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1．　Introduction

　　　This　paper　examines　research　into　the　re1ationship　between　L1reading，L21inguistic

know1edge（L2proficiency），and　L2reading　in　terms　of　the　theoretica1assumptions　and

research　methodo1ogies　invo1ved．1Since1984，when　A1derson　asked，“Is　second1anguage

readmg　a1anguage　prob1em　or　a　readmg　prob1em，”a　growmg　body　of　empmca1ev1dence

has　been　accumu1ated　to　answer　this　question．This　research－ 曹浮?唐狽奄盾氏@represents　two

re1ated　issues：（a）the　re1ative　importance　of　L1reading　and　L21ing1ユistic　know1edge　in

L2reading，and（b）the　interlin馴aI　transfer　of　L1reading　know1edge　to　L2reading．

　　　In　the　acquisition　of　second1anguage　reading　skins，L21eamers　do　not　begin　from

zero，but　draw　upon　know1edge　and　sk111s　a1ready　acqulred　m　L1read1ng　In　th1s　regard，

Jony（1978，quoted1n　A1derson，1984，p2）po1nted　out　that“read1ng　m　a　fore1gn1anguage

requires‘the　transference　of　old　ski11s，not　the1earning　of　new　ones’．’’This，however，does

not　mean　that　at　the　onset　of　SLA，ado1escent　and　adu1t　L21eamers　have　a1ready　acquired

a　comp1ete　set　of　knowIedge　and　ski11s　in　L1reading．L2reading　invo1ves（a）know1edge

and　ski11s　for　processing　L21inguistic　properties，i．e．，orthographic，phono1ogica1，lexica1，

syntactic，and　discoursa1know1edge，which　are　specific　to　L2，and　a1so（b）genera1cognitive

processes　and・ski11s，　such　as　predicting，　making　inferences，　and　retrieving　re1evant

background　know1edge，which　are　assumed　to　operate　universa11y　across1anguages．2The

former　type　of　know1edge　and　s対I1s　need　to　be1eamed　in　SLA，while　most　of　the1atter

type　of　know1edge　has　been　already　deve1oped　in　L1reading，Summarizing　this　point，

Carre11（1991）proposed　the　formu1a“L2reading＝L1reading＋L21ang凹age　proficiency’’

（P，161）．Specu1ations　about　the　interaction　of　these　two　types　of　know1edge　base　in　L2

千eading　have1ed　researchers　to　formu1ate　various　hypotheses，among　which　the　Ling口istic
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Thresho1d　Hypothesis　and　the　Linguistic　Interdependence　Hypothesis　represent　two　major

driving　forces　in　L2reading　research．

2．The　Linguistic　Thresho1d　Hypothesis
　　　　Interdependence　Hypothesis

and the　Linguistic

　　　Bernhardt＆Kami1（1995）point　out　that　research　on　the　L1and　L2reading　re1ationship

has　been　guided，expIicit1y　or　imp1icit1y，by　the　Linguistic　Thresho1d　Hypothesis　and　the

Linguistic　Interdependence　Hypothesis，both　of　which　were　origina11y　proposed　by

Cummins（1979．1980）in　his　works　on　bi1ingua1deve1opment．The　Linguistic　Threshold

Hypothesis（LTH）in　L2reading　research　ho1ds　that“poor　reading　in　a　foreign　language

1s　due　to　madequate　knowledge　of　the　target1anguage’’or“due　to　read1ng　strateg1es1n

the　f1rst　language　not　be1ng　emp1oyed　m　the　fore玉gn1anguage，due　to　madequate　know1edge

of　the　fore1gn1anguage’’（A1derson，1984，p4）The　L1ngu1st1c　Interdependence　Hypothes1s

（LIH），in　contrast，states　that“［p］oor　reading　in　a　foreign　Ianguage　is　due　to　poor　reading

abi1ity　in　the　first1anguage’’（ibid．）。According　to　LIH，“when　a1anguage　operation　such

as　reading　and　writing　has　been　acquired　in　a王an馴age，the　same　operation　is　not

‘reacquired’in，a　second”（Bernhardt＆Kami1．1995，p．17）、Table1summarizes．the

common1y＿be1ieved　characteristics　of　LTH　and　LIH　in　L2reading：

　　　　Tab1e1．Common1y＿be1ieved　characteristics　of　LTH　and　LIH

LTH LIH

related　hypotheses

the　nature　oi　L2reading

the　major　determinant　of

L2reading

L1reading　transfer

VieWS　On　general　COgni－

tive　reading　ProceSses

short－circuit　hypothesis

1anguage　cei1ing　hypothesis

a1anguage　problem

L21inguistic　knowledge

possib1e　after　a　thresho1d

uniVerSaユ

reading　universa1hypothesis

common　underlying　Proficiency

a　reading　Prob1em

L2reading　abi1ity

possible　from　the　beginning

uniVerSa1

Although　these　two　hypρtheses　have　been．used　as　guiding　princip1es　in・L2reading

research，・we　need　to　stop　bere　and　ask　whether　L－TH　and　LIH　are　actua11y　competing

