Potential Reading Strategy Transfer Problems
Chinese EFL Readers May Confront
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Thanks to the dynamic development in psycholinguistics in the past few decades,

one of the most significant revolutions in language instruction was thus born. Lan-

| guage instruction has since shifted from its once focus upon langnage per se to a deep

" concern about the learning process. "Strategic approach " has hence substituted for
“translation” and "structure-based “approach" in reading instruction.

Notwithstanding the majority of reading strategies, particularly those linguo-cog-
nitive ones, seem to be universal, a few do seem ethnocentric (cf. Huang, 1991;
Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Royer & Carlo, 1990). Moreover, each language does
possess certain unique features despite the fact that reading across all languages is
composed of three elements: linguistic, discourse and content schemata. We can
thereby speculate that L2/FL readers may not automatically transfer their already pos-
sessed strategies.

Based on massive research literature and certain generally acknowledged facts,
this article tended to explore those potential reading strategy transfer problems Chinese
EFL readers may confront by examining the considerable distinctions between Chinese
and English at all of the three levels: linguistics, discourse, and content. Pedagogical
suggestions were further made on the basis of the findings.
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As schema theory has gained momentum over the past two decades, reading instruction
has also shifted its emphasis from the traditional "translation” or "structure-based" approach to
"strategic" approach. A student reader is no longer instructed to be a passive, accurate de-
coding machine, but encouraged to predict, test, confirm or revise whatever he/she can com-
prehend from all sources of cues inherent in the text on the basis of his already existent
‘linguistic schema, content schema, and formal schema" (James, 1987, p. 178) so that a most
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plausible meaning may be hereby attained. Namely, a proficient reader, in this perspective, is
believed to be the one who can regulate a large variety of effective strategies at all levels,
especially at the higher level, to tackle a comprehension breakdown. Despite of the fact that
mounting research in both L1 and L2 (see Abraham & Vann, 1987, Cziko, 1980; Ellinger,
1985; Garner, 1981; Kletzien, 1991; Steinberg, Bohning, & Chowning, 1991; among others) has
verified this assumption, L2/FL studies have particularly revealed an interesting finding--not
all NL reading strategies are automatically transferrable to L2/FL reading context.

In contrast to "universality theory" (see Cziko, 1980; Goodman, 1975, reprinted in 1988;
Rigg, 1977, reprinted in 1988), which suggests that readers across all languages undergo simi-
lar reading processing, the findings of a considerable number of more recent studies (see
Huang, 1991; Politzer & McGroarty, 1985; Royer & Carlo, 1991) indicate that certain language
learning bebaviors may be ethnocentric. These language-specific behaviors, if absent, or pre-
sent but regarded as poor rather than effective ones in the target language reading may
naturally be either entirely absent from the learner’s strategy repertoire, or present but hinder
instead of facilitating the target language learning. Furthermore, the L2/FL reader’s previous
L1 knowledge at all levels-linguistic, content and discourse-may also interfere with their em-
ployment of certain appropriate strategies. In short, while general linguo-cognitive processing,
such as hypothesizing, predicting, inferring, may be universal, specific strategies may crosslin-
gually differ.

In view of the fact that Chinese and English are two very distinct languages, it is
fairly predictable that Chinese EFL student readers may confront considerable strategy trans-
fer problems attributable to either sharp or subtle distinctions inherent in the two languages
at the three levels: linguistic, discourse and content. On the basis of massive research litera-
ture, this author attempted to explore those potential problems at the three levels respectively
as following:

[ 1. At the Linguistic Levelj

A. At the Orthographical Level

The first problem Chinese EFL readers may confront at the linguistic level is likely to
be attributable to orthographic discrepancies. While the majority of classroom teachers sim-
ply attribute this problem to the reader’s poor perception of a very distinct orthographic sys-
tem, specialists such as Trenman, Baron, and Luk (1981, cited in Koda, 1987, p. 180); Saito
(1981, cited in Koda, 1987, p. 130) argue that different orthographic systems may entail en-
tirely different reading strategic approaches. For instance, Trenman et al,, on the basis of
their finding that English readers spent more reaction time and made more mistakes when
judging homophone sentences than Chinese readers did while reading Chinese, came to a
conclusion that more phonological recoding undergoes in sound-base than in meaning-base or-
thographic systems, Namely, a Chinese reader, while reading Chinese, a meaning-base 8ys-
tem--logography, may directly proceed from the perception of a formal representation to
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meaning, whereas a native English reader, while reading English, a sound-base system--the
alphabet, may usually undergo a phonological recoding process first before probing for mean-
ing. ‘ '
Nevertheless, an almost equal number of researchers (see Clarke, 1979; Hayes, 1988;
Rigg, 1977, reprinted in 1988; Tang, 1989), on the basis of their studies, suggest that readers

