GANADIAN THESES ON MICROFICHE

- THESES CANADIENNES SUR MICROFICHE

L4

I * National Library of Canada
Collections Development Branch

Cana;‘iian Theses on

Microfiche Service sur microfiche

Ottawa, Canada
K1A ON4

NOTICE

The quality of this microfiche is heavily dependent
upon the quality of the original thesis submitted for
microfilming. Every effort. has been made to ensure
the highest quality of repreduction possible.

If pages are missing, contact the university which
granted the degree.

Some pages may have indistinct print especially
if the original pages were typed with a poor typewriter
ribbon or if the university sent us a poor photocopy.

Previously copyrighted materials {journal articles,
published tests, etc.) are hot filmed. ‘

Reproduction in full or in part of this film is gov-
gerned by the Canadian Copyright Act, R.S.C. 1970,
c. ©-30. Please read the authorization forms which
accompany this thesis,

THIS DISSERTATION
"HAS BEEN MICROFILMED
EXACTLY AS RECEIVED

NL-339 (r. 82/08)°

Bibliotheque nationale du Canada
Direction du développement des collections

1.S.B.N.

Service des theses canadiennes

AVIS

La qualité de cette microfiche dépend grandement de
la qualité de la thése soumise au microfilmage. Nous
avons tout fait pour assurer une qualité supérieure

- de reproduction,

S'il manque des pages, veuillez communiquer

" avec l'université qui a conféré le grade.

La qualité d’impression de certaines pages peut
laisser & désirer, surtout si les pages originales ont été
dactylographiées a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'univer-
sité nous a fait parvenir une photocopie de mauvaise
qualité,

o . N

Les documents qui font déja \'objet d'un droit .
d’auteur (articles de revue, examens publiés, etc.) ne
sont pas microfiimés.

La reproduction, méme. partielle, de ce microfilm
est soumise a la Loi canadienne sur le droit d'auteur,
SRC 1970, c. C-30. Veuillez prendre connaissance des
formules d'autorisation qui accompagnent cette thése.

LA THESE A ETE
MICROFILMEE TELLE QUE
NOUS L'’AVONS RECUE

1+1

Canada



R

e e e e Tl e N UL UL

WRITTEN DISCOURSE MARKERS IN.
SECOND LANGUAGE READ ING '

Fatricia M™M. Raymonrnd

A Thesis submitted to the School of Braduate Studies
And Research in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements faor the
Degree of Master of Arts .

Department of Linguistics
University of Dttawa
September 1982

(::) Patricia M.. Raymond, Ottawa, Canada, 1983.




—————————

UNIVERSITE DOTTAWA
UNIVERSITY OF OTTAWA




' CONTENTS

fbstract
Acknowl edgements

1A

‘General Introduction

1 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON FIRST LANBUAGE READINS

Introduction

1B Theories

2 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON SECOND LANGUAGE READING

2A
2B

2C

2D
2E

2F

26

1.1 Bottom to top theories

.2 Top to bettom theories

3 Interactive theories

4 €onclusion

read:n? and syntax .

9 Transtormations and reading

& Readability formulas L
7 Prablems with Ts and readability
8 Towards semantic deceding.

9 Conclusions

The second language reading process

Characteristics of the L2 reader

2.1 Speed .

-2 Pihonological interference

Local reading

Conclusions -

reading and syntax

Berman

Cowan

Brownscombe

Kolers and MacNamara

Nilagupta o

O Eskey .

11 Moirand

odman®s cue systems

.12 Yorio

2.13 Hauptman

An interactive view of L2 reading

2.14 Introduction

2.15 Uiijn

L2 reading and semantics

2.16 Ulijn’s experiments
2.1%.1 The Shadok grnject
2.14.2 Syntactic structures experiment
2.16.3 The map experiment

2.17 Conclusions

Hypotheses

g t 2 Rt N d ) S - T 70

Ng)[\JNNMNMMI"‘I\JNN

3 WRITTEN DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

3A

3B

Introduction

3.1 The Halliday-Hasan model

3.2 CM—part of the semantic system

3.3 L1 and CMs
3.3.1 The develcpment of CMs
3.3.2 The frequency of CMs

L2 Discourse Analysis

3.4 Introduction

3.5 Discourse Analysis in ESL texts

~




o e e o —d b et = - —

" 3.6 Discourse Analysis in native texts 68
; 3.6.1 Moirand ) ° &8
3.4.2 Beaccn and Darot ‘ . &8
-3.6.3 Cohen : - L 70 -
3.7 CMs in the L2 70
3.8 Conclusions 71
4 DESIGN OF THE PILOT STuDY . P X ) : 73
4.1 Intreduction . . 73
4.2 Subjects : 73
4.3 Measure of proficiency ' 73
4.4 The test - ) 73
4.4, Construction : 73
4.4.2 The cloze procedure | ' T4
4.4.2.1 Cumulative cloze 74
4.4.3 Administration of the test . 75
4.4.4 Correction ‘ 77
S ANALYSIS OF THE DATA : ) 78
5.1 Preliminaries . 78
9.2 Results 78
9.2.1 Tables I-II : 8¢
9.2.2 Tables III-VI 81
9.2.3 Table VII 84
3.2.4 Correlation 85
3.3 Conclusions : 86
9.3.1 Conclusions for incorrect response 856
5.3.2 General conclusions 87
6 CONCLUSIONS i g8
6.1 L2 reading and semantics 88
6.2 Read1n3 and proficiency in the L2 . 89
6.2.1 Discourse constraints L 89
6.3 L2 reading--an interactive view 89
6.4 Areas of {urther research F0
b6.4.1 Expansion of the ﬁilnt stud¥ 20
6.4.2 The text of the EM Reading Test 20
5.4.3 L1 as a variable in L2 reading 91
NOTES 92
REFERENCES Q&6

APPENDIXES 106




A RS s S T A e e e e A T AT R N e L M B b e e Ms e G e e e —— Uk e s % g e - e mmris gs ot B e Tl ISP SIS

i Lo .
y o ‘e . . .-

A B S TR ACT

fhis study explufes the hypothesis that secqnd.language readers have
more difficulty with semanti&.infnrmatinn‘than with syntactic .information.
The semantic difficulty investigated is based on the_cohesive tie of ‘conjunc-
tion’ as given in Halliday and Hasan’s COHESION IN ENGLISH {Longman, 1976).

Conjunction is-a semantic relation holding between two elements
that occur in succession but are pot related by other structural means.
Overt cmn;un:t1ve markers like "however®, “therefare’, “yet®, ’but’,‘
etc. signal the presence of an intersentential relation between twa
sentences. Overt conjunctive markers presuppose that two sentences

are semantically related.

it is shnwh that non nétive.speakers of English as a second
) language, as‘well as native speakers, havé difficulty with the cohesive tie
of *conjuction® in reading. It is concluded that non natives do not
understand the semantics of the intersentential relations used in the
pllot study. Native difficulty is attributed to poor reading

strategies.

~ .k
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The field of second language reading has attracted more and more
attention in the last several years. The great influx of fnre1gn stu-
dents from the elementary thrcugh to the university: level ha& created

the need For mare research in this erld.

The purpase of this the515 15 to study in deta11 one aspect of
the semantic difficulty in second language reading. Furthermore,
that some native English speakers have semantic difficulty in reading

: ‘ S
is also investigated. : ¥

k1 )
The first chapter presents a review of current theories of first
lengeage reading. Due to tee complex processes involved, there is a
lack of agreement as to haw people read. The dlSCUSSan centers on
the application of information processing theory to cufrent reading thenrles -
and then describes each theury in detail. A histarical perspective of the’

relationship between syntax and reading is br:efly glven.

Chapter Two examines current theories which explain in detail
the process and the characteristics of the second language reader.
First language theories of reading are extended to second language
reading. A historical perspective of second language reading and .

syntax is given. Finally, second language reading and semantics is

examined.

Chapter Three looks at written discourse analysis in bhoth first
and second language reading: The Halliday-Hasan model for the analysis
of discourse is presented. The cohesive tie of *conjunction® is
explained, and the development and frequency of certain markers of

conjunction in first language reading are given. Second language re-

4
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search in dlscuurse analysis using hath specially prepared texts in = - -

Eng11sh as a second language and native texts is examined.

Chapter Faur discusses the deszgn, cnnstru:taan, adm1n15tra-
tion, and correction of the pilot study. ' '

Chapter Five analyzes the data from thls study and presents
the results. ‘ " : : )
: . N ‘ )

Chapter Six foers certain conclusions, evaluates the pilaet

3

study, and indicates areas of further research,
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REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE ON
FIRST LANGUAGE READING

iA \ZIrﬁ1:r-c3ch1c:t:i.c5r1
Today there are Q‘Humber_af researchers in both first lan-

guage and second language (hereafter L1 and L2) reading who have
borraowed tefms frnm information pracessing to describe current
reading theories. Cziko (19805, Ulijn (1980}, and Wildman and
Kling (1978) represent a small graup of such tﬁeorists who

apply to reéding thenr{és terms such as _bnttum to top and top to
bottom. A& g{j@pse of these terms will give insights into just

why they are now used in reading.

" A computer. program is a realization of a function. 'Nhen a
pragram is needed, functional spe&ificatibns are given faor this
program. The programmer starts with the specifications of some
function F and then constructs a program P which realizes these

specifications.

There are two classic ways in which programmers have ap-~

proached their task (McGowan and Kelly 1975:41);

BOTTOM UP - starting with simple functians (programs)
and building up more complex functions

until finally constructing F, '

TOP DOWN - starting with F’s specifications and re-

peatedly breaking down functions intao



simpler functions until reaching easily

coded functions .-

The bottam up apprnach is a synthe51¢1ng actxvxty The
lowest level program components are caded first. Then inter-
. mediate compnnents are coded and subsequently tested together
"with the cnmpleted lower level cumpunents. The top dnwn_ap—
proach is an’analytic activity, ngher leyel routines are in-
tegrated before lower level routines. In short, bottom up and

top down approaches differ in the way they sequence.

The bottam up approath is extended to those reading theories
in which a }eaderlproceeds from letters, -to sounds, to worasg to
sentences. The smallest élements, letters, are processed first,
and only after are words and sentences built up out of them. The

Gough (1972:345) reading model will be used to illustrate this ap-

proach. e

The top- down épprna;h is extended to those readiné theories in
which an attempt is made‘tulﬁreak down meaning. Meaning is both'in—
put and output. In such reading theories, it is possible for a
reader to identify meaning partially, to proceed td word -identifica-
tion and even to letter identification if necessary., Meaning can
not be completely broken down, however, as it is generaliy considered
to be greéler than the sum of its'parts. Both Goodman and Smith are
the major theorists included in this approach although Smith is more

representative of it. The Goodman (1970:30-1) model will be used for
this approach.

Interactive reading theories represent a combination of bottom

up and top down approaches. (1) Rumelhart (1977} is the leading theorist
in this group. '
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The extension of the information processing terms bottom up (ar
bottom ta top) 'and top down (or top to bottom) to reading theories
15 a description of \'che‘:way in which elements are processed in reading.
Reading itself is.sometimes termed an infaormation processing activity
(Baodman 1948) . ' o
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1B THEORIES = S | L -
-} .

Theories of how fluent readers derive meaning fram print can be
tlassified 1ntn three groups (Cziko 1980, U11Jn 1980, Wildman and Kling
1978) ; '

"1 hottom to top
2 top to bottom

3 interactive.
1.1 Bottom +to top theories

The bottom to top theories usually have models which show a one
way flow of information starting from graphic cues and proceeding to
a ser1es of higher order processing stages until meaning is derived,
Bloamfleld and Venezky (quoted in Hardhaugh 1974) and Gough (1972)
can successfully be placed into this first graup. The Gough model
(1972:3435) in Figure ! will be used to illustrate general bottom ta

taop processing.



FIGURE 1.
THE GOUGH MODEL OF READING
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Abccrding to Gough, the reader goes fram print to sound to meaning (to read-

ing aloud) in a bottom to top fashion. There is an intermediate speech code. -
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The procedure is primaril? visual. The reader reads letter by letéer, word
by word, serially from left‘tn‘right.. Ehérécters are recovered frnm;the
icon, and character représeﬁtatinns are transformed to phonemic repre-
sentations, to lexical level reﬁrésehtations‘and then to deep structure
‘representations. From bottom level sensory information, the reader pﬁd—
ceeds to higher level encndihgs. The reader ié passive; he is not a
guesser because there is nd need to antiéipate what comes next. Na higher
level can affect any lower level; no level can be bypassed; there is no
interaction. Gough's model is a totally bottom to top view. It is a
strict letter by lettér analysis Df'thE input string. Furthermare,

this model can not account for the effects of prior semantic context,

nor for proofreader’s error. .

I
1.2 Top to bottom theories

One of the most famous models of the top to bottam group is that of
Goodman. Cognitive processes generate initial hypotheses on what isztn
occur in the text based on contextual and extratextual information. .
There is no intermediate speech code. According to other top to
bottom theorists,the procedure is only incidentally visual (Kolers in
Goodman and Fleming (1968:8)). Smith 61971), Huey (19468}, and Hoch-
berg (in Singer and Ruddell (1976:247)) can successfully be placed énto
this second grqup; The Goodman model of reading (1970:30-1) -
in Figure 2 will be used to illustrate general top to bottom

processing.



FIBURE 2 - .
THE GOODMAN MODEL OF READING '
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According to qudman,the reader scans along a line of print. He fixes at a
point to permif eye focus. - Some print will be central” and in focus; some
will be per:pheral -His perceptual field may even he a circle (Hauptman,per—
sonal cnmmunlcatznn). The selection process begins. He picks up graphic cues
guided by his prior knowledge, his language knowledge, his thought de~
velopment, his caognitive style, and the constraints established through
prior choices. Goodman®s -model implies all of this. The reader forms

a perceptual image guided by these cues and also his anticipated cues.

This image is partly what he sees>and‘pant1§"khat he expects to sea.

The power of expectation is very impcrtantrhere. A person uses his
knowledge of the world to predict and 1nterpret relationships regardlng

new information, events, and exper1ences. (2) The reader then searches

his memory for related graphic, syntactic and semantic cues. He chances

a guess. Semantic analysis leads to partial decoding. This meaning is.
stored in shart term memory. If nﬁ guess is possible, or if he has

formed an incnrrégt hypnthesié, he checks his recalled perceptual input

and tries again. If there is still no guess, he goes back to the text.

He then f%sts his choice for, syntactic and\semantic acceptability. TIf

it is not acceptable, he reéresses to a trouble point and starts over

at this point. If his choice is‘ad;eptable, decoding is extended, and

meaning is stored in long term MEMory..

One aspect of top to bottom thecries‘is analysis by synthesis i.e.,
" one makes a hypothesis about the original message,applies rules to
determine whét the input would be like if the hypothesis were true, and
checks to see whether the ihﬁut is really like that" (Neisser 1947:194).
The reader ic a very active guesser, and reading itself is a psycholin-
guistic guessing game (Goodman). in fact, top to bottom theories are

often referred to as guessing game or hypothesis testing thearies.
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A ‘reader pretends that he is. engaged in a reciprocal dialogue with
the auther of a written text. This author will stimulate the reader to
construct ideas out of his own experience. The meaning is ‘net in the

text. It is reconstructed by the reader in his own mind. Thus, sreading

can never be an exact process.

Ac:crd1ng to Boodman (1976:269-284), the ‘reader udes threetcue systems
which functznn as ver1f1cat1un strategles. "Cue systems within words"
(graphic/phonological cues) include aff1xes, letter-sound relation-
ships, recurrent spelling patterns, word shapes etc. " Cue systams
within the flow of language" include word patterns, word order and word-
pesitions; inflections and inflectional agreement; function words; the

contextual meaning of prior and subsequent wurds, and dictionary meanings. -

- "Cue systems within the reader” JAnclude his language facility, his learned

responses to cues, his persnnal and conceptual backgrounds, and his
ability. Redundancy-—1nfurmat10n which is duplicated by more than one
source-~operates on all three cue systems {(Goodman 19468:23, Smith 1971-
18). Goodman (1949:137) specifically states that these cue systems .are
used 1nterdependently and s1multanecusly. No reader uses all the cues
available ta him. In fact, he selects the fewest, most productive cues.
The skilled reader has very efficient cue sampling strategies., He daes
not see more than a less skilled reader- he simply reacts differently

to what he sees.

According to top to bottom thearies, processing is not letter by

letter unless there is a problem. Goodman (1973:50) states: "Memaky

and visual information processing constraints preclude the priaor iden-
tification of individual letters or words if comprehension is tg be
achieved".. S8mith {1971), however, details this point in his feature
analytic theory of reading. Every aspect of reading is a process of
categorization. Readers establish fgature lists‘¥nr sound, faor letters,
for words and for meanings. Then these lists are arranged into cate-

gories. Letter, word, and meaning identificatiaon all have an immediate
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(direct) and a2 mediated (indirect) version. & description of ward identi-

fication for Smith'(1971:140) is presented in Figure 3.
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FIGURE 3 . | A .
SMITH’S WORD IDENTIFICATION ) .

"immediate feature _’. isual word
discrimination eature category|sNAME
N | list '
‘ hk ‘
mediated feature Luund of|-PNANE "~ word
discriminatiunr1suurd { category

Figure 4 illustrates Smith*s (1971:205) explanation of meaning identi-

ficatian.

FIGURE 4
SMITH’S MEANING IDENTIFICATION

- Ty,
—."-.-— --h_

- =
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mediated

immedi ate—————

According to Smith,skiiled readers can demonstrate both mediated and
and immedigte-word identification., Mediated word identification is used only
when it is necessary. A fluent readef identifies meaning -immediately,
but if he can not get at it, he proceeds to word identification. Thus he

tries to break down the whole in a top to bottam fashion.

Smith”stressgs the importance of the trade off between visual infor-
mation,print, and non visual information,what is stored in laong term
memory. Since there is a limit to the amount of visual information the
brain can process, there is a trade off between it and non visual infarma-
tion. The mare non visual information you knaow, the less visual informa-
tion you need. But we are not in a position to measure the amount
of non visual information that a reader has available to him. Nevertheless,
we can try to approximate his level of - language knowledge, his cqnceptual

development, and his cognitive style.

Like bottom to top theories, guessing game theories present certain
problems. The time necessary to form a hypothesis, to generate critical
features, and to match this with the sensory input must necessarily be
shorter than that needed to proceed through a text letter by letter. Pre-
dictions would have to be carrect on the first or second attempt; other-
wise, many mismatches would hamper processing. Qre predictions made on
the basis of generai context, of letters, of sounds, of words, of pre-
ceding grammatical structure? How does a reader check his predictions?