hypotheses．This　is　important，because，as　in　other　fie1ds，we　often　estabIish　fa1se

dichotomies　for　simp1ifying　discussions　that　typica11y　resu1t　in　fruitless　discussions　and

researとh．Indeed，a　c1ose　examination　of　these　two　hypotheses　revea1s　that　they　are　not

necessari1y　opPosing（Bernhardt＆Kami1．1995，P．32），for　examp1e　in　terms　of　the

importance　of　L1reading　know1edge，Nor　are　they　we11－articu1ated　in　important　respects，

such　as　the　theoretica1necessity　of　positing　a1inguistic　thresho1d1ev61；as　a　donsequence，

key　terms　are　interpreted　and　used　different1y　by　different　researchers（see　Section4

be1ow）・In　addition，most　of　this1ine　of　research　to　date　has　conf1ated　two　issues　Which
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are　certain1y　re1ated　but　which　shou1d　be　clear1y　separated　at　the　theoretica口evel：（a）the

re1ative　importance　of　Ll　reading　abi1ity　and　L21inguistic　know1edge　in　L2reading（i．e。，

the　re1ative　importance　issue），and（b）the　transfer亭bi1ity　of　skins　acquired　in　L1reading

to　L2reading（i，e．，the　transfer　issue）．WhiIe　the　fomer　issue　may　be　most　appropriate1y

investigated　by　the　mu1tip1e　regression　approach，which　most　studies　have　taken，the1atter

issue　requires　the　factoriaI　design　approach　in　which　target　L1reading　processes　and　the

corresponding　L2reading　processes　are　systematicany　compared．These　two　issues　are

examined　separate1ナbe1ow．

3．The　Re1ative　Contributions　of　L1Reading　and－L2Know1edge
　　　　to　L2Reading

　　　Six　studies　on　the　effects　of　L21inguistic　know1edge　and　L1reading　abi1ity　on　L2

reading　were　reviewed，and　the．resu1ts　are　summarized　in　Tab1e2．A11these　studies

adopted　mu1tip1e　regression　approaches，with　L2proficiency（L2P）and　L1reading（L1R）

as　the　independent　variab1es　for　exp1aining　the　dependent　variab1e　of－L2　reading

（L2R）．3Genera1izations　may　b6difficu1t　because　these　studies　differed　with　respect　to　the

measures　of　L1R　and　L2R（comprehension　questions，c1oze，reca11），the　measures　of　L2P

（course1eve1，grammar　test，vocabu1ary　test，processing　efficiency　measures），and　the

proficiency　leve1s　of　the　subjects　invo1ved．Neverthe1ess，severa1notab1e　pattems11ave

emerged　from　the　findings．First，in　most　of　the　studies，L2P　is　a　substantia11y　mo÷e

powerfu1predictor　of　L2R　than　LlR；in　other　words，L2R　is　main1y　a　language　prob1em

rather　than　a　reading　prob1em，a1though　this　genera1ization　may　not　app1y　to　advanced

．L2　1earners　and　reading　tasks　of　litt1e　cognitive　comp1exity　（e．g．，scanning）（see　the

discussions　be1ow）．Second，severa1studies（Carre11．1991；Bossers，1991；Brisbois，1995）

have　shown　that　the　reIative　contributions　of　L2P　and　L1R　change　in　accordance　with

the　deve1opment　of　L2P；i．e．，as　L2P　increases，so　does　the　contribution　of　L1R　to　L2R，

and辻he　reユative　importance　of　L2P　and　L1R　is　reversed．4This　is　graphica11y　inustrated

in　Figure　1：

contnbut1on　to　L2readmg

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　L1reading
L2proficiency

L2proficiency

Fig1血e1．The　contributions　of　L2proficiency　and　Ll　reading　to　L2reading
　　　　　　　　at　vaIying　L2proficiency　leve1s
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Table2． A　summa町。f　research　findings　on　the　relative　contributions　of　L1reading　and　L21inguistic　proficiency　to　L2reading

Study Subjects L1reading L2proficiency L2reading Res阯ts

Carre11

（1991）

Bosser

（1991）

1）45Spanish1eamers　of　En－comprehehsion　Qs
　　　g1ish（higher－1evel）

2）75English　learners　of　Span－

　　ish（lower－1eveI）

50Tu1＝kish　readers　of　Dutch

　i）15higher－1eve11earners

　ii）3510wer－level　leamers

comprehension　Qs

Ya㎡ashita36Japanese1eamers　of　English1）cIoze　test

（1993）　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　2）summary　MC　cloze
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　3）1）十2）

Brisbois

（1995）

131Americミm　readers　of

　　　French

　i）43higher－1eve11earners

　ii）．8810wer＿1eve11eamers

1）comprehension　Qs

2）recan

COurSe1eVel

grammar　a皿d　vocab－

u1ary　teSt

SentenCe　VerifiCatiOn＃

comprehension　Qs

comprehension　Qs

1）　cloze　test

2）summa町MC　c1oze
3）1）十2）

1）grammar（MC　and1）comprehension　Qs
　　　C10Ze）

2）　vocabu1ary　（defini－

　　　tion　and　translation）

2）　recaIl

Subjects1：L1R＊＊＞L2P＊（a　tota1of35％）

Subjects2：L2P＊＊＞L1R＊（a　tota1of53％）

Subjects1＋2：L2P＊＊＞L1R＊＊
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（a　tOta1of40％）