all over the world, regardless of which writing system is in question, seem to rely heavily

upon acoustically oriented strategies at the beginning stage or for the registration of "..what
lis] comprehended into short-term memory" (Cunningham & Cunningham, 1978, cited in Koda,
1987, p. 186). Furthermore, there are a variety of other alternatives than the acoustic ap-
proach available to discern the meaning of a word across all languages; moreover, countless
factors besides orthographic differences may determine a reader’s learning mode-meaning-cen-
tered vs. sound-centered’, |

To sum up, the effect upon word-recognition processing generated by the orthographic
discrepancy, whether facilitative or detrimental, shall not be taken into serious consideration,
particularly when a Chinese EFL comprehender is involved, since a reader as such has seldom
been exposed to sufficient target spoken language to be able to make the best use of the
acoustic asset to attack a word. In other words, EFL reading teachers had better not put so
much emphasis on phonic skills as those native ones usually do, although certain general
skills are indispensable, if not for word recognition, at least for the storage of a recognized
word into memory. |

B. At the Lexical Leve'l

Next to the potential impediment from the orthographic discrepancy is the possible hin-
drance hidden at the lexical level. Notwithstanding vocabulary is generally acknowledged as
the most crucial factor for success in reading comprehension, lexical accessiblility is not au-
tomatically available to an ESL/EFL reader. Words, once in text, take on many 'properties
beyond the denotative meanings the dictionary provides, such as grammatical, social and af-
fective meanings, each of which may form a problem to the ESL/EFL comprehender.

Firstly, for instance, although there are both content words and function words in all
languages, their impact upon comprehension in one language may be fairly different from
that in another. Chinese, as an illustration, is a heavily context-dependent language and
permits extensive ellipsis, which may in turn make Chinese readers pay equal attention to
each word, including function words while reading English, unlike L1 readers of English, who
seem to attend to function words only thirty-eight percent or at least less than half of the
time (see Carpenter & Just, 1977, cited in Swaffar, 1988, p. 133). Nor may they make good
use of English redundancies to speculate a plausible meaning. The worst scenario that might
happen is that these redundancies may cause unnecessary confusions.

'A detailed discussion on the transfer proboem at the orthographical level ‘is referrable
in this author's article forthcoming in Enhlish Teaching & Learning.
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Secondly, English is both a derivational and inflectional language. When an ESL/EFL
reader’s native language, eg., Chinese, lacks this characteristic, he/she may miss deploying this
precious asset to unravel a supposedly known word. More serious is that his/her ignorance of
this asset may lead him/her to the wrong interpretation of the context when the context is
not clearly marked otherwise. For instance, in many English literary works, change of time
is often embedded in the inflected verbs rather than explicitly stated in adverbials, Quite
often than not my Chinese students missed this subtle change and thus misinterpreted the
whole message.

Thirdly, words in text can also be divided into micro-level ones and macro-level ones.
Words with macroevel features such as "therefore," "however," etc. are often utilized to help
build the typical explicit, linear structure of English text, Chinese, an oriental language, on
the other hand, is considered by some researchers such as Kaplan (1966) a language with the
implicit written discourse; consequently, Chinese EFL readers might fail in noticing those
macrostructural words and hence miss implementing an optimal information processing strat-
egy.

Fourthly, words in text are culturally, socially and affectively bounded. A typical ex-
ample can be found in Highwater'’s (an American Indian)? experience of learning the English
word, "wilderness." He said that he could never figure out what this word really meant until
he want to New York City. Highwater concluded his English learning experience by saying
that "languages are not just different words for the same things but totally different con-
cepts, totally different ways of experiencing and looking at the world" (. 6). In view of the
sharp contrast between Chinese culture and American or British culture, it seems inevitable
that Chinese EFL readers may more often than not go through the same experience as
Highwater did.

Besides, that the majority of words take more than one meaning with some of which
the Chinese correspondent words do not share will also construct stumbling blocks on the way
to vocabulary recognition.