Wildman and Kling (1978:159), state;
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. "The hypothesis test model survives as a wiable theory of reading only

" under conditions of highlz predictable semantic content, at terainal
clause positions, and without regard to reasonable time constraints,
Specific prediction, necessary for the generation of sensory cues, is .
precluded under other conditions because of either too lar?e a hypathesis
set ar tnongreat a likelihood of error. It seems reascnable to assuae

t our reading material is neither redundant nor predictive

enuu?h to allow advance production of a significant nusber of words.

Wholly predictable material would hardly be worth readin Normal

szntact:c and .semantic context could no support a hypotﬁésis test me-
thod of reading".
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1.3 Interactive theories.

These theories are a composite of bottom to top and top to bottom'
theories. The highly active reader integrates both graphlc and
contextual information at the same time. There is no ana1y51s by éyntheéis
nor letter by letter’ reading.' Adams and Cnllins {1979}, Gibson and Levxn
(1975), Wildman and Kling (1978), and, Rumelhart (1977) can successfully be
plgced into this third group. g
Rumelhart is one u% the leading propanénts af an-interactiye theory
of reading. “He emphasizes that erthographic, IEVicél syntactic, and
. semantic knnwledge operate simultaneously in a bottom to top and top to bottom
mode to give us the most probable interpretation of the input string.

Rumelhart’s model (1?7?.588) is reproduced below in F1gure 3.

FIGURE 5
'THE RUMELHART MODEL OF READING
' syn. | [ sem.
knnﬁ. knaw.
$ L
graphemic [—» | visual feature _— pattern most
input :: informatio extraction : synthesizer —) probable
*l store device —-—;/ : \ inter.
7 ' i arthao. lexical '
knowledge knowledge

Each independent knowledge.soqrce has specialized knowledge about some
aspect of the reading process. All of these knowledge sources come to-
gether at one place: the pattern synthesizer. The reading process is

a result of the simultanecus, joint application of all of them. The
pattern synthesizer acts as a message center, a data storage device.

Each knowledge source scans this message center for a hypothesis relevant
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to its knpwledée: knnhledge sources know exactly where to find relevant
hypotheses. A& hypothesis set is much smaller than one in a top to bottom
model which leads to more répia identification. A'hyputhééis can be gener-—
ated. at any level—Qfgé}ural, letter,bietter cluster, lexical, syntactic

or. semantic, and may have puinters-ib_bypotheses at higher or lower
levels. - A hypathesis can be confirmed or disconfirmed. an example is
provided from Rumelhart (1977:593-4) to illusfrate how the words THE CAR
are read by a reader. Notice haw hypotheses are entered tna,

down and bottom up at the same time, (3)

~

_—_
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FIGURE
'READING THE WORDS “THE CAR™
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FIGURE 7

MESSAGE CENTER SHORTLY AFTER PROCESSING
HAS BEGUN ON “THE CAR®
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FIGURE 8

MESSAGE CENTER SLIGHTLY LATER IN
THE PROCESSING SEQUENCE
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FIGURE 9

MESSAGE CENTER NEAR THE END OF PROCESSING
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Rumelhart’s abeve model (F1gure 5) appears 51mp115t1c'Et f1rst glance,
but th1s 51mp11c1ty is decept1ve. He is actually fryqng tn deta1l what
happens in the message center. and the above mmdel dnes not 1nd1cate the
cnmplem1t1es of the parallel praCesszng 1hvo1ved The representatxmn of
such processing seems an almost. 1mpuss1ble task.* Thus, Rumelhart leaves

his "black box® (message center) 1n very s:mp11+1ed form. B R

|
o

-

Rumelhart nges specific examples of . prncess1ng ;n the message center.. _—
His discussion of the effects of orthegraphic structure un letter perceptzoﬁ.:ﬂl
of syntactic effects on word perception, . of 5emant1c effects = wdrd and
syntactic perception, and of pragmat1c eFfects on meaning perceptznn demnn—:”
strate that all knowledge sources operate simultaneously in a bbttom ta e
top and top to bottom mode. ' l

Rumelhart cites evzdence from an experlment with 1egal vowel clusters‘
to prove the effects of nrthugraph1c structure on letter perceptlon.

His Ss transposed illegal clusters into legal ones. As a result ef thlS

-experiment, Rumelhart states that our percept1cn of a certain letter in a

certain position depends on what we percezve in adjacent positions as well
as on the sensory evidence we have available about that paosition in the
string. Word and letter perception occur simultaneocusly. (4) Bottom to
top models can not provide for tﬁis because they assume we perceive. letters
first and then place them into figher order unzts. Furthermcre, top to
bnttum theories can not account for this elther. Smith 11571 136) states
that it should be impossible to identify a word and its letters simultane-
ously because one can not use the same featural information to make two
kinds of identification. Letter and word identification involve the same

featural information according to Smith.

Our perception of words depends on the syntactic environment in which
we encounter the words. Rumelhart (1977:582) cites evidence from miscue anal-
ysis in that most miscues are substitution errors. Goodman (1973:13) himsel+

states that 75% of the average reader’s substitution miscues retain the

&
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grammatzcal functlon of the teat 1tem.: Glbson and Lev1n (1975 3o2) foundﬂi -
the same. results for 90/ ofa. reader = mlscues. ngher level grammat1ca1

knowledge helps to: determ:ne the word read Bottnm tn top models . can nnt

\ ‘ou ~

provide for ¢h15. B

‘\. LRI . R . EAN

o

Dur wurd percepticn depends on; the semant1c environment in whzcﬁ the‘e‘i"f ‘;
wcrds are met . For e\ample. when - collncatlng the wnrds 'BREAD- BUTTER wh:ch :‘ .
_are semantically related. we' praceed +aster than wheqxcn{;ucatzng BREAD— ‘ " '
DGCTDR whzch are semantxcally unrelated The ¥1r5t wnrd allmws the more ;"
",rapxd processxng of the secand DF course, the F:rst wcrd could alsn slow
down the. prncess:ng of the second 1n othEr eramples.u ngher level seman—
ticg lnewledge modzf:es our ward level prncesszng Aga;n. bnttcm tn tmp
models can not account +cr this. B ‘ K
Dur perceptlun af syntaw also depends on the semantic cuntevt 1n which
the strlng appears. "They are’ eat1ng apples" can have two deep structures
depend1ng 1n 1ts cnntext Semant1cs determlnes which surface structure

< we choose.” _f',' d‘l;'iﬁ
Our: 1nterpretat10n ef meaning depends on the general cuntext in which
we encountEr the text. Rumelhart (1977 584) gives the following examples.
Cal) The statxstlcxan cuuld be certain that the difference was signifi-
cant since all a# the figures an the rlghthand side of the tabie

. were Iarger than any of those on the left.

b. The craftsman. was certainly justified in charging more for the
carvings en the right since all of the figures on the righthand side
. of the table were larger than any of those on the left.

In 2 abaove, *figures® means numbers, *table” is a place to write numbers,
and *large’ is eguivalent to the sign »>. In'b above, figures® means
statues, “table’ refers to a table with four legs, and "larger’ indicates of
greater volume. No decision can be made about the meaning of a word without

first considering the meaning of the sentence in which the word appears. In
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' ;f:add1txun, the meanings of sentences are dependent on the general cnntext

in wh1ch they appear. H:gher level precess1ng xnfluences processing at

a lower level.

The complen1t1es of th15 highly 1nteractJVe~5ystem are enormous. ' .
Nnnetheless, I think that Rumelhart’s model stands 1n advance of other
readxng ‘madels so far, be they bottom tn tup aor top te bottqm because

it-can account for proufreader 5 errar and prior semantic context. It

.allnws simul taneous wcrd and letter 1dent1+1cat10n and maintains a hypo-

thesis set which can lead to rap1d 1dent1f1:atzmn at any level.

1.4 Concl Lxesn.c3r1_

I have commented 'pn bottam\tu top and top to bnttum thearies’
of reading and especially on interactive theories because I feel that
interactive theories can be better understuod when cnmpared to the first two.
I believe that the review of the literature on L1 reading 1nd1cates that
interactive theories give the most cemprehenslve explanation of the
reading process in both LI and L2 reading. This will be seen in deta11
when L2 interactive reading thearists like Cziko, Carton, and Uliin

are considered.
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1C L1 READING aND SYNTAX

1.5 Transformations and reading

With the publication of SYNTACTIC STRUCTURES in 1957,. syntax took firm

hold as the core of a grammar. Syntax was central, autonomous, and

-generative. ‘Semantics and phonology were secondary to it. Transforma—

tions {hereafter Ts) were part of the syntéctic caompanent of a grammar. .
They rearranged and deleted certain elements. They. were often applied

to readability i.e., reading ease. Written sentences were measured from

‘lernels (active, affirmative, declaratlve sentences) which were consi-

dered to be the simplest as no Ts had appl1ed to sentences with multiple

'embeddzngs which were considered to be more complex because they had.

The mare Tslapplying, the\moré complex the sentence was thought to be.
Syntax was the key. - .

Studies by Coleman (guoted in Rothkopf (1972:317) and Schlesxnger !
(1968:50)) found. tha&»syntaetlc factcrs had ‘some role to play.in the
lang term retention of sentences. Sentences with active verhs were
learned 20-307% more rapidly than sentences with naminalizations-af the
verb.‘ Active sentenceg were‘recalled slightly better than passive sen-
tences, and about 10% more information was recalled about non embedded
than embedded sentences. Caleman (qunted in N1lagupta {1978:90}) found
that reading coemprehension 1ncraased sllghtly when sentences were short-
ened, and Coleman and Blumenfeld d1sccvered that reading comprehension
increased significantly when nam1na11;at1ons were rewritten as indepen-
dent sentences. )

Mehler (quoted in Nilagupta (1978:90-91)) found that simple, direct
kernels in both the negative and the passive were recalled best, follawed
by sentences with single interrogative Ts, and then lastly by sentences
with double Ts. Schlesinger (196B8:51) found that passive and negative
passive sentences took longer te evaluate and complete than affirmative

sentences.
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Comparing responses for 'active affirmative, aétive'negative, passive
affirmative and passive negative, MacNamara (1968) found that responses
to passive sentences in English (L1) took longer than for -active sentences,

whereas in French (L1), only responses to passive affirmative togk longer

than thuse for active affirmative sentéences.

Fagan (1971) found that embeddings and de;e'f;ior;s were correlated with
reading difficulty for children.invgradES four, five, and six. Negatives,
1ng nominalizations, appositives, pronouns, and deletions were the mast
d1ff1cu1t for them. It was not so much the number of Ts in a sentence,
as the kind of T that caused the difficulty. '

.Ts were linguistically more complex. They were considered to be
mare difficult to understand and to read than grammatically simpler

sentences.
-6 Readabilsi ty Formul as

Studies on syﬁtax and readability provided several formulas for
measuring syntactic cnmplegity based on the number of Ts applying. The -
Botel-Granowsky formula (1972) uses thé frequency of syntactic structures
to measure this complexity. For example, a 5*ero’ count is ‘seen for sen-
tences with § V (@) order. ’Three’ count structures include absolutes. |
The mean syntactic :omple*zty is obtained by adding up the count for
each structure in a given sample and then dividing by the number of sen-

tences.

Bawkins (1973) gives a Hierarchy of syntactic processes start1ng with
the concept of arrangement’, which places wnrds into grammatical order
in simple sentences, and ending with the concept of "agreement’,the most
complex, because it adjusts one word to conform to another. § V arder is

the basic form. Any initial elements that postpone the identificatiaon
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of the subje;t'will lead to difficulty. A string of subject modifiers
between S éng V will also cause difficulty. Clausal and ﬁhrasal inserts -
between § and V are the most di%%;cult;

1.7 Problems with Ts and readability

In an experimént by Fodor and Garrett (1967), the cnmplexity of a
sentence as measured by the number of Ts used in its derivation was in- ‘
vestigated. A derivational theory of complexity (DTC) was proposed.
It stated that the more Ts required to convert the deep structure to the
surface structure, the more complex the sentence. Fodor and Garrett
increased the number of Ts applying to a given éet of self embedded
sentehces, i.e., sentences with relative pronouns, sentences with rela-
tives deleted and sentences with adjectives added and relatives deleted.
The most Ts applied in the last grcuéﬁ Ss were asked to paraphrase all
the sentences. It was found that the presence of the relatives had fa-
cilitating effects, but.that for the last group of sentences with adjec-
tives and deleted relatives, the addition of adjectives failed to pro-
duce an increase in complexity. The more Ts a sentence has will hot

necessarily increase its complexity.

Slaobin (1948) studied the recall of truncated (agent’deleted) pas=
sives and full passives. Truncated passives have more Ts applying to
them than full passives. Accuracy in the recall of truncated paésives
was better than in the recall of full passives. Slobin stated that there
was no unifaorm relationship between the syntactic complexity of a sen-—
tence and its psychological complexity.

M ’ ]

Franks and Bransford (1974) replicated Slaobin’s above study and alsao
investigated hew-tontent determines memory for syntactic farm. In this
second experiment, they used truncate& passives in two different contexts
and discovered that the memufy for a set of truncated passives could be

manipulated by context. When there was a lack of information about the
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actor (in truncated passives), the syntactic form of tHG sentence was re-

stricted. They conciuded that Ss recnnstruct 1nfurmat1un abuut syntay freQ ) -
T
semantic informatian,

Glazier (quoted in Nllagupta (1978:91)) found that sentence length
was not a valid measure of reading difficulty. Ifra sentence is a re-
sult of three or more kernels connected by “ang”® o; *but®, it is easy to
understand Schlesznger (19468:78) found that neither readlng rates nor
cnmprehens1dn were affected by sentence length when redundancy was kept

Y
constant.

1.8 Towards semantic decoding

Schlesinger®s 1968  investigation end experiments dealing with sen-~
tence structure represent a turning point in syntactic decoding. He he-
gan by examining the effect of sentence complexity on readability. He
tried to use Yngve's sentence depth meastre as a measure of syntactic
camplexity. Yngve's sentence depth hypothesis was that left recursive
structures add ta the depth or psychoidgi:al compiexity of a sentence
because recursion to the left, unlike recursion to the right, increases
the amount of space taken up in the 5hcrt term memory during the process—
ing of the sentence. He was forced tc -abandon Yngve's depth measure as
most left recursive sentences are also self embedded i.e. nested.
He-used the degree of nesting as his criterion of sentence cemple>1ty.
This represented purely syntactic decoding. He postulated the syntactic deco—
ding hypothesis which stated that d1ff£Fu1ty in the syntactic decoding of
a sentence increases with the degree of nesting and the length of the nested
parts. When his experiments revealed that nesting had negligeable effects
in ordinary neading. he was forced to admit that it was a much less power-
ful variable than supposed. The complete separablllty of syntact1c from
semantic processes was untenable for Schlesinger. He then preposed an alter-
native semantic-syntactic decoding process which stated that we filter and

discard syntactic cues in faver of semantic cues. We can do so because of the
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partial redundancy of syntactic ‘structure. (5) The ordering of informa-
tion was nat‘necessary in nested sentences because it was accomplished

by semantic cues.

The semantic-syntactic décnding hypothesis implies that syntactic
structure is redundant to a large extent. Schlesinger concluded {p. 141):
"The massive evidence from readability studies for a seritence structure

factor in addition to a word factor in reading difficulty does not
permit of any doubt as to the effectiveness of such a factor. The
conclusion seems to be forced upon us that the much decried 'complex-—

: it¥’ of sentences which makes reading difficult is in part, at least,
“.a,function of CONTENT".

Rothkopf (1972:319-322) adds to Schlesinger’s findings. Factars
determining the processing of written discourse are probably more impor-
- tant than structural factars, he states. Content features are more «

- powerful than structural features of text as predictors of learning.

. Lastly, he firmly states that sentence complexity has small effects on

what is learned from text.
1.9 Conclusions

Purely synta:tic decoding is insufficient in L1 reading. Syntactic
decoding does not proceed in isolation from semantic factors. What 1s
evident regarding purely syntactic decoding for L1 reading’

should also be so for L2 reading.

Ehapter Two exramines the process of L2 reading, the
characteristics of the L2 reader and current theories of L2

reading. re
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= REVIEN OF THE LITERATURE OoN
SECDND LANGUAGE READING

2a The L2 reading Process

"I am concerned Here with L2 readers who are literate in their L1
and relatively proficient in reading it i. -2. € 200 wpm. I am not con-
cerned with perceptual difficulties which are beyand the scope of thisg

thesis,

L2 readers already know how to read; they possess the necessary
visual perception skills. In a study for UNESCTO, Gray (quoted in
Anthony and Richards 1976: 16} recorded the eye movements of mature
readers from fourteen dxfferent countries. There was little varlatlon
in the basic eye movements involved whether they read up and down a page,
from left to right or from right to left. waatluns, saccades, and-
regressions are common elements for all readers. Moreover, ‘reading
comprehension is little affected by either the writing system or

the orthography (Gibson and Levin 1975:538).

. N

Yetta and Kenneth Goodman made a recent study of Texas Spaniéh,
Arabic, Hawaiian Samoan and Navajo children-readers of English as a
second language (hereafter ESL). No group had a unique readlng pattern.
There were na sharp distinctions in the way children read in a L2. If
the reader was not yet bilingual, his reading reflected the extent to
which he cnntrolled Engl:sh phonology, grammar, urthngraphy, lexicon, ¢
and idiom. If the reader was a fluent speaker of English, he acted like
a native speaker in reading English. The authors concluded that variation
in reading "is canstrained by the realities aof the process, the psycho-

Ilngulstlc strategies and cue systems of reading” (1978:370).

~People only have to learn tao read once during their 1lifetime.



2B CHARACTERISTICS DOF THE Lo READER

. ]

‘Clarke (1979:121) calls this a “read1ng universals hypothesis". Reading

in a L2 is hot d1f+erent from read:ng in a L1 but must be sensitive to
the character:stlcs of the L2. Therefure, as carroborated by Gnndman

and Clarke. there seems to be a unltary reading praocess.