Tota1：L2P＊＊＞L1R＊＊（a　tota1of73％）

High：L1R＊＞L2P（a　tota1of34％）

Low：L2P＊＊＞L1R（a　tota1of46％）

L2R＝c1oze
L1R＊＊（c1oze）（27％）＞L2P＊＊（13％）

L2P＊＊（26％）＞L1R（summary　c1oze）

　L2P＊＊＞L1R＊＊（c1oze＋summary　cloze）

　（26％）　　（1796）

L2R＝summary　MC　c1oze
L2P＊＊（22％）＞L1R（any　measwe）

L2R＝c玉。ze＋summa町MC　cIoze
L2P＊＊（32％）＞L！R（any　measure）

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　（O－10％）

L2R＝comprehension　Qs
High：L1R＝L2P（vocabu1ary＋grammar）
　　　　　　　（7，59ろ）（6．7％）

Low：L2P（vocabu1ary）＊＊〉L1R＊
　　　　　　（10．1％）　　　　　　　　　　　（5．7％）

L2R＝reca11
　High：L1R＊＊〉L2P（vocabuIary）＊＊

　　　　　　　（20．5％）　（7．6％）

Low：L1R＊＊＞L2P（vocabulary）＊＊

　　　　　　（11．1％）　（9．3％）

Mθ杉．L2P＝L21inguistic　proficiency；L1R＝L1reading；L2R＝L2feading；MC＝mu1tip1e－choice；High＝highe卜1eve11eamers；Low＝1ower－leve11eamers；辛：a
　　　　　significant　predictor　of　L2reading　atヵ＜．05；＊＊＝a　significant　predictor　of　L2reading　at力＜．01；＃＝0ther　processing　efficiency　measures（e．g．，1etter　matching）

　　　　　．were　a1so　inc1uded，but　most　of　them　tumed　out　not　to　be　a　significant　predictor　of　L2reading　comprehension；Reported”for　each　predictor　variab1e　is　shown

　　　　　in　parentheses．
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It　is　not　c1ear，however，that　this　in－

creased　contribution　of　L1R　to　L2R　can

be　interpreted　as　a　re且ection　of　an　in－

crease　in　L1reading　ski11transfer．

　　Third，the　re1ative　importance　Of

L1R　and　L2P　to　L2R　varies　depending

on　how　L2R　is　assessed（e．g．，compre－

hension　questions，recan）（Yamashita，

1993；Brisbois，1995）and　a1so　on　the

type　of　L2reading　task（e．g．，main　idea

comprehension，scanning）（Tamefer，

1996）．Taillefer　（1996），for　exa叫ple，

showed　that　in　the　task　of　scanning　a

text　in　L2，the　corresponding　L1　scan＝

ning　abi1ity　was　by　far　more　innue耳tia1

than　L2P，whi1e　the　re1ative兵mportance

of　the　two　predictor　variab1es　was

reversed　in　the　task　of　L2main　idea

comprehension．These　resu1ts　indicate

that　different　reading　tasks　are　in－

f1uenced　different1y　by　L2P，a1though

what　specific　factors　determine　such　in－

teraction　has　yet　to．be　identified．Fourth，

the　“L2　reading　＝　L1　reading　＋　Lユ

Iinguistic　proficiency”　equation　is　an　in－

comp1ete　one，in　the　sense　that1arge

portions　of　L2reading　variance　cannot　be

accouDted　for　either　by　L1R　or　L2P．In

most　of　the　studies，the　two　factors

together　exp1ain　1ess　than　50％　of　the

tota1L2　reading　variance．Additiona1

predictor　variab1es　need　to　be　identified

and　their　contribution　shou1d　be　exa－

mined．In　sum，　the　genera1－Picture

emerging　from　the　studies　in　Tab1e1is

that　in　the　typica1L2　reading　task　of

main　idea　comprehension，L21inguistic

know1edge　is　a　major　determinant　of　L2

reading，with　L1　reading　gradua11y

coming　into　pIay　as　an　important　factor
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as　L21eamers　deve1op　L21inguistic　competence．

　　　Regarding．the　second　point，why　is　it　that　L1reading　is　not　a　significant　predictor

of　L2reading　in　some　cases（Bossers，1991；Yamashita，1993；Tai11efer，1996）～The

standard　interpretation　may　be　that　the　subjects　in　these　studies　have　not　reached　a

thresho1d1eve1beyond　which　L1reading　know1edge　can　transfer．However，it　seems　too

simp1istic　to　equate　a　significant　L1／L2reading　correlation　with　L1to　L2reading　transfer

a1one，to　assume　that　a1ack　of　corre1ation　indicates　no　transfer，or　to　view　higher

correIations　simp1y　as　the　resu1t　of　increased　transfer．Some　type　of　transfer　shou1d　occur

from　the　very　beginning，whether　or　not　it　is　ref1ected　in　a　significant　corre1ation　in　g1oba1

read1ng　measures　It1s　h1gh1y　un11ke1y，for　examp1e，that　no　re1evant　background

know1edge　retrieva1of　any　kind　occurs　unt11L2readers　reach　a　certain　thresho1d1eve1．