Furthermore, context, the most facilitative way open to the untangling of most puzzles,
is, unfortunately, not readily accessible to ESL/EFI, readers, if their background channels their
attention to words rather than context while reading. For example, some cultures are believed

“to focus on respect for authority, which refers to "print" here. Both Mikulecky (1990, p. 8)
and Tsao (1991, p. 5), from Hinds’s view, inferred that Japanese, Korean, or Chinese readers
may feel obliged to read word by word of a text so as to figure out the author’s intended
meaning, but unfortunately, many often fail to understand the meaning instead owing to
their lack of additional attention to the more helpful, integral element--context. Yao (1998, p.
11), based on the analysis of 429 Chinese graduate students’ quentionnaires, concluded that to

_ This article, "Native Americans" written by Jamake Highwater, was selected by B.
Wegmann, N. P. Knezevic and M., Bernstein for inclusion in their ESL reading text, Mosaic
II: A Reading Skills book. Highwater stated the clear shock he had undergone when he
first learned certain English words at school.
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Chinese students, who pay equal attention to almost every word, L2 reading is definitely not
what Goodman referred to as "a psycholinguistic guessing game."

Certainly, this cursory reading habit may result from L2/FL learners’ linguistic deficiency
(see Clarke, 1979), or from an affective factor-L2 readers’ lack of confidence in their judging

the familiarity of a word (see Haynes, 1983). This inconfidence, Haynes believed, would in

turn detract L2 readers from contextual processing and restrict them to word unit processing
rather than help them pass words by from time to time as most native readers would do.

Another possibility comes from the training effect. For instance, Fan (1991, p. 624),
Hudson-Ross and Dong (1990, pp. 118-22), Ts’ao (1991, pp. 8-11), Yue (1989, p. 14) all believed
that it was the oral recitation, rote memorization and/or emphasis upon dictionary checking
which are constantly practiced in the Chinese classroom that made Chinese readers form the
habit of word-by-word reading,

The last factor can be a cultural or a person variable. Some cultures or persons may
hold the belief that reading is to decode the meaning of each word and that reading a L2/FL
means to translate each word. Horwitz (1988, p. 292) claimed that readers with this belief
were not likely to employ holistic strategies. They may resort .to local, discrete strategies.
Consequently, readers as such may see only isolated trees, but never the forest.

In conclusion, to a Chinese EFL reader, intrinsic in combination with external transfer
effects may make vocabulary accessibility much more problematic than we imagine. A read-
ing instructor, before encouraging Chinese EFL readers to tackle unknown words, may there-
fore as well discuss those linguistic, cultural, and/or training discrepancies with them first, so
that student readers may be better aware of their own problems and consequently be better
able to deploy strategies effectively and regulatorily.

C. Transfer at the Syntactic Level

Inseparable from those lexical problems are those at the syntactic level. As mentioned
previously, whenever we acquire a word, we also obtain considerable knowledge about its
grammatical properties. The significant, parallel impact both snytax and vocabulary exert

upon reading comprehension is well evidenced by Barnet (1986).

Syntactically, although human beings more or less share a basic universal prelinguistic
level of thought, as psycholinguists assert, which may in turn be framed into a limited num-
ber of structures, every language does find distinct ways to mark a slightly different subset
of bits of thought. Considerable contrastive studies in linguistics have corroborated this point.
As many of those studies demonstrate, Chinese is syntactically distinct from English in many
ways, such as in organization-whereas English is organized by clauses, Chinese, by theme; in
voice--passive voice is much more often used in English than in Chinese; in mood--subjunctive
mood in Enlgish is mainly expressed in verb inflections other than conjunctions while in
Chinese, besides in conjunctions, mainly in contexts and/or adverbials,

Furthermore, as Garrett (1986) argued, the grammatical forms which represented the
same semantic relation were not parallel across languages and that the same grammatical
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terminology used in different languages might denote entirely different meanings, or, con-
versely, that different grammatical categories in different languages might convey considerably
similar meanings (pp. 14041). But the most extraordinary point Garrett contended was that
what was difficult to L2/FL learners was neither to acquire grammatical knowledge nor to
express the knowledge but to understand how the natives went from what they intended to
say to how they actually said, which she referred to as "processing grammar." Garrett be-
lieved that this process could be fairly foreign to non-natives, as the levels of processing are
not universally the same (pp. 138-39). According to Garrett’s theory, a Chinese EFL reader,
for instance, should be aware of not only the distinctions between coordinate and subordinate
clauses, but also the reasons (in processing terms) why Englsih has subordinate or relative
clauses. ' _

