: 1) concepiualizing of exqlicnu nated in'

fandt;on; 2) concePtualizing of ;ntentionatit)

created by the authork stru.turing of that in

rormarioni  ard 1r,ol  Fprualz int  o l  rhr" tary '
.aa, .  rha rhr rurbot \  me"saq'  +(rPm hds fol

,he,F.dFt tHirs,h) fhef i r r  iacror '  rcYrLJd*

se, ' ion,  :  ver i l , ,bh i  h" - \ i  Ih.  caonu

ld ro. ,  In eren,,s oL.d,awnlror.xpl i : ' lan-

arudee, l ,  kr  e\r_.nd rerLl ' r  b"s 'd i r lbrmd_

non I  h.  rh i rd t '  ror ,  . ieni f i '  .1 P b \cr i f i "b P

only as a reader based conponent (Swarar

197). Together, these thrce factors de the basis

for a reader's textual imputarions
why d"e'  a n in. , re din.  "rr  I "ddrn8" '

Re,der porn_ ol  \ iFs P ovidPs
R(rdinss.hange {hPn (ondunrd f rom a par

. ,  u lar  p.rsp"c,  ' "  
A l iminr{  miEhr '  lbr  ' r_

"mpl,  .  
\ee Br,  k)  .s rh.  v i -  m of  d .hdu\ inr l

.o. i ' t !  "n. l  bF mo,< symPd'hPri '  rhan h'

'dnonoiqbulashrp I r  dndol  rh"m'eh's.di l '

ferent perspectives and goals alte. a readert

pe.ceptual processes and .ecall (Fr€deriksen

801 Obi. .  r .v.  dg,(cnenr dbou'  r / \ rudl '  onrFni

znd me"n,ne is.  r l -Frelot ,  n{ ' "n"r i l '  InrrP' l
,o.xpl ,c i r  {drem.nrs dnd rhe re"ondblF inhF

.*. .  
- ,a. . ro ' '  "n!  

r"xr '  From rhe sr"n ' -

poin '  
^ ' in, . , "  

r rv.  kse., '  h.  "  Iex 'on' isr ' ' l

" 'p lh ' t  a ' i l ,nn o.d 1a+ot lnpl iot id l '  about th l

O6(s1" ^2
Jon t K. Suallar

6r.d,;6 as assessed by a communitv olreaders'

But rcadinss will difer amongdiferent lingurs-

tic, elhnographic, and histonc commu''ttes

'J'E\TUAL MIiANINC AND READER
PROCIISSINC

Propositional analysis seems to be a kcv to

unlocking the Puzzle ol how we can make as

sesments of the relationship between dsparate

reader pfocessing and textual mcaning Propo

sitions (after Fillnore) are idea units ofthe text

These units can renect the lour tasks that are

essential lor concePtualizing coherent readcr

pro.€$rng: propos,t ions can be al igned wi ih

Lxturt  mnn top,.s or wi th detar ls of  thos€

topics; th€y can be assigned hiemrchical rela-

t ionrhips (proPerr ies,  caufs fquencs) i  rnev

.an accounL fot  ieader id leren(es nor exPlr 'L1lv

stated in the text;and they can distingujsh be

tw€en ideational and syntactic comPlexitv ln

short, propositions can r€present the concepruar

core oftexturl asertions and their imPlications

Altholsh used in both Ll and L2 reading

resea.ch, ioncepts otpropositions vary' Gagn€

.haracterizes propositions as units'onveving

an idea(the man) and a complete idea(the man

fs.d lhp l r te) :  Pa.h ,  omplcte idca nd'  atuuwht

rrh< man) dnd t / , toa ,hFo r \P rrG) O hFr '

call these same .omponen\. kpts 
^n't 

cantuetr

!Kin,s, \  & vd'Dr ' l r '  imply ine hJ'rhcp'oDo-

) i  ion ppr. \ r r r '  rh-  tPdd'r '5 p 'n epr io '  ra 'h '

rhan rh. ; ,  ruJ ror l r 'neu.qe i \om. quv rdrhe

than '1he man"). lf the propo$t'ons are texi

bdro,  r t r  l ,nqui ' r .  ur  rh '  rer t r  / l 'z  fmd')

and /idmer (fixed the tire) Both themes and

crqumen's.dn hdre di l lPren'  fun rrons si 'h: t '

d senren, e and "rP nor synorymous wrrn a sen_

Cr, .  . , r ; r  tV,pond. 277r '  Mo'r  imP^ran

no'  a l ,  proposi ' ion'  " r .qu, l  
R^ulr .of .nd'v-

, i "vdry.dependingonho$ propoi(runsrrFdF-

fined and weished in relative importancc (as

macro- or microProPositions)
I f ,  onne(,Fo oh, rcnr l )  b\  Ih '  d rhor '  im

por ' .nr  rdea" or mdr rop'oposr"on\ ' r (dre 
a

Rri \  . , raa.  ProPo. i r ions rPle" ' t  'o 
rF\ru ' l

schena are usually recalled better (bv a factor

ol  rqo u,  Ih,re,  rhdn proPo\ i r rors rh,r  "r"  n ' r
lKinr*h & K.enan Mev"r l4 l )  Hoq' \ - l

.ow a re.de'  r '  hFmdrize'  s i l l  depFnd on rhd'

individual's goals when a feadcis obiectivcs

{ ' rha i "  qh"r  I  $.1r ru f ind our r  d|qn s rh rh '

r ' r ru. l  pres.n a ' ion.  l -e a 's icI \  rexru. l  P'^pos
,roni  ro.pp,opr idr-  . .  egor iPs ul  _qi ' r "  Jnd'J"
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tail.'The readels sort of gist and detail is called
a maffo-operation (Kintsch & va. Dijk: 373).
When the reader's goals arc vague or the text
lackscoherency(explicitorinplicit), schemata
are likely to be randon, macro operalions un-
predictable, and th€ rcading outcomes "hap-
hazard" (p. 374). Under such circumstances
B€cky Sharp might becone a poor dear instead
ofa selfish opportunist. Comparing reader r€
call of a text with an analysis of its weighted
propositions can reveal which students' syste-
matic r€adinss prove haphazald and which are
justified by the text.

Intenctioe haa$s. Propositjonal analysis
helps pinpolnt dilterent readers' interact;ons
wirh a iext. Although several different interac'
tive models have been proposed, they share the
sane processing components. They all account
for feedback between features and agree that,
to comprehend, the mind: 1) selects input
(monitor or executive function); 2) processes
familiar letters and words automatically (auto-
maticity function); 3) recosn;zes linguistically
marked.elatioDships (surface idglage process
ing)j 4) ;nfers .elationships not tagged by lan
glagej and 5) synthesizes the text's discourse
with the readerk losical and affective judg

In addition to mcntal processes, demographic
factors (e.s., as€, sex, backsround) and envi-
lonmentally induced lactors afect reading style
(e.g., text external noise, perspectives, text
ryp€). Often relationships between variables
emerge only after they are subjected to compli
cated statistical analyses. Both L1 and L2 re-
searcners now commonly examine the folowing:
ar,l (how I like thjs t€acher, class, text), ,a,*-

3zourl (lingristic and petson^), tutahneuisti.
;ntuit;ons (rhis sounds right), Mba[ inte ;Cenu,
noa lrbat ;nte ieehd, Jietd independ'nd, 

^nd.fietddependene (an lyrical versus Slobal problem
solving), reader g,atu (readins to lea.n, read-
ing for pl€asure, r€ading lor spe.ific informa-
rlon), kryuase aptitude, fist and second kngudge
plaJic;.nc;es :n aatious skills. The impoltance of
one component varies with its relationship to

ProblNn' ;n Ase$;ng Int./actiu Udliabbs. 'fhrs

while interactive models ol reading hav€ far
greate! descdptive nexibility thd their simpler
theoretical predecessors, rhis fl exibility deates
difficuliies in asessing reading research (M.
Adans: 202). Ifresearch is to inform us about

Ob{eL-7
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how to optimize int€ractive readiDg, it needs
to account for mdy variables. In oDe L2 study,
for exmple , Carrell (al)concluded that, unlike
native readers, non-native readers exhibited no
significant effects of prior knowledge when they
rccalled a passase in the second language. To
assess this conclusion. Lee (r28) repli.ated the
study, but asked students to use theirra/@lan-
glage in wririnslecalls ofwhat they had read.
Lee's findings differ from Carrell's, showing
more interaction between topi. familidity and
clear context (both top down proceset. Ap-
parently, in these two experiments, language
of recall changed style of recalJ. In this way the
research design, in and of;tself, alters results-a

The major caveat for practitioners: bec.itical
readers. Even wh€n we lackexpertise in statis-
tics, we cd still look closely at studies to see
how comprehension is defined and what learn-
ing will result. For example, we need to know
the weighting and d€sign of a cloze test or a
recall protocoi befor€ deciding about the
validity of the resulting data. Was the native
o. non-native leguage elicited (the forme. ask'
ing for .eader language as well as reader con-
cepts)? Was readins timed or untined (the
latter giving students more "learning'' oppor-
tunities)? Were perspect;ves or reader back

Sround assessed (thereby isolating important
non linguistic variables)? Are samples of the
evaluative or training instruments provid€d iD
the report Go that we can.judg€ for ourselves
how tasks are defin€d)? W. need to loot not fol
piea', but Jol hou the p;ece' fn.

Inpad oJ tlu Intucti,, Madel. That one strong
interactive component can compensate fo. a
weaker one is evident in L2 as well as Ll re-
search (wol f f :217,218).  Knowing a lot  about
baseball (top-down reader schena) mininizes
the effect of proficiency direrences in reader
language (Levine & Haus). Recognizing story
sdipts (fmiliar episodic shucture) facilitates
vocabulary recognition (S. Adams). Students
who Set high scores readins fdiliar material
may fail to do a! well in unfamiliar subject areas
(Koh). These findings suggest that limited com-
mand of language is not an insurmountable
bar.ie.to L2 reading and that our students can
use texts to learn both language and subject

SCHEMAI'IZING AND LEARNING

Schena resedch demonstaies how the mind

n

ly

rg

'g

't

v-

si



06bs-q
126,

a.qui.es new knowledgc from cxisting inlonna-
tion (Ausubel). 1b codprehcn.l a tcxt, a
reade.'s personal schemara must intcEct with
Ihat ofa tcxt. To schem atlzc, .ca<tcrs mu st: 1)
inLend ro do soi 2) be ablc to rclate ncw mean-
ings ro what thcy alrcady knos. The motu links
bctilccn nci{ and prcviousll aquired knowf
edgc, the greate. thc "depth ofprcccssing," ihc
stfonscr an assumcd memory ra.e (craik &
I-ockhart). laniliar schemara, rheD, incrcasc
the likclihood that a texr lvili bc fcmcmbcfcd.
As is the case in Ll studies, se kno$ that L2
studcnts who arc taughr relevant schcna (cx
periencing Halloween bclbfc fcadins a rassage
about it) Nill have impfovcd their romprehen-
sion and recall (.John$n, 106). We concep-
tualize rhe schcmaiic st.u(1ure ol a text by
liDking it ro our o$n preexi$ing cognitive
slructurcs of  schcma.

Andc.son, Ja^,el la (1{12, 103),  and Kinrsch
(l l3) have all shown how pfiof knowicdgc ac
rcunts lif ihc fa.t thar we rcrncmbef the "gisC'
ol a rext, even though we are unable to repli
cate sentences. we rarcly Pfcsene the verbaiin,
(surface) language orisiDally used to imparl
thaL information (Bransford, Bransibrd .l dl).
Recall protocols of foreign languagc srudcnts
reveal that studcnts can olien recognize words.
yet seriously misread o. mis.onsttue thei|
mcaningrvithln clillerent contexts. Bernhardfs
data suggest such misreadi.gs ha\e a concep
tual rather than linguNric origin (2i). And
whereas native language students oftcn rcvisc
their misunderstandings of semanlic dcrail on
continucd feading (Garncf & Rcit, r.2 stu
dcnts, according to Befnha.dfs protocols, I:ril
torepair in i t ia l  misconccpt ionsas.eadi ly.  Ap-
parcntll inirial misfcadings disrupt because a
hlse sia.t dislorts "gist;ig" of the subsequent

Coneptuol Wrsu' rArol ,rcirTm Whethcr
appropfiatc o. inappropriate, s.hematically
d.iven conceptuaiizing scems to ovcrrulc wo.d
.e.osnition (lexi.al mea,rins) 1bf lbrcisn lan
guagc rcaders. Recall protocols suggest thai
familiar culrural schcma can be mofe powerlnl
dran lexical knowlcdgc. For cxample, one ol
Bernhardt's subiccts rccallcd l/ald (woodt coF
rccdy in onc passasc. bui cncoded ir as e,rl/
in another.  Given a new.ontext .  r is  person
rcconccptualizcd thc l4lall ol Woldktunth.tt lsit:k-
ncss ol lhc lbrcst) as WeLtknnkh.il or sikness
of th.  wof ld (26: 26 27).  Schcma rhcory can

.lan.t K SuaJIar

a.counr lbf this bchavior. While Germans frc
quenill talk and wdtc abour si.k woods. Aner-
i.ans morc typicall,v ass,ciate illness with

Every L2 study published conlirms the
rheory that  lam;1ia. i ty wirh schema wi l l laci l i
ratc .cadins.omp.ehension (Stcrcnscn .l al.;
Koh; Levine & Haus). Pfiof lamiliarity rvith
subjed matter enhanc€s Languase fe(osnition.
con.ept recall, ancl inGfent;al reasoning.6
Moroler, thc more sophisticated that knowl
cdge, |he higher thc comprehension Su.h $ork
has naturally lcd L2 tcache.s to asunre thal
prcscntation of ba{:kground inlonnation in Prc
reading willhave enhanccmcnt cfccrs (Swarar:
195; Meledenz ,l a1). Ho$'ever, nore re-
scarch on how to aclivate prior knosledgc is
needed (John$n: 106i  Hudson).