In　addition，the1ack　of　significant　corre1ation　can　be　interpreted　as　an　index　of　a　different

phenomenon；i．e．，the　constructs．of　L2reading　tests　are　different　from　those　of　L1reading

tests，and　items　in　L2reading　tests　are　not　suitab1e　for　detecting　L1reading　transfer．

For　examp1e，L2reading　tests　may　typica11y　consist　of　factuaI　main　idea　questions，whereas

L1reading　tests　may　be　comprised　of　more　cognitive1y　demanding　inferentia1questions．

　　　A1though　this1ine　of　study，in　whicll　a　muItip1e　regression　approach　is　adopted，is

primari1y　designed　to　examine　the　re1ative　importance　of　L2know1edge　and　L1reading

in　L2reading，it　typica11y　makes　further　claims　about　L1reading　transfer（or　hck　thereof）

and　the　e苓istence　of　the1inguistic　thresho1d．Those　c1aims　based　so1e1y　on　corre1ation　data，

however，are　serious1y1imited　in　revea1ing　the　nature　of　the　transfer，since　they　on1y1ook

at　g1oba1L1and　L2readiムg　performance　without　specifying　what　constitutes　reading

competence，and，consequent1y，transfer　of　specific　reading　processes　or　skins　are　not

examined．5The　fact　that　L1reading　comes　into　p1ay　as　a　significant　predictor　of　L2

reading　can　be　taken　on1y　as　indirect　evidence　for　such　transfer．When　discussi㎎the　issue

of　inter1ingua1reading　transfer，instead　of　re1ying．on　g1oba1corre1ations，we　need　to

decompose　reading　into　mor6tractab1e　subcomponents，such　as　the　generation　of　bridging

inferences，and　compare　the　target　processes　in　corresponding　Ll　and　L2reading　situ－

ations．The　discussion　now　tums　to　this　transfer　issue　in　the　next　section．

4．The　Transfer　Issue

　　　In　order　to　avoid　umecessary　confusion，it　is　necessary　to　remember・that　research

into　cross－Iinguistic　reading　transfer　focuses　on　theカ。∫〃伽e　transfer　of　universa1　n－on－

linguistic　cognitive　processes　across1anguages，in　contrast　to　the　majority　of1anguage

transfer　research　which　has　revo1ved　around　the　me8α伽e　transfer　of1ingμistic　know1edge

（see　OdIin（1989）for　a　review　o〔anguage　transfer）．The　most　wide1y－known　and　oft＿

quoted　view　on　L1reading　transfer　is　the　short＿circuit　hypothesis（C1arke，1980，p．206）：

Iimited　contro1over　the1anguage“short－circuits’’the　good［L1］reader’s
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system，causing　him／her　to　revert　to　poor　reader　strategies　when　confronted　with

a　di拙。u1t　or　confusing　task　in　the　second1anguage．This　suggests　that　it　may

be　inaccurate　to　speak　of“good　readers’’and“poor　readers．”Perhaps　there　are

・・t“9・・d…d…”・・d“Pd・・…d…”b・tm…1y“9・・d”・・d‘ 撃吹c”…di・g

behaviors　which　characterize　most　readers　at　different　times；when　one　is　coh－

fronted　with　difficu1t　reading（whether　because　of　comp1ex1anguage　or　unfamiliar

content）one　is　1ike1y　to　revert　to　poor　reading　behaviors．

Acarefu1readingofthisq早。tationreveaIsthattheshort＿circuithypothesiscanbein－

terpreted　in　two　ways：（a）1imited　L21inguistic　competence　constrains　the　transfer　of

effective　reading　strategies　acquired　in　L1reading　to　L2reading，and（b）most　readers，

regard1ess　of　their　L2proficiency　or　even　the1ang1ユages　in　which　they　read，camot　emp1oy

effective　reading　strategies　for・difficu1t　texts．A1though（a）and（b）may　stem　from　the　same

causes，examinations　of　the　two　phenomena　require　different　research　designs，and　only

the　（a）interpretation　re1ates　to　the　transfer　issue，

　　　The　short＿circuit　hypothesis　is　not　we11＿articu1ated　in　terms　of　what　constitutes“good

reading　strategies”（i．e．，acquired　in　L1）．It　was　origina11y　derived　from　ana1yses　of　L1

and　L2readers’strategies　in　c1oze　tests　and　their　miscues　in　oral　reading、“Good　reader

strategies’’in　the　original　study，therefore，were　confined　to（a）the　use　of　semantic　rather

than　syntactic　cues　in　answering　cloze　tests，and（b）the　production　of　semantica11y　ac－

ceptab1e　miscues　in　ora1reading（indicating　the　good　readers’focus　on　meanings　within

the　text）．The　short＿circuit　hypothesis，however，has　been　referred　to　as　a　guiding

hypothesis　with　a　much　broader　scope　of　app1icability，and　attempts　to　make　it　empirica11y