2,1 Spe=d
A L2 reader reads more slawly both ofally and sxlently in his L2

than in his L1. MacNamara (1968:111) used eight tlme measures to deter- '
mine the perfurmance in English and in French of Montreal college girls.
In the first experiment, 24 Anglophones with a *school knowledge of French®
were asked to read sentences like "a hen has a wing”™/ ‘une poulle (sic)
possede une aile’. The measures were: '

1. mean perceptual thresholds for individual words

2. mean perceptual thresholds for individuél sentences

3. mean reaction times to words on a screen (matching words -and pictures)

4. mean reaction time to sentences an a screen {(true or false)

3. time taken to read sentences silently

4. time taken tb read sentences aloud

"7. time taken to read scrambled passage silently

8. time taken to read scrambled passage aloud. ‘
Each S°s performance in English'was compared to her perfarmance in French.
For 1 and 2 above, there were no signifigant differences from L1 ta L2,
ﬂifferences associated with perception were not significant. For 3 above,
the time taken was longer for the L2. Ss also took longer to pronounce
individual words in French and were less able to anticipate the order of

words,

The experiment was replicated using Francophones with a "school
knowledge of English’. The results were similar. The time needed for
EY .

understanding the meanings of individual words, the syntacti; structure,
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and the anticipation for a sequence of words (input) is less in L1 than

in L2., Moreover, the rate at which individual words are pronounced

(output) is faster in L1. Both input and outfut require more time in a
L2. (&) _ o ' _. g
MacNamara stated that this slower rate does not allow the time needed

to think ab t what has been read, and because of limits on short term

‘memary pruces ing, some information may be lgst. More information would

presumably lost in L2 reading than in L1 reading. -

The fixations of L2 readers are longer. Non native college students
have the eye F;\atlcn times of- native thlrd graders (Gller 1972:314).
However, as these readers become more proficient in the target language,

the number of fixations, their length and the number of.regressicons de-

crease (Oller and Tullius 1973:77). Surprisingly enough, the number of

régressinné‘fof ESL Ss is not high. Oller and Tullius state that this is

due to the fact that in their own language, the? have already acquired the

. necessary fhbrnughnéss as readers and they avoid rereading.

’

Hatch (1974) found that L2 readers read more slowly due to failure
to recognize unimportant features e.g. function words. For them, all

features are given egual impnftance. And this, of course, will slow down

their reading.

2.2 thnmlmgié&l interference

L2 readers have difficulty with silent‘reading articulation e.g.,
Spanish readers saw “green® as ‘grin’ because there is no distinction
between /i/ and /1/ in Spanish (Hatch 1974:54). Phunological'inter¥erence
Dccﬁrs in L2 reading. There is evidence far the occurrence of silent
articulation even in L1 reading as in studies measuring eleﬁtrical acti-

vity through electromyography (Conrad 1972:2048). Silent articulation occurs
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in L1 reading thrgugh preference, even though it may not be necessary.
However, since it 15 there, it can not be avnided-—either in L1 or in

L2 reading. . S oo

Kolers (19464) conducted an eaper1ment with b111nguals (Eurepean French
and American) in reading aloud. S5 were to read linguistically mlmed
tent (French and English words haphazardly-in French or in Engl1sh——ha1+
of the passages favnrlng English word order and the other half, French
word order), alternating text (alternate sentences were in French or in
English), and unilgngual texts. It was found that when reading linguis-
tically mined text aloud, bilinguals pronounced foreign words to conform
to their L1 and pronounced common words of this L1 as if they were foreign
words. In addition, a new accent was produced in that the prnnunc:at1an

of words in both L1 and L2 was degraded when these Ss read linguistically

‘mixed text aloud. ‘ <.

2.5 Local readi ng

Théberge (197&) F;und that L2 readers‘were more attencive to graphic
information. They were more sensitive to cues within words than to cues
in the flow of language tafter Goodman). Local tues were used consistently |
by groups of laower proficiency in English whereas higher proficiency groups

based their guesses on global meaning. . =

CoHen, Glasman, Rosenbaum, Ferrara and Fine {1979:559) also

found that L2 readers read more locally. '

Banot (1980:49) stated that her ESL readers concentrated on tﬁe words
preceding and following blanks but neglected sentence, paragraph, and cross-
paragraph levels. - They did not refer back to the beglnnlng of a text

even to look at the title. In short, they read more locally.

”
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Cziko (1980),; like Théberge, fbund his L2 readers more attentive to
graphic information because they depended mnre-nn bottom to top strategies.
“Intermediate proficiency ESL groups made many oral substitution A
Brrrars that_graphically resembled the text and few errors in the deletion
or insertion of words when compared with an advanced ESL group and a
native English group. Cziko also foﬁnd that L2 readers had difficulty using
contextual in%nrmatian and discourse constraints because his intermediate
ESL group relied less on contextual constraints. He stated (1978) that
the development of syntattic constraints precedes the development of séﬁan—
tic constraints hecause his experiments revealed that advanced.ESL grcupé
used more éiscourse and contextual constraints whereés intermediate ESL
groups used more graphic and syntactic cnnstfaintf. In other words, reading
5£rategies are related to the proficienty level in the L2. A high level
of campetarice is needéd to be able to use discuurge constraints in L2 read-
ing.‘ Native readers and advanced ESL readers use an interactive strategy
of relying on both graphic and contextual information, but {ntermediate

ESL readers rely principally on graphic information.
2.4 Conclwusions

Reading.in a L2 {s generally slawer than L1 reading because of greater
time needed in both input and output, n? longer fixation times, and because
of failure to recognize unimportant features. Phonological interference
trom Ll is evident. L2 reading is more local reading. There is a greater
concentration on bottom to top prn:gdures and imability to use semantic and

discourse constraints. L2 reading is therefore more complex than L1 reading: "

Z2C L2 READING AND SYNTAX

There are still some L2 reading theorists who advocate the central
t

importance of syntax in reading. Among them are Berman, Cowan, Brownscombe,
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2.5 Ber-man

Kolers, MacNamara, Nilagupta, and Eskey. However, none: of these researchers
has prnvenlthat syntax is the key to L2 reading as will be seen when each E

is examined below.

Berman (19?5)1pr0posed that ESL readers be made aware of nominali-
zations, reduced relative clauses, pronnminal'referencg, sentence _ -
connectors, negation, punctuation etc. (7) _ '

In 1980, Berman stated that syntactic.complexity_was a source of
reading difficulty for foreign students even at an advanced level. She

was convinced of the centrality of syntax to overall reading proficiency

-in a L2. "The unraveiling of parts of a sentence and correct perception

of the grahmatical and rhetorical interrelations between them remain a
major potential obstacle to reading fluency for the foreign learner" (p.23);
The nature of syntactic complexity in reading texts depended on constituent
structure, cohesive elements, (8} and dependency relations, i.e. elements
which are interdependent but nonh contiguous. This last element includes
heéviness i.e.fﬁe extension of N ¥V (N) structure so that one con-

tains embedding .or modification, opacity, and scope. (9) Berman con-
ciuded (p. 34): "It thus follows that for 5tudént5 to be efficient second
language readers they must rely, in large part, on synta;tic¥devices”to gef
at the meaning of the text“._Understgggingfufﬁcdﬁfgggﬂaerds was not enough,

J—
she added. Berman has_not-produced a study to measure to what extent

I
_ESL -Ss—rely on syntactic devices.

2.6 Cowan

-—

Cowan’s 1974 study favors the contrastive analysis hypcéhesis. Briefly,
this hypothesis states that L2 problems can be traced back to native lan-
guage interference. Cowan found that native English speakers imposed a

S V 0 order on German sentences even when these sentences had an 0 V &




order. He states: "The bulk aflevidence (for adults) peints to influence
from the nativa‘language as a primary‘determinant of leafning_prnblems“

(p. 107). This is, of course, contrary to what Goodman found. (10)

2.7 IBr*c:uvr1ssc:c3n1E;eé

Brownscombe®s study (19?7) also favored the contrastive analysis
hypothesis for native Spaﬁiéh speakers studying ESL. WH deletion causes
difficulty for these Ss because it is not permitted in Spanish. Browns-

combe did not give the frequency of those WH deletions causing this con-

fusion.

e}
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2.8 Kolers and _hdeaciﬁqean1earjéa;‘ I
Bnth kolers (19&6) @nd MacNamara (1968 1970) {ound that L“ s d1d

-“bbtter when readlng teuts (bnth szlently and nraily) wh1ch faVDred L1

aynta\. MacNamara (1948: 46) used sentence= like the following: < Pune
.pnulle {sic) ne possede pas une aile", .He "admitted dnlng vxolence tn‘

French syntax. knlers also (19&6) %nund that Ss do better with texts that
favor their native syntax. Twelve Americans ard twelve European French

were asked to silently read texts in a unilingual %nrm, in an alternaté -
form and in gglinguistically mixed form. The largest differences were always
between the unzllngual passages 1n.the native language and in the forexgn

language. All S5s did better with those texts favor1ng their native synta\.

2:9 Milagupta

Nilagupta'(197é) conducted an experiment on the relationship of
syntax to readabiiity for ESL Ss in Thailand. The author expected
a high correlation between‘structures like negatives, passives, embeddings,
deletions, and nbminali:atiuns, which formed the major part of the reading
test, and reading comprehension. But the correlation between the Ss°
ability to interpret syntactic structure and reading comprehension was only
.34 (p. 100). Nilagupta was forced to admit that these Ss had not relied
heévily on syntax.

2.10 Eskey

Eskey (1970, 1971) advocated the importance of compler syntactic
structures like nominalizations, appositives, absoclute constructions,
restrictive and non restrictive relative clauses and inve?sinnsrin
L2 reading. Eskey, like Berman, has not produced any study demonstra-
ting the extent to which ESL Ss rely on complex syntactic structures-

in L2 reading.

2.11 Moirarnd
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gﬁﬁﬂapbroach similar to Eskey’s was taken by Moirand in 1975 wheﬁ she

attempted a total syntactic analysis of a newspaper artiéle. All nominal-

izations found in this particular article were analyzed, transformed,
extended, manipulated, and paraphrased. The 'amount of wark required of
both Ss and teacher was enormous. However, the use of syntax in reading

simply did not give the expected results. In 1977, Moirand completely

abandoned this syntactic approach to L2 reading.

2D GOODMANTS CUE SYSTEMS

2.12 Yorio
Yorio (1971) assumes Goodman’s top to bottom processing and stresses
the importance of cues for L2 readers. The L2 reader is uncertain firstly

of these cues. The wrong choice of cues makes assuc1at10ns very diffi-

cult. A L2 reader has to cnncentrate on a trlple process, ‘as shawn in

Yario's (1971:111) diagram.

FIGURE 10
YORIO*S CUE SYSTEM INTERACTION

the reader

storage of 4 at the p Prediction of
past cues present moment future cues
associations

The reader is both predicting future cues and making associations with
the past cues that he has stored in memory. The native does this uncon-

sciously. The fureign reader’s prediction of future cues is restricted

L%
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by his imperfect knowledge of the L2; moreover, because he has to recall -

t

unfamiliar cues, his memory span is very short. ‘He easily forgets already’ ..

stored cues. These two factors make associations slow and difficult.

2.1 Hauptman

Hauptman®s invesfigatinns into the use of cues in L2 reading have

given u§ certain insights. Like Yorio, he assumes Gogfiman®s top to bottom
-theory. In 1974, Hauptman found that most low proficiency

L2 readers are orthographic bound. @s they become more proficient,

they ére able to figure out the syntactic forms without depending on spell-
ing. All groups had more difficulty with semantic than with syntactic cues.
At this time, Hauptman (p. 11) stated: "It is possible that most L2 readers,
even relativeiy advanced ones are more orthegraphy bound, paying more
attention to each word~~especially the function words, than is generally
thought to be true for good L1 readers". This confirms what.Hatch (1974)
found.

In 1979, Hauptman found that advanced French as a L2 Ss made more

. semantic than syntactic erraors. These results were corroborated.in a se-

cond study. . ‘ -

Hauptman (1981a) stated that the failure to use glabal cues was the
most commaon feature of both L1 and LZ reading. Local cues (categary 1)
are found 1-2 words from a cloze blank {p. 3). Global cues are of four
kinds: category 2 with 3-5 words from the blank, category 3 with 4-9 words
from it, category 4 with 10-15 words from a blank and category 3 with 14
or more words from it. Some kinds of global information caused more
difficulty than others. This occurred in the less distant cue categories.

The most difficult cues were post referent cues, occurring after the blank.

Hauptman (1981b) found semantic errors toc be the most signi-

ficant variable between higher and lower reading abilities for L1 Anglo-
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phﬁnes. For L1 Francophones! the most sighificant variable betweeﬁ higher
and lower reading abilities was the number of blanks. L1 Francnphoneskhad
more syntactic errors, In L2 reéding, low proficiency Ss in both French
and English made more syntagtic"than semantic errors. This would corrob-
orate Cziko's 1980 study above. In this 1981 study, Hauptman tried to
cdrrelate reading ability in Li and L2, He found the following. If a
subject makes many syntactic or semantic errors in his I.1, he wili probably
'dm the same in his L2. 1If he mskes fewer syntactic errors in L2 reading,

he has probably mastered the strategies required for a strong reading

ability in Li. If a S reads well in his L2, he probably does so in his

- L1 as well. L1 reading is a ceiling for L2 reading ability. (11)

Hauptman (1981c) stated that although a S°s ability to read
in his L2 is not very strongly related to his proficiency in this LE,
there is a relatinnshib Setween L1 and L2 strategies. For example,
if é S is reluctant to guess in his L1, he will be so in his L2. Moreover,
if he is unable to use global cues in his Li, he will be unable to do so in
his L2. If he has semanticfﬁifficulties in his L2, he yi;l also have them
in his Li. In short, good L2 readers have better strategies, not neces-—
sarily a better command of their L2. And these strateties have trans-

ferred from L1 to LZ.

Hauptman's results were corroborated by‘Gannt (1980) who found that
native Hebrew speakers carried over their lack of'reading strategies in
their LI to their L2, English. There is a high correlation between a .
S’s performance in L1 and L2 {p. 49). (12} Most errors arednct language

specific.’

2E AN INTERACTIVE VIEW OF LZ READING

2.14 Imntroduction
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Cziko (1980) stated that both natives and advanced ESL Ss use con-
textual and graphic information. This is evidence for an 1ntera:t1ve
strategy in L2 readxng and in L1 reading as well. L2 readers adopt an
1nteract1ve strateqy once they have attained 3 high level of campetence

1n the language, he stated

Elarke’'s (1979 1980) findings could also suppnrt an interactive
view of reading. Originally, he had assumed that goud ESL readers would
rely on semantic constraints moreso than on syntact1c constraints because
he assumed that good L2 readers read in larger chunls. In one particular
experiment (1980), both gomd and pnnr ESL readers relied an syntact}c

constraints.

Some af Hauptman®s findings could lend suppart to an interactive view
viz., L2 readers seem more orthography bound (1976); L1 Francophones had
more syntactic errors ( 1981b); L2 Ss reveal distinctive groups who

make more syntactic or more semantic errors (1981c).

‘Carton {1971) also has an interactive view of reading. He speaks
of the possibilities faor making inferences and notes the interaction
between the target language, the L1 and the content of messages. Infer—
encing is defined as the ability to use familiar material to recognize
the unfamllzar (p. 43). In the target language. intralingual cues such
as 1nflect10ns, marphemes, rdots, word order, affixes, etc. are seen.
From the L1, interlingual cues such as loans between languages, occurrence
of cognates and false cognates, and phanological tregularities from one
language to another are to be found. Interlingual cues are contingent
upon contacts between L! and L2 and the S°s knowledge of them. Entra-
lingual cues are seen in the content of messages. These cues are con-
textual. A foreign 5 whose LI is very different from his L2 isg depend-
ent upon context. Cues from various levels function together. "Campre—

hension may depend upon the concurrent processing of cues from several

echelons" (p. 58).

N
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2.135 Ulijgn f :
- ’
Some of tHe most éompréhensive studies for an interactive view of,

-reading have been completed by Ulijn. For him, psythnlinduistic models
of reading are the most suitable and contain several levels: graphemic,
morphemic, lexical, syntactic, textual, and semantic. Uli jn states that
the semantic level should have a special status particularly in L2 read-
ingil Whether all Df‘these levels have.tc be processed is unsure, as is
“their ordering. waever, an.interactive view could best account for the

simultaneous and interdependent operation of these levels (Ulijn, 1980).

The reading process is a gkill cnmpméed of a hierarchy of subskills.
Textual processing occurs at the highest level, followed by syntactic,
word, and letter processing. At‘the bottom levels, automaticity reigns.
The higher the subtask level, the less automatic the reading process. (13)
The following diagram is reproduced -from Ulijn ¢1977:188).

FIGURE 11 -
THE READER AS LANGUAGE USER

‘e FA;tratum 4
2 4
’ [textual processing] | increase in
linguistic
stratum 3 4 segments
|syntactic processing] processed
l ¢
o
stratum 2

(word processing |

stratum 1 non lingquistic
ling.| {letter processing) output
. —d . .
input :

text———=> reader > behavior (14) .-

A
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Ulijn-includes certain non linguistic factors in reading which are effec-
"tive in the same way for both L1 and L2 reading. Mathemagenic factors,
é;tivitieé which give birth to iearnfng {term taken from Rathkopf 1972:
.322), include Eye'movements, (19) memory, motivation, and concentration
(1977:190). Contextual factors inckude illustrations, charts, diagrams,

instructions for use etc.

Ulijn (1980:5) gives a very simplifiéd model of this Highly inter-
éttivg system of the reaﬁer in man. This model is reproduced below.
:  FIBURE 12 '
THE READER IN MAN

l eyesF—-">script <——I3sentence ‘/’ I

recognizer arser ‘\‘[conCEthaI system |

The eyes perceive letters and bighks- The script recognizer tries to
identify the script and discover the phanolagy. Even at.this preliminary
stage, the sentence parser, lexicon, and conceptual system cam be used.
The script recognizer can ask the eyes to look more closely. The sen-—.
tence parser detects the conceptualization underlying each sentence in

reading and uses its own syntactic knowledge. Ulijn prefers the term
':nnceptual to semantic. A conceptualization is defined as a relation-

ship between concepts or arconceptual structure applicable even when thosg

concepts do not correspond to single words ur.simple sentences

(1980:8). The lexicon contains word labels; the conceptual system contains

word' meanings. "All systems are accessible at the same time and can be

switched on when necessary in order to determine the meaning of a sen-

tence" (1980:3). Interaction is constant. Notice that Ulijn's model ,

like Rumelhart®s, is not very indicative of the complex activities in-
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vclvea.