'I'he Schenala a.f 1'ti Sttu.tur.. Aside from rhc
usefulness ofschenra Ib. (lncept learnnrg and
rccall of inlbrmattunal details. Ll research by
Meyer (143. 144),  Kintsch(113),  Mandlefand

Johnson, Rumelha.t  (171).  and Thorndyke
points to a link bctlecen bigh re.all of story
sfucturc and the episodes wilhin that sructur..
Rcsearch in schematic sructu.e reveals drar wc
tend to fcmcmbcr story sequences. Althoush
tcxt bascd (Mandler: 207), srlctural resulari
ties in stories enhan.e rcadcf conceprualization.
Rccall is higher when a readcr attribuics a la.:t
to a parLicular episodc. Thcse clletrs are sig-
nificanr in L2 rca.lins as i{ell as Lt (\^ralters
& wolf).

Carrell (43) a$c$cd thc cfects olexplidt er'
posnory organizatioD (arllection, des.ription.
causation, prcblem/soiution, and comParison)
1br L2 sluctcnts. Based on Meyer and Frccclle's
nativc readef experiments, this research used
seleciions wirh diffefcnt rhctorical cues con'
necl;ng olherwise identical pamgraphs.r 'l he
relaiionship between rhclorical leaturcs and
comprehension in Carrell\ results was statisii-
cally significant. She lilund (p. +56) highcr
mean fccall scores lor texts iv;th explicit com
parison, problem/vnution, addcausarion statc
mcnrs than for the des..ipLive passagc. Thc cvi
dcncc suggests that different rhetorical ofgani
zations in a text result in different L2 srudent
recali perlb.mance.

L2 rcsearcb in listening comprehension ol
lectures suggests that naking mctapropositions
or imponanr tmnsition points explicit enhanccs
comprehcnsion in and olilself. Chaudrcn and

Read*s, nxk, and Second Lant

Richards uscd "macro-mark€
conne.ted the L2 list€ner witi
("as you nay have head,'"on
was"). Listenins conprehens
ably enhanced lor the nacfl
The Ll rcadins siudies of Fr€(
Mcycr and Freedle, md the L
(43, aa) bear out such assu
studies, iike lhat of Chaudro
all use "doctored" texis. Auth,
have consistent macro'marker
macro'markers, a readels ors
tual cohelencies lesuits from
than explicit textual asertionl
L2 researchere suggest that
beneht from learning strateg
coherence (implicit connecti
cohesion factos (explicidy stal

Reade/ Schma and Ratet 
^protocols reveal how a reader

encies between features ofter{t
ticular weighting of macb d
tion iD recall protocols prcsu
reader conceptualization. Yet.
weight all propositions €qual
senlalions have equal value. O
shuctures are weight€d mo
mioo structures is the r€adeis
detail represented. Increasin
weights propositions (Bemla

Connor used Meyeis (143)
to compafe the difierences in
tions betw€€n Ll and L2 sl
amined whether the quantity
called proposnions would ve
guase sroups and whether th
ordinaie and subordinate pn
be artiburable to first lagua
Her rdking system revealed I
ference in the recall of sup
among nativ€s ed non-nat!,
the rcalm of subordinate idea

Carfe (a3) analyzed p
whetner ESL readers conept'
rure. She found that only tl
eighty subjects qsed the logicr
the rexi (as cause/eftect, prcbl
in their own immediate Ea
forget it in a delayed rccall.r
lrast with native read€r rccall
tion, which incleases inclen
and academic levd. Findir



d

d

"Y

ih

n)

vi-
ni'

of

Read1', Te*, and S$ond Laasuaees

Richards used \naffo-markers" (p 126) that
connected the L2 listener with textual schemas
('as you may have heard,""one ofthe p'oblems

was"). Lislening compreheDsion was measur'
ably enhanced 1br the macro-narker gfoup

The L1 readins studies ofFrederiks€n (79, 80),

Meyer and Freedle, and the L2 workofCarrell
(a3, aa) bear out such assumptions These

studies, like that of Chaudron and Richards,

all use "doctored" texts. Authentic texis rar€ly

have consistent mado'marke.s Without clear

mado markers, a reade.'s organization oftex-

tual coherencies results from inference .athe!

than explicit textual assertions Conscquendy,
L2 researchers suggest that L2 students can

benelit from leaming strategies for assessing
coheren.e (implicit conneclions) as well as

cohesion factors (explicitly stated connections).
Readel Schma and Rater As*mnb. Recall

protocols reveal how a reader coDstructs coher_

encies b€tweeD features oftext structure- A Par-
ticular weighting ol macro- and micro-ilforna-
tion in recall protocols presumes a plef€rred
reade. con.eptualizarion- Yet when researchers
weight all propositions equally, textual repre

sentatioDs have equal valu€. Only when nado-
sfuctures are weighted more heavily than
micro+ttuctures is the r€adels recal of gist and

detail represented. Increasingly, L2 research
{eights propositions (Bernhadt: 29).

Connor used Meyels (143) weishtjng syst€m

to compare the diffelences in recalled proposi-

tions between L1 and L2 students. She ex_

@ined whether the quantity and value ofre_
called propositions would vary with three lan'

guage groups dd $he her rne re '  d l l  o l  'uper
ordind (  

"nd subordina,.  proPocir ions $oulc

b€ attributable to first ianSlage backgrounds
He, rdnKing sysrem r.vedl .d no 

" ignrf i .  "nt  d ' l :

hren(r  in rhc r" ." l l  o l  
'uperordinal"  

id.a"

amonq nar ive'  and non nar i \Ps Ho{evFr '  rn

ihe realm ofsubordinate ideas, native English

speakers €xcelled.
Carrell (43) analyzed Protocols to see

whane, tSL r .dde' ' .on( cP ual i2Fd rPxt {rur-

ture. She found that only tweniy one ol her

eighty subjects used the logical olganization of

f ie reyr \ .s .ause/ene, t .  probl .m/solur ioF. en )
iD their own immediate re.all and tended to

lorge, i t  in a derave, l  Ie '  a l l  ThPs. dard 'o ' ,
r rasr q i rh nar ive read-r  r" t  d l .  of  re i t  organi / . -
tion, which increases in.r€nentally with age
,nd a rd.mic lerel .  I ind'ng: .hoh nint l '
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graders utilizing ihe texi sfucture of the

original passage forty six Percent of the time

in iheir first recalls (Meyer dr dl ), junior col

lege students fifty percent ofthe time (Meyer:
144), and graduate students approx,mately
sixty-eight percent of the 1im€ (Meye! &
Freedle). In all such native reader studies, posi

tive effects are noted consistently for studeDts
who recognize and orsanize their recalls using

the text's discourse sfucrure.
Connols data can be lead in two ways Be-

.ause a text-based rating scale for lext stru._
ture was used, the higher native speak€r recall

suggests that either background schema o.lan

guage ability enhances recall of subordinate
idea units. Allowan.€ lor reader based logic

might change these Iindings. Connor's weight-
ing assumes a readins (Meyer & Ftedle) that

views the passage as a collection ofdesdiptions
about fat people-3 Other organizational schema
couid be applied, however. If, lbr eramPle, the
reader chooses to appreh€nd the text inlbrma_
tion as problems/impact oI problems, then
many propositions in Connork subordinate
category are raised to a superordinate status
A collection sch€na could be replaced by one

ofcause/effect. In such a reading, effects would

be main idea units rather than subordinak
ones. Flexibility in accounting for several ac'

.eprabl .  qa. .  
'o srru.rure gisr  dnd de-. i l  .oul '

acknohl .dg. / r , /a,  rs $el l  a5,a/ . / ,on.PPrs ol

' lhe s,ue her.  is  'h" . r r .nr  
ro whnn rar i -

ance in describing and weighting patte.ns of

propositions focuses on the researche.J rather
rhar rhF recdFrj  {onl igura' ions.  Afrer dl l  we

wrnr ro underrand rhc I  2 rFadpr5.  (^a,  epru, l
.n,  ounr.r  wi 'h rhe rert ,  no|hd'  oI  rhe evdlur

P,aa, as Stb' R4.ot'd - 
Otot l4kniu'

Alongwith ihe recall protocol to eslablish whar
rhp s.uden, r .members dtrer readinE. Inre '

views conducted while students read have beeD

usclur :n un'  ove,,nq Lornp, ihrnsion P,o.FssPs
rhrF u,En.s/ ! ' /eoal  .  ha-a. ,er ize ot" l  rnrc,-
uew siudret//

t i rcr .  dn inrerv;w '  
dn d"cecs rFadL slrdic_

gies.  An "ar. .  
rP"Pdr.h(t  rn L2 srtdregi*

Ho'"r l . ld (99) a 'ks srud".r '  ro 'hrnk alou' l

while reading. The interviewer responds t

pauses or breakdowns in rud.nr Pto.es. ing
with open ended prompting ("does that word

rFnind you ur dno, h.r  hord voui  r  sPcn in th,  '
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passage?"). The think'aloud can be in the lirst
or the second language. The decision is thc stu-
dents'. However. to a desfce Hosenfel.l's lind-
ings arc the fesuh ofd intervieaeis guidance
Because Harri Augstein and l'homas passively
obseNe rcad;ng rate, pauscs, tendencies to look
back or stop fo! note taking, or rellection
th.ough the usc ofa ma.hinc,  their  approach
appea.s to look at what readers do rather than
at what they can be encouraged to do. Harri
Augsiein and Thonas urge rhat students need
to develop personal reading models and indi
vidual (rather thaD teacher Buided) meraran

$age for;mplehenting then (p. 276). Their
daia show impressive gains in L2 readinscom-
prehension as a result ol tuto.ing afier initial

Second, an inrerview .an assess slrategy
learning. In such research studcnls are pro_
vided with either L1 or L2 mctalanguage (c s.,
"what does th;s word referto?") and are tfained
to Iook for speclfi. features olboth gist and de

tail. They are sometimes given assistance on
requesr while readins aloud or siven tesrs in
which they specify wha! srratcg,es *ere used
ro arrive ai which an${ers. Pcrlbrnance prio.
to and alie. raining can then be compafed.
Established practice in Ll, such .esearch isjust
conmencing in L2 (scc Levine & Revesi

t ldmp-L\ons below).
Thir , l ,  an in,rruie$ can idrnr i ly  

'eadcr 
pel

spe.tive. The two foresoing tcchnjques guide
reader atteniion toward tett. To uncover the
style of reader attention, in this thid version
thc oral interviewe. asks only what the readef
is thinking aboui when pauses occur. The tech-

nique reveals the objectivity with which 1he
reader approa.hcs the text. it is also uscd to
siudy the ESL studentk *rning process

(Raimet.
Block examined the reading perspeciives ol

nine ESL students who pe brmed Poorly on
thc college's read;ns proficiency test 'g Shc had

rwo objectives: 1) ro provide a deiailed descrip-
tion ol the comprehension stfategies used by

ISL students designated as non Proli.ient
readers; 2) to compare poor rcaderstylcs in L1

and L2. Block\ participants reponed wbat they
were thinkinswhile rcadjng. They wefe not to
explain oranalyzc thei. thoughts The invcstF
gator asked questions abou! what rcaders wcre
thinkingwhen they wefe quiet for alongperiod

0bb4^h
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oftime, but did not prompt a stratcgy fesponse
(p. 472). She .oded lwo nain reacuns nodes
One was a styl€ rcveal;ng the reacleis aflicrive
and personal relationship 1o the rext (i.e.,'Cry
ing babies. Boy does ny lntle brother cry a
lotl"). She called such readers "nonintesrators.
The otherstyle relle.ted on thc readels"u.dcr
sranding the ideas ofthc autho., not on relat_
ing the tcxt to themselvcs."l0 Such reados shc
called "integrators.

When the nine participants retook a skills test
one halfyea.later. it was the three integrators
who improved rheif scores significantly The
other six did not (pp. 483-84). Moreover. ih(
three intcgratom, each with adiferent language
background, passed their wriiing class ihat
semester. As found in previous work by Bene-
deno and Hudson.language background lailed
10 play adecisive role. Block.on.ludcd that the
three rcaders who became mo.e proficicnt did
so because they'appljed information or experi-
erce from thcir own lives io thc in{brmation in
ihe texf' (p. 486). Whereas nonintegrators
reacted unilaterally to the text, integrarors con
ducted bilateral exchangcs between text and
personal mean,ngs.