testab1e　require　that　we　first　idebtify　potentia11y　effective　reading　strategies．The　fo1ユ。wing

examp1es　i11ustrate　some　of　these　strategies（e．g．，processing　of　coherence　re1ations，making

bridging　inferences，and　retrieving　re1evant　background　know1edge）：

（1）肋mmo㍑ome広。肋e力αゆツe∫切勿．批m∫∫肋切腕α〃6ψ．

（2）丁乃e∫〃m肋砂肋mm〃∫κe力。材価肋eガm．丁肋α∫尻e∫刀。αオeaψ肋e　c〃mmψ．6

（3）亙mηろ。めm∫e5αcom〃妙肋e∫e物ツ∫，∫o∫aec棚e6ま。ろmツαMあ。ク〃。∫乃．

The　transfer1ssue　ra1ses　the　fouow1ng　quest1ons　In　read1ng　the　message　m（1），1s1t

possib1e　that　one　can　process　the　coherence　re1ation　of　EFFECT＿CAUSE　between　the　two

sentences　in　L1whi1e　the　same　person　fai1s　to　do　so　in　L2？In　reading　the　message　in

（2），is　a　bridging　inference，i．e．，“the　report　burned　to　ashes，’’made　in　Ll　reading，but

made1ess　frequent1y，or　not　at　aI1，in　L2reading　context～In（3），in　the　same　way，is

it　possib1e　that　those　reading　in　L1retrieve　reIevant　background　know1edge（e．g．，the

Macintosh　refers　to　a　computer）whi1e　the　same　peop1e　reading　the　same　message　in　L2

fai1to　do　so～The　short＿circuit　hypothesis　is　concemed　with　whether　these　strategies　are

constrained　by　L21ing1ユistic　proficiency．
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　　　　“Eff6ctive’’readipg　strategies　vary　from　those　that　are　high1y　comp1ex，1ike　prediction

generation，visua1ization，and　inference，一to　those　that　are　rather　simp1e，such　as　skimming，

scanning，and　even　using　i11ustrations　and　tit1es　as　c1ues，and　it　is　possib1e　that　on1y　some

of　these　processes　or　strategies　may　be　subject　to　the　short－circuit　hypothesis．Indeed，

Tai11efer（1996）demonstrated　that　L1readers　with　good　scanning　ability，regard1ess　of　their

1evel　of　L2proficiency，performed　we1I　on　an　L2scanning　task，indicating　that　there　is

no　L2competence　constraint　on　the　transfer　of　scanning　ski11s．Simi1ar1y，it　is　high1y

un1ike1y，for　examp1e，that1ow　L2competence　shortcircuits　in　any　way　the　strategy　of

using　i11ustrations　as　c1ues．The　research　question，therefore，is　not　simp1y　whether　a

“short－circuit’’phenomenon　is　olbservρd　but　what　reading　skiI1s　and　their　transfer　are

constrained　by　a1imited　target1anguage　competence．

　　　Are1atednotioninthediscussionoftransferabi1ityis“thethresho1d1eve1．”Inthe

fie1d　of　bi1inguahsm　research，Cummins（1979）contends　that“the　thresho1d　hypothesis

assumes　that　those　aspects　of　bi1ingua1ism　which　might　positive1y　inf1uence　cognitive

growth　are．un1ike1㌻to　come　into　effect　unti1the　child　has　attained　a　certain　minimum

or　thresho1d　leve1of　competence　in　a　second　Ianguage”（p，229）．7In　L2reading　Iiterature，

the　thresho1d　is　referred　to　as　the　minimum1eve1of　L2proficiency　permitting　the　transfer

of　L1reading　ski11s．8A1derson（1984），for　examp1e，holds　that“some　thresho1d　does

apPear　to　be　necessary　before　other　abi1ities，Iike　one’s　first－1anguage　reading　abiIity，can

be　brought　to　bear　upon　the　task　of　reading　in　a　foreign1anguage”（p．19）．Bossers（1991）

makes　a」para1Ie1c1aim　that“direct　transfer　of　L1－reading　ski11s　occurs　on1y　when　a　certain

amount　of　L2know1edge　has　been　acquired”（p．57）．L2reading　research　has　presupposed

the　existence　of　the　thresho1d　and　attempted　to　revea1its　nature　and　to1ocate　its　exact－

position（e．g．，Laufer＆Sim，1985），but　is　the　threさho1d　a　theoretica11y　usefu1notion．in

deve1oping　a　mode1of　L1reading　transferp

　　　Inter1ingua1reading　transfer　can　be　rough1y　conceptuahzed　in　the　three　ways　in　Figure