Ulijn recogni:es two brncessurs {the script recognizer and' the sentence
-parser) and two knowledge bases (the lexlcon and the conceptual system).
The sentence parser can operate in two ways: syntactically guided anal-
ygis or conteptually quided analysis. In the former, the use ﬁf function
words, affixes, and the grammatzcal categarles of content words are used
as clues to the 1dent1ty of constituents to build propositions from these
constituents. This is a preliminary, yet thorough syntactic ana1y51s.
A thorbugh conceptual analyéis follows. In a conceptually guided analysis,
~.the reader begins with propositions that make sense contextually and checks
for surface constituents that express these propositions. The sentence’
parser applies a “superficial and incomplete syntactic analysis®™ (1980:
&) in that only the surface N and main'V are located. Then the lericon -
is consulted to get the conceptual information of this N and main}v. The
sentence parser will generate an expectation abouf the identity of further
possible constituents of the iﬁput‘sentence. Since in both syntactically
guided analysis and conceptually guided analysis, a tharough conceptual
" analysié is needed, Ulijn concludes that the parsing process is controlled
by conceptual knowledge rather than by the application of syntactic rules
(1980:7). . His experjments in L2 reading have concentrated an this con-

clusiaon.
2F L2 READING AND SEMANTICS

Z.1585 Uli jm s experiments -

2.16.1 The Shadok project ’ 0

In Ulijn"s Shadok project, 43 Dutch engineering Ss were to read in-
structions in French on how to operate an apparatus named Shadok. Uli jn
found that for these Ss, polysemous concept words e.g. ‘“bouton’®, caused

more trouble than one concept words e.g.  “ecran’, and that misleading
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cognates caused more difficulty than cngnatés e.g9., French ’interrupteur’
looks like English ’interrﬁptnr’ but. in'+act is English *switch® and-
Dutch knup(Je)‘ (1980 13). He belxeved that a thorough conceptual analysis
in feoreign language read:ng was necessary. But.he did not believe, a

thorough syntactic analysis to be needed because he considered

that content words in French. caused more difficulty than syntact1c func-

tion words. Moreover, hp assumed that in Dutch, contrastive syntactic
structures would not necessarily cause more reading difficulty than paral-
lel syntactic structures. He reasoned that if a reader does not need a
tharough syntactic analysis, then syntgctic function words can be avoided
be:ause they remain unnntxced

A:study by Louthan (1945) gave further evidence for Ulijn’s hypao-
thesis, -Using native seventh graders, Louthan. found that by deleting words
like *a, an. the, that, whose, what,his, some, any, prep051t1ons, conjunc-
tions (not suburd1nat1ng conjunctions)’ and ‘prnnouns’, there ‘was nao
appreciable difference between a control group (with no deletions) and an
experimental group (with the above deletinﬁs) on a reading tést. Moreover,

comprehension scores actually increased when the above words were deleted.

. —_

o1& 2 SQntactic stfuctureé gxperiment
. Ulijn conducted an experiment in which he used: 1} syntactic structures .

in French i.e. une subordonnee relative, temporelle cu consecutive, which

were parallel with syntactic structures in Dutch;: and 2) syntactic structures

in French i.e. construction participiale ou infinitive, which cuntrasted

with Dutch syntactic structures. The Dutch Ss read the relative parallel

canstructions more slowly than the contrasting structures (1979:111).

Both Dutch Ss (L2} and Francophones (.1} had syntactlc d1ff1cu1t1e5 with

the contrasting structures. Therefore, the d1ff1cu1t1es w1th syntactic

structures do not depend on L1. Contrasting syntactxc structures will

not necessarily cause more reading difficulty than parallel syntactic

structures. The contrastive analysis hypothesis is thus rejected as
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far as reading is concerned. If a Dutch reader of a French text -does
not need a thornugh syntact1c ana1y515, the fact that syntactic struc-
tures differ from the L1 should not matter.]
Ulijn contended that a L2 reader who lacks conceptual information
will be forced to read word. by word and to capitalize on his syntactic -

knewledge in order to detect h1dden conceptual1¢at1nns. (1&) -In this case,

_ syntactlc cnntrasts would hamper his cemprehensten. Forty- three Dutch -

~ psychology Ss were asked tor translate a very d1+f1:u1t French text into

Dutch. The translatxen showed more’ 1nterpretatznn difficulty for syn—
tactic contrasts than for 5yntact1c parallels. Here the Ss were forced .
into a thorough syntactic analysis because they had no p0551b111ty for con-

ceptual analysis due to the d1ff1culty of the text

Ulijn refers to one af Cziko's (1978) experiments on the use of Syn-
tactic, semantic, and discourse constralnts in L2 reading. Criko had glven
his 8s two original meaningful texts, two random texts and two amomalous

texts to read. The.anomalous texts were syntacticelly torrect but not

leemantically so. The random texts were neither syntactically nor seman-

tically correct. Unly native English speakers and advanced ESL Ss read the

meaningful texts faster than the anomalous texts. Cziko concluded that

in L2 reading,-syntactic constraints develop before semantic and discourse.

constraints. Ulijn sharply criticizes this conclusion For two reasons.
Flrstly. Cziko’s texts were semantically v101ated and thus were not re—
presentatlve of normal reading. And secondly, his texts furced his readers
to make a syntactically guided analysis which probably does net aoccur iR
normal foreign language reading. When a reader is forced to. read word

by word, as in C“:Le s experiment, and to capltall e on h15 5yntact1c
knowledge, which may be faulty, in order to get to conceptual analy51s,

hlS comprehension will be hampered.

-

;fg 16.5 The map experiment
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'Twenty—¥oqr Dutch (L2) 8s aﬁd twenty—~four Francophones (L1) were
askédltu read a2 map in French. One version of the map had syntactically ;
paraliellgtructure; and the other, syntactically contrasting structures.
ULijﬁ suspected that the iext with the lsast conceptoal information would
force its readers to use a syntactically gdided analysis. Francophones
read the-map twice as fast as Dutch Ss. This would corroborate both Kolers
aﬁd MacNamara on LE reading speed. (17) However, there were no significant
differences hetween the parailel and'cuntrasting versions read by the
Francophones or the Dutch. Beth groups showed the same patternlof diffi-
"culty. A difference in syntactic structure did ndt'a{fect'either French

»

L1 reading or French L2 reading (1980:28).

As a conclusion to his experiments, Ulijn puséulates that conceptual
analysis overrules syntactic analysis in foreign language-readinq and that
a thorough conceptual amalysis is neceEEar§ but a thnrnugh.syntactic anal -
ysis is not. The sentence parser is primarily concept oriented.

fhese findings imply that reading in a L2 or foreign language should
cdn:enérate on conceptual amalysis--the semantics of reading. {18)
Concentration on content words which carry the tonceptual information, on
word derivation procedures, word families, misleading'cognates and false

cognates should all be emphasized.

2. 17 Conclusions )

Most of Ulijn’s experiments déal:wiﬁh scientific texts (except for the
map-e&periment).and individual sentences in syntactically parallel and
syntacti;qlly contrasting versions. He uses the terms foreign lapguage
reading and L2 reading interchangeably, and this point needs clarifica-
tion especially for reading theorists in North America. More work is
needed on the temporal staging of conceptually guided analysis and of
syntactically guided analysis, as Ulijn himsel+ admits. In addition,
ﬁore details are reguired furlthe superficial syntactic analysis that
" ' s ; |

¢ : . ®



the primacy of conceptually guided analysis in foreign/L2 réading. Gen-

- occurs in ;oncéptyally guided analysis before'the conceptual analysis

itself. It is unclear how much syntactic analysis is involved.

26 HYPOTHESES

‘Ulijn’s'studies have documgnted some very significant evidence for

‘erally, I agree with his findings. The semantic level should have a

special status in L2 reading exactly as Ulijn claims that it should. °

U113n s above E\perlments and their results led me to construct

T a readlng test (See Appendix D) with a definite cnnceptual basis. It

required L2 readers to recognize the various intersentential relationships
(conceptuali*ations) in a total piece of discourse. It was predicted that
L2 headers of intermediate proficiency in Englzsh would not be able to give

pramacy tn cunCEptually guided analysis because they larked the necessary con-

ceptual: atiops &nd thus would revert to syntactically guided analysis,

Advanced ESL Ss were assumed to be able to use conceptually guided anal-

ysis to some extent.’

It seems tcﬂme that the extent to which Ss use conceptually guided
analysis can be measured more significantly by u51ng a piece of discourse
rather than individual senmtences as Ulijn has done. The CM Reading Test
designed for the pilot study of this thesis is such a piece of discourse,
But before considering it, written discnufﬁe needs to be examined.

Chapter Three will study written discourse analysis in both L1 and
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5 WRITTEN DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

Z=A Z[r11:r7c:ciL1c:1:i.c3r1

Zellig Harris long ago recognized that-lgnguége occurred in con-

nected discourse. In his article "Discourse Analysis“.(19525,.he pro-

. posed continuing descriptive linguisticé beyond the sentence level by

analyzing the formal features of a discourse thrnugh distributional
mefhods. .In this same'article, he added that his analysis of discourse
was distinct from an"interpretation” of it (p.382). Aﬁd al though descripF
tive linguistics had "no eguipment for taking the social situation inte
account” (p.356), Harris’ discourse analysis (hereafter DA) could not .

account for it either.

An énalysis of distcourse must both interpret findings and take the

social situation inte account.

Even though the Chomskian revolution did much to provide us with a
well formed system of, rules (syntax) for sentence formation, there was
no such set of well specified and obligatury rules forthcoming for dis-
cCourse. Phllosophers like Searle (1976) used the concept of speech act
(representatives, directives, comm1551ves. expressives, and declarations)
to try to impose some form on discourse. But neither syntax nor speech
acts could brnvige us with the interpretation of sentences. Gumper:z said
we needed to cnnéider-the speech situation and the speech event in addi-
tion to the speech act itself (Larsen—-Freeman 1980:4).

Tn‘attempt a history of DA is way beyond the scope of this thesis.
What is important here is that in written DA, the social situation and
the semantics be considered. )

Form in discourse must also be considered. This torm is determined-

by content (Hatch, 1980, Lackstrom, Selinker, and Trimble,1973). There is
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.a generalized structural‘fnkmula associated with each type of text e.9.,
narration will d?ten'use chronological structure. This point will be

examined in greater detail when DA in L2 research is studied.

A system for analyzing both the situational and inferprefatinnal
aspects of written discourse was needed. 0f the extant systems only two
were seriously considered--the Beacco-Darot system and the Halliday-Hasan

system.

For Beacco and Darot (1977), we must go beyond a mnrphmsynté:tic
analysis of discourse, beyond Harris® equivalence classes, beyond purely
lexical approaches which try to characterize specific texts from a study

of their lexicon. They staée.(p. Ry

"Il est illusoire de penser atteindre la spécificité d’un discours en

e

enumerant une liste de mots avec lesquels on serait bien en peine de
reconstituer les textes dont ils ont 6te extraits®.
It is also necessary to go beyond decomposing a text into its constituents

(analyze automatique du discours E.g.. F=fqrm, D=determiner for N etc.)
All of these do not get-beyond sentence level and hence are rejected by

Beacco and Darot.

v

Instead, they propose using two concepts—"les operations enonci-
atives’ and “les operations discursives®.

B

"Les opérations égnnciatives mettent en jeu les diffdrents reperages

ggg,peuvent Btre établis par le-sujet énonciateur, entre la situa ion

-enonciation (sujets énonciateurs 1 et 2--locuteur/ipterlocuteur);
-lieu de l’éhnnciaglon; moment de 1’énonciation et 1’énoncé® (p.&).

The markers for these.operations_encompass anaphors, lexiecal ce esion,

tenses, and ‘meodality which are all found or not in all types of discourse

in different combinations.

~ The second concept of “opdration discursive’ comprises the very
structure of a discourse viz. definitions, descriptions, interpreta-

tiagns, analyses, classifications, illustrations, etc. These operations
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vary with the type of discourse e.g. _Ebnkbook recipes, mathematical

texts, medical texts etc.

Beacco and Darot have worked with highly specialized texts. only, and
their analyses are often random and sometimes incomplete as they them-
selves admit (p.41). waeyer, it is.work that I fee! holds much promise:

r

once completed.

_—

I.1 The Halli ciéa;xr—kieas;ear1 model

The Halliday-Hasan model from COHESION IN ENGLISH ( 197&)
was chosen because it provides a method for cdmpletely analyzing any

piece of discourse. (19)

Written discourse goes beyond the individual sentence to the text
as a whole. Many L2 readers can read a‘sentence and can perhaps under-
stand all the words in ¥his sentence. Yet these L2 readers can not go
bayénd to the discourse level and read a sentence in'connection with its °
preceding and fullowiﬁg sentences. For them, the entire discourse is-
a discannected set of sentences and is equal to the sum u% its parts.
And this is simply not true. ‘'The whaole is alwé&s greater than the sum
of its parts in reading. (20) The written discourse is text and should

be understond as such.

According to Hasan (1977:229),text is not a grammatical unit like a
clduse ar a SEnteﬁce; it is "a social éven£ whose primary mode of unfolding
is linguistic”. A text is a group of sentences which hang together . It is
a semantic unit, a unit of meaning and not of form. Sentences are syntac-
tic objects, but their connection is a semantic notion.” Together they

have testure,

Hasan (1968,1977) explaining further states that there is both

situational and linguistic evidence which produce texture. The situational
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_ev1dence (external) is compnsed of extra 11ngu15t1c factors. wh1ch are
relevant to the language of a text. These factars are: '
field (what is the language about), mode {is the Ianguage spoken or writ-
ten}, and tenor {is the total set of relatxons among the participants for-
mal or informal). Field, mode and tennr are the dxmensznns of register;
register is the characteristics of the var:etxes of language’ according to
use. If a piece of discourse is “text®, it will be within one reglster.
External evidence shows how language links mean:ngfully Nlth the'situa~

tion in which it is found.

Linguistic evidence (internal) is also needed tao produce texture.

Linguistic evidence deals with cohesion. And cohesion exists wiihin

-

text and not within the mind of the reader. Cohesion is a relation be;

- tween and not within séntences. The sentences of a text are related to

one another. "In a text...fhe meaning of each senténce depends on its
énvironment——un its cohesion, in fact, with other sentences" (Hasan 1948:
19). The sentences of a text may follow each other in sequence without
being connected or may be linked by cohesion. Cohesion is defined as

\the set of semantic resources for linking a sentence with what has gone
:ﬁéare" {Halliday and Hasan 1976:10). Within a text, the meaning of each
sentence depends on its environment, including its cohesiVE'relations with
other sentences. - Thﬁs, a te§? is a unit of éituaticna;‘semantic organi-

zation. (21} ~

According to Halliday and Hasan, there are five kinds of cohesive
ties:
1. reference -
- 2. substitution
3. ellipsis (substitution by zeroi
4. lexnical cohesion

J. conjunction.

These ties are semantic relations and are independent of structure. They
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link one senfEnce to a senéence or group of sentences precedinggur fol-
lowing. Tﬁey are normally anaphoric, and there is no new content to them.
In this thesis, 1 a;‘concerned with the cnhesive tie of conjunction
only. Conjunction rela{es elements théf occur in suﬁcession-but arernut
related hy other structural means. Cnnjunction:is a semantic relation
betheeﬁ sentences. Consider the following examﬁle. |
1 . ~
a.Soldiers fought a battle.
b.Afterwards, it rained.
It is the underlying semantic relation of succegsinn in time that has
cohesive power here. It crosses sentence boundaries and causes 1a and
lb to cohere; "Afterwards® is the conjunctive adjunct (after Halliday
and Hasan) used to signal this relation. Cohjun;tive adjuncts include:
-adverbs like ’ahd’, "but", “yet®, *actually’
:—campound adverbs like *furthermore® and prepositional phrases like
Tan the contratry?’ '
—prepositional phrases plus “that® e.g. ‘in addition to that® (Halli-
day and Hasan 1976:232). '.
There is alsg a oroup of subdued cohesives called °‘continuatives® which

include words like "now®, "of course’, ‘surely®, ‘certainly’.etc., (22)

The term conjunctive marker (hereafter CM) will be used far con junc—

tive adjuncts. This term is used throughout the present thesis.
-2 CM—part of the semantic system

iansider example two.
2
a2.John was very uncomfortable in his easy chair.
b.Nevertheless, he fell asleep.
'Nevertheless® is the CM which signals_the intersentential relation be-

tween 2z and 2b above. Other CMs like ‘nonetheless”, "however’™, "still”
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;yat’, *in any‘casé’, *all the séme’,-and *anyhow’ :nuld all be placed'
successfully in the éame slﬁt as ’névertheless’ above. The gnnd ‘native
speaker can_recnénzhe firstly that the intersentential relatlnn above is
onelof contrast ahq secondly, that other CMs could express this same re-
lation. More importantly, the good native speaker can recognize the inter-
sentent1a1 relation above even when there is no overt CM. It is the under-
lying semantlc relation of contrast in 2 above that has the thesivé power.
The use of a CM presupposes tﬁat Eaﬁfnd 2b are connected. (23)

Urquhart (quoted in Cohen et al 1979:5&0) found that natlve Engllsh
readers had only slightly more difficulty processing tests not marked for
1ntersentent1al relations than for those that were. He stated that natives
use 1ntersentent1a1 information to reduce the -amount of processing nec-

essary

The native also knows that simply placing a CM beﬁween two sentences
will not make Lhem cohere (van Di jk 1980:49). Consider the following example.
a.Mary loves chocolate.
E.Yet, Ottawa is the capital of Canada.
A ébmmun topic which delimits certain areas or ranges of semantic space

is needed between 3a and 3b abave (van Dijk 1980:51).

Consider yet another example.

q

a.John fell off his horse. He broke his leg.

b.John broke his leg. He fell off his horse.
In 4a, the native infers that John braoke his leg when he fell off his
horse. There is an inéersentential relation of causality implied. 1In
4b, a native could infer that John fell off his horse because his leg was
braken. The ordering of the sentences in 4a and 4b determlnes the causal

pattern inferred.
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A LM usually has first pns:t:nn in a sentence and its mean1ng extends

over the whole sentence in which it oOceurs.  CMs can also occur in the middle

of two 1ndependent clauses in a cnmpuund sentence. Example 2 is repeated

here as example 5. : .
S
a.Jshn, was very uncomfortable in hig easy chair;nevertheless,
A 2 " he fell’ asleep. * %5,
Nevertheless’ shows a cohesive and not a structural relat;on here because
example 5 can be terminated after the word “chair? (Frank 1972:226, Halliday
and Hasan 197&:264).