Prouning Sqle and Language Bactgnund Pos
sibly dara on perspe.tive might shed light on
Ca.rellt (43) analysis olboth overall pcrlbfm-
an.e (discu$ed above) and the comParatlle
performance of fou! lansuase groups: SPanish,
Arabic, Asian, and Other (P.edominanrly
Malaysian) students. She lound that the posi
tivc ette.ts of the logical text structures (i c ,
causationi contrast, problem/solution) and the
colleciion stru.ture differ signifi cantly between
groups. In support ofher findings arc indica-
tions that the usefulncss oftext sfucturc lbr L2

jn languages such asJapanese andArabic diller
from common parterns in English. Yet Block's
work suggests that strategies may be individua.l,
not nece$afily culturc bound. Before generali
zations can be made, we need to know more
about how formal schema afect diferent audi_

Perhaps we can tea.h students to encode un

Readels, Tt,Is, and Se.aad Lan

Ianiliar discoufse pafterns.
a$umption comes from resea
speakcrs who wcre raught rea
a leatufe ofthei. English lesl
Reves showed that an exper
liiiy nine students improve
s.o.es by forty pe..ent lbllov
inshu.tion. The conrol groul
denls improled also. but by o
The authofs concluded that f
L2 reading skills aids students
are not West European. Thes
that readers benefit from lear
Ieatufts ol lbrmal discoufse r
linguisri. background. Whil,
nay be language specific, dJ
offset through strateg traininl
the Levine and Reves study I
with information about either
devising and evaluaiing strate
metalanguagc students used.

Schena an1 Learntng: The B'
Clarrro,n. 'l he foresoing r€s(
about how we.an h€lp stude!
cohprehens;on. The researc
gests [cuf approaches. First, ft
ground and text sch€ma impr(
hension and recall. Like Ll
must be linked to test design.
strateg) training, the Daiive
reader is a sisnificant variabl(
from strategy faining sugg€st
may be one ofattention style
of fmiliarity with a particular
In short, while recognition (
structure apPears io be a (
(Carelli 43), plactice witrl ar

PersPectives can nininize
rpado. i .d.ul 'urdl , r .u-  Whi lp r .  " ,oqni ' iv-  tBIo,k:  Le\ ine & Reves).
loqr mar be ommon ro rs-r l r .  o, I f t ren 'u l .  Serond. rh- lorcgorng suSge

emphrsr/c drrrer.nr a.pe'rs or nir iv"  rb. l i r ier .  rhar L.  uni !e
logic in their wriit€n and velbal discourse. Re
cent .esearch on conhastive .heioric (Hlnds)
establishes that the discourse patterns ol texts

cultural thought patterns, ma
compreheDsion. Possibly da
and r€ader plotocois should as
student perception of textual c
rellects the passage's macro{

Third, reader prctocols d€n
both the micro and macro leve
ing results in nisreadings I
Available research data agxe
sitive text selection Go that th
and its presentational s|ructun
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familiar discourse patterns Support for this

assumption comes ]lom r6edch wiih Hebrew

speake$ who were taught .eadrng stategres as

;feature of their Enslish lessons- Levine and

Reve. showed Ihat.n c\per imenr. l  sroup o'

f i ' r . -n inc Jud.nrs rmProved LhPir  tFading-

s.orps b) lon) pFr.cnr lo l lo$ing ren $ee(s o

rns,ru( r :on.  The ,  onrrol  $oup of"even'"n stu

drn,s improved Jsu. bur by onlv s i \  pei  ea'  I

The authors concluded that formal tlaining in

L2 reading skils aids studentswhose languages

ar€ not W€st-Europed These findings suggest

$a. reade$ bpnel , r  l rom learning ,o re,  oqnizt

feattrres of formal discourse regardless of their

linsuistic background. While text procesing

mdy be ldnguaqe sPe(i f i (  d i l r " rence'  ("n be

onr.  rhrcugh srraresy rrarning UnfoFun'z(elv

the Levine and Reves studv fails to provide us

with information about eitherthe measures for

devising and evaluating srategi€s or the actual

metalanguage studenK used ''z
Sthma aad Leanias: Th' Baldnc' She't Ior th'

Cla$/o,n. The foregoing research gives clue'

about how we can help students improve ther

comprehension The tFqPa'(h l i tem'u'e :us-

ges. four app.oa.h." Firq. 'eader us" ofbat<-

sround bd Ierr  cLhcma imPrcvFs rerr  
'omPtF_

hension and recall Lik€ L1 r€search, claims

must be linked to test d€sign Without special

strategy training, the native language of the

reader is a sisnificant variable. Positive results

from strategy raining suggest that the problem

lnay be one ofattention style rather lhan lack

of lami l , " r i ,y  q rh a Pzi i i ,u ldr  d is,ours" mod"

ln short, while recognition of text discourse

structurc appears to be a cultural variable

(Carrell: 43), practice wnh approPriate reader

perspectives ca! minimize such differences

(Block; Levine & Revet
Second, ,he toFsoinq suSSest! fiar mera'ots-

nitive abilities, that is, universal father than

cultura.l thought Patterns, may be essential to

comprehension. Possibly classroom Practice
andreader prctocols should assign value to anv

srudenr percepr ion of  r"xtual  o qanrzar ior  rhal

reflects th€ passage's mado_relationsbips
Thrrd,  r .ad<r prcrocols drmon'rrarr  how. al

both the micro andmacrol€vel, faultv process-

ing results in misreadings by L2 students

Alailable research data argue for schema-sen

sitive text selection (so that the subject matter

and its presentational structure are acessible lo

oa b?_v
r29

students) and for prereading (to insure apPro-
priate reader decisions from the beginning of

Fourth, in addition to contenr sch€ma,

Carrell's L2 research shows how explicit tex-

tual logic (cause/elTect, comparison, problem/

solution) enhances recali over neutal descrip-

tions. As well as arguins for teaching recognL

tion of discourse togic, such tindings suggest an

additional L2 readabihy factor: textswrth ana-

lytic rather than descriptive organtzanon

(carrell a3).
In this section we have looked at schemanz'

ing or "top-down' prcessing ln the section that

follows, the focus will be on verbal mechanics'

or "bottom'up" processing The research dis

cussedlooks athow problems in language com'

petency can, ;n and ol themselves, inhibit read_

ing comprehensioD. In otherwords, we are ask-

ing to what degree top down lactors such as

backgound and formal schema can aid stu-

dents with limitedlanguage profici€ncy There

seems to be no question that L2 students rely

more heavily on these factors than do native

languase readers (wo]ff: 217, 218). Yet inade-

quate command of vocabulary and grammar

may well int€rfere with reader cotceptualizing
Famiiiar topics and good reading stategies
asid€, how much lansuage ability is required

befor€ the reader can cons$uct acoherent rep-

res€ntation of a text's gist and detail?

LANCUAGE CQMPETENCY AND
INTER-\CTIVE PROCESSES

We know very little about how inadequate
command of L2 aflects reading comprehensi
We rely on iheory about the mind s lirni
cessing capacity. Psychologists have suggested
that unfamiliar language and schema necess!

tate'controlled procesing,' cognitive attention

that intud€s on our limited memory caPacity
(Shirrin & Schneider). wh€r€as in L1 we
process familiar words automatically, in an L2

our cognitive attention is more oft€n on un

lmiliar word meanings rather t}Id connecting
concepts. When a non'native reader has linited

command oftext languas€, presumably insut:

ficient cognitive atlentio. is available fo.

schematizing and resultant comPrehen$on.
At one extreme this theory implies that suc-

cessful readingin L2 can only result after lr€e-

dom from language mechanics Readers must
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have a particulaf dcgree of languaee compe
iency belbre thcy can allocate attention to con-
rext facto.s and the "chunking" o. "nuclcation"
(afier Pike) presumed necessary for recall. This
interprelation mises the question: can auto-
mati. processingoccuf withour a degrce ofL2
competency? Those i{ho answerriyes' presume
ihat rcader interacrion with the rext is inhibited
by low levels ol langua€e mastery.

Recendy, the psychologist Cheng challenged
Shiffrin and Schneideis "conholled process
ind theory '3 Applying Cheng's theory that
'lmprovement in peflbrmancc can sometimes
be duc to a resiru.turingol the components of
the task so ihar they are inregmted and rcor
sanizcci  in new wayc'b.  109),  Mcleod and
McLaughlin conpared the error pattcrns of
native spcakcrs with those ofthe beginning and
advanced ISL rcaders. Using two measurcs,
a cloze iest and a miscre analysis oloral rcad
ing, they discovcrcd thar alrhough advanced
ESL students made sienificantly fewer errors
on both tests, the patt€rn ofrheir errors on the
mis.ue test was tbe samc as that ofbeginning
llSL studenLs. Whe.eas nativc speakers made
neaninglul eftoft rhrc.-lorrths ol thc rime (i . e. ,
rcading "dimes" instead ol "money"), non-
nativcs didjust the reverse. The authors hy-
pothesize that for the advanced ESI- stu.lcnts,
as lbr the beginners, faulty srategies rcsulted
in inellicient procesing. Non-narives we.e dc
coding su.face languagc raiher than inreracting

M.Leod and Mclaughlin looked ar ihe rela
tionship between readefs' sr fategies (top-down
I]]ctors) and recosnnion ol Ietters, individral
words, or morphological forms (boftom'up fac'
rors). Sone studies attempt to cstablish ".u1-
o{]s" between a strdenfs comnand of L2
vo.abula.y and synrax on the one hand and the
ability to rcad, listen, write, .r speak on the
other. This rcsearch, often refer.ed to as
"threshold studies" in thc literalure. tends to
locus on rp.al o. laagras', producr rather than

Ilocobulary Yo.abd^ty prcblcms rcpresent
gfcat stumbling blocks to llucnt reading. Is
ihoe a point at which, exclusivc ofothe. fac-
ioN, insulficient vocabulary prccludes even
ballpark suessins and, as a consequencej any
top-dowD p.occssing?1{ Opinions diiler regard
ingthe amount ol vocabulary decessary to readj

06u^t
Jaaet K. sdafful

how much oi rhar lexicalacccss can be"passive"
(lor .ccoenition only), and ho$ to so about
learn'ns it (Meara, Cowie). The struciufalisl
legacy, emphasiring surfacc synrax, deempha
sized vocabulary !nt;lthe latc sixries (Bolinger).
For L2 tcachers, rhe a$umprions ofthat lcgacy
are with us still roday. Sarasi, Nation, and
Meister suggest thar srudenrs Deed 3600 forms
ilith a "far hisher number ofncanings'in ordcf
to read unsimpiili€d material in English. Even
thcn the reader conlionts a dozen o. more un-
known words pef page (p. 72). Similarly. Osiyn
and Godin cite clains thar a 1500 to 2000-
word vocabulary (thc goal ofmost elementary
two-year L2 scquen.es) is inadequare fo..ead
ingauthentic texts.'Ihey posit that a minimun)
ol s000 worcls is e$ential Such thinkingis sup
po.ted by Tarn6czi $hose rcsearch disputes rhc
assunption that a 2000-word vocabula.y will
enable understanding olsevcnty five pe.cent of

Evcn highe. esrimates are conccivable if
rcgNrer, i.e., text specific vocabulary, is taken
into account. Regisrer srudies show that
vocabulary varies widcly from one work ro
another.r5 The research literaLure has investi-
gated two ways to learn vo.abulafy: learning
lists oflexical itehs (dictionary definiiions) and
indircct leaming of words wirhin a conrexr.

Relationship l)etuen Bee.nung Longuase Innna
han and Dirt Uacabulary Lanng Cogenr argu-
ments for list of word pair learnins (I-2 word
rrith Ll fanslation) arc often nade. Fron rhe
standpoiniolinte.active processing, however,
studying vocabulary as such obscures the dy
namicsol  conceptual iz ingpatternsof mean;ng.
I{owever, rve know sone rote tcchniques en-
large vocabularies. Nation summarizcs studies
demonstrating an average oflearnins as high
as 166 wo.ds pcr hour (pp. l6-17).  Numcrous
sLudies have becn undertaken ro asse$ elficient
ways ol optimiznrS $ord pair learning.16

As ycr, vocabulary identillcd or re.alled oD
the basis of story or passase reading has nor
been compaled to equivalent time spent in
word pair learning. Cu.rent i-2 assumprio.s
stem from Ll resear.h that has cslabiished h;gh
correlatives between extensive fcading and
vocabulary lcvel or demonsi.ated how parii.u-
lar instructional approaches enhance vocabu
lary buildins in a reading context (Hague;
Ste.nbers.laa). All ive know at pfcscnt about

R.atl*s, Tea/J, and Suond Lon.

learnnrg L2 vocabularY in lr

tency Pafanetcrs: pronounc'
re.all (RodseN), as do slf-s

tions whether visual or acoust
(Cohcn & Aphck): imPosed I
for children bul the reverse
(Prc$ley) or must be us(

(Odaggio; 158)i cognate st!

(Lobo, Seibero;  cven lons I

dred sords) can be acquifed
ber of lcxical meanings reca
when words io be learned ar
tives, retention is higher thz
of spcech (Rodsers); v'suar
vocabulary enhance the com
ginncfs and inte.mcd,are rea
ol advanccd readcn (Hud"

The vocabulary learned
shuction and rhat need€d
dilG. qualitatively. The req
lbund in beginning textboc
nantly snh tangibLe exPerien
firmed ;n movcment or mani
(Asher, Glisan). In besinni
maPP,ng remalns osten$v(
actions aPPea. lo corresPor
verbal sisns (vo.abulary)
course, dclines vocabulary
reading, howevcr, thN equ
(word = spe.ific co.relation
tions become vcfbal lT Lik
vocabulary needs 1o be
natural communrcahon.