2．In　each　of　the　three　graphs　in　Fig皿re2，the　horizonta1κ＿axis　and　the　verticaIツーaxis

represent　L21inguistic　proficiency　and　the　degree　of　L1reading　transfer　respective1y．

transfer　ofL1

reading　skiHs

　　　　　　　　　threshold threshold

L2proficiency

　　　　［A］

L2proficiency

　　　　［B1

L2proficiency

　　　　［C1

Figure2．Three　types　of　conceptua1ization　of　L1reading　transfer
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The　case［A］shows　that　L2readers　sudden1y　become　ab1e　to　emp1oy　L1reading　know1edge

and　skins　when　their　proficiency　reaches　a　certain　thresho1d1eve1．In［B］，the　thresho1d

represents　the1ine　at　which　substantia1L1reading　transfer　begins　to　increase．The　notion

of　the　thresho1d　leve1，however，is　not　compatib1e　with［C］in　which　cross＿1inguistic　reading

transfer　gradua11y　mcreases　m　accordance　w1th　the　deve1opment　of　L21mgu1st1c　know1edge

and　its　procesξing　efficiencyl　If　transfer　gradua11y　increases，as　in［C］，any　attempt　to

identify　the　exact1ocation　of　the　thresho1d1eve1is　destined　to　resu1t　in　a　fai1ure．In　fact，

there　is　no　reasonα力〃。れto　posit　the1anguage　thresho1d　as　a　theoretical　construct；another

more　Iike1y　possibi1ity　is　that　constraints　on　L1reading　ski11transfer　are　gradua11y　removed

by　L2readers’acquisition　of　L21in馴istic　competence，as　in［C］．This，of　course，is　an

empirica1question，but　the　defau1t　h卯。thesis　shou1d　be　that　there　is　no　thresho1d　for　L1

reading　transfer，and　this　shou1d　be干ejected　on1y　when　re1evant　data　compe1us　to　posit

a　thresho1d1eve1of　a　certa1n　kmd　Research　to　date，however，has　taken　the　oppos1te

direction．

　　　In　contrast　to　these　conceptua1discussions，direct　empirical　investigations　of　L1reading

transfer　to　L2reading　and　comparisons　of　specific　cognitive　processes　in　L1and　L2reading

are　scarce．One　notab1e　exception　is　Davis＆Bistodeau（1993），who　empIoyed　a　think＿

a1oud　procedure　to　compare　L1and　L2readers’use　of“top＿down”strategies（e．g．，

prediction，reference　to　antecedent　information　in　the　text），“bottom＿up”strategies（e．g．，

comments　on　intrasententia1features，restatement），and“metacognitive’’strategies（e．9．，

comments　on　the　subject’s　own　behavior）．Eight　native　readers　of　Eng1ish　and　eight　native

readers　of　French　both　read　texts　in　their　L1and　L2．In　the　case　of　the　former　group

of　sub］ects，those　readmg1n　the1r　L2demonstrated　more　bottom＿up　strateg1es，espec1any

individua1word　focus，and　fewer　top＿down　strategies　and　eva1uative　comments　on　text

contents　in　particu1ar　than　those　reading　in　their　L1．Davis＆Bistodeau　interpret　these

findings　to　indicate　that　Iow　L21inguistic　proficiency　resu1ted　in　much　greater　attention

1〕eing　given　to　L2＿specific1inguistic　properties　and　fewer　resources　to　universa1top＿down

cognitive　processes．The　other　group　of　subjects（i．e．，the　eight　native　readers　of　French），

however，did　not　show　any　significant　differences　between　L1and　L2readings．

　　　A1ong　a　simi1ar1ine，Ikeno（1996）compared　text　structure　prediction（i．e．，expectations

readers　generate　for　the　text　organizationa1aspects　of　an　upcoming　text　segment，such

as“examp1es　wi11be　provided”）across　L1and　L2reading．99subjects　were　first　c1assified

into　advanced　and1ess－advanced　groups　based　on　their　cloze　test　scores，and　the　subjects

in　each　group　were　randomIy　assigned　either　to　an　Ll　or　an　L2reading　condition　in　turn．

The　resu1ts　indicated　that　the　advanced　L21eamers　showed　better　text　structure　prediction

performance　than　the　Iess＿advanced　L21earners，a1though，interesting1y，their　performance

d1d　not　d1ffer　m　the　correspondmg　L1read1ng　cond1t1on　These　resu1ts　suggest　that　L2

1earners　having　equiva1ent　L1prediction　abi1ities　may　perform　different1y　on　measures

invo1ving　L2text　stmcture　prediction，and　their　different　L2prediction　performance

depends　on　how　proficient　they　are　in　L2．These　resu1ts　are　a1so　in1ine　with　the　hypothesis
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that　transfer　of　L1reading　abi1ity　gradua11y　increases　a1ong　with　the　deveIopment　of　L2

1inguistic　competence．

　　　Since　the　majority　of　the　previous　studies　have　re1ied　on　g1oba1L1and　L2reading

corre1ations，cross－1inguistic　transfer　of　a　specific　reading　ski11　is　a　subject　for　future

investigations．How　shou1d　a　study　be　designed　to　examine　reading　transfer　across1an－

guages　at　a　certain　acquisition　point？I　argue　that　a　between－subjects　design　wi11probab1y

guarantee　higher　interna1va1idity　than　a　within－subjects　design，and　oppose　A1derson