The 1ntersentent1a1 relations signalled by €Ms are not logical but

are textual (Hasan 1977). They represent typesfd? cnnnect:nn holding between

sentences. Halliday and Hasan list four types of internal and external
1nter5entent1al relations: o
l.additive (expressed by CMs like-’and’,’furthermere’,’similarly’)
2.adversative (expressed Ey €Ms like “yet?, but®, however’)
S.Ceusal {expressed by CMs like "s07, "thus”, ;therefnre’)
4.temnnral (expressed by Cﬂsblike"then’,’Finallyé,’First’)
_ (See'Appandix A for complete 1ist) (24)
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.2 L1 and CHMs
It is relevant at this point to briefly examine the develépmeﬂt and

freguency of CMs in L1 in order.to make some aséumptions about them in

L2 reading.

Z~.3-1 The development of Chs

In a study by Katz and Brent (1968) with native first and sixth gra-
ders, it was found that children in grade one were not able to verbalize
the_meénings of certain coﬁnectives . They were able, however, -
to use connectives correctly in spnnténénus sprech and to select the correct
connective on paired éentente tests. .

.

In a study by Robertson (1948), native pupil understandiné of con-=
nectives in reading was invesﬁigated. A connectives reading test was
constructed for tHis purpose. In both oral and written 1anguége, chil-
dren®s ability in the use of sentences containing .connectives increased
as their chronological ages increased. However, there was a lack of uni-
farmity in the role of development of understanding among different con-
nectives. “However®, “thu . "although™, “which®, and °vyet® presented the
most dif%iculties. Roberttson concluded that there are different rates of
understanding for individyal connectives. It is the semantics of these

words that causes difficulty.

In Stoodt’s 1972 study, three hypatheses were investigated in relation
to native understanding of conjunction and reading comprehension.
1. A correlaticon exists between the relationships a subject identifies
with conjunctions and reading comprehension.
2., There is a difference in the difficulty of various types of conjunc-

tions.



3. There is a relation between understanding conjunctions, sex, socio-

economic level and intelligence.

A Cmmprehensinn'nf.Cnnjunctioné Test was devised for Stoodt®s investiga-
tion. Conjunctions of high usage for native fourth graders were identi-
fied as: and, as, because, %but, either, for, *if, %how, now, %or, *50;
than, ¥that, thoﬁgh, ¥where, Xwhen, ¥while, why and yet (p. S04). A Cloze
Comprehension of Conjunctions Test was also aevised. The feadabiiity of
the passages on the test was cnntrnyléd by the Lorge formula. The resu1£5
showed that hypothesis 1 above is confirmed. Hypothesis 2 is also con-
firmed because the starred cunjunctidns above proved more difficult than
* other cdnjunctions of high usage for fourth graders. Girls, in general,
performed better than boys, thus confirming hypothesis 3.

| R

In a study by Ruddell (1945), it was found that the degré; of com-
prehensidﬁ with which written passages are read by fourth graders is a
function of the‘similarity of these written passages to the oral patterns
of their language. Comprehension scores were higher on thasé.paBSages'
using highly frequent patterns of oral language:

In a thesis By W.L. Smith, it was found that what a subjeﬁt normally
produces influences the syntactic level at which he reads. Using fourth,
eighth, and twelfth graders as well as skilled adults, Smith discovered
that only fourth graders read fourth grade material well--the other groups
did not.

It does not seéé surprising that Hative children from different back;
grounds will differ in their knowledge of connectives and that the under-
standing of connectives is deterhined by age. It seems apparent
that L2 readers will also differ in their understanding of connectives,

and that some connectives will be more difficult to understand than others.



i The frequency of CHMs

In a stﬁdy,ﬁ? Rndgers‘f1974); the kind of connectives used {including

" subordinating conjunctions and EMs) varied with the sub ject mattér of the
geography, hlstory. themistry, biology, and physics. textbuoks E\amlned The:
’ frequency of a connective depended upDn the subject of the textbunk in

which it was found. In other wurds. the content of the textbook deter—

mined the form. Cnnnect:ves were tabulated for averall frequen:y
and for subject frequency. Rodgers?® twn tables reprnduced belaow 111u5trate
these frequencies (p.44&4).
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FIGURE

CONNECTIVES OCCURRING MOST FREQUENTLY IN 35 TEXTBOOKS .
freﬁuen:y ) - connectives : . :
1000 or more _— but, if, when ‘because, however, 'as, although,
' thus, tﬁen, wﬁ:le,,fnr-exanple, since, also,
' - therefore, so, even o ,
500-999 ' perhaps, yet, such as, in fact, whether, that
. . - 1s, so that - S
250-499 . on the other hand, and,.as well as,_in,general,
: too, furthermore,’ justas, indeed, in other words,
Lconsequently, for instance, rather than
100249 . - moreover, similarly, as a result, éither, ar,
: SRR even though, in addition, where, instead, ex-
- gept{ in addition to, aeanwhile, despite, at
east,

rather, generally, hence, unless esge—' ‘
cially, whereas, as a result of, in contrast, .
still, in turn, apparently, in spite of, nor

The frequencies are estimated totals for the 35 texfs based on actual
frequencies in the pages sampled. ‘ , < '

' . o



: FIGURE 14 - ' : | ‘ -
Rankmg (By Frequency) uf the Twenty Most Common Cunnecnves in Each .
N ) Suh;ect Area -Frcm 35 texts
‘ overall grade & |grade 12 | .grade 12| grade 12 | grade 12 grade 12
! .- B freg. social gengraphy istory r:hemstry iology. physu:s -
: ' - studies . :
and ' .
. _ ; science ‘
~ 1 but 1 t 1 I 1 2
2 if 2 9 2 2. 1
-3 .when 3. -2 2. |- & o | . a
* 4 because 4 5 9 11 8 103
- £ haowever | 10 3 8 5 3 '8
2 ¢ 6_ as 5 . ° g & 10 7 &
7 although - 11 4 . 3 12 11 11
8 thus 12 7 4 7. .4 14
9 then & 13 13 .= A3 7
2 10 white |~ - 11 2 . 14 J107 | 13 =
3 ! . - a4 ————
11 for. exan- 13 12 - 4 S 9
ple
12 since | 14 i 15 10 .3 & 12
B 13 alse .8 ‘ 10 T 9 ' 16 10
| 14 .therefore - 1 14 16 . 13 Y I -
15 so : - : & - - 15 20 15
16 even 7 S . 7 : - 127, -
| 17 perhaps 9 19. 10 16 [ 18 -
18 yet 15 16 1 o1& 17 17 -
19 such as.| 17 - - . 20 L 15 -
s 20 in fact - 20 15 - - ‘ -
’
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In a CDMPUTATIDNAL ANALYSIS oF PRESENT DAY AMERICAN ENELISH (KuEera
and .Francis 19467), I _sought the ¥requenc1e5 nf certa:n CMs.“ ThlS bmnk

'i'fl.;a';«j: :

'glves a 5tra1ght count ‘of" the frequency of a’ werd {nf 1 014, 232 wnrds of

text in 15 types. of text: press reparts, press edlturzals, press rev:ews,

“relzg1nn, skills and'.hobbies, pnpular lnre, brography, mascellaneuus,

31earned and scientific wr1t1nge, fiction (general), fiction (mystery and

detective), fiction (adventure and western), ‘fiction (romance), and fic-

tion (sc1ence).' The first number a{ter each CM indicates the a:tual fre—
'-'quency in the total count Df words; the: secund lists the number of types -
- of text in whlch 1t is fnund {1=15): and the th1rd ligts the number Df

samples in whlch the CN 15 _found. The'mnst frequent item is ranked 1

and the least frequent 50 406. The starred entries 1n the table reproduced
below are those ‘found in the CM Readlng Test (See Append:x D} for the pllDt

study of th1s the51s .
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WRITTEN WORD FREQUENCIES \
TYPE OF = - .
o Mo FREQ. TYPES SAMPLES |FREQ. RANK |
Additive: fand | . 28,852-15-500 '3
- {_3or , . 4,207-15-492 27
besides I  66-13-059 - | 1645-1675
moreover - 88-13-0463 ) 1202-1223
Adversative: | nonetheless | . 10~05-010 7920-8478
o yet o 419-15-241 . . 208
fbut . _ 4381-15-490 : 25
Causal: thus ' - 312-13-180 | 296-299
1 _#s0 © 1984-15-467/ 52 ¢
| because o 883-15-344 : 103
Temporal: - | tnow : | 1314-15-394 78
o finally , 191-15-144 .| sS05-508
‘ _ first 1360-15-430 73
Conti ni;lati ve: | ¥certainly . - 143-14-107 - &7-707

titem found in CM Reading Test



Snme nf the starred entrxes are .very frequent while cthers are: not:

) I had assumed that hlghly frequent CMs would be more pred1ttable in the

-p1lnt study, but th15 was not conflrmed. (See Chapter 5 Analys:s of thé
- Data. ) ‘ '
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‘Written DA in L2 reading can be dividéd-into twe very general gfnups'

1 thuse researchers who write or examine texts specifically prepared Fnr ESL

Ss and ”) those wha use native texts. In the first group, Widdowson and Selin—
ker hold a prominent place. In the second, Moirand, Beacco and Dafot, and

Cohen will be considered. o v

+ . ’ . .

.S Di sScourse amalysis in ESLS texts

Nldd@WSDh (1973) d15t1nguzshes two ways of lmnk1ng at 'language which
goes beyond the sentence levéel. " The first way of looking at language is
as "text’ as referred to by Halliday éﬁd Hasan. (Cf the Halliday-Hasan model
of written discﬁurse in 3.1 above.} The second way sees language as the use
of sentences to perform ccmmun@cative acts. - These acts then become
larger communicative units which,-in turn; establish a rhetorical pattern
characterizing the whole discourse. If scientific varieties of English can
be répresentgd és types of text, they can also be r?presented as types ‘of dis-
course. There would be cmmbinaticns.of definitions, classifications,
generalizations etc. which could combine into larger units é.g. reports,.

These latter forms would reflect the methodology of scientific inquiry.

’ -

Selinker,-TDdd-Trimble, Trimble, and Lackstrom (1973, 1974, 1978),

hagE/gTEB\investigated tents in English for Science and Technology spe-

cifically written for ESL Ss. The writer of sc1ent1f1c discourge assumesi .
that his readers share his rhetmrzcal conventions which permit under-
standing of the rhetorlcal relat1ons he uses even when they are not ex-
plicitly stated. This is presupposed xnfmrmatlon, and this 1nFormat1nn

is frequently rhetorical. Rhetcrlcal prlnc1p1es like time order, space
order, and causality provide cohesion. .The principle .chosen will dictate
the syntax. {25) For exaﬁple, a narrative will have many conjoined sen—

tences and much use of both simple present and simple past tenses. Selin-
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‘ker et.dl have also found a restricted use of tense--mostly simple past and -
present. perfect as well as a prevalence of the definite article in English
for Science and Technnlogy d:scnurse. (26)° These are what Sel:nker et al

.call the *unique discourse functions® of scientific English.

According to all of the discourse studies by Selinker et al,
the native speaLer will recognize the rhetorical pr1nc1ple chosen
and will knuw what kind of grammat1cal chnxce to expect. from it. The
nat:ve has the ability to recognize implicit or presuppositional infor-
mation which is necessary for understanding the entire discourse. Non
natives need instruction in discavering presuppositional information in
nrdéf to gain access to the total amount of information in technical dis-
course. These L2 readers may not have the ghility to recognize the rhetorical
functions of classificatinﬁ, description, and definition. (27} In addi~
tion, they lack knowledge of time order,‘EEB) space order, causality,
result, comparison, cnhtrast, analogy, exemplification, and .conditionality
{(1974) which provide the relationships among fhe rhetorical functions.
They might not see that a definition could be part of a chronological
time development. They have trouble understand1ng when an example becomes )
an 1llustration. They lack knowledge of cross categories i. e., E\amples
which produce effects.
' In" fact, non natives lack whét Hepworth (1979) calls "rhetorical
competence”., They need to be instructed in it, and Selinker et al would

agree. .
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S5 Discourse analysis inmn mnative texts

S.5. 1 Mngrand' , .

Moirand (19?7;19?9)<prupuses a preﬁedagogical grid for-a global ap-
.prnach to non literary texts. This glaobal apprda:h is.the beginning of a
total DA. The grid is to be prepared by the teacher befmfehand.‘

It is to be used for-a newspapef article, a brochure, a‘pamphletl.a
pharmaceutical falder:fin short, any non literary text not specifically .
written for ESL 8s. From a sociolinguistic approéch, to a linguistic

approach, to a textual apalysis, Ss move towards a total DA.

Moirand (1979:1663 ‘states:

'

*I1 nous semble, par expérience, que les différences d’organisation

s textuelle d’une langue d 1Tautre tiennent plus d la diversite des
structures de surface qu’d des €carts _en profondeur, en tout cas,
1’analyse des recits en langue étrangére parait ne pas poser de pro-
blemes aux apprenants pour peu que les types de textes considéres leur
soient familiers en lan?ue maternelle...si la démarche est bien com-
prise en langue maternelle, il leur est plus facile de transférer en-
suite leurs propres stratégies d’analyse sur des textes étrangers -que
d’en apprendre de nouvelles®. ‘

Moirand assumes that L2 8s will be familiar with the non literary

-

texts she uses. An obvious weakness in this assumption is that there is,

in fact, no assurance that the readers will be familiar with the texts.

v -

‘ \\\,,// : Z-5.2 Beacco and Darot

Beacco and Darot®s 1977 study explains that there are differences in
the uses of tense, modality,‘and anaphora from one type of written dis—
course to another e.g. mathematical, ethnological, cook books etc.. They
believe that each discipline has its own rhetoric as well as its own body

of knowledge and jargon. For Beacco and Darot content determines form.

Beacco and Darot studied.highly specific scientific texts and tried to

find a common form in discourse in pure science. For texts in minerology
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and cristailngraphy, they succeeded in finding such a form, but for 'many
other h1gh1y spec1a11 ed scientific texts, they did not. As a result, they
chose to use the dxscuurse operations of analysis, classification, descrip-
tion, illustration; definition etc. because these aperatzuns would be more

likely ta occur in.many different farms of discourse.

Beacco and Darot (1980) attempted another éxamination of texts that
they believed could be classified into three types of aiscnurse:‘didactic
or ‘textbook discouwrse, magazine érticles. and scientific reéearch discourse.
However, after much research, they concluded that they simply could not
clagsify them as distinct forms of discourse as they had Drzglnally E;D—
posed. They stated (p.EZO)' '

“Les textes étant des prudu1t5 de conditions de niveau différent (lin-
Gonner comhe. o ontinan tar’1eociales: - Laeils ne Bonpor te ine part
d*arbitraire".

.In spite of the multitude of texts ewxamined and the enormous amount
of work involved, Beacco and Dé}ot continued their work in DA. For them,
different types of discourse must first be examined as to theif specifi-
city. Descript;ve models must be constructed. - Beneralizations can be
made afterwards and then applied to other specific types of discou?se. In
this way, a hierarchy of discourse types which ﬁrnceed from specific to
general will be constructed. In fact, Beaccd and Darot believe that théy
will reach the linguistic regularities which constltute abstract matrixes,

each tent. b91ng a partlcular realization of one such matrix. When there are

- sufficient generallgat1on5 made, they can then proceed from general to.

spécific and classify each new type of discourse met.

One of Beacco and Darot’s main contributions to written discourse analy-
sis is the concept of *discursive competence’, "la connaissance partielle
des regles de fonctionnement de certains_discours dans la langue maternelle"
(1980:12). (29) They state that a native Speaker is capable of recognizing
and/or producing texts'which conform to certain abstract discourse matrixes.

Each text is a particular realization of .a discourse matrix, and some native .-
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speakers can produce such texts. (30) For example, some natives can wrlte
letters asking for information and app1y1ng for a job. They know exactly
what form each. of these two letters should take. Beacto and Darot state
that this native dxscur51ve campetence can either be taught or else learned
from experidnce. '

Native discursive competence can be used as a facilitating factnr
for L2 discursive competence because it transfers to the L2 under certain
conditions. One condition is that the texts used in the L2 be comparable
to those that Ss are already familiar with in their Lt (31) The trans-~
fer occurs anly when the L1 discourse is almost identical to the L2 dis-
course. For example, Beacco and Darot (1980:23) state that an American
sociologist should be able tno wrzte an article on sociology in French
(his L2) because he is already familiar with sociological texts and with
their discourse in his L1, Teachers are to determine the kind of texts
their L2 S5 read in their L1 and are to use similar texts in the L2. In
this way Ss* discursive competence will be reactivated and will transfer
to their L2. 0f course, it is logical to assume that if Sg are not famil-
iar with the L2 texts used and if the dlscnurse is far removed for their
551 dlsccurse. na transfer will occur. g
FLe.F Cohen: ' .

Cohen states that for L2 readers, it is the non technical terms in the
discourse they read that create problems, not the technical terms. 1In his
experiments with DA and student infarmants, Cohen (1979) found that L“ Sg
lacked information on the function of rhetorical devices. Using Halllday
and Hasan’s cohesive tie of ‘conjunction’, referred to as CM in this thesis, |
he.found that L2 Ss do not pick up the CM, not even the more basic ones like

"thus™ and “however’.They also can not see interparagraph CMs like "also’
and "finally’. (32) He stated (p. 559):
"Clearly, the task of ixnd1ng the markers of cuhes1un is a part of good
.reading generally, even in the native language”.
S.7 CMs in 1:P1ea L_f?
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The cohesive ties as.given in'Hallidéy‘and Hasan are not tﬁe same
for the ﬁaﬁ native épeaker as for the native. For example, _.take the co-
hesive tie of ‘reference’: in English, a word like "this®, can refer to
an.entire paragraph, but in Hebrew, it can not énd a phrase like. *all '
that was said till now® is neéded (Dubin and Olshtain 1980:354). For the -
cohesive tie of cnnjunction, there is a double problem. Some CMs méy |

have more than one meaning. For example, “then’ can be both causal and

‘temporal. ({(See Appendix A.) Moreover, one type of relation tan be ex- .

pressed by several CMs e.9., adversativity can be expressed using Tbut?,
’stili’, ‘however?®, etc. dther CMs have .more than one function. Consi-
der the following example. ' .