This assumpoon s suPP,
of Vigil, who compared th
and edned texis in a SPanish
munity college. Assessing
classes of twentY adults ea
pre- and post-tests ofall lout
the experinental class had s
reading comPrehension scor
compa.ed favorably on wrx
ciency measures as well. Her
because she looked at the id
able on the overall perlorn
students. Most reading r€l
focused only on the advan

Indift et Uatubukry Ltuninr'
mediate level students, Gu
contextual research with ES
that nonlex;cal factors (fi
knowledge to discourse gla
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learning L2 vocabularl in lists are the comp€
t€ncy parameters: Pronounceability enhances
fecall (Rodgert, as do self generated associa-
tions whethe! visual oracoustic mnemonic aids
(Cohen & Aphek)i inposed imases are useful
for chitdren but the reverse is true tor adulK
(Presley) or must be used with caution
(Omaggior 158); cognate study aids readers
(Lobo, Se;be.t); even lons lists (sevefal hun-
dred wodt can be acqu;.ed and a large num'
ber oflexical meanings recalled (Lado ,r al);
when words to be learned de nouns or adlec
tives, .etention is higher than for other parts
of speech (RodgerE; visual presentations ol
vocabulary enhance the conprehension ofbe-
ginners and intermediate r€aders, but not that
of advanc€d readels (Hudson).

The vocabulary l€arDed in elementary in-
struction and that needed for reading may
direr qualitatively. The fequisite 2000 words
found i. beginning textbooks deal predomi'
nandy with tangibl€ experience that can be con
fimed in mov€me.t or manipulation ofobjects
(Asher, Glisan). In besinnins learnins, such
mapping renains ostensive, i.e-, objects or
aclions appear to correspond with particular
verbal signs (vo.abulary). Reality, not dis-
course, d€fines vocabulary. At the onset ol
reading, however, this equation relationship
(word = specific corr€iation) chanses. Deiini-
t ions become verbal . l 'L ike lanslage rules,
vocabulary leeds to be conprehended in
natuf al communicatlon.

This assumption is supported by the work
of Vigil, who compared the use of authentic
dd edked texts in a Spmish progrm at a com_
nunity college. Assessing two first semester
clases of twenty adults each, she .onducted
pre and post-tests ofall four skills. Vigil round
the expe.lmental class had significantly higher
.eading comprehension scores on post tests and
conpared favorably on written and o.al profi'
ciency neasures aswell. Her results are notable
because she looked at the impact ofa telt vari
able on ihe overall performance ofbeginning
stud€nts. Mosl leading research to date has
focused only on the advanc€d tearner.

Itulird Va%bdla,t Ltuming.ln a study of inter-
mediate level stldents, Guarino and Pe.kins'
contextual researchwjth ESL readers suggests
that nonlexical factors (from leader world
knowledge to discourse grammar knowledge)
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may be equal to or more significant ihan
vocabula.y (p. 28), a conclusion suppoited by
others (Floyd & Carr€ll; Hudson). Apparently,
us;ng a polyseme, that is, conceptualizing a
word wnh several meanings in one particular
way, involves recognizing that definitions de
pend on.ont€xt. A dictionary definition is often
inadequate for this particular reading task.
Bernhardt's subjects who hanslated I'l4irle as
"dese 'rather than "wasteland" illustrate the
problen (27). Since the lansuage of terts is
often metaphorical (the dark continent as
opposed to the dark night), meanings are ob'
scured unless readerslearn to recognize seman-
tic extensions of words (their polysem€s).

Vocahukry Acqun on throrgh E t^iu Reodine.
L1 research shows unequivocally that ease of
recognition of a word is influenc€d by its lre-
quency of occurrence (Rubenstein ,r a1) and
by the context in which it appears (Tulving &
Gold). Does ext€nsive leadiDs indease vocabu
lary for the non native reader? One problem
Iacing research€rs of €xteDsive reading in L2
;s ascertainins which words students already
know. To eliminate this variable, Saragj,
Nation, sd Meist€r t€sted L2 readers'recogni_
tioe of 2+r nadsat words, Anthony Burgess'
slangwords iDve.ted for the Doee| A Clackea*
Ordng.. The 

^\erage 
,adral word is repeated

fifte€n times in the novel, but someoccurmore
lrequently than others. The book has approxi
nately 60.000 words. Subj€cts were not told
in advan.e that they would be tested on
vocabulary. Ninety ,a6al words. which
renected the range of occurrence frequency,
were put in a multiple choice test with four
English word choices. The median results were
seventy sev€n percent correct, indicating that
students learn words incidentally through ex'

Unfortunately, the study fails to provide daia
about reader constraints (e.g-, rime a.llotment,
reader goals), student ldguage competency, or
thei! prior familiarity with the subject matter.
Moreover, the nbvelty of ,a&al words may
have he;ghtened reader attention and, conse-
quently, enhanced recall artificiatly. This study
supports, but does not completely substantiate,
th€ notion that extensive reading helps students
acquire extensiv€ vocabulary.

Data from L2 studies of vocabulary sains
from reading longer texts (e.g., in excess of
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5.000 wo.dq should bc dislinguishcd ftom

vocabulary tsearch on short texts (300 sords

or two to threc paragraPht. Such brevitv

neccssa.ily relocates a reader's cncoding con-

cerns fron apperception ol macro to micro

sfuctufes. Moreover, the short Passages used

in most studies lack rePetition of vocabular/

and elaboration olschemata. Kintsch and van

Dijk find that Ll studies exanining nnmed;are
fecall of sho.t parasfaphs look at ihc readers
subproceses (p. 392). Such experiments yield

r.ore detailed rccall (dicro Proce$ins) be.ause
nraoo proce$cs play only a ninor role. Con

sequendy, short text studjes highlight the effccts

ol lower level contexi as well as the comPre-

hension of mioopropositions.
Votubulory Stltlies aatl Sho/rer ?xt. In a shori

texr study without recall protocols, Be.sou$an
and Laufer gavc sixiy sludcnts from pafallel
English clases alist ol seventy words to trans-
late into their native tongue, Hebrew A week
later. srudents received a clean coPy ol the sam€

list and a 574-word text coniaining these words.
ln order to confirm whether or Dot prior cxPo_

sure to the word list contaminaied later cncod'

'nL.  "n "dd,t iondl  
. " r r ro l  ercup of  rh i  t . -J"

studcnts saw thc word list only with thc con'
' r r r  pa$Jge. Lomp,Fh.n'run qucsr ion'  dr  rh '
.nd ' l  hp p,sr !e \p. i l -d !Fn.,J und tr .nJ

ins.  \o ' ignrr ' ,  a"r  d i l l ,  t r .e '  o. tsa n t \e tqo

sroups wcre found.rg
The researchcN lound indi.e.t contextual

clues (c.g., .onhasts, collocations) for only

twenty nine of thc seventy words in thc Pas
."g-.  O r1F rpmd'n, is for , \  o_c.o,Lls l_.r
, lu-"  !F g. .  cxplr  ; r  d. f in u.r" .  i l lus. t"r ion' l
\ r  '  ound lbr  onl /  rh i , r . . .  Of ,h" tu(J lorr '

on" po.sibl . .  r5Fn. {udc.r . ,nr l l .  u"-  of ton
,(r 'ual , lur .  oronly. .v 'n?,  n o,  rhFnr)  toL
p-, .  Fn, ofrh-,o J . -v.c .  wo,J.  -Th..urho 

"
, !n. l -d.d (p 2. / ,  'h"r . . l rhough 

re.Ll  'q" ' (
r .  r in i ,  d l  )  igni l l  anr ' 'onr ' \ ' .Fo$PLl l :mirFo
practical valuc for vocabula.y acquisition

Since Bensoussan and Laufer had students
match vocabulafy with delinitions rathe. than

encode from the passage, the study examincd

",a 'SUJB, 
l . , rn inp d 'k 'N. ' ion,  TtFUs. ' l

"  
s^rJ l is  hould dis 'ourrsP hr v! t r  ronr ' /

tual guessing the authors sought to asess ln

o,hpr {u. l .Fs, .onr. \ r  ndininb inp,o\ .d.  u-

dent clfectiveness iD inLerpreting the mcanings
of words lounclin texts (Scibe.!: Laufe. & Sim)
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In an anaLysis suggesring priorities lbr farn_

ing in contextual guessing, Bensoussan Looked

at data from scveral context sLudies in light ol

.liscou.se factors. Shc diagnoscd scmantic mis

readings ofstudents at both macro_ and mrcrc_

srructurallevcls. Ai one texCs mado level, the

examples cired show how the reader failed to

utilize schema: r,;l(out) becomes D,pr tnst€ad

of_),sllrd. Good naturcd requests becamc com_

mands orhosrile acts (P 402) Similarly, Ben'

soussan found sludents' failure to idenrify cor_

rectly the sex of the sPeaken (macrcsnantrcE
caused low levcl nisreadings as weu Such

ellecrs of fauitl iDteraction between sist and de-

tail pe.ception cofespond to Sim's findings that

L2 readers' tailure to recognizc senlencc con-

nccto.s (r',,,, uil., ,.,arnl.$) inhibited their

uDderstanding of the larger context
S.nanti F;elds Uus6 LetuaL P4csian Re

scarchers in L1 propose rve rcsolve the contexv

lisi learnins debate by grouPing words accord

ing to their semanti. relationships (Johnson &

Pearson). When taught semantic fields, the stu'

dents learn to re.ognizc a generic meaning for

an unfamiliar word in .onr€xt A reade. who

asociates "coach' with 'mode ofransportation
can conlinue reading the gist ol a Cinderella

story cven though nuanccs of (ylc and thc

;mage o{ a horse dmwn carnage are rost

Crow's word fie1d approach encou.ages stu

dents ro learn general rather rhan spe.ilied
meanings. Fo. examPle, a teacher rc$^rds stu-

dents who .ecognize that "uglf and "unconcly'
convey a similar.oncept widout asking thcm
ro know which one olthese words best dcscfibes
a displeasing appearancc, rough weather, or an

unpleasant disposiiion. In a recent siudy ofad

vanced ESL students, those taught semanttc
l lc lo re.  ognir ion dpvdop.d r" .  FP,,r-  onrrolo
'wire ds nrny sorqs rs rhos. u.  ne l r ' r  rn '

synonym learning techniques (Ctow & quis-

ley). Crow concludes thai if our teachins and
rFs, ins pfu,  t i '  .s  o i {  inSUi5h b,  r$FFn lF"t  nrnB
words " .  m.mD. .  oI  d ld 'g/ ,  .  h.md r . rh '  l
,hdr r \  "ynon\ n .  o,  Jr  I  urd^ d. f in i r incs w'

, r  r .  ,  phrdr-  ou- s,u. l ,  nr '  d.qdi . i r :or  o l  "  Pd.
sive reading vocabulary

JL.,  hoh do d iona, , .  r . , l  p lo-L ath '
,ead,ns.  B-n.ouszn. Sim and W"i 's 'on-
du..ed r l - r .F {ud , .on lhe u,r  dnd no. L F ol

di , , iona' .s on .rudFn 
'  P,  rorm"n.r  o.  L- l

.eading tests. Dictionary access failcd to alrer

Reade^, T'xls, and Secand Langl

perfordance on tesl scores AP

words from their context fails

intcractive process Johnson co

which had reference to glosses I

not. The grouP u;lioll gLo$es

rior compfehension and recal
jectuLes (p 5l+) rhat glossingd

aged word fo, $ord read'ng wr1

riment to concePtualizing.
Ete Matnent l\langwin lol

cy€ movemeDt research rcvea
p.o.€sses particular vocabulaF

a rext .1 'Th;s resea.ch measu
firates on and 1br how IonS

cance) or at whai Point ref

occurs (proce$ins difliculty)
L1 studies that readers ol I

attend to content wo.ds overr

c€nt ofthe time and function v

eight pe.cent orlcss than hall
penter &Just: 40), that readir

llected in reading rate, and tha

objectives (e.s., Iearnns vers

ing) predict dillerent rates (A

bruster). Initial L2 reseafch t

suggests these parametes ma

s€veral important r€spects
Bernhardt (28) assessed e)

native and non-nanve sPeake
and unedited texts which wer

dd diffi.uli. She used three S
inexperieDced L2 readers'
r€aders, and L1 .eaders Thei

three short texts was analyz(
in fixation frequency, fuatx

centag€ of regressive lixalir

speed in conjunction with thr

tion. Her quantitative concll
models: inexperienced reader
cessing time overall. Moreo\

durations suggest ihat inexl

n€ed signifi.antly longer io sa

from the text. Unlike both I

inexperienced read€.s tail€d t

cessins t;m€ (and Presumabl
strategy) in the passages. L

implies that work,ng memo
BeginDers musf analyze indi
structures, functions that hr

matic for the more exPene'
sumably, slow reading coru

comprehension because atter
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performance on test scores. Appar€trdy, taking
words from their context fails to promote the
int€ractive process. Johnson conpared a group
which had reference to glosses with one that did
not. The group D'li,rr glosses displayed supe'
rior comprehension and recall. Johnson con-
jectures (p. 5 i 4) that Blossins may have encour-
aged word for word reading with auendDt det'
riment to conceptualizing.