（1984）who　c1aims　that　the　investigation　of　this　issue　requires　L1and　L2reading　per－

formance　data　of肋e∫αme5m伽。去∫．A　within－subjects　design，certain1y，can　contro1reader

variab1es，but　since　it　requires　that　different　texts　be　used　in　L1and　in　L2reading，this

may1ead　to　a　confounding　of　text　variab1es．Consequent1y，the　interpretation　of　any

differences　between　L1and　L2reading　performance，if　observed，is　necessari1y　ambiguous，

since　the砒ferences　may　be　attributed　either　to　the1anguages　in　which　the　subjects　read

（L1，L2）or　d1fferences　between　the　target　texts　A　between＿sub〕ects　des1gn，m　contrast，

can　reduce　potentia1confounds　of　text　variab1es　by　using　equiva1ent　L1and　L2texts（the

L1origina1and　its　L2trans1ation，or　vice　versa）．The　prob1em　associated　with　a　possib1e

faiIure　to　contro1important　reader　variab1es　in　a　between－subjects　design　shou1d　be

minimized　by　random　assignment　of　subjects　into　L1and　L2reading　conditions．

　　　Positive　L1reading　transfer　is　defined　as　a　simi1arity　between　L1and　L2reading

performance，or，．in　more　operationa1terms，as　a1ack　of　statistica11y　significant　difference

between　L1and　L2readers’behaviors　in　the　frequency　of　a　target　cognitive　process（e．g．，

bridging　inference）observed　at　a　probe　point．Additiona11y，in　order　to　capture　de－

ve1opmental－trends　by　studies　with　a　cross＿sectiona1design，at1east　three　types　of　data

are　needed：（a）L1target　process　performance　data（base1ine），（b）data　from　advanced　L2

1earners　reading　in　L2，and（c）data　from1ess－advanced　L21earners　reading　in　L2．Increase

of　positive　L1reading　transfer　is　identified　when　advanced　L21earners　show　greater

resemb1ance　with　thg　L1base1ine　in　t止eir　performance　of　a　target　process　than　do

1ess＿advanced　L21eamers．In　addition　to　this　minimum　requirement，it　a1so　needs　to　be

ensured　that　the　advanced　and　the　1ess＿advanced　L2　1earners　do　not　differ　in　their

performance　of　the　target　process　in　the　L1reading　condition．This　enab1es　us　to　ru1e

out　the　exp1anat1on　that　d1fferences　between　the　advanced　and　the1ess＿advanced　L2

1eamers，if　observed，are　simp1y　due　to　their　different　L1reading　abi1ities．9Need1ess　to

say，the　interpretation　of　the　resu1ts　from　cross＿sectiona1design　studies　becomes

necessari1y　corre1ationa1in　nature，and　this　shou1d　be　comp1emented　by1ongitudina1studies

in．which　chrono1ogica1changes　in　L1and　L2reading　performance　are　carefu11y　observed．

5．Exp1anations　for　the　Possib1e　Lack　of　L1Reading　Transfer

　　　　to　L2Reading

Suppose　that　there　are　some　kinds　of　constraints　on　the　transfer　of　L1reading　ski11s
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to　L2conditions．What　then　constitutes　such　constraintsP　One　exp1anation　is　that　L2

readers　are　simp1y　stuck　with　difficu1t　lexis　and　s抑tax　and　fai1to　understand　the1itera1

meanings　of　individua1words　and　sentences，If　they　do　not　know　the　meaning　of“ashes”

in　T〃e∫〃m肋汐肋mm〃∫zeψoれ伽肋e力．m，m6肋eα∫加∫刀。αサea妙オゐe　c”mmeツ，for

examp1e，natura11y　they　camot　make　the　necessary　bridging　inference　that“the　report

bumed　to　ash6s、”Simi1ar1y，re1evant　background　concepts　in　the　long＿term　memory　may

be1ess　adequate1y　activated　in　L2reading　than　in　L1reading，because　L21earners　do

not　know　the　L21abe1s　for　those　concepts．These　cases　inustrate　the　problem　of　re1evant

L2㎞owledge　deficiency，and　it　is　expected　that　expansion　of　L21inguistic　know1edge　wiI1

bring　about　more－L1reading　transfer．This　know1edge－deficiency　exp1anation，however，

may　not　be　the　who1e　picture，

　　　L2work1ng　memory　capac1ty　may　prov1de　another　exp1anat1on　for　the　poss1b1e　Iack

of　transfer；even　wheh　readers　know　a11the　re1evant1exis　and　syntax，sti11their　com－

prehensign　may　be　constrained　by　how　efficient1y　they　can　retrieve　and　manipu1ate　such

1inguistic　know1edge．Working　memory　is　current1y　conceptua1ized　as　a　cognitive　arena　in

which　incoming　information　is　processed　and　temporarily　stored（e．g、，Just＆Carpenter，

1992）G1ven1ts11m1ted　capac1ty，work1ng　memory1s　sub］ect　to　trade＿offs　between　storage

and　processing　functions　and　a1so　between　various　cognitive　operations　competing　fo士the

processing　workspace．If“1ower＿1eve1’’processes（e．g。，word　identification）take　up　much

of　the　limited　capacity　of　working　memory　resources，fewer　resources　remain　for

“higher＿1eve1’’processes（e．g．，prediction，inference）．This　suggests　that　improvement　of