To sum up, both the discrepancy in the linguistically theoretic grammar across languages
and the actual complexity in processing grammar may impede Chinese EFL readers from ex-
ploiting certain helpful syntactic cues. However, while it does not seem difficult to assist
student readers in realizing those linguistic contrasts, it-does not seem an easy task to famil-
iarize them with the target processing grammar. Regardless of the fact that Garret has
proposed several topics for discussions on processing grammar with students (p. 144), in view
of the complexity and limited knowledge so far we have of our minds, we cannot help won-
dering when processing grammar instruction can ever be satisfactorily realized.

| 2. At the Discourse Level |

In addition to those abovementioned linguistic problems, a Chinese EFL learner’s reading
processing may also be obstructed when he/she tends to transfer strategies by resorting to
his/her discourse knowledge. Studies have demonstrated that various discourse structures have
a differential impact upon the reading recall and that readers who can recognize the overall
text type’s macrosyntax and use it to organize their own recall protocol are able to recall
more information from the text or comprehend at a higher level. Unfortunately, discourse is
generally ignored by L2/FL readers. For instance, Connor (1984) noticed that her ESL
readers seemed to fail in fully utilizing text discourse to elaborate on the main idea, conse-
quently, recalling fewer propositions from the original text than native counterparts. Similarly,
Yao (1993), although never attempting to draw a conclusion like this after analyzing 429
Chinese graduate students’ questionnaires, did infer that discourse was the last item those
readers noticed while reading English text, when Yao found that discourse what the subjects
least agreed to have difficulty with of the four items questioned (p. 11). Carrell (1984) not
only found that only about one-fourth of her ESL subjects used the discourse structure of the
original text in their immediate recall protocols, but based on the same study, further con-
tended that regardless of the fact that metacognitive logic might not be language-specific,
different cultures seemed to choose different aspects of logic in their discourse.

This view of language-specific thought pattern is certainly not new. As far back as the
1960s, Kaplan (1966) already delivered his ever-since contentious view: Texts of different cul-
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tures reflect different patterns of rhetorical thinking. He particularly pointed out the linear
English thought pattern in contrast to the circular oriental one in essay writing. Despite the
fact that this issue is still under discussion, no scholar has denied that recognition of textual
organization is a significant independent contributor to higher reading ability and that ESL/
EFL readers do not seem to utilize this formal knowledge as often as and as well as their
native counterparts, no matter whether this is due to an absence of the knowledge or lin-
guistic constraints.

Furthermore, Connor (1984) argued that whether the same details would be categorized
as subordinate or superordinate ones sometimes depended on what discourse readers chose to
approach text information. Connor further illustrated this view by pointing out that certain
subordinate details in a descriptive text may be promoted to superordinate cause or effect if
the reader chooses to approach the text by cause/effect, and the resultant recall effect will
certainly be different.

Therefore, in order to promote Chinese EFL readers’ reading proficiency, instructors
should design various tasks to help student readers alert to English discourse so that they
may fully practice using those higher and more holistic discourse-related strategies.

[3. At the Content Level | A

The last problems Chinese EFL readers may confront are those at the content level.
Numerous studies have repeatedly demonstrated that rich prior knowledge compatible with a
text to be read can minimize the effect of linguistic deficiency; facilitate vocabulary recogni- i
tion; help understanding the message carried in unfamiliar syntax; cause readers to select
what new information to process, to make accurate inference, and to generate correct antici-
pation, whereas incompatible prior knowledge can cause distortions or misinterpretations.

When L2/FL readers are involved, their L1 background knowledge will accordingly prompt ei- :
ther facilitative or detrimental force in their probing for comprehension. |

The strong impact of cultural knowledge upon reading comprehension has been verified ‘
by researchers who requested their subjects to read about both the target culture and their
native culture, and found that students comprehended better texts about their native culture
(see Carrell, 1987; Johnson, 1981; Lee, 1987; Pritchard, 1990). Meanwhile, a congiderable
amount of L2/FL research (see Carrell, 1987; Johnson, 1981; Lee, 1987) has demonstrated the
dominant, superior role this kind of knowledge plays over linguistic and/or discourse knowl-
edge in reading.