6 .

a.I have been waiting all day. YET I have not seen hinm.

b.T have been waiting all day. I have not seen him YET.
Ih ba, "yet" is a CM. It is peripheral in clause étructure and Haé a -,
cmnnéctive (cohesive) function. In éb, “yet’ is an -adjunct. It is in- "

teérated inte clause structure (Quirk, Greenbaum, Leech, and Svartvik

1972:425).  There is no one to one relationship between form and func-

tion. Some L2 readers, however, are unaware of this and select one
function for any given word so that whenever it has another function,
their expectancies are mismatched and comprehension is impeded. -

o

.8 Cornclusions

It seems logical to assume (with Moirand and Beacco and Darnf) that
if L2 S5 are confronted with a textgwhose content is familiar to them
and whose discourse form is alsc familiar to them, the text wiil be easy
to read. However, at present, reseafch in DA does not warrant
making such an assumption. This research is incomplete. It is not possible
to assume that highly scientific texts in French will demonstrate the same

characteristics as highly scientific texts in English. It is known that

' there.are certain similarities viz. Lack ‘of subject/author and of first

person persanal pronouns, and use of the passive voice (Beacco and Darot

e e o e — e e it b1 e e e ar te e el e e S P
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1980:13). But this 'is not enough.

The following facts remain for L2 Feaderé:.

1.-L2 readers lack rhetorical competence

2.—cnhesive‘£iés ﬂi%#er far them depending on their L1
5.-L2 readérs can not re:ognize the rnlé-uf'a particulér.CM

4.-L2 readers can not use CMs effectively. ' .

"

+

The 'CM Readiné‘Test developed for this thesis tried to measure how
much, if at all, L2 readers can perceive the intersentential relationships

in reading. Chapter Four will detail .the design, construction, adminis-—

tFatiqn, and correction of this test.

oy
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4 DESIGN OF THE PILOT STUDY

1

4. 1 Imntroduction

The purpose of the‘pilut study was to measure ESL Ss° ability.qr not
to recognize the intersentential relationships among sentences throughnut
a piece of 'discourse by using the appropriate CMs to signal these rela-
tionships.” The method used to measure their ability to recognize the
intersentential relationships was to remove the CMs which overtly signal
- these relationships, 'Then, if students could understand, it was clear
that they had perceived the relationships from the covert signals in the
discourse. A cloze procedﬁre was used for this purpose.

4.2 Subjects

The subjects were all students enraolled in intermediate (N=13), and
advanced (N=21) ESL classes during the May, 1982 trimester at the University
of Ottawa, & bilingual (English/French) institution. In addition, a con-

trol group of native speakers {N=14) was used. -
4.3 Measure aof profi ciency

All Ss enrolled in EQL classes in May of 1982 were administered
the Centre for Second Language Learning®s Proficiency Test
to determine their proficiency level in English. The test consisted
of 90 items, all in a multiple chciée ¥qrmat. Stores for the intermediate
group ranged from 40-4% and for the advanced group from 60j86. Native

speakers were not tested for prpficiency in English.
4.4 The test

G4 .4_. 1 Comnstruction



wr
i

<

" The pilot study :ext was an unaltered p1ece of dzscaurse of general
1nterest selected from the NATIONAL GEUGRAPHIC magazine. (See Append:w
B.) It was 590 words long and measﬂred 40.48B1 (or at the standard level
of difficulty) on the Flesch Reedablllty Scale. (See Appendiyx C fnr this
scale.) The. frequencxes of the d1fferent CMs found in this text were not
a criterion for selection. BRoth highly frequent and 1nfrequent CMs were
represented. All four kinds of relationships signalled by €Ms i.e. additive,
adversat:ve causal, and temporal were present.
. _ N

Discourse especially written for ESL S5 was rejected because it is

felt that altered tewxts are not representative samples of discourse in

a language since they delete and/or replace CMs from what would narmally

‘accur (Honeyfeld (quoted in Cates and Swaffar (1979:_2 » Beacco and Darot

{1980:24)). Halliday and Hasan (1976:19) state: "It is characteristic

of a text that the sequence of seetences can not be disturbed without
destroyving or radically altering'the meaning". I felt that us1ng specially
written ESL texts would invalidate the results of the pilot study.

4.4.2 The cloze procedure

Chihara Olier, Weaver, and Chavez-0ller (1977) sfate that cloze 1tem5
embedded in normal prose are sen51t1ve to discourse constraints ranging
beyond the 1mmediate limits of a single sentence. As language users. be-
come more proficient, they alsc become more competent ip the use of dis-
course constraints. These eonetraints have a relatively greater facili-

tating effect for natives than for non natives.

q.4_2. I Coumul ative cloze

1

_The procedure chosen for the pilot study was based on cumulative cloze

as proposed in Hoffman (1980). Cumulative cloze is used to measure con-
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-textual buildup across units of discourse larber than'the sentence. In

th15 _procedure, the same single target word. is deleted each time it appears. .
A nonsense word is substztuted for it and used threugheut the passage.
Hoffman concluded that his cumulatlve cle"e was, in ¥act sensitive to the

effects of contextual bulldup across large units of discourse.

-

v
+

fn his article on *Inferencing’, Cartan (1971: 47-48) speaks of Wer-—

X ner and Kaplan‘s Word Context Test in which' Ss were asked te @PFfine an

art1+1c1a1 word presented in var1eus tontexts. Unly the term was novel,

not the concept.’ Interenclng. it will be remembered "is defined

_as the ability to use familiar attributes and cantexts to recegnize what is

not familiar.

in the CM Reading'Test for the pilot etbdy. 8s were also asked to
1dent1fy novel words for concepts that they already had or were presumed
to have. ‘

'The CMs present in the original biece of dﬁsceuree from the NATIONAL
GEOGRAPHIC were deleted. Nonsehse words of four letters each, respecting
the phbnetact1c patterns of English were inserted for these deleted CMs.
There were no scund resemblances or spelling resemblances between any two
neneense words or between a nonsense word and an original CM. In this. way;
no clues for the appearance bf the novel term could be inferred. The same
nonsense word was used within the text when it replaced the same original
M. A nensense word appeared twice only if it replaced a CM which was
used twice. This aspect represented a sound reason for using cumulative
cloze in that readers could use discourse constraints more effectively if
they knew that the same CM could be successfully placed in two different
slots. The entire procedure was explained to the Ss. (Sée CM Read1ng Test

in Append1\ D.) The nensense werds were numbered (N=10) and underlined.

- 85 were encouraged to guess if they d1d net lnmw the deleted CM.

G4.494.3F Adcdmi nistration of the taest

* ot



‘organizer. AL /

L .- . I : [
.- R ._‘ i d 5 . - L,

All S5 were tested -in thezr nrlgxnal class groups i.e. 1nte?med1ate,

advanced ‘and native speakers. No time limit was 1mpn5ed o any- grdup, “haw-

. Bver, all S5~ 1n all three groups cnmpleted the test withid one hnur.

- -

3 . .

'Ihene were two series of instructions an the ‘CM Reading Test.%sThe

first series was shnrﬁ. The Ss.were told to read the tekt .without attempt-

ing to find the meaninds for the underlined nndsense words. No other task

was assigned at fh%e time. This was done to allow Ss to. become Familiar,

with the text. .In fact, I hoped 1t wnuld’serve as 3 kind of advance

e

e .. . . - e _—

The secund serles of xnstruct1uns was mdre ewpl:c1t The. Ss were asked

tn replace the underllned nensense word with its original word on the attached

"answer sheet. If the Ss d1d not know,they. were asled to guess at what they

thdught the drqunal eM’ was and they were told that synnnyms Fnr the crlglnal
word were acceptable. They were asked to wrate the nr1gxna1 CM or a synonym
next to its numhered nonsense -word on the answer sheet in column I. In

cobumn. IT, they were g1ven an alternatlve in that ‘they were: allowed to evpla1n

which werd they were trylng to guess at. It %eems tlear that'a S.can not’

3

-supply a word wh1ch is ndt in Hig vucabulary. but.he can expla:n,a Fam1llar

v L

. cancept . - : . ‘ o -

+ . - ’ ".‘ ' - ' N R ’ . .Qa h'
A'partlal list of CMs was provided to increase the Ss* knowledge of

exactly what kind of words Bgldas expected to furnish. Three of the CMs ey

- on this list were actually uriglnal CMs. Again, I hoped 'that this partlal

list would serve as a kind Df .advance OFQBNI;EF-:

Y

The answer sheet consisted of the numbered nonsense wnrds, culumn I

,where the original CM ot a synonym was to be. placed and :mlumn 11 where

. an alternative: explanaflon could be placed. . v

" - ’ . -
Y

'The . instructions and text were written inﬁ?ne form" of print, the -

-

vl

———————— e e i b |




title, in a second form, and the underl:ned nonsense wnr n a-third .-

.

.form. All attempts were made to make the visual array as clear and as

attract:ve as possible.- "ﬂpres tout, les textes aussi sont des 1magesﬁ

.(Mmrand-L??'-?.ng -

4_.4.4 Correctidbn
. NS

.ew. ~ For all three groups buth ER {exact rEplacement) and AR (appruprzate

replacement i.e. an acceptable synonym) were used. Blaan were not -

considered as a separate group of incorrect responses.

v

-

- Chapter Five offers an analysis of the data from the CM Reading Test.
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'S5 ANALYSIS OF THE DATA o N

S_. 1 Preaiminarigs

| \

, . .
* For correct1nn purpnses. the subjects - were divided into three~language

—
1
I

. érﬁﬁp 1 -~ French (Canadians) - (N=17) - f
' g;cup 2 = non Anglophnnas and non Francmphunes {N=1&) ‘ e
group 3 - AnglupthEE {N=14), ‘

.
- . . )
[ [

Group 2 iﬁ:luded native speakers of the faliowing languages: Farsi, In-

'danesian. Cantonese, Handarin. Dinka. (Cameronn) Arabic, Ojibwa,

and Spanlsh Frbm Hnnduras, Venezuela, Mexico, and Argentina.

After all tests were adm1n15tered and corrected, the $0110w1ng data

were tahulated and. served as the.basis for the analyses'

-an identification number For each § (N=47)
-2 proficiency test score for each §
,-the language group of eacﬁ 5

—the‘io responses to the 10 cloze 1téms af the CM Read:ng Test.

' } .

Eﬁ- =2 Results . | 4
Tahles I~II are summary tables of the descriptive statistics for -
g?nhps Iy 2, and 3. Tables IIi -V are summary tables indicating the number

of currect or incorrect responses and the percentages for .Lgach cloze item ;

for each language gruup. Table VI indicates the. totals of tables III -V.

Table Vi1 1nd1catgs the totai number .and percentages of responses to CMs.

All of these tables are reproduced below and are discussed accordingly.
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S.2.1 Tables I—II

A
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SUMMARY TABLE I - /o
gESCﬁig;;UE STATISTICS FOR THE PROFICIENCY TEST FOR BROUPS 1 AND
GROUP - MEAN S.D. RANGE S
‘ MIN.  MaX. h
French i .

‘ (Da?;dians) 65.393 17.148 40.000: 85.000
. ]
1
2 - t
non Anglo- .
phones |
non Franco- 4 I
ﬁ ones &2.7465 15.730 40.000 {82.009
i
MMARY TABLE II
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THE CM TEST FOR ALL GRDUPS N=47
GROUP MEAN S.D. RANGE -
. MIN. _ MAX,

French i .

{Canadians) 20.588 17.037 0.0 :50.000

N=17' !

2 ' -
non Anglo— _i T~
phones |
non Franco- a

hgges 24,704 13.4&33 5.000 502000
= .- |

X - |

3 i
ﬁggiophones‘ 30.357 19.3561 5.000 !B0.0DO,/—~f-\

' )
Ny
5\
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 S-2-2 Tables III-VI:

, SUMMARY TABLE III L
“MUMBER OF CORRECT DR INCORRECT RESPONSES AND PERCENTAGES FOR EACH oLoz
 ITEN FOR GROUP 1 FRENCH (CANADIANS) N=17

:ttttltt!!tt!ttt!ttltttlltttttttttltttt!ttttl!tttltttttlttt!ttt‘ttitlttt:-

Icloze item ¢ 1 2 3 4 o 5 1
: number % 11 12 - 14 1T 14 . :
- 3 647 70.5 = 82.3 . 88.2 82.3 . :
i number ¥ & 1 2 . 1 2 ':
HA $ 35.2 = 5.8 1.7 . . °H.B 1.7 ;
+ _ number 3 0 4 T 1) 1 :
N $ 0 235 ‘548 5.8 5.8 :
RIS E 2R e R SRt g Ry R g R e R R T e etatetststiiltiil

:lt!t!!!!t!t:tttt!t!*t*t!ti*t3!tttttthtt!ttt!tltitt!ttttttt@!ttt!t!tﬁi!t:

fcloze iten 3 & 7 8 | 9 03
$  nusber § 10 i 16 10 . 0%
3 % . % s8.8 64.7 94.1 . 58.8 . s8.8 3
| number £ & 1 1 2 T2 %
1 AR — : — 1
1 % t 35.2 5.8 5.8 11.7 1173
$ . nusber 1 5 ' o 5 5 1
r x 5.8 29.4 0 . 29.4 T 29.4 &
tt:xx:t:zt:xtx::t::xt:xxxxx:t:x:tt::txttxtttx::xx:xxxt:tt:xxxt::atxtttxxx

.c\_.,!
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S SUMMARY TABLE IV - : '
NUMBER OF CORRECT OR INCORRECT RESPONSES AND PERCENTASES FGR EACH CLOZE
ITEN FOR BROUP 2 (NON FRANCOPHONES AND NON ANGLOPHONES) N=14

":'.}.1

™

:tt!lttttt!i:tllttttlttt!llttlltttt!itl!t!tttl!ttt!ttttttll!tttttﬁ!llt!!:

Icloze item & 1 2 3 .4 '5 %
i nusber ¥ 15 8 - 10 14 10 . :
- t 93.7 S0 &2.5 87.5° 42,5 :
i rusber ¥ 1 3 5 -2 5 :.
.: % 6.2 18.7 - 31.2 12.5 31.2 :
:  nuber ¥ 0 . Syt 0 1 :
Py £ 0 31.20 6,2 .0 6.2 :
R L i e T TSt e 11,

#:t:xxx:i:tt:xxix:tx:x:::x:i:xtxt:t:tx:ttxtx:tt:xtxx::tt:t:t;txxxtx::t:t:,

iclnze item ¥ & . 37 . 8 9 10 :
3, _Dumber 3 12 9 15 - 6 - ;
3 % + 735 S6.2  93.7 37.5 37.5 %
3 R number ¥ 3 ‘2 1 3 o -3 ‘;
1. % 187 ©12.5 C 6.2 - 18.7 - 18.7 ¥
¥ _ number ¥ 1 5 0 -7 7 X
% ER o 1 - x
$ 6.2 31.2 0 43.7 43,7 %
B e S e e T T Pt S e et T et
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MJHBE? OF CORRECT DR INCORRECT RESPBNSES RND PERCENTAGES FOR EACH CLOZE
- ITEM FOR GROUP 3 (ANBLDPHMEB) ‘N=14

:tttllttlttt:ttlttt!!ttltttltttttttl!l#ttll!tttlttttttlt!tlt!!ttttttlttlt

’ :clnze item ¢ 1 2 - : 3 4 : 9 :
incorrect %  number % 12 - g T 11
response t O—— : : ‘ <%

. S $85.7  s57.1 57.1 © 78.5 78.5 :
approximate ! ARnumﬁer t 2 2 4 2 :
TeSponse : % t 14,2 14.2 28.5 14.2 7.1 ;
exact % nusber % 0 . 4 2 - t c2 3
response % 0 28,5 2 7.1 14.2 %

uuuunuunu:uunuuu:uuun:uuuuuuuu:uunuuutu
¥
:uuuunnuuutnuunuununnnnnutuuuu:uuununu:
:cluze item¥ &6 7 g - .. 9 10
incorrect ey 5 7 ©13 4 4
response. . 20
7 1 14,2 50 ' 92.8 28.5 28.5
} v
approximate . : nRnuml:ue.'i" S Q9 -4 . i - \ S
response, 2z $ 64.2 .  28.5 7.1 35.7 - 3%/.7
2 number ¥ 3I .3 ) ) - .9
exact 1 ER
responuse b | z £ 21.4 21.4 0 39.7 35.7
R R R S LK AR SRR RR AR RL AR ISARRRAS

»
~
uunnn]unnnnnnnﬂ
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TABLE VI TDTALS (ALL GROUPS CDHBINED) (N=47)

:unuuttu::uuuutuuu:ntuuutunt:ttnuuuuunutuuu:;

% cloze item & 1 2 3 4 S %

incorrect B nunber ¥ 38 . .28 . 32 40 35 %
response <§ o t 808 59.5 68 85.1 72,48
approximate - number: 9 - Y 11 S 8 3
response :AR r 19.1 12.7  ° 23.4 10.6 17 4
exact : number | 0 13 4 2 4 :
response $ Ty r .0 27.6 - a5t
:uuuuuunnuu:uxuu:nn:nnuuutuununuuunuuuuu

) :tmunnn:::uuunuuuunuunuunuuuuuuuuunxuuux: |
‘ ‘: cloze item * 4. 7 | 8 9 .10 :‘
lncorrect 1 number & 24 : 27 -44 20 20 1z
response e 57.4 93.6 42.5 - 22,54
approximate . : number ¢t 18 ' 7 "3 10 .10 :
Tesponse t T B2 .14.8 6.3 T 212 21.2¢
g{:g;‘gnse i number § 5 13 0 17 17 s '
' :xu:-uufx_tx:kuigiguuxxuﬁ?zig:tnu;;x't'(x’xu:ux'uuﬁ'i%uxnuufeiﬁ

From tables I1-VI, the fallowing can be ohserved. French (Canadians),
group 1, had the greatést number of incorrect responses for 8 of the cloze
items viz. 2,3,4,5,7,8,9,10. Broup 2, non Francophones and non Anglo-
phones, had the greatest amount of incorrect responses for 2 of the cloze
items viz. 1,6. The Anqlophones, as had been predlcted had the least )
amount of incorrect respanses However, as a group, they were not better
than group 2 because both groups -2 and 3 had the greatest number of correct

=

responses fbr 5 of the cloze items viz. 2,3,7,9,10,

S-2.5 Table VII i
The following table was constructed from the data to permit observa-

tion of the responses to dszerent CM5

,,j* j‘ v
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TABLE VII (Total nusher and percentages of responses to cm-'.) IN=47)

tt!lit!l!l!!!tttltgtll*tlgtttttt:!ttllt;ttttttzl!Sttttttt!!t!t!ttlt!!t!t!!t!lt

- RRESPONSE

8 9 10 x
lt!t!tlltt!tttttttttttttt!!ttttttttttttt!t!l#t!lt!ttttlt!!t!!ttt!tt!ttttttt!!!

certainly but nd or nd now . for 1nstance:

0 e . . ‘ - : :
number 38 28 32 . 40 35 24 27 -4 20 20 b ¢
x ., B2.9 59.5 &8 85.1 74.4 51 S57.4 93,6 42.5 42.5 :
1 AR - : . - B
2 number 9 & i1 5 8 iB 7 3 10 10 ]
; y A 19,1 12,7  23.4 . .10.4 17 38.2 14.8 6.3 21.2 21.2 :
t ER ‘ : %
T number 0 13 4 . 2 4 5 13 0 17 17 %
2 0 27.46 5 2 8.5 i0 27.4 o] 34,1 36.1 %
t!ttxtt!tttttttttttttttttttx!ttt!tttt3!tt!ttxttt!xxt:tm:x:tttttx:t!txttttttttt

Two facts can be noted from these data The fzrst is that the fre-
quency of a written CM ag g1ven in Kufera 'and Franc1s (see Chapter Three

section 3.3.2.) is not reflected in Ss° responses tn the cloze items in

thig pllot study. For example, the CM."an nd’ (clo*e 1tems 3 and S) which

is the most frequent accard:ng to Kucera and Francis, had only 11 ARs and

4 ERs but up to 35 1ncorrect respcnses "Now*, cloze item &, which is
supposedly less frequent,in written discourse had nnly 24 incorrect responses
but 18 ARs and 5 ERs. The given written frequency of a CM is not 1nd1cat1ve of
how S5 will correctly predict it on a cloze test. Rothkopf (1972: 390) states:
"lexical factors such as frequency of use have small effects on what is learned

from text."