Ete MowL Along with eocabulary studies,
eye movement res€arch rev€als how a reader
processes panicular vocabulary or structures in
a text.le This r€search measures what the eye
fixates on and for how long (relative sisnifi.
cance) or at what point .egressive reading
occurs (proce$ing difficulty). We know fron
Ll studies that read€rs of English seen to
aitend to content words over eighty-three per'
cent of the time and function words only thirty'
eight percent orless than hall ofthe time (Car'
peDter &Just:40), that rcadingdifficulry is re-
ilect€d in reading rate, md tlat di{Ter€nt read€r
objectives (e.s., learnins versus pleasure read-
ing) predict differ€nt rates (Anderson & Arm-
brust€r). Initial L2 research in eye movem€nt
suggests these parameters may be dissimilar in
several rmportant resPects.

Bernhardr (28) assessed eye movements of
native dd non-native speak€rs r€ading€dited
and unedited texts which were graded as easy
ud difficult. She used tlree gloups ofstudents:
inexperienced L2 r€aders, experi€nced L2
readers, and L1 readers. Their perfomance oD
tlree short texts was analyzed for differences
in fixat;on {requeDcy, fixation duration, per-
c€ntage of regr€ssive fixation, and reading
speed in conjunction dth th€ effects ofrepeti'
tion. Her quantitative conclusioDs support L1
models: inexperienc€d readers need more pro
cesing tim€ overall. Moreover, their fixatior!
durations suggesi that in€xperieDced readers
need sisnificddy longer to sample infotuation
from the text. Unlike both other groups, the
inexperienced readeN lail€d to adjust tn€ir pro-
cessinstime (and plesunably th€ir processing
strategy) in ihe passages. Long sampling time
implies that working memory is overload€d.
Beginners must analyze individual words and
structur€s, functions that have become auto
malic for the mor€ experienced reader. Pre-
sunably, slow reading correlates with lower
conprehension because au€ntion to letters and
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words inhibits reader attention to conceptual
and schematic infomation. A number of L2
studies have conclud€d that jnad€quate com
mand of ldgllage inceas€s reliance on graphic
information and inhibits use ofe ective read'
ing strat€gies (Clarke: 52,53; Alderson: 5).

The fact that B€rniardCs (28) inexperieDced
group maintain€d the sam€ eye iracking slraF
egy in lexts ol variabl€ difficulty suggests an
inflexibility noted in tlrc conclusions r€ached in
other L2 res€arch (Harri-Augstein &Thomas).
The recourse to poor suategies characterizes L2
reading perfomance. Comparing good and
poor L1 readers, Clarke found that dilTerences
between them were gr€atly reduced in the for'
eign laDguage. As expect€d, poorreaders con-
tinued to engage in ine{fective strategies- Un-
expectedly, Sood Ll r€aders used poor r€ader
strategi€s in the second language. Clarke con
cluded that'limited confol over the Janguage
thort circuits' the good readerk systen" (53).
B€rnhadfs (28) inexperienced readers were
probably 'shorFcircuited" in Clarke's sense.
They had a maximal comprehension rate of
oDly thirty pelcent as opposed to a minimal rate
of eighly percen! in the other two groups.
Neither Clarke (s2, 53) nor B€rnhardt (28)
looked at possibl€ effects from reader back
grou.d aDd strat€gy training on "rhreshold"
levels. Consequently, their resuhs tell us what
happens with low r€ader capability in L2. but
not about how to corr€ci th€ problem.

Lansuaee Thahold' Jot Readizg? To examine
the possibility ofalmguag€ thr€shold for read
ing comprehension, Laufer and Sim compar€d
lansuage ability, reading performance, and
strategy use (p. 409). In apilot study, they de-
termined that lirst-y€ar students who scored
below sixty five percent on their EFL class
grade could not "handle an academic text"
(p. 408). A correspondence between srade
level, achievement on a reading s€ction ofthe
Cambridge First Certificate in English, andd
in-house ;nteriew (oral md wiuen) led Laufer
and Sin to conclude that there is probably a
cut offpoint fo! teaching read€r strategies. At
lower linits ('thresholds"), top-down proceses
fail to compensate forlanguage problems. The
authors predicted that sfategy training would
be useful only for those students with scores
higher than seventy percenl on a test such as
the Canbrid8e exam.
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With competency tests based on the ACTTL
guidclines such as rhose dcveioped by Date
I-ange and colleagues ar tle Universitv ol
Minncsoia, rhe rcsults 01 rhe Haifa stu.ty mdy
bc repiicated and confirmed ordisconfirned Iu
languages othe. than English. It so, such
studies should includc informarion abour readcr
b",kq,ound. ,o d*.s, .h,  sLJenr inDU
/S\dhomv, R- n.Fd ,o k-ow ht- . ,h",  r  ud-r( .
tested havc trairing in shatesies and exteDsivc
readrng practice prior to taking rhcse examsj
whether or not textuai subjecr natter is famitiar
ro readers and whcther texts othef ihan thosE
ol an "academic senre'(Laufcr & Sih: p. 407)
p.odu.e diferent resutrs. Bernhardr (i9), rbr
example, suggests that text content and thc
nat've tanguagc ol the reader nay be more
rmraort . rnr  rhan trnSuaSe prof iL i . iL ics.

' I  hu,  L,  .  no InrAhot, t  \ r  ,d ie* anat,  
" .  

in, .
. '  

' ,v-  
L (ors $ i rh rd,  i .  r .at  ,  r^cs ,  of . . tdr  un-

w" k low ,ha, . . ,d ' is , .dJ r .a" . , r .  ,  a.  .oh(
r ime. -vF1l  or  Fl iminr, .  dppdrenr Lt i f i . r .n.  

- .In dh dd d,Ol ipr  I  A\d,d\prnpornr L-.d,-
,qned d crud) ,o "sses. whprn.r  . .h-  ,  orpr -

nenson ol a paftic!lar lingxist;c sfuucture khc
subjuncrive in Spanishl is necessariiy a fun.;ion
or pnor 

'nshuctjon in irs forn and uses or if
'ohpr.h"-" ion,dn br r ,h ie\Fd qi , t -our rhL
b.ncl l  of  rL,h inrru, ' ion , tJ0:  , t ,  in.
du/hor ,  ompdrpd '80 . rudFnrs rrom rwel\ ,  . j , l
r r r inr  , lJ$,r  H"t t  rh. . .u,J.nr. .  rh.  pr . . i .
srrucf ion! tgroupj  hFre in f iAr semrncrSnan
i \h Th- po,.rn.r  I  r iorat  q.oup h"d b. .n
, . .uuh, rh- s-biu, ,  r r -  

"nd 
qrF d.dhn tron

se.ond'setnesrer classcs.
LF- ioolFd ar d"ra t ,om tr \ ,  as.e{.mpn

tasks.  mod f ied c loze pj$aqc, reLj t i  in Spanish
rnd Ensi ish and probr ques on- in S;anish
and Enslish. Sources for tcxts and scoring ar
de.. '  ibcd^and a.  adapred s,hptc p,s.rS; ap-
pcnded. bLof lnB measur.d proposr ons run-
taining the subjuDctivc forms. Hence, moryho_

'ogr.ar 
orors were not counted in scorinE rhe

.loze test Thc data flom all fivc a"*ver grcups
were subh,tred to ADalysis of Variance
(ANOVA) followed by Tukeyk test fo. rhe
Honcst Significant Direrence (HSD). Lee
found that Tukey's HSD .""..1"j 

",, ^;.."..ol significanr diffe.ences in performance be_
tween ihe pre- add post-insrruciion sroups
(p. 54). He concluded rh at "perhaps.fdetsn tM
gurye tzath.t h@e ben uadn6t;nat;4g teaners'ron
pehenran baare oJ the aa] th.l hau ben qys;n!
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I r -  rp.  Ja,  I '  wou.d b" inrere{ inq .o Lno
whethcor nor simjlar statisticaj analyses would
mod. l i  l "uter dnd Sim.,on,tr . ion:  

"bourreading rhresholds.
stahgt Ti'aiung and Sua6s r,?,a1ng. Srudies

of intcrhediate students indicate rha;training
in qrr ' ,  ch s inp ove\ . ,  dd.ng r  . r .s.  In d to, ,
q i rudinal . ruov i rvohins,wFnry,ou, tSt  s, ,  _

9,  " , "  l r " -o 
Lvons, 

^1du. r .d ,uo \pr .s,F,
rcddinr { ,q-

h^ rrs $Ffkl)J rn.ol tmen, in,h"*.ou;.src-
quiFd d |OEFL rorp or ,00.q,0.  Hdmp_
Llon. ma,,h.d,hrFF qruups 

"r  rh,  brq.  or
PrFrrs i  \orc\  ro,ompdrF ef ie,  s ot  i ' . radi .

' ional-  dno a .e\r  s a,pS\ '  r  tas.ronm ro
proa h.  ShF ,  ohpa,pd rwo ,1asse. hr\  ne , r ,q
' ion.n rormi,s wirn mF r- ' , - . ' ,u."g ,  - , "  ,p t"
rh,  to.m.,  .hc phphas/-d har ne {udFnrr ,eD.
i .a,ed s(rpr- ,n,n,md, ion r , . . , i " , .  u"*"r .

a.  forna qrdmr:r ,cd,u,es dr rhe scnren.c
h\ el :  in , \ .  la '  r1.  ,hc er,  ou,  " . "d rcrdins to l
l  rangp or , rsponops "mpha"izrng r . r , .  nen.
and d's.nrr .p | .  d.ur-s.  A qroup\ un. i  rh,
same anlhology and completed rhe sahe fifrv-
word fiIth-word detetion cloze tcst prior to ana
atter completion of instruction. Scores reveate.l
s i$ incdr g, ins bi  the rext-sr ,areq,c srouD. Al-
,housh i r  had the lowes, p, .  , " , t  ; " ; ,  , ; .  

" r -perimental se.rion ourperformed the cont.ol
groups in the post-test.

^Using 
a narowersfategy and only one wcek

or r'vc one hour sessions, Car.cll (44) con-
ducted a study with rwenlytive tieh-internedi-
ate proficicncy ESL srudents. She comparccl
rarnrng and non training in recosnirion and
usr ol  rvt  $ru.rure Thr e{pcr imcnrr t  €r^up
( lou, teen ESL studcnts) r(ei \ rd one w;ek of
fuaining in recognizing structure; thc conbol
sroup (eleven ESL srudenLs) performed various
ljDgu;stic operat;ons wirh the texrs, tbr ex
ampl. ,  gramma cxeEses, scntrnce Jnatys, \ .
ano vo.abura.v snrk (p 736) Thc solc drte.-
o.e betwcn dayoom treatheDrs, thcn, rvas
that the conrrol group received no trainine on
toplevei rheto.ical organization and rhc
strategy Ior usingthat informarion for readine
and .ecall. The experinenlal g.oup, on tt e
othe. hand, had iess t;me for lingxisric ope.a-
oons on texrual detait. Ea.h group iook pre-
an(l post tcsrs that were s.ored lbfhish , mid .
and low-lcvel iclea units. Whereai pre-tesr
s.orcs werc similar, post-test resuks for rhe ex
pednentai group yiclded sisnifi.anrly higher

Read.r!, T.rx, an.t S{oad Langl

scores lbr alllevels olidea unit
markable fesulr. In view otrhe
ence. one woukl anticipare a g
ideas for ihe conhoi g.oup, sin(
more tra'ning in iinguisric derr
conducted three weeks after
showed training erects carried
per,men!al group.

Carrell's da'a (43, 44) lend
Dotion of'1ext sfategic" emphar
featurcs and main meaning. Hc
Hamp LyoDs both worked witt
had high inte.mediate proficien
together with the Laufer and I
srraregy evrdence suggests two
infcrences for classroom practir
hand, if low threshoid prechd
comprehension, tanguage train
in word and sentence prcce$in
On thc othef hand, rhe.ase car
threshold difficulries provide
reason lbr activating those strater
readtng meho.able for the adu
tainly the Ll evidence abour ad
uve processing (Palinscar & Br
Brown) fosterins reading compi
to be further explored lor L2 rer
mterest also plays a rote in l
interest factor may explain Vigi
cess with first semester Spanish
used authentic texts rhan with tht
which used edired passages wrine
guage

when Floyd and CtureI asses
ofschemata on a langras€ vdi!
compiexity) they found that the
group with exposure to schema tM
higher scoes on both aD objectjv€
ten recalls. Since rhe confol gr
syDta.tically s;mpler version of tl
these results suggesr rhat schem
the classroom can render linguistj
passages accessible to students.