On the other hand, more and more researchers have noticed that the roles these three 1
elements play seem to be much more complicated. For instance, Birkmire (1985, reported in :
Roller, 1990, p. 84), who manipulated both content and structure, found that readers did seem j
to process high-level information of a familiar passage much more quickly than low-level in-
formation. Carrell (1987), besides finding the generally dominant effect of content knowledge,
also reported that rhetorical form might contribute more to comprehension than content when
the text was organized in the sequential or chronological order. Levine and Haus (1985) no-
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ticed that background knowledge could overrule language level in comprehending texts only at
the "mstructional" reading level. Another more elaborate study was Pritchard’s study (1990),
the result of which revealed that reading strategies for developing awareness and establishing
intrasentenial ties were significantly more often correlated with the unfamliar passage,
whereas the culturally familiar passage often elicited strategy use in establishing intersente-
nial ties and using background knowledge.

To sum up, no levels of schemata seem to have more of an absolute effect on reading
comprehension than others. Each level of schema is likely to play the leading role in reading
processing, depending on the reader’s age; reading level; learning style; sociocultural back-
ground; and the lexical, syntactic, and structural difficulty, and familiarity of the text. In
other words, even though Chinese EFL readers will apparently encounter various probléms at
the content level since their native culture and the target culture greatly differ from each
other, it is important to bear in mind that induced content schemata may not take effect in
case that other factors such as text discourse, text difficulty, or types of strategies intended to
elicit are not taken into consideration.

| Conclusion |

It seems undeniable that interlingual transfer may exert an impact to a certain degree
upon Chinese EFL reading across all of the three reading components: linguistics, discourse,
content, and that the force from the three sources is interactively activated in information
processing. The problem is that the interactive process seems to be considerably complicated.
Numerous factors might collaborate to determine which source of force might override another
in its influential effect, such as the reader’s age, language proficiency, learning mode, socio-
cultural background, and text difficulty and familiarity.

Most probably, beginners or poor readers, constrained by linguistic deficiency, will focus
more on text-bound information rather than resort to higher-level processing, and will thus be
more strongly affected by their native linguistic knowledge. Likewise, a text too difficult, at
the frustration level, might also require all of its readers’ attention to the language in and of
itself, and leave its readers no surplus energy to activate their content and/or discourse
knowledge. Even when beginners or incompetent readers tend to resort to their background
knowledge, they tend to follow the "reflexive" mode (see Block, 1986) rather than the "exten-
sive" mode and hence often go astray.

On the contrary, advanced or proficient readers might have already achieved automatic-
ity in the application of their basic, required linguistic knowledge, and are hence more likely
to draw on higher-level knowledge to anticipate what might plausibly come. As a result, in-
terlingual transfer might exert a negligible effect upon their reading processing; even if it
does, it does more at the content and discourse level. When advanced readers use their
background knowledge, they are also likely to be differentiated from the beginners or un-
skilled readers by adopting the "extensive" mode,
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It is important to caution that when it is said that one source of transfer is being ac-
tivated, it does not mean that other sources of transfer are completely dormant. The only
difference is in the proportion each source of transfer takes in the interactive processing at
different times and/or in different situations.

In conclusion, notwithstanding reading is universally a linguo-cognitive information pro-
cessing activity, consisting of three major elements: linguistics, discourse and content, L2/FL
reading can mean a stumbling journey, with a considerable quantity of gravel or even rocks
on the road as the reading elements in each language are possessive of their own unique
features. Hence, only when both teacher and student reader are fully aware of those road
blocks, can the blocks be either noticed or further removed in advance and a pleasant, skill-
ful journey be guaranteed.

[ References |

Abraham, R. G, and R. J. Vann. 1987. Sirategies of two language learners: A case study;
In A. Wenden, and J. Rubin (Eds.), Learner strategies in language learning. Engle-
wood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice/Hall International.

Barnet, M. 1986. Syntactic and lexical/semantic skill in foreign language reading: Importancd
and interaction. The Modern Language Journal. T70: 343-49.

Block, E. 1986. The comprehension strategies of second language readers. TESOL Quarter-
Iy 20: 463-91.

Carrell, P. L. 1984, The effects of rhetorical organization on ESL Readers. TESOL Quar-
terly 18: 441-465,

------ . 1987. Content and formal schemata in ESL reading. TESOL Quarterly 21: 461-81.

Clarke, M. A. 1979. Reading in Spanish and English: Evidence from adult ESL learners.
Language Learning 29: 121-50.

Connor, U, 1984. Recall of text: Differences between first and second language readers.
TESOL Quarterly 18: 239-56.

Cziko, G. A, 1980. Language competence and reading strategies: A comparison of first and
second-language oral reading errors. Language Learning 80: 101-16.

Ellinger, R. J. 1985. An analysis of reading strategies used by a high and low proficiency
group of students learning English as a second language. Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation, Oklahoma State University.