The second fact seen from th15 table is related to 5's ability to

use discourse cnnstraxnts I cnmpared identical cloze items 2 and 7, and

identical cloze items 3 and 9. Most Ss were able to use the two contexts

" for both sets of identical items since the responses for them are almost

the same.

For items 9 and 10, the comma placed after the item seemed a very help~

’\'
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ful clue for all Ss. ‘since these items had the h1ghest total scores of all
'the clnhe items. Th15 would tend to show Ss ab111t1e5 not only to use . 3
graph1c cnnstra1nts but also tu use discourse constraints in that they

felt an example was needed at this point in.the discourse.

S.2.49 C2c3r~r-eel.eat:i.c3rwss

A Pearson Correlation was performed comparing each §° 5 prnf1c1ency
test score and his CM Read1ng Test score. The results were not signifi-
cant (See.Appendix E). Gs thh the highest scores on the proficiency test
in both groups 1 and 2 d1d not necessarily have hlgher ‘scores on the CM
Reading Test.

+

S.F Conclusions

- S.3F-1 Conclusions for inmncorrmect r-eeE?ch3r155ee
A reasonable explanation for many of the incorrect responses is that

in all three language groups reading was too locally buund

f)

For example. for cloze item 2 *~—- archeologists have fnund... » S5 wrote the
following: many, the greats (sic), espec1a11y, even, and some. The m1ss1ng

CM was BUT. For cloze item 8 ©~—— generatlons of archenlogxsts ...’,

Ss wrote: many, some, numerous, few, several, varlous. few, all. The

missing M was 50. For this particular cloze item, one 5 wrote in Column II
under Explanation that the idea of number was apparent. In all, for clu“e item
8, 7 Ss from group 1 B from group 2, and {1 Anglophones used the above

named responses dea11ng with the idea of number.
.

¢
’

Other examples of reading’ that is prnbabiy too local include:

'=—- this framework for European history...’ for which Ss wrote “ali’,
The missing CM &as NOW. ' g

2

—-=— for Malta and prehistoric Europe...® for whicﬁ Ss wrote “even’,

"as’, and ‘except®. The missing CM was BUT.
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Ss made a particular effnrt to maLe thexr responses fit syntact1ca11y.
B.3.2 ESEer1eer-ea]. c:c:r1c:].L155:.c3r1ss
L1 studles in the frequency and development of CMs {See Chapter Three)
" are nat reflected in thlS p1lot study. Stoodt (1972) found that *and® and
but® and *now® were conjunctions of high frequency for native faurth gra—
.ders and that “but® was ‘more difficult that ‘and’ and "now". The results
of the pilot study for this thesis show that the most frequent CM was
“for instance’®, fallowed by *now’, ‘but, ‘and®, etc. Further study is

needed to perm1§ 1nvestlgat1on cf the frequency:and develnpment of CMs

in L2 reading. 5

~

Most Ss seemed"unable to perceive the intersentential sem;ntic"rela~
t'nnships within a piece of discourse and thus were probably not able to
signal them by, us1ng the correct CM In this way, they would have then been
forced into word ¥cr word reading i.e. mare local reading. This confirms
Beacco and Darot (1977), Ul;Jn (1980), and Wilson (1973) who all Laution that
ESL Ss wlll read word for word when they ' do not understand a text. Theranre,
Ulzjn s (1980) content:un is confirmed that when L2 8s can not use :onceptual -

guidance analys:s they are farced into syntactic guidance analysis.
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& CONCLUSIONS

6.1 L2 Reading and seméntits_

Both L2 and L1 Ss had difficulty in perceiving the semantlc inter-
sentential relationships pf the chosen: tE\t For 1.2 8s, ‘we can assume
either that they were not ¥amllwar with the concepts tested i.e. adver-

: satlvzty, add1t1on. temparallty, and causativity, and/or that they were
not familiar with how these concepts are signalled in Erglish, their L2.
It is to be remembered that these Ss could have explained such toncepts
under column II, Explanation,.in the CM Reading Test. Only 1 S gave an

.explanation abiout “number®. (See preceding chapter.)

For the Anglophones, we can assume either that they were nut familiar
with the concepts tested, which is unllkely. ar elsg that they 'used poor
reading strategies which caused semantic d1¥f1cultzes; And if they had

- semantic difficulties in ‘their L1, they would probably have them in their
L2 (Hauptman 1981c). It is to be remembered that _same natives did
attain scores of 33 and 80 on the CM Reading Test whereas others scored
5 and 10.

For those L2 Ss who scored higher than the Anglophones, We can assume
that they have few semantic difficulties in their L1 and that this ability
has %?énsfe%red to their L2 (&auptman 198&:, Ganot 1980).

NoneﬁhelE5§; the geheral semantic difficulty of all three groups is
- “ ' undeniable. These Ss need to be taught how to improve their reading stra-
'tegiesf feachers can do so by having them concentrate more on the seman-
tics"of discourse i.e., on cnntent words, on word derivatian procedures,
on cogngtes and Falsg cognateg tUlijn 1980), and less on its syntaxf

-

Th?y.need strong semantic input.



SH.2.1 PDiscscourse constraints
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&2 Reading and '}qr;qaifj.c:i.eer1c:3z' irm . the L2

. 8s of greater pre¥1c1ency in the L2 do not necessarlly read better
than thnse of less prof1c1ency The CM Reading Test tried to measure how
well Ss percezve the 1ntersentent1a1 semantic relat:ens in an enfire p1ece
of discourse. “Some Ss of low pref1:1ency in the L“ perceived these rela-
tions better than Ss of greater prof1c1ency Moreaover, some lnw profi-
c1ency perce1ved them better than some Anglophenee. I suggest that these
Ss are simply better readers, and better- readers have better reading stra-
tegles. nmt a Better command of ~the L2. - This would confirm both Ganot
(1980) and Hauptman ( 1981:) As for,the Anglaophones who scored poorly,

they perhaps had poer readzng strategies.

4

The results of thlS pilot study dlspreve Lziko (1978) who stated that
a relatively high level of competence in the L2 is a prereguisite te the
ab111ty te use discourse constraints as information in reading since

some intermediate proficiency Ss achieved a 50 on the CM Reading fest.

The results also tend to disprove Theberge (1976) who found that

high pra+1c1ency ESL Ss used global 1n¥ermatlen whereas low proficiency

Ss used local :ues.

b .
S-3 L2 reading——an interactive view

Thls study can be 1nterpreted as evidence for an interactive v1Ew ‘of

) read1ng in the L2 (as well as in the L1).  The results show that seme Ss,

whether 1ntermed1ate. advanced or Anglophone, were able to use semant1c
and d1scour5e constraints; others were forced into more local read1ng when
they were unable to do so. . They thus were faorced into-a syntactic analy-

sis of sentences and 5upp11ed eyntactlcally approprlate but semanﬂfcally

- inappropriate words for 3 particular cloze 1tem. This not only confirms

Pl



~ Ulijn (1980}, but also supports an. 1nteract1ve view uf L2 read:ng because

~ - L

. Ss in all groups used:’ T ‘
- —graphic information e.q. RIKE DAGE + (For 1nstance,) numbers e and 10
-syntact1c 1n¥ormat1on e.g. PALK generations - (s0) number 8
--semant1c 1nformatxnn e.d. FLUP this framework (now) number &

-~discourse ‘irfermation e.g,-zdentlcai cloze items 2 and S and 3 and 7.

Ss can and will use any or all ‘of the abuve 1nFormat1on to help them to
understand best what they are reading. These four kinds of information
are, in fact, what Rume}hart_descrlbes in his interactive model of readieg.

(See Chapter 1 section 1.3 again.)’

S 4 Areas'm¥_FurtheF research

[
S

g- N |‘ - ) . . . . - —_
S-4.1 Expansion of the pilot ssi:uﬁ%ﬂyx
7 - . . L . a | : ;
This p11et study needs te be E\panded to 1nc1ude larger numbers ef Ss.

1 need more data tn make -the study more conclusive.

6.4.2 The text.of the»CH‘Reading Test

Prler to my search Fcr the tert used in the pilot study, I had ‘read

o a study on cohesive ties by Trwin (1980} . ﬁh1s study showed that texts -

‘with many cuhe51ve ties were wmasier to read than those with few such ties.

I tried to find a tent of genera; 1ntere5t with as many CMs ee possible.

The chosen text was of very general interest only, and I am still eearching_

w

for a better one with which to test my Ss.

The thnsen text measured ’standard’ in difficulty on the Flesch scale.

. Perhaps this well known readability scale needs to he quest:ened Why did

. the. Anglophones score peerly if the text was really standard in dnﬂhculty'J
Or did they not try hard enough to f:ll in the correct CM?7 I wuuld.lrke

to neplicate my pilot study usiﬁg a text measuring "fairly eaey"un_this



T

‘-sdie;scale ih order to determine if Ss will score better. A difficult

text will force readers into a synfactically guided‘anélysis.

S-4.F L1 as a variable inm L2 reading

The French (Canadians) méde the greatest amount of errors on the CM
Reéding_Test. Group 2 Ss performed better. Further investigation is needed
to determine the role of the L! in cumulative,cluﬁertests in general and in

L2 reading in particular;
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NOTES . .

As far as I know, the term *interactive’ is not taken from prdgraﬁming
approaches; however, a program can certainly be approached in this way.

For the importance of expectation see: Deborah Tannen, "What’s in a
Frame? Surface Evidence for Underlying Expectations®, in NEW DIRECTIONS
IN DISCOURSE PROCESSING 1I, ed. by R.O.Freedle (New Jersey: Ablex, 1979).

See the following for further details: David E.Rumelhart, "Toward
an Interactive Model of Readin?" in ATTENTION AND PERFORMANCE VI, PRO-
CEEDINGS OF THE SIXTH INTERNAT ONAL SYMPOSIUM ON ATTENTION AND‘PEéFURHANCE,
ed. by S.Dornic {New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum, 1977). -

4 . ' R

. See: Edmund Burke Hueg THE PSYCHOLOGY AND PEDAGOGY OF READING
(Cambridge: MIT Press, 196 ;,p.SBO. Huey long ago recoagnized that a letter
was more accurately Berce:ved when part of a word than when among a set of -
unrelated letters. riginally published 1908.

5 o
For the effects of redundancy see: Frank Smith, UNDERSTANDING READING
{(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1971). : )

6 ’

See: Paul Kolers, "Reading and Talking Bilingually", American_ Journal
of Psychology, 7%,n0.3 (1944), pp. 357-76. In this experiment, twelve
Americans and twelve European’ French took langer to read 1ingu15tica11¥
mixed text silently than to read alternating or unilinqual material. n
reading aloud, passages in the native language were read most rapidly and

mixed material most slowly.
7 . .
ee: Yetta Goodman and Carolyn Burke, READING STRATEGIES: 'FOCUS ON

< 5
‘COMPREMENSION (New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1980}, pg, 1568-9.
ntio

These reading researchers state: "Punctuation, like all conve ns, is
not a'basic cueing system of lan?uagei it is intended only as redundant
information. The language user functions without it because he already is
making syntactic and semantic decisions for punctuation marks...Punctuation
marks always provide cues that are redundant and operate mainly to confirm
or disconfirm decisions already made".

8

Cohesive ties as thEﬁ are given in: M.A.K. Halliday and Rugaiva
Hasan, COHESION IN ENGLISH (London: Longman, 1974). See also Chapter
Three of this thesis for the cohesive tie of conjunction.

9

-~

See in particular: Andrew Cohen, Hilary Glasman, Phyllis R. Rosen—
baum, onathan Fine, and Jonathan Ferrara, "Reading English faor
SEecialized Purposes: Discourse Analysis and the Use of Student Informants"”,
TESOL QUARTERLY, 13,no. 4 {1979). Cohen et al stated that heavy NP’s were
difficult for beginning ESL Ss.

10

See: Jan M. Ulijn, "Conceptual and Syntactic Strategies in Reading a
Foreign Language", ED 188 492 (1980), p. 8. Ulijn sharply criticizes
Eowan for his superficial description of the reaéing process and his rather
unsystematic error analysis.

11 '
See: Mark A. Clarke, "Reading in Spanish and English: Evidence from
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Adult ESL Students", Language Learning, 29, no.i (1979). Clarke found ‘that
good L1 readers were also good L2 readers. His findings support Hauptman.

12 . _ P ) _ .
: ‘See: MWilliam C. Flick and Janet I. fAnderson, "Rhetorical Difficulty
in Scientific English: A Studz in Reading Comprehension®”, TESOL GQUARTERLY,
14,n0.3 (1980). These researchers found that the difficulties in 1mp11c1t1r
stated information represented a general readmg problem for natives as wel
as ESL Ss. The results of the pilot study for this thesis suggest that
native speakers, like ESL Ss, have semantic difficulty when reading. See

‘Chapter & of this thesis. : -

-

13 . _ ‘ . .
See: Carlos A. Yorio, "Some Sources of Reading Problems in Foreign

Language .Learners", Language Learning, 21, ‘no.l (1971). . Yorio also speaks
of this automaticity. : : - .

14 : -

See in particular: Marilyn Jager fdams and Allan Collins, "A Schema-
Theoretic View of Reading®, in NEW DIRECTIONS IN DISCOURSE. PROCESSING 11.
A similar hierarchy is presented in this view of reading.

15 ’
This isEguestinnable given William S. Gray’s UNESCO findings as

uoted in: ward M.Anthony and Jack C. Richards, READING: INSIGHTS
END APPROACHES (Singapore: Seameo,. 1978), p.lé. - . o

15 ' ‘ .
For similar findings see: Lois Irene Wilson, "Reading in the ESOL
Elassroom: A Techniﬂue for Teaching Syntactic Meaning", TESOL, 7, no.3

. (1973}, p. 265, and Jean-Clade Beacco and Mireille Darot, ANALYSE'DE DIS-
COURS ET LECTURE DE TEXTES DE SPECIALITE (Paris: BELL, 1977), p.b.

17 : -

For experiments in readina speed see especially: John MacNamara,
Marie Feltin, Marcia Hew; and Miriam Klein, “An Analytic Comparison of
Reading in Two Languages”, The Irish Journal of Education, 2, no. 1 (1948).

18 : ' '
Yorio, “Some Sources of Reading Problems in -Foreign Language Learners",
stresses the importance of vocabulary in L2 reading. S
19 _ , ) .
This model is not presented‘as a psychological model.
20

See especially: Frank Smith, UNDERSTANDING READING, p. 34, and Kenneth
S. Goodman and James T. Fleming, PSYCHOLINGUISTICS AND, THE TEACHING OF
RERDING (Delaware: International Reading Association, 19468}, p.27.

21 : .

For a similar. classification of the semantic function of connectives
and the pragmatic function of connectives see: Teun A. van Dijk, TEXT AND
EDNTEXT, EéB%?RATIGNS IN THE SEMANTICS AND PRAGMATICS OF DISCGdRéE {London:
ongman, -

22
See in particular the following classifications of conjuncts.

RandnlEh RAuirk Sidneg Greenbaum, Geoffrey Leech, and Jan Svartvik,
A GRAMMAR OF CONTEMPORARY ENGLISH (London: Lengman, 1972). A conjunct
is peripheral in clause structure and is primarily connective in function.

Marcella Frank, MODERM ENGLISH (Englewcod Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,
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19723. Frank cails the word *afterwards’ a ’conjunctive adwerb’. (p.226) .

: Yetta Goodman and Cardlyn‘Burke READING STRATEGIES: ' FOCUS ON.COMPRE—
HENSION, p. 101. *Afterwards’ is called a ’relational word’.

Ross W, Hinteruwd, “The Grammar of Coherence“!'College English, 31,
no. 8 (1970). *Afterwards’ is called a ’transition’. (p.830) °

" Teun A. van,Di'k;'TEXT AND CDNTEXT, p- S2. ‘’Afterwards’ is called
- gk : :
a 'sentential adverb’. | o . ’

23 ' ' '
This supports reading theorists like Frank Smith and Rumelhart in -
that for these researchers, comprehension precedes word indentification.

24 ‘ . - '
Note that Buirk et al (1972:444) list the following relations holding
between sentences: ‘ : S ‘ ‘

////,,enumerative e.g. first, next, finally

\\\\*additive”//r

equative e.g. likewise

~listing einfércing.e.g. again

~transitional e.g. incidentally
-summative e.g. thus

—appasition e.ﬁ. namely -

—result e.qg. therefore

—inferential e.g. otherwize
—contrastive e.q. rather

~temporal transition e.g. meanwhile.

See authors for complete list.

Winterowd (1970:830) lists seven types of transitions holding between
sentences: .

1. co—ordination '

2. obversativity

3. causativitz

4. conclusivi z

3. alternativity

6. inclusivity

7. sequentiality.

van Di jk (1980:53) list the relationships for natural language
connectives as follows:

—con junction

—disjunction/alternation

-~contrast

—Cconcession

~conditiaon

—causality/reasaon

—finalit

—circumstantial.

25 .
For similar findings see in Earticular: Evelyn Hatch, "Discourse
Analysis, What’s That", in DISCOURSE ANALYSIS IN LE RESEAREH, ed. by Diane
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Larsen—Freeman (Rowley: Newbury House, 1980}, p.11, and Beacco and Darot,
ANALYSE DE DISCOURS; p. 17. ' ' o - : .