As studies comparing the intel
dent schema, metacognitiv€ strat(
language competency are under
lines are eme.ging fdr iDstruction
to tadi as w.]l as tun b6deui^l
fadr.tory resulrs in studies d€ai
effects ofbotton up variabtes can
in palt to whether or not the res
weighs th€ reader variable. HeE a
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scores for alllevels olidea units recalled, a re
markable result. ln view ofthe training differ
ence, one would anticipat€ a Sain in low level
ideas for the control group, since they received
more haining in linglistic detail. A post test,
conducted three weeks atter th€ feading,
showed baining effe.rs .arried over to the ex-

Carrell's data (43, 44) lend support to the
notion of 'text'strategic' emphases on discourse
Ibatures and main meanjng. However, she and
Hamp-Lyons both worked with students who
had high'intermediate prcfi ciency. Considered
together with the Laufer and Sid study, the
strategy evidenc€ suggests two quite dilTerent
inferences for classroom pracrice. On the one
hand, it low threshold precludes L2 reading
comprehension, lan8lage kaining or haining
in word and sentence processing is indicated.
On the other hand, the case can be made ihat
threshold difficulties prcvide all the more
rcason for activating those shategies that .end€r
reading menorable for the adult reader. Cer
tainly the Ll evidence about adult hetacogni-
tive processing (Palinscar & Brown; Baker &
Brown) fostering reading comprehension needs
to be further explored for L2 readers. Student
inlerest aiso plays a role in learning. The
interest Iector may explain Vigilt greater suc
ces with first-semester Spanish students who
used authentic t€xts than with thecontrolgroup
which used edited passages written to teach lan-

cuace.
When Floyd andCarrell a$essed the impact

ofschemata on a languag€ variable (syntactic
complexity) they found that th€ experimental
group with exposure to schema had sisnificdtly
higher scores on both an objective t€st and wrjl
t€n recalls. Since the confol group iead the
syntactically simple! version ofthe same topic,
these results suggest that schemata laught in
the classroom can render linguisticaly complex
passages accessible to students.

As studies comparing the interaction ofstu'
dent schema, metacognitive strat€gies, and low
language competency are u.de.taken, glide
lines are emerging for instructional approaches
ro /,add- as well as t.xt-b6ed var;ables. The con
radictory resllts in studies dealing with ihe
eflects ofbottom up variables can be anributed
in part to whether or not the research design
weighs the readervariable. Here are some cases
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Conknt ar F ndion Wotu. Ddta u;th and u;thaut
Read* Proces;ne. Ulijn, testing Dutch readers
learning English, found that conceptual knowl-
edge in conjunction with wold knowledge was
the oiti.al factor in comprehension. He con
cluded that concepts resulting from content
words (nouns, verbs, adjectives, and adverbs)
were more signilicant thaD function words
(p.epositioDs, pronouns, conjunctions, and
auxiliary verbt. These find;ngs seem to con
tradi.t resear.h in discolrse narkers which
suggests that function wo.ds are essential in
identifying cohesion in texts. The ditic2l dif-
ference in these results may be in how the data
a.e gathered. Bensoussan and Sim (p. 182)
aBlyzed 103 multiple choice questions de-
sign€d to test whether students scored higher
on questions about lirnction words(i.e., the dis'
cursive function of"as a matte! oifact" as con:
fadiction, elaboration, agreement) than on
questions about content wods (i.e., the med
ing of'dinate"). They used anoncloze test be-
cause they wanted to exanine lexical skill,
recognition, and decodins rather than the dis-
cursively driven encoding assumed for cloze
tests.'zo FuDction words prov€d as difficult to
identify as content words.

Bernhardfs eye tracking experiments (28)
cofobomte the findings of Bensoussan and
Sih. Both native and non-native r€aders in the
eye movement study fixated regularly on func'
tion words, particularly in more d;fllcult tests.
Moreover, native German readels (as opposed
to exper;enced non-natives) tended to devote
more attent;on to function words in a phrase
than to the conrent words in the same phrase.
The group ol inexperienced readers, on the
other hand, attended primarily to content
words. Since English language studies of eye
movemenl show experienced readers empha-
size content. rhis confast suggests that the two
lansuases call on two dir€rent reading be-
haviors. ln German, function wordsmay affect
comprehensio! i! a totally different way than
in English. Possibly optimal proc€ssing strate'
gi€s vary between languages.

Senantns yetu $ntu: Backeround and R6.a
D6;gn yariables. Since function words hark
cohesion in written texts, these siudies bea.
directly on the contoversy over the relative
meaningfuhess of sehantics (content words)
ove! synrd. Reconsid€! UUjn's findinss in tems
of the conceptual impacr Meyer and CarreU
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documcnr lor thc rcadcr who idrnrifics text
st .ucrure The technical  rexts uscd by his stu
dents have an organization favorablc to contex
tual s!.ssingol st.ucru.c (Brahk; &Williams).
Conne.tivc Iiarures IouDd in a clear fhctorical
organ,zalon are easv ro cn.ode. Thc cmphasis
of Ul;jn's subiecrs on semanri.s ntay havc re-
sukc.lfrom thei. familiaritv with rhis rext typct
maoos)rnrax. Subjecrs may, howevef, have had

'nadcquale 
ba.kground lamiliariry ro prcdict

semaDoc rneanings. The backglund in formal
s.hcma could havc compensared lbr defi.ieni
langlasc conpeteDcy in decoding synrax, bur
nor n, f  dcf ic icnr semanric prcl ic iency.

C.ope. ixamiied rhe pcrfouran.e of p.ac
ticcd a.d unpracticed non narive reedcrs oi
Engl ish,  i .e ,  those sho hrd puNued thei f  pfc
vious c.lucation th,lugh the nredum ofEnglish
and rhosc Bhose pr ior  cducat ion had been i .
thcif nativc \,lalavsian rongue. 'I hc pracriced
rcadcn woc at a sisnificandy hishcr profi-
c ien.y levd. Thc rest ins iNrfumenr was lan
guag.' and tcxt bascd. lr lookcd ar a vafiety
ol  scmanLr ( i  r  ,  non contexnralal f ix  idenr i l l
calioD, contextual idcnrificar;on of hyponyhy,
synonymy, or anronymy) and syntacr ic vaf i -
ablcs( i .c, . lef tconstruct ionj .ompiemcntaLion,
.ohesion niafkers. and alvareness of losical
relatn)nships berwcen scntcnces).  l tems asked
sru.lents ti) nratch on. off.rur possible answc.s
to di  i rcnr cucs,  i .c. ,  possiblc synon),ns,  an
iralicized or delctcd $ord f.om a single sen
teDcc, the selcction ol one of lbur clauses ap
propriate to (ionplctc a scrics of starenents.

In analyz;ng his dara,  Coopc. lbund rhar al l
,tem types disciminated bcrwcen practicc.l and
unpracticcd feaders. Pcflbfmances ()n thc mul,
rjple sentencc section revcalcd rhe sharpest dis
oiminatnnr. The audor conclu.led that un
pracriced reaclers wefe parricularly unce.tain
abour the DreaDings of  senrcDcc cornectors
(p.  132).  ' l i ,  s lean addirn,nal  nnbrnarbn,
Coopcf askcd unpracticcd feade.s ro list un-
latuilia. sofds in a rexi and .liscovcrcd rhar a
high pfoporr ion were comnon ad6s ubied
arcas. What is stfiking abour rhe lisi hc prc
ri.lcs is rhat manv are discuNive c.nnectors
ld^ptt., Nu hfu$, nnequ.ntt) or inrtod!.toty
n,arkos ol ma.roprcposirionel l{,sic such as
.oittast b;thj :nn;hr!r, fui.tion a:, .ltata.tui.!
(p.  133).  Fir  dr is rcason Cooperconcludes ihar
classroom rfajning in ident i lv inq rhese conncc

066-1-7q
fun.t K SualJal

toN 
'n 

read'nspasages sbould help unpractictd
fcadch uDdcNtand and "crcare".ohcrcnr rcxl
r . lar ionships (p.  135).

Thcsc resuhs calljnto quesrion rhe Ll thcofy
rhat, lbr comprchcnsion prccesses, tanguage
Srammar is le$ crucial than vocabulary. Do
hsrdrcfs and rcados "bypas niuch ot ia,
(Rivefs: p 1) rh.ousb rccou.se ro senranric
srategicsl Nlounting c!idence suggests rhar
syntax and semantics canrot bc conside.cd
scparately. Bcfman compafed the impa.r ol
sinrplified and more conplcx syntactic retation-
ships in an otheM;se similar text to .lis.ove.
whethef undestanding of gist and detail would
be the same.'t\{o g.oups often Hcbre{-speak
rng college studenrs read a vcNion ol a short
passase (300 wordt aDd an$'e.ed thi.ty ques
tions. Thc mu]tiplc choice section of rhe tesi
asked ten qucstions on lacrual detajls, five .D
pronominalreference, and fivc on ovcralt ideas
Tcn questn)ns were opcn ended and srudents
.ould an$vef nr Hebre$. The relatively fcwer
Iactualcrrors madc by rhose rcaders who used
a syntacti.ally slnrplified text lcd dre author to
con.ludc thar for "acquisirjon ol spccific inL.
rnat'on accurarely ard in deiail . . cxact ap
pfe.iation ofsynra.ric components ot ea.h rcn
tence (p 146) is desi fabie.

Lr rescarch on the interaction beiwccen syn-
td, lcxjca, aDd rccall ofshorl Fren.h lcxts (600
t(, 650 wordt, Barnett examined syntax and
vo.abulary as indepcndent facroN in a rational
deler ion c loze test . r r  Re.al l  scofes obtaincd
lrom nnslish protocols r!e.e thcn fa.nrcd as
a dependcnr var iable.  Her subjecrs were l2, t

'nrefmediatc 
college srudcnts.

Ba.nett lbund that .ccall inc.eascd a.cordnrg
to both vocabulary a,lsynra.t;c profi.iency. In
othcr ro.ds, fesults showed pafattct erects.
Studenrs rvith either low vocabulary scores or
those srldents with iow synrax sco.cs were un
able to increase abiliries in rhe coDbasted
dondin In both instances recaLl sco.cs wcre
consitendy lo1v. Thercfore, she con.luded that
for these French studenrs 'knoi{lcdge otsyntax
and vocabulary inte.act ro alk,w a reatle. ro
unclerstand a text"(p. :147), a fi.dins supportcd
by Twyford's ilork with beginninS srudents of
Iralian. Ba.ncrt\ data also shed tishr on rhc
i$ue ol shethcf or nor ctoze tes(s ale h.re
ciosely relatcd ro iests ol grammaf (nnrasen
tcnce only) ihan to rests ofEading conprehen

Read$, T.rt', aid S{and Laarl

s'on (intersentencc). Apparentl
used $ith multiple choice deleri
tate recognition of borh.

Lt and L2 Rcca Tua PtoJnid
tion lurk;ng ir all of the foregoin
dccoding languagc affecls a rer
ol concepts.'ltsting L2 versus r
recall on 320 learne.s ol Spar
IbuDcl that re.all protocols wri
.onrained morc proposn;ons ab
rhan tbose wdrtcn in Spanish. I
area has led him to conclude
comprehension rvith a taryetl@
limit learners' abilit)' to demons
comprehended" (128: p.  353).

The notion that conceptua
mo.e accurateiy reprcsented inr
use is confilmed independently i
Tan and Ling reporr significant
and hencc a more accu.ate met
standins, with quesrions in ther
Bahasa Mala)'sia. Such findinl
test consfuciron needs !o wf
Should we test in the native lah
ceptual plocessingj in L2 for i€
or both? While u5e ofEnglish h
a leature of sentence translatior
mats of communicative method
the second language (e.g., Onz
321-34). Findings, however, in
only researchers but also we pra
waDt to weigh our L2 lingaistn
the fuller assessnent ofreadinsr
.evealed in naiive language an

IMPLIC.\TIONS IOR THE CLA

At this poinr, amid a wealth
variables in readins comprehenr
to the question posed at the out$
how do the insights about intei
ing apply to the L2 readerl Cd
zations be made with rega.d t(
and evaluation ol reading? Wha
judgment about the signific?
studies, and the issues they raise

Issu I . Hau Do We nrcA yatuh
old studies suggesr ihat vocabulr
an €ssential lacet ofprofici€nt ft
same time, interactive research
assumption that lexical tists lai
reading vocabulary problem. T
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sion (intersentence). Apparently, at least wh€n
used with multiple choice deletions, they lacili'
tate recognition of both.

Ll an.l L2 Rtd : Tua hofuid.t ri One ques
lion lurking in all of ihe foregoing studies is how
decoding language affects a readert encoding
olconcepts. Testing L2 versus native language
recall on 320 learners of Spanish, Lee (127)
found that r€call protocols written in Engiish
conrained more propo. i r ions abour rhe Pasige
,han rhose wr i , ren in Spannh. His wor[  rn his
,rea ha" led him ro 

'on. lud" 
rhar 'asses' int

,ompr€hen.,on w;rh d td' q"r l.nguag. ta\ m"r
l imir  l " . rners dbi | ry rodcmonshar.qh.t  rhPt
comprehended' (12t]: p. 3s3).

Tl-"  nor ion rhar .on'  pp,ual i / i iB m.v be
more 

" , ,  
urdr. ly ,epr"senred in nar i \  F ldgua8r

u* is '  onl lmd indep.nd.nr l .  in o,her srudie.
Tan and Ling reporl signilica!! improv€meDt,
and hence a hore accurate measur€ ofunder
qddin8. $ i rh qups, ions In rhe mo,her tonquP
Bdhds Malay' ia Su.h f indings 

"ueg"sr 
rhd'

rar con'rru, , ion n. .d.  to weigh pr ior i , iPs.
Snould we,.sr  in the narrv. langu"ge for .on_
rep(udl  pro,  esinq. in L2 lor  lanquaqe re '  d l l
or  borh.  wni le u*r  or  Ensl ish ha. persi"red d"
a tearurp ot  sFnren.e rranslat ion tF{s,  re i r  fo,  -
mats ofcommunicative m€thods have featured
r '1e se.ond langxa{e rp.q. .  Omdgsro.  159. pp
321-{a).  Findin8' .  howevPr.  indicdt(  rha'  nor
only rescar(hers bur also we ordrt i t  onet 5 mav
wanr ro weigh our L2 l inqurtr  goals aeainsr
the luller assessment of reading cohprehension
revealed in native language answers.