Fan, X. 1991. Using the process approach to reading in an EFL class. Journal of Reading
34: 624-27.

Garner, R. 1981. Monitoring of passage inconsistency among poor comprehenders: A prelim-
inary test of the "piecemeal processing" explanation., Journal of Educational Research
74: 159-62.

Garrett, N. 1986. The problem with grammar: What kind can the languagellearner use?
The Modern Language Journal 70: 133-48,

—199—




IR R 5 —HA10054E 28

Goodman, K. S. 1975. The reading process. In P. L. Carrell, J. Devine, and D. E. Eskey
(Eds.), Interactive approaches to second language reading (1988). Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Hayes, E. B. 1988. Encoding strategies used by native and non-native readers of Chinese
Mandarin. The Modern Language Journal 72: 188-95.

Haynes, M. 1983, Patterns and perils of guessing in second language reading. On TESOL '83.

Horwitz, E. 1988. The beliefs about language learning of beginning university foreign lan-
guage students. The Modern Language Journal T2: 283-94,

Huang, Y. K. 1991. Language learning behaviors and their relationship to achievement and
selected demographic variable. Paper presented at the 8th National Conference on En-
glish Teaching, Hsin-chu, Taiwan.

Hudson-Ross, S, and Y. R. Dong. 1990. Literacy learning as a reflection of language and
culture: Chinese elementary school education. The Reading Teacher 44: 110-23. '

James, M. O. 1987. ESL reading pedagogy: Implications of schema-theoretical research. In
J. Devine, P. L. Carrell, and D. E. Eskey (Eds.), Research in reading in English as a
second language. Washington, D. C.: Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Lan-
guages,

Johnson, P. 1981. Effects on reading comprehension of language complexity and cultural
background of a text. TESOL Quarterly 15: 169-81.

Kaplan, R. 1966. Cultural thought patterns in inter-cultural education. Language Learning
16: 1-20.

Kletzien, S. B. 1991. Strategy use by good and poor comprehenders reading expository text
of differing levels. Reading Research Quarterly 26: 67-86.

Koda, K. 1987. Cognitive strategy transfer in second language reading. In J. Devine, P. L,
Carrell, and D. E, Eskey (Eds), Research in reading in English as a second language.
Washington, D. C.: Teachers of English to Speakers of Other Languages.

Lee, J. F. 1987. Comprehending the Spanish Subjunctive: An information processing per-
spective. The Modern Language Journal T1: 51-57.

Levine, M. G., and G. J. Haus. 1985. The effects of background knowledge on the reading
comprehension of second language learners. Foreign Language Annals 18: 391-97.
Mikulecky, B. 8. 1990. A short course in teaching reading skills. Addison-Wesley Publishing

Company.

Politzer, R. L., and M. McGroarty. 1985. An exploratory study of learning behaviors and
their relationship to gains in linguistic and communicative competence. TESOL Quar-
terly 19: 103-23.

Pritchard, R. 1990. The effects of cultural schemata on reading processing strategies.
Reading Research Quarterly 25: 273-95,

Rigg, P. 1977. The Miscue-ESL project. In P. L. Carrell, J. Devine, and D. E. Eskey (Eds.),

Interactive approaches to second language reading (1988). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

=200




Potential Reading Strategy Transfer Problems

Roller, C. M. .1990. The interaction between knowledge and structure variables in the pro-
cessing of expository' prose. Reading Research Quarterly 25: 79-89.

Royer, J. M., and M. S. Carlo. 1991. Transfer of comprehension skills from native to second
language. Journal of Reading 34: 450-55.

Steinberg, I, G. Bohning, and F. Chowning. 1991. Comprehension' monitoring strategies of

' nonproficient college readers. Reading Research and Instruction 30 (8). 63-75.

Swaffar, J. K. 1988. Readers, texts, and second language: The interactive processes. The
Modern Language Journal T2: 123-49.

Tang, L. 1989, Comprehension of English expository prose and reading strategies of Chinese
EFL readers. Unpublished doctoral disseratation, New York University. _
Tsao, F. F. (&) . 1991, (EpTHEBENBEREYCEE) - AXER/\EPEREE

EXHBRAN GRS
Yao, T. K. (BKE) . 1993. (HEWsET « KEHERCERG BT - AXERTE
i RE A BTN R E :
Yue, M. Y. 1989. Teaching efficient EFL reading. English Teaching Forum 27(2): 13-16,
24.

-201—