26 . ' .
See: J. Rona{ne_dean,-“Lexical and Syntactic Research for the Design

of EFL Reading Ma erials®, TESOL QUARTERLY, 8, no. 4 (1979). Cowan confirms

this restricted use of tense. ‘ o o ‘ A

27 : - . ,
See: Anne V. Martin, "First Language Differences in Processing Spatial/
_ Chronological and Hierarchical Information”, ‘Studies in Second Lapguage
. © Acquisition, 4, no. 1 (1981). Martin found that L1 may be a signi '
. variable in the proficiency of ESL Ss to produce hierarchical and spatial/
chronological texts. Of eight language roups—Arabic, Indonesian, Farsi,
'Sﬁanlsh Korean, Cantonese, Ja anese, and Mandarin—the Arab speakers had ‘
the most difficulty with both hierarchical and spatial/chronological texts.
The results of the pilot studx of this thesis showed that the French
(Canadians) as a group made the greatest amount of errors in the CM Reading
Test. Further investigation is needed. ‘ . :

28 '

. The rhetorical principle of time order ar narration ma{ be the easiest

: for the non native speaker because manz cultures have narration. Ex osition
(logical order), on the other hand, often proves difficult for them because
it 15 culture bound. It is linear and this is not so in many cultures. .For -
further details see: Robert B. Kaplan, “Cultural Thought Pafterns in
Intercultural Education", Language Learning, 26, no.1-2 (1954).

29 .‘ d :
This can be compared to Hepworth’s cancept of “rhetorical competence®

as $iven in: George R. Hepwort » "Rhetorical Competence and EST Discourse”,
ON TESOL 1979, pp. 148-59.

- 30 .
Just what makes some natives more or less capable of producing cer-
tain discourse forms is not explained. : :

31 L,
See in particular: Sophie Moirand, SITUATIONS D’ECRIT (Paris: Cle

International, 1979). Moirand makes a similar assumption. Her work is
centered on this assumption. . .

32

See: Ilana Ganot "Reading Strategies in First and Second Language
Reading: An Initial S{udy“, unpublished M.A. thesis, Tel-Aviv University,
1980. Ganot found that her ESL Ss used the wrong CMs to signal intersen—~
tential relationships. '
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Exteraalfinternal ' <[ Internal (unless otherwise specified)
Additive Additive, simple; Complex, empharic: Apposition: . - Comparison: '
. Additive end, endalso | Additive furthermore, | Expository  that i, I Similar | fikewise, i
Negative mor, and ., . in addition, mean, in similarly, in . :
Lorit g Besides purir o ‘ other words the same - : ‘
Alterma- oy, or clse Alternative altematively | Excmplifi-  for instante, way
tive - catory | thus, = Dissimilar  on the other
Complex, de-emphitic: by - hand, by
After-  * incidanally, - contrast
thought by the way
Adverntive Advenative *proper*: Contrastive: Correction: Disrnissal:
' Simple  yer, though, Avowal  in faa, Of meaning instead, Closed in any case,
' only ‘ . acually, as a " rather, oin the . in gither - | !
Contain- bt mam faru: " contrary case, which- i
mg -en | Of wording  af least, ever way it is :
1 C‘and® Contrastive (cg_ncma.l} rather, I mean | Open-ended in any case,
Emphatic iwwcurr Simple but, and ’ ‘ anyhow, at
nrvrﬂhrlm. * | Emphatic  however, on " any rate,
despite this oy, * theother hand, however it is
N by at the same
fite
Externalfinternal Internal (unless otherwise specified) - )
Causal Causal, genenal: Reversed aual: Conditional (also extermal): | Respective: [T
Simple 30, then, henee, | Simple Jor, because | Simple then Direct in this
lhmfare."*f - ' Emphatic_ - in that case, respect, in
Emphatic consequenily, ~in such an this regard,-
because of this . event, that with refer-.
BELC s - being 5o ence fo this
. C:.us:l, specific: Caunl, speaific: Generalized  wnder the Revensed  othorwise, in
Jor this rcason, | Reason it follows, an . " droumstanges polarity  other re-
on this basic Reversed - otherwise, : cls, aside
. account of Ihx': Result arising out of polarity  smder other _g:m this :
Result as a result, in this © oreimdances :
Lonscquence Purposc fe this end : i
Purpoe for l'hq: pur- l
pasc, with :
this i mind - !
Temporal Temporal, simple Complex {external enly): | Internal temporal: ‘Here and now": i
{external only): Immediate o onee, Sequential  then, nexd, Pas §p fo now, ‘
Sequentizl then, mext, thoewupon secandly kitherto ?
-ﬁa that %\ in-. 1 Interrupted  soom, qﬁ:r a | Condusive findlly, in Presemt #t this !
Simul-  just then, ot time o0 5 conclusion point, here '
tancous the seme fime - Repetitive  mext fime, on . Future Jrom now \
Preceding  previously, anothey Correlative forms: on, hence- f
beforr that + occasion Sequential firzr, .. next Jorward i
. Specific next day, en | Conchusive . . . finelly ;
Condusive: . howy later Summary: :
Simple  findlly, atlast, | Durative  wcanwhile Sum-~ 1o suin up,
. Terminal . sntil then marizing  in thort,
Corrclative forms: Puncriliar o this bricfly
Sequential first . . then mowent Rcsmnpnve to resume,
Condu~" at first.: i " fo retumt fa
sive the end the point,
oy
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a. . i :
i ples, built of huge stones, that have long - . , C e -
o’ beeh a mystery. : T I
‘ C{;_rtainly they were built before the time of 7 o R
the ancient Greeks and Romans. But arche-

ologists have found these enigmatic structures ‘
with their great courtyards difficult to date. k'Y U FO B ‘ S '
There is nothing like thém anywhere else, and . ‘ :
the artifacts found in them, including some ' ;

rathier attractive statues of very fat ladies ‘ : '
(left), don’t help much. T

Like everyane who has seen them, I was ep a n
greatly impressed by these strange-yuined - ‘ ' -
buildings when I first went to Malta as a stu- . T ‘ .
dent in 1959, And charmed by those stone : .
sculptures with curves worthy of Matisse or ‘ :
Modigliani. One of the figures was larger than

Tife size. I did not then imagine that this might
- actdally be the world's oldest larger-than-life . o
~ statue. Or that these Maltese structures might By COLIN RENFREW, Sc.D.
be the earliest temples still standing anywhere :
on earth, : ' Photographs by :
\We now know, through radiocarbon dating, ADAM WOOLFITT H
“that such temples were under construction in ' . \
Malta before 3000 B.C., before the Pyramids
of Exvpt. And injust the past few years it has
become clear that the great stone tombs dot-
ting Western Europe are even older. Some,
built around 4000 B.C., are quite simply the
oldest buildings in existence. '

We now know, too, that three thousand
years before the Greeks, the Romans, or the
Celts, European farmers had discovered the -
-principles of copper metallurgy and were us-
ing gold to make precious objects. o

“All this contradicts long-accepted theories’
which held that the earliest stone tombs and
ternples and the practice of metallurgy began
in the great cultures of ancient Egypt and
Mesopotamia, the traditional “cradle of civi-
lization.” Europe, one still reads in textbooks,
was something of a barbarian fringe.

Fromthe Near Eastern homelands of civili-
zation, the theory went, new ideas were car-
ried north and west by colonists and traders
until they gradually diffused throughout proembo ittt spmasss e
Europe. This “diffusion theory’ has been de- MR OF WALTA, DA LUCRCH (a00vE)
scribed as "the irradiation of Euvropean bar- Her age revealf:d, 2 headlc‘ss fat lady”
barism by Oriental civilization.” ‘ from Malta (facing page) was once linked

T . . with Greece’s Mycenaecan civilization of 1500
Now this framework for European history B.C. Now, by matching radiocarbon dates
ol Y mg 2

has collapsed, and the study of prehistory is with growth rings of the world's oldest
in crisis. Not lightly have some archeologists living things—bristlecone pines (above)
spoken of a “radiocarbon revolution.” ) —archeologists date the lady at 3100 B.C.
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when scientists measured car-

of known ages, they found star-
tling discrepancies. Dr. Hans E.

Suess of the University of Cali-
fornia at San Diego plotted
radiocarbon dates for hundreds
* of years (A) and saw that beyond
1000 B.C. the dates tended to

4000

3
000 fall increasingly short of the

known to date- from 2100 B.C,,

2000 radiocarbon date of only 1600

B.C. {point D)}—500 years too

young. Conclusion: Carbon 14
has, infact, fluctuated, and radio-

[N A L Ll §
’,
4"

S

s ! LIS U T )

) - |
UNCORRECTED RADIOCARBON DATES

carbon dating has to be revised.
~ Using the chart, other radio-
carbon dates can be calibrated,
although such corrections are
Lo limited by the length of the

5000 4000 3000 2000

10008 C
RADIOCARBON DATES AS CORRECTED BY TREE RINGS

bristlecone pine ring sequence,
presently to 6270 B.C. By plot-
ting an uncorrected date from

-bon 14 in bristlecone pine rings

" actual ages (line B). A tree ring .

for example (point C), yielded a-

Tnee nings alter
radiocarbon dating
LL Lm:géc CELLS contain

radioactive carbon 14 in pro-
portion to the amount in the

- atmosphere. When cells cease to

absorb radiocarbon, the quan-
tity trapped within them begins

to dwindle at a known rate
through radioactive decay. Thus
bone, wood, and other organic
material canbe dated by measur-
ing the carbon 14 that remains.

When radiocarbon dating was
developed in the 1940', it was
assumed that the proportion of
carbon 14 in the atmosphere,
and hence in zll living things,
had remained constant. But

Brittany (3300 B.C.) at point E, -

for instance, the extension inter-
cepts the plot of a pine sample

dated from 4000 B.C. (point F). .

Brittany’s megalithic sites are

~ 700 years older than we thought.

While original radiocarbon
dates had already cast doubtson
theories of Europe's chronology
(map, right), the new dates
make them untenable.

At the time of that first visit to Malta two
decades ago, the traditional dating for its puz-
zling temples—about 1800 B.C—was still
unchallenged. Radiocarbon dating, pioneered
in the 1940's by Dr. Willard F. Libby, had not
yet been systematically applied there, and
before it was developed, theré was no valid
scientific method of dating such structures.
The only reliably dated early cultures were
those of Egypt and of Sumer in Mesopotamia,
which had written records, including lists of
kings and the lengths of their reigns. It was
possible Lojwork out their chronologies, based
on the records, back to nearly 3000 B.C.

But fof Malta and prehistoric Europe, the
only feasible way to get a sound date was by
comparison. So generations of archeologists
studied all the detectable similarities between
the undated cultures of Europe and their
possible contemporaries in the Near East.

N

For instance, the largest of the Maltese tem-
ples, at Tarxien, contained a number of stone
slabs decorated with a design of running
spirals. A closely similar design decorates

grave slabs at the important Bronze Age site -

of Mycenae in Greece (page 619). The My-
cenae spirals could be dated to around 1600
B.C. by means of several close links with
Egypt (which are still accepted today). It
seemed reasonable to suggest that the slabs at
Tarxien might have been carved around 1500
B.C, and so the temples themselves could

Lhardly date before 2000 B.C.

Similar Tombs From Spain to Scotland

After Mlalta T went to Spain to see its
remarkable stone-built tombs, often called
“megalithic” (from the Greek megas, large,
and lithos, stone). Stone Age tombs somewhat
resembling these are found along the Atlantic

LR
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Appendix D-CH Reading Test designed for the pilot study.
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oo 'CM READING TEST .

1. Instructions to students - - .

'Ynu-are going to reéd a text. In th:s text the;e will. be some wurds
which you have never seen befnre.- These wurds are underl:ned for you.
.They\are nonsense wurds, that 15, ‘they are not real English words and
have no meaning of their own. The ur1g1nal words of this text hava 3

been replaced by these: nonsense wnrds. Do not worry abqut finding the

ar1g1nal words vyet, Simply read the text.

CANCIENT EUROPE IS OLDER THAN WE THOUGHT

On the small Mediterranean island of Malta there,sfand some ruined
temples, built of huge stones, that.have long been a mystery.
L (1) MIDE they were huilt before the time of the ancient Greeks
and Romans. (2) WELK archeologists have found these enigmatic struc-
tures with their great courtyards difficuif to date. iThere is nnthingl
“like them anywhere else, and the artifacts found in them, 1nc1ud1ng
some rather: attractive statues of very fat ladies don’t help much.
Like everyone who has seen them, I was greatly impressed by these
strange ruined buildings when I first went to Malta as a student in
1959. (3) STIP charmed by those stone sﬁqlptures with curves worthy
é; Matisse or Mcdigliéni. Une of the figures was larger than life
Ssize. I did not then imagine that this might actually be the world’s .

-DldESt larger—than-life statue. (4) vOPE that these Maltese struc-

tures might be the earliest temples still standing anywhere on earth.
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We now know, . through radzocarbon dating, that such temples were
under construction 1n Halta before 3000 B C., before the Pyramids of
qupt. (5) STIP in just the past faw years 1t has become clear that
the great stone tombs duttlng Nestern Europe are even older. Some,

built around 4000 B. C., are guite 51mply the oldest bui1d1n95 in

~

exlstence..

Ne now_know, too, that three tkousand years before the Greeks, ihe
Rooans; or the Qelfs, European Farmers had discovered tﬁé principles °
of copper metallurgy and were using gold to moke'procious\objects.

All this oootradi:ts long—ac:epted theories which held that the
earlxest staone tombs and temples and the practice of metallurgy began
in the great cultures of ancient Egypt and Mesopotamla, the traditional

‘cradle of_C1v111latzon - Europe, one still reads in textbooks, was |
éomething of a barbarlooﬂirioge;

From the Near Eastern homelands of civilizatlon, the toeory went,
new ideas were carried north and west by colonists and.traders until

. they gradually dlffused throughout Euraope.  This ’diffuslon.tﬁeory’
has been doscribod as ‘the irradiation ot Eurooean‘barbarism by Oriental
civilization’l )
(6) FLUP this framewark for Eufopean history has collapseo, and the
study of préhistory is in‘crislo. Not lightly haye some archeologists

spoken of a 'radiocarbon revolution’,

At the time of that ?irst visit to Malta two decades ago, the tra-
.dlélonal dating far 1t%_gf2211ng temples-—about 1800 B.C. ——wWas still
unchallenged Radlocarhon dating, pzoneered in the 1940’s by Dr.
Willard F. Libby, had not yet been systematically applied there, and
Shefore it was developed, there was no valid scientific method of dating

" such structures. The only reliably dated early cultures were thase

- of Egypt and of Sumer in Mesopotamia, which had written records,



:includiﬁg iisté of kines and.the Iengt;s n% their reighs. It “35>
possible to wnrk nut their ehrunulegxes, based on the recnrds, back.
‘te nearly 3000 B C.'_ ' " . ‘ _
(7) QEEE_ for Haita end_peehisteric‘Eurepe, the only #easib}e way |

to get a'sqund date was by cemparison. (8) PALK generations of

archemiugists studied all the detectable similarities between the un- \\J

- dated chftures'of'Eurnpe and their possible ;untemporaries in the

Near East. .

{9) RIKE (10) DAGE, the\largest of the Maltese temples, at Tarxien,
centeihed‘a number of stone slabs decorated with a design of running
spirals. A closely similar deexgn decarates grave slabs at the impor-
tant Brenge Age site. ef Mycenae in Greece -The Mycenae spzrals could
be dated tn areund 1600 B.C. by means of seveEal close links with
Egypt {which are still accepted today). It seemed reasonablie to suggest
that the slabs at Tarxien might have been carved around 1500 B. cC.,

and so the temples themselves could hardly date befare 2000 B.Cf-

— by Colin Renfrew

Further instructions to students

Now reread the text and try te find the original words which tHe

nonsense words have replaced. There are several words -wfiich can

- successfully replace each original word. Notice that thE nansense

words have been numbered.

Look at the answer sheet. Write the word you think is the original
word next to its numbered nonsense word on the answer sheet. For’
example, for number (1} MIDE , you would write the original word that

MIDE replaces in column I under word or words.
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'All-efithe‘nuneenee"nores have four 1ettere.f There ie no cennect1nn

. betueen the length of the nriginal wnrd and the’ length of the nonsense

‘ word replac:ng 1t. If two nonsense werde nccur in 1mmed1ate euccessinn .
aa.in (9) RIKE (10) DAGE, then they are replac1ng two eriginal words

which are in immedxate success1nn.

There is no cnnnectlun hetween the spell:ng of the nonsense wnrd and the
‘ or1gxnal wnrd that 1t reple:es. Snmetxmes you will see the same nonsense

wordsused twice in the text. For example, STIP is used fﬂi:e.l This * =

means thet the'originai word was also used twice. You would write the

same meaning for both occurrences of STEP on your answer sheet,

Column II on ynur answer sheet is called explanatiun. If you are unable

© tao make a reasonable guess at the original word, ind1cate this in column

II by writing a sentence or group of words which can explain the meanxng

cof the original word.

Tﬁe'fullcwing is a partial list of some of the wards that could be used

'in place of the nonsense words.

NEXT | ,
AGAIN
' | BQT
FOR INSTANCE (2 WORDS)
THUS

IN CONTRAST (2 NURDS)

~

" THERE IS NO TIME LIMIT FOR THIS TEST



9.

MIDE

WELK

STIP

STIP

FLUP

WELK

PALK

RIKE

~ ANSWER SHEET

COLUMN I

" WORD. OR WORDS

. YOPE

10. DAGE

- COLUMN II

EXPLANATION
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Appendix E Table for PearsnnLCnrre;ation

TABLE FOR PEARSON CORRELATION

5 \PROFICIENCY LLANGUAGE"

TEST SCORE © GROUP
1 48 1
2 44 1

3 44 2

original 5 49 2°
" ESL b 40 -1
interme- 7 4 2
diate ‘8 4 2
group 9 40 -1
‘ 10 41 1

11 45 2

12 42 2
13 47 1
14 73 1

: 15 82 1
B .16 78 1
original 17 : 79 1
ESL i8 86 1
advanced '19 71 1
group 20 : 76 2
. 21 _ - 71 2
22 75 2

23 70 2

24 74 2
235 77 1
26 82 1
27 72 1
© .28 &9 "1
29 80 1

30 72 2

31 74 2

32 80 2

33 78 2

34 82 2

-0.0146 group 1

r=0.
r=0.225 group 2
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