IMPLICATIONS lOR THE CLASSROOM

Ar rhis poinr.  am,d a w.al  h ofdara about
yariables in reading comprehension, we leturn
ro dre quesrion pospd a, rn. ou,sFr ofthis oaPe'
how do ,he insighrs 

"bour 
intcm., ivP pro,  e$-

ing applv ro rhe L2 r .ader '  Can cny general-
zations be made with regard to our teaching
and evaluation olreading? What Jbllows is my
judgment about the signilicance ol thes€
studies, and the hsues they raise tbr us as class_

Isu l: Hou Do W, T"d,h Io obulou''fhr""l
old studies suggest that vocabulary building is
an essential facet ofproficient reading. At the
same time. interactive research argues lbr the
assumption that lexical lists faii to solve the
r€ading vocabulary probl€m. The alternative

d ab? ̂1,

has the reader build his or herown vocabularf.
Several pragmatic reasons exBt to engage stu_
dents in this pro.ess. wh€n the learnerdecides
what is important to commit to memory, the
salience and consequent retention is higher'
Moreover, not all students .eed to leam the
same words. Saragi ,l al. report on a vocabu
lary test based on 1000 most lrequ€nt English
words. Analysis indicated that although the
.iass average was eighty_nine percent on the
exam, oDly forty percent of the words tested
were known by every learner (p. 72). Ifword
lists are made, then, it is probably students, not
teache.s, who need to identify th€ words they

The work ofC.ow shesses the value ofcon
textual understanding, Bensou$an of uninte._
rupted reading for meaning. To link textual
meaning and vocabulary, classroom pr€senta'
tions mustlook at discursive and thematic.ela-
tionships rarher than dictionary definitions
(e.S.,  Grel let :  p.  128; Nuttal l :  p.64f.) .  Ben"
soussanh dd Johnson's ass€ssments of dic
tionary use and gloses indicate that, rather
than extensive emphasis on such lormats, our
students may be bett€r seNed by more pre- and
post'r€ading vocabulary discu$ion that con-
nects text dd readerschemata (JohnsoniFloyd
& Carreli).

ln'class vocabulary practice should ask stu_
dents to find additional words that relate to th€
sam. s.mant i r  catPgort  (semanrn f iFlds ol
cynonym\).  idenr i tv hoh rhe samP words dre
redefined by different contexls (polysemet,
provide opportunities to increase awareness of
p.oDounceability, and identify amxes, suffixes.
or parts ofspeech. Good vocabulary exercises.
rhen. repreicnr .u a,egies lor  vocrbulary moni
ionng and rFpa r  inq misrFad nqs. To fa( i l j rdte
recall, we must link vocabulary to macro mean
ing factors: to familiar schema, to a topic of stu
denr inrere.r  t rFadpr bz.ed m4'  ro fd i  rotJ.  ro

rex,  srru, 'urp.  and to gi$ (rcrr  bd\(d m" ro

t , ,u 2 Ma! r  th.  Rob aJ tqa?Inrct- . t^ .
research €xpands our current focls on synta-x
s i (hrn sen,.n,  e" ro in, lude inretsen'Pn'  F dnd
interepisodictextlevels. Cooper, Bensoussan,
rnd Sim hare d.mon. l lared thF " igni f i '  an,  e ol
sudenr rp(ognir ion of locr.al  onnecror '  Whi l .

BerFhdrd, ' .  Fle movempnr studies r28rotGer-
ma.,  Fren.n.  and spanish ia i ive languasP



r38

readers suggest Ihat the relative con.entratton
on luDction words nay differ lrom one lan
guage to anothcr, additional time devotcd to
cnds of clauscs and senrences was signilicanr
in all cases Because nodifiers and logical con'
ncciors are among the vocabulary items least
easily gu.ssed in context, y€t esenrial for accu_
rate texfeconstruction (Bensousan & Laufer),
they musi be taught, pa.ticularly in preread
ing cxerises. And since intersentence connec
to.s identify relaibnships between maoo and
nicrop.oposirioDs, they are most logically dis
cu$ed as links bet$een hish , nid-. and low-
level rext structure ("find words rhat tell you
shat follows is a result of whal has gone
before"). ln building mental represcntaiions ot
rext st.uctu.e, L2 readers need syniactic cohe
sion hctors to connect semantics (see Mackay
& Mountford's taxonomy, pp. 129-30)

ksue 3 : Hou Da We Unro.er R.ado ConE?tMIt
:al,o,? As recall protocols and o.at i"ter'iews
, l tu:  rd,F.  a i r ,9u,nh tdi l  rurpprFjJre,hr '

'  rF\rual  -""or s ru,  -
t;ons in perfcctly reasonable $ays (e.S., a child
may ma,h 0r '  "nd'elep\rnt  a l l . r  *" 'ns
Duaaa ) .  Di l t -  k n e '  in br.  kcr oun. l  knoql .de'
mr ' )  l "do .o los!"1 nIcrFn.e'  rhd,  !d.he ' .
L '  ( ing Inus orr" .  iuds.  in '  orr .a In " ,a,  t  \e
f . . (" , , l -  .ugqF", \  ,h",  som. mi,rppr-hen5ion
oftextual meaning is a conmon phenonenon

To p,pvenr dF,oJ ,q,rg iLJ.rr .  on h.
br, .of ,berranr r i ,on. . ru( ' :onsdnd ro rppai .
disreadings, we musl c.eate a non'judgmental

i r  {hr ,  h TPJdPA hd. e oPP4r.ul i -

ries to explain decisions about meaning. As was
true for successful reading pcrspectjves (Connor,
Blo kr  ropr on.nr,J v.rbdl izd un.,y le\pro
mo e .Farning \Mi.nael . .  K,ams.hr.  srrdr.ga
w"r\  n sm-l l  grour"  .dr  h.  p i .  J"nr.  v.r
b" l ize hnks oqh.-n rh.  r ( { r  rapi ,  "nd 

wh. '  ,hc\
rndcrs,dnd o.  r :  $hr h. ."nr"  in 'h.  s,oq lead
rcader '  od,""  rnr"r .n .s"nd.on' .u"r"n.  In-
stcacl of judgjng those conclusions, feaders and
r.d,  hr . .  n".d ,o fo '  u" on rhF pru Li .  n l  unde'
5ra rd.ng "nJ 

rh.  ,  on'  .pt '  
'  - .u l t  

rnq l  om th. t

Ind.(b, ,or \  JLo-,  rh,  B. .drF.,  omp,cher\ io ' .
and recall when the natjve language is used

\L-. .  1.n & L,rs,  / r -mp, I - 'on. id"t"r ior  o l
native langlage usc in readilg and tesrins of
, .dd.nB for rhppds'  luf l . , r "A f rornrhrdry.

o66q -h
Jaacl K Stuaflal

oI audiolingual precepts to K.ashen\ "input
hypothesis" (122), the notion that maximal
exposure to ihe second language lbsrers com_
prehension has dominated at least the theory
ifnot always the practice in ourdiscipline. Pro-
ficiency-oriented approaches such as thosc de-
s.ribed by Ohaggio (159) and the readins lbr-
mats illusfated in the comprehensive exempli
fications ofNuttall and Grellet stre$ text_based
mod€1s designed to elicit second language use
Proponents of sene.al languase p.oliciency
argue that a price paid in rcading compreh€n
sion is compcnsated for in language Learning.
On the other hand. succcssinl readers also in-
deasc their languagc learning (Ollet Occa-
sional use ofLl in outside reading, small sroup
rlork, and testing may teach nore L2 in the

In a conmunicative program L1 use would
be an incidentalcheck ofstudenl conceptualiz
ing and stralegy practice, no! ffanslation.
Translating, because it involves surfacc map_
pingbetween languages, geDerally fails to acti_
vate reader concepiual Processes. On the other
hand, reseafch seems to suggest that native lan_
guagc recalls enhancc comprehension and help
;denr i ly  conceplual  probiens, e.g. ,  the mis-
readins when /rl is ifanslated u,ll and not
&lkd out. Ta tn(l outwhether language intcr
feres with how oursludents comprehend atext,
we need 10 test and compare fofmais that use
both L1 and L2.

Issue 4. Hou Da6 Reod.ing Interact eith Othi
Canpetenc;es! The answct seems to dePend on
thc type ol tett used. Vigil's comPa.ison ot
readers ot authentic and edited texts revealed
significant dilTcrences not only in thc reading
comprehension, but also in composition and
oral perlbrman.e at the end ofaD eleve.-week
.ourse. "The results suggest that learners ex'
posed to language structures in the contexr ol
autheniic texr develop the skill to produce laD

suage cohcrendy raiher than as isolated com-
ponents of the language" (pp. 100-01). As
would be cxpected with tcxts emphasizing com-
tuand of surface langrage. the grouP usmg
edited texts made fewef e.rors in sPelling and
concordance. This correspondencc between
type ofreading material and learnef processing
suggests that text fa.tors do have d impact on
overall languase learning.

hsue 5: Can We Us Canptkls to Iba.h Inl4at
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lo, R,ad;g? Students like computers, and as
software technology develops, a partial burd€n
of lansuage practice can fall to them (Holmes
&Kidd; Wyatt). To pracrice reading, softwar€
must interact with the user, providingimmedi
ate expldations for inaccurate decisions. A
rccent study by Kleinmann reports no difl€r-
ential effects among classrooms with aDd with'
out CAI compon€nts. He hypothesizes that, for
CAI to be an €fective adjunct to reading, the
current drill-practice and tutorial software
needs to be replaced wirh materials providing
compr€hensible input, i-€.. user feedback about
conceptual medins (p. 271).

Relatively sophisticated software that pro-
vides feedback on reader processingmay soon
become ava able. Ahnad,s sroup (4) discus€s
how to create and use applications. David
Clarke describes a cornputer assisted reading
skils course. nrbxplote, curr."tly beine de-
veloped in England- User files keep a continu-
ing record of which sections have b€en coh-
plet€d, tog€therwith results- Students preview
t*ts (selecting multiple choice items with feed'
back on cofect as well as incorrect answers),
practice scanning and speed reading (activat-
inga timer while talingth€ test), practice id€n'
tirying nacropropositions (choosing an idea
statement on the basis ofits relevaDce in a par-
ticular paragraph), and conduct vocabulary
and cohesion exercises. Users select the aocabu-
ldy th€y want to learn and choos€ from d
array of options (context, defi nitions, Suessing

Issu 6: Da4 |ateratt;oe R$earch Afect Cufrent
Delinitians oJ Reddabit;U? Compurer programs
rhat account for the interaction oftop-down and
bottom-up factors point to current thinking
about assessing readability. Most readability
scales heretofore have emphasized language
features such as seDteDce length and vocabu'
lary diificdty. Now we know that backgrouDd,
discursive. dd motivational faclors must also
be weighed. Features we oft€n fail to notic€,
such as factual inconsistency, can hinder
nenorf (Zabrucky). How do classroom teach-
€ls jud8e text selection itr light of research
theories that are still evolving (Stein; Schallert
,t al.')?

Coherence counts. Schema res€arch com-
menced with studying ambiguous passages in
which writers or storytellels failed to specify

0b6q-/7
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wheth€r a fight was verbal or physical or which
event was b€ing celebrated md why. These are
tlre text types to avoid. Simildly, t€xts that leap
flom penonal stori€s to factual analyses or frcm
one sitlation to the next ar€ hard to under-
stmd, pdticuldly ifstudents lack background
kDowl€dge to f l in the gaps. What we as teach-
ers ne€d to do with our reading assignments
and with our t€st coDstruction is to monitor
texts for stylistic factors that ma-ke reading
hard. We must also t€ach students to identify
non-liDguistic as w€ll aslinguistic text features
that inhibit comprehension.

Iss"e 7: Had Caa W. Eaalute Intelacti!, Rud-
trg? The research presented here calls many of
ourcurrent testing p.actices into question. Our
tests gen€rally fail to account for interactiv€
vaiables such as: l) r€ader backsround; 2) di{-
1er€nt language skills (seeCanale on including
compreh€nsion and production irems)j 3) the
t€xCs macropropositions (topics, text logi.) and
micropropositions (their detailed elaboration)j
4) difi€rent types of texts test€d iD diff€r€nt
ways (forlearnins, for locating gist on th€ one
hdd or particular information on the other).
ln their format, reading tests rarely vary in
question type. Th€y provide true/false o. mui-
tiple choice answers but rarely ir.orporate sev-
eEl styles ol cloze, open-€Dded questions, or
recalls. Only this it€m vari€ty l€ts us diagnos€
problems, enabling students to show us ulr.!
they understood a text in a panicular way.

Issu 8: Hou Caa We Tuch Canpon nb o.f Inkr
tutiu R.ddi"C? The inretuctive nodel ha shown
not only the readels but also the teachds to],
to be of greater sigtrificance than has been
thought up to now. Rather than monitors of
perlbrnance, L2 teach€rs who want their
classes to interact with texts have to be facili'
tatols ofthe reading process. Theirs is a four'
fold task: 1) to activate.eader sch€matai 2) to
guide students to awareness oftext structurei
3) to assist in strategy developnent; and 4) to
promote rclaxed intelaction betw€en students
and text. Beyond these four functiobs, the
teacheis problem is to choose tasks for different
stud€DtJ backgrounds and lmguage competeD
cies. Drawing on th€ research dis.ussed here,
I suggest the followins.

First, in view ofthe evidence that reader Ll
shategies are often not applied in L2 reading,
I suggest r€ading of authentic texts from the
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start of language instruction for the sole pur
pose oftraining in gist comprehension or top

down processing. Periodic practice could oflset

the dominance ofword for word decodingten
dencies that resuli from in;tial language learn
ing practices. Studcnts need practice using
schema as a stratcsy in lieu of language cap-
ability. They also need praciice reading lbr gist

or partjal comprehension, a reality raining to
encourage continued effort. Often the gist oi

L2 texts that deaL tactually wnh poPular and

well known topics (ffavel, f]lms, music, televi
sion, reporis ofcurrent events) is intelligible to

elementafy learners. This kind ol practice

teaches students that not all L2 texts are equal,

that thcir own inrcrests foster a higher degree
of comprehension for somc types of readjns

Second, we need infornation about siudents
backgrounds and interests to select texts lbr L2

r.zd.ng. Ar rh" \Fty lPd. , r  .oLl . l  b.  u.- l r l  ' "
know what our students would like to read
l  ,^-  a ,  omm-'  i . l  p.Fp- r ' lP.  dn'ho 

^$ 
PLl i

tors might do wellto considermarket research
Whal are the intcrests and text prelerences of

rhF r-d.her5.nd rhe , ,Ldcn,s w\^ wi l l  o"  rh.

prospcctive audicDce?
Third.  e\pqim.nhqi th r .1 i ( le J 'on,  .  rs-

room q"ck of  in -r . iv .  
{ rd rg) p,di  

' r t  '1 '
d ompa.ying mFralareudeF h"\F v i ' ld(d. iq
ni f i .dn, ly ,mpro\eLr r . !d nr -  l ,  'e-ms r l f

. . ,d.n,  rhd qe ,1rroou,"  h is a" i . i r )  in ou

classes- Wc nay also wish to consider tulorial

work with our weaker readers based o. oral in
,ervr$ ,a hniqu- ' .  l i  w.  r . l  rh" I 'm nuden

tutoring might p.ove efltctive Feeny (73), 1br
.r .mpl. .  repo L'  l - igh vo,  abul . rv l "d '  r  inq r '

sulting from sludent team teachrng.
fourrh.  prn rwing wor I  ro.stabl i ' \  th '  ,  on-

r-  Jnd logral  orsan,zr lon ofrne r- \ t  is  's""n-
. ia l .  Sin.e ." ,  osnir 'on or , ,  h.md Fnh-n.  F borh

'  omp, enrnsion and ta dl l .  rh r '$Io.P'" te id
ing, ainor b.  or"rs, . r .d Bernharot ' ,27) cx

rmple'  o l  rh.  rndLr ine r i ; . r5 oI  i r : t ia l  mi '

rFrd ngs snoh how impo.alr  i r  i '  .o help sru

denls avoid faulty constructions
Fifth, students need to identily middle level

or episodjc shucture, e.g., changes in scene or

ImF. "cqu-n,F drelopmpn,".  nr  .hr f is  i -  pF,-

spnrrre B. ine d$dre rhar .u.h haagP" hi

o, ,  u, ,  - , ,hFr hrcuCn d prc .dding.r- , . i+ or

Js" ig lm.nr qu.r '^1s.  .dn r id pro.Fssinq \ i8

n, : , "n ' ly  Brr .n.  u. i 'q fhorndi l ' -s Ll  I -

obLur
Janet K suafJol

search. compared eight presumably similar

texts of I-2 for orsaDizational featu.es (e s ,
sructufal ties between propositlons, numbe$
ofresratements, etc.) rather than sfuctural fea-

tures such as sentence length. He found ihat
losical .eorderings (.egative e$eco and the
matic.onsisteDcy (positive erect) distinguish
between the easy and the difficult text grouPs

(pp. 144 46). lf such mjddle lev€l coherence
and cohesion interference problems are recog-
nized ;n advance, reader attention can bc re'

leased to concenhate on olher Pro.esing
Sixth, L1 research in directing reader atten'

tion (Frederiksen 7S: Schallert) can be applied
to rereading tasks and thereby reinlorce both

rhe langlage and ideasofthetext Once rcaders

have completed an initial reading, they can be
a ted ,o , . , rdd ! rom aio,hPr Poinr ot  '  i "q

(- .  q. .  a i  b"t  q lar ' .  pol i . ,  mPn. or homP ownF's 
'

o ' .nornF, sIL Uidl  .q!  tprob'em "nd solu-
, ion.  in" t"1d of .ompan"ons).  SL,h a r iv i ' i "c
treat comprehension as a fluid process, .ather

hd d.  -  pd,r , .u l . r  rPsul  ThPv dLo pro\ ld '

a lansuagc review within a novel conceptual

\Fvcn h,  ! in,  F afk,  I  anJ rerr  $rr in" i ,  D-r-
.pF'  r ivei  ,  a i  d isror (  mprh.ns,an rBlo.k)
. rud.n.  .hould be Fn.ourdgrd ,o syn' l 'e ' i /F
, .x,u.r  ra,  r .  

"nd 
d*er ion" a.  neurrul ly b.  pos

sibh HowAr' .  (h,"  prd, t ,cc "ppl i ' " ,1y 
ro

their initial reading. After constructing texrual

meaning, students learn by taking issue with
' - r rual  idea" Di f i . r rn,r .  o ioprnion pro\ id-

opporr 'nI i - \ ,o br idq" h_ s"p br '$een'om
prehension and produ.tion, panicularlv in

small g.oup pract,ce.

CONCLUSION

lf L2 readers are to particiPate activcly jn

idea ry ing .u l ru i . l  rnd r-r ' ror  ,uo' . : '  he'

musr use texts for thc total language learntng
process: 1) lor text based comprehension (of

n-s nrnrmarror.  " f logr" l  
*{ .m'  

"  
dr f ter

ences in neanins lound in direrent language
u.F, ol  rurhor p/r5pp. .  - , :  .nd 2) lo,  ,F"J I

based ariiculaiion of ind jv;dual understandins
ofschena, details, and a variety ofPenpe.tivcs

'nr  
md) o mdi no. 'or , - \pond or5. .cot '1,

ju hor ln ' l -^1,  in, . rd , , .c r .dd ng i  'n 
inr ._

gral pa.t ofcomnunicarive language iea.n'ng

Consider the processes that musi be practiced

and assesscd. Prereading reviei!s language ln

'  
k inq 

-  
L. l - r ' . ,o d- 'JF rhd, rL.  rF <r is !b u

" Read!^, n s, anl Second Lang

(text schema) and what they l
subjcct (.eader schema), the
dents practice language in cor
reinfbrce discourse gmbits Tc
students nced to articulate th(
an L2 metalanguage, th jnking

unde*tandins is achieved ln
answers 'tighC' and "wrosg,'
class emphasizes cxpandmg
knows. Reading becomes a re,
nected to a language task.

In cufi.ulum planning, rea
purposes becomes indeasingl)
Ll learners, L2 students need
r€asons: to learn sPecific fa(
tained, to get the gis!, to
int€nt, and to locate cultur.
afford thc necessary Pract
planners need to make early
of texts and language levels
may well be asking students
reading on a lo.ger text or in
of study, bccause a resficle(
and a limned semantic field
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Readds, n,b, and Second Languagr

(text schema) and what they know about this
subject (reader schena), the teacher has stu-
dents practice langlage in coDt€xt. Shat€gies
reinforce discours€ Sanbits. To l€arn strategies,
students need to articulat€ their processing in
an L2 metalanguage, thinking aloudabout how
understanding is achieved- Instead of labeling
answers 

qright" 
and 'wrong," the interactive

class emphasizes expanding what the reader
knows. R€ading becomes aEasoningtask con-
nected to a laDguage task.

In curriculum plannirg, reading for different
pur?oses becomes incr€4ingly impoftdt. Like
Ll leam€.s, L2 students need reading for many
reasons: to learn specific facts, to be enter-
tained, to get th€ gist, ro interpret author
intent, and to locate cultural messages. To
afford the necessary practice, curriculum
planners need to make early use of a variety
of texts dd ldguage levels. In the future we
may w€lI be asking students to do €xt€nsive
reading on alongertext or in a particular fie1d
of study, b€cause a rest.ict€d textual schema
and a limited semantic field seem to ease the

A/ / l t - la
UQ cz t1 '1

t4 l

L2 r€ading task. The practice of iDdependent
reading as early as the third yed in high lchool
or second year college courses will probably
become more common.

Finally, there are inplications for the lan-
guas€ t€acheis role in a department. Just as
literary criticism, L2 reading research in the
past decade has stressed the societyk or the
reader's meaning options rather than those of
the text or ofan'informed" professor. We have
some ihings to ta.lk about with our colleagues
in literature and language studies. ln view of
our shared premises about m€aDing and th€
reader role, languag€ d€partm€nts now have
opportuniti€s for coherent prosrmming and
t€aching practices between language levelsr The
earlier use ofauth€ntic texts in the elementary
progran, th€ broader definition oflitelature to
include cultural and historical readings in ele-
mentary as well as advanced work, the shared
concern for developing metacognitive interpre'
tive abilities, cD result in integrated curricu
lun planning. Our 'langMg€" md "content"
s.hism within the profession can be address€d.

NOTES

1I wisb to tn:nk ny Universiry ol Texas colle2gles
(athfinc Arens, Llain€ HoMirz, and Dolly Young lor
6eir.dnorial rcading.hd 3uggc{ions lor improvins dis
papcr. My thanksasscll ro tbc Univc^ny R$cafth In$i
ture at rhc University of Texas ior rhc releascd (imc.har

mblcd m€ to Nork on this pm.jecr.
,Tlc oirical debarc on rcxdal hcanins tud author inren-

donality h a papcr in and olnselt Brie,ly, in thc fiftie New
C;tics Beardsl€y and WimFn deplored .he then Elarively
.onno. p.actice in bollr positivism and Crktsqehihx ol
t xt interprelations .nanarins fron Nnat tne author said
abour or expeienc€d with Egard ro his of ber w.iting. They
algn d fof i.xlinrinsic Eadings, insisting rhai the isr nu*
.p..k lo. n*r and that thc ftadelsjob should 6c lihitcd
ro asc$mcnts of rone and aurhorial objectiv4 manifesed
in.hechoice and arranscncnt oftc$ wolds and narrarive
3hctuE. This view is t b€ lu ndamenral posi tion in curcnt
rh.o€tical di*ussio.s. Cntical divcrgcncc today concdns
i,u to asc${ords and srucrures Gee rhe ranscoltheory

slor anzlysis of Ll modcls, see De Beaug.and€ (66) o.
Kmil! lor L2 nod€ls, s.e Nagle & Smdc^ or Bernhardt
(27).

rso can rtatistical analyses. For exanple,John Carrcll
@nduded a reanalysis otrcsearh that suppoted a *rict
unirary hypothesis claim. Reassesing cs'nh fmm clozc,

mul.iplc choicc, repe!ition, in.ervicw, erc., te* typcs, h€
illu*.at.d dai us€ of differ.r coeffici.na dd facto.ing
modined lh. onsint $udy\ 6ndinss. He conclud€d that
sinilar analy*s would modily fiddin$ i. orher publishcd

sBemhddrt Epots of misEzdings suggdr ways in whicb
senatic pmcesing shod'ciftuit language pMesing. Ap-
parendy, the physic al repfesenrzrior ol Wijtt zs d6dt ca\
connence, in the mind ota ftader, to zlter tbe totzl ge{ali
(hc ma.rosmantics) ofthe wond d.srib.d in thc pasagc.
Isa'dese.t," lor example, on a conrincnt or in acity(loca-
rion)i a pernaenr ladscape fcarure ora rec.nt phcnonc-
non; m i..sdable prcblem or on€ ihd migh b€ Emedi€d?
Bernhadfs data (24, 26, 27) reveal a consGteni rendcncy
on de pan otL2 $ude.$ ro expand nicrosemantic d€ci-
sio.! inro conceplual nacrosema.tics.

6ofie n such *udi€s recftat€ L I .ese a.ch modek 10 co.'
iirm rheirapplicabnny ro.hc L2 sctting. Koh connrms lor
L2EadinsSchmidsL1 f indinssonrhcimpactolscncral
backsrcund Gcience, busi.es, lib€rzi ans)i Levin€ and
Haus conlirm thar, d was the 6€ to. rh€ L, Eaden ot
Chicsi,r,l, L2laniliarity with bascball cnhanccs com
preh.nsion ol a same description.

'Mcyer calh rhesc rh€torical predicares: "labeh for rcla-
ionships betw€e. content wods in the rexti they are not
conte.i wods thcnscl"cs' (Mcyer 143:41). Tkse p.edi
ca.es are rhe explicit or implicn logic nale6 ol tormal .ex-
tual organization. They tag the nerayntax of t[e text. In
ilree of Cell s four pasages, these ncrayn.adical r€la-
rio.ships we.e lexicaliz.d as cohesio. narkers ("du€ to,"
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