L2processing　efficiency　wi11permit　the　transfer　of　cognitive　processes　deve1oped　in　L1

by　freeing　more　working　memory　resources　for　these　processes．

　　　With　regard　to　the　re1ationship　of　L21in馴istic　know1edge　and　its　p士。cessing　efficiency

to　universa1higher＿1eve1cognitive　processes，Carpenter　et　a1．（1994，p．1111）point　out

that“1eらs　efficient（or1ess　we11＿deve1oped）L2component　processes　may　rob　other

processes　not　just　of　good　data（Perfetti，1985）but　a1so　of　cognitive　resources　avai1ab1e

（Frederiksenそ1982）．”The　know1edge＿deficiency　exp1anation　and　the　working　memory

（processing　e｛ficiency）exp1anation　are　mutuany　comp1ementary，and　the　re1ative　contri－

bution　of　each　（and　sti11other　factors　yet　to　be　identified）shou1d　be　va1idated　against

re1eVant　data．

6．Pedagogica1Imp1ications

　　　The　transferabi1ity　issue　has　important　imp1ications　for　L2reading　pedago駆，especia11y

in　terms　of　comprehension　strategy　instruction．The　recent　literature　on　this　theme

（Carre11．1988；O’Ma11ey＆Chamot1990；0xford，19－90）is　fu11of　pedagogica1reco㎜一

mendations　for　the　exp1icit　teaching　of　comprehension　strategies　in　L2reading，but1itt1e

attention　has　been　paid　to　the　fact　that　at1east　some　strategies　are‘a1ready　funy　acquired

in　L1reading．If　reading　ski11s　transfer　across1an馴ages　in　accordance　with　the　im一

151



Osamu　IKEN0

provement　of　L2knowIedge　and　its　contro1，the　focus　of　L2reading　instruction　needs　t0

be　p1aced　upon　improving1inguistic　competence　rather　than　on　teaching　comprehension

strategies　per　se（A1derson，1984，p．4）．Suppose　that　some　effective　reading　strategies

may　not　have　been　acquired　in　L1reading，“one　might　most　efficient1y　teach［these］

reading　strategies　in　the　first1anguage，and　expect　them　to　transfer　automaticany　to　the

foreign1anguage’’（ibid．，p．5）、The　present　pedagogica1suggestions　need　to　be　reexamined

with　reference　to　future　research　findings　on　L1reading　transfer．

7．Conc1usio皿：Reformu1ating　Research
　　　　InVeStigatiOnS

Questions　for　Fut皿re

　　　Th1s　paper　has　attempted　to　exam1ne　ma］or　theoretIca1assumpt1ons　and　methodoIog1ca1

issues　in　research　into　the　L1and　L2reading　reIationship．Previous　studies　on　this　theme

have　identified　theoretica11y　and　pedagogica11y　interesting　notions，such　as　constraints　on

L1　reading　transfer，the　1inguistic　thresho1d，and　interaction　of　L1　reading　and　L2

proficiency　in　L2reading，and　reIated　empiricaI　findings　have　been　accumuIated，This1ine

of　research，however，has　been　serious1y1imited　in　that　it　has　fai1ed　to　distinguish

thgoretica11y　different　issues，especia11y　between　the　re1ative　importance　issue　and　the

transfer　issue．For　the　advancement　of　tbe　fie1d，therefore，research　questions　need　to　be

reformu1ated．In　what　fo11ows　I　propose　a　tentative1ist　of　a1temative　research　questions

（RQs）for　future　investigations、

RQ1．Does　a　target　reading　behavior（e．g．，bridging　inference）differ　depending

on　the1anguage　in　which　one　reads（L1，L2）？（L1vs．L2一＞target　reading

behaviOr）

RQ2．Does　a　target　L2reading　belユavior　differ　depending　on　the　L21inguistic

proficiency1eve1？（L21inguistic　proficiency1eve1一〉target　L2reading　behavior）

RQ3・Does　the　amount　of　transfer　of　a　target　L1reading　behavior　to　L2｝eading

increase　in　accordance　with　the　improvement　of　L2Iinguistic．know1edgeP（L2

1inguistic　knowledge一＞transfer　of　a　target　L1reading　behavior　to　L2reading）

RQ4．Does　the　amount　of　cross－1inguistic　transfer　of　a　target　reading　behavior

increase　as　L2working　memo町。apacity（or　L2processing　efficiency）increases～

（L2working　memory一＞transfer　of　a　target　L1reading　behavior　to　L2reading）

RQ5　Is　the　transfer　of　read1ng　strategy　tram1ng　observed　across1anguages？

（strategy　instruction　in　L1一＞the　use　of　the　target　strategy　in　L2）
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RQ6・What’is　the　re1ative　importance　of　L21inguistic　know1edge　and　the

corresponding　L1reading　abi1ity　in　exp1aining　a　target　L2reading　behavior（e．g．，

answering　inferentia1questions）P

Note　that　the　first　five　research　questions　concern　the　transfer　issue：RQ1and　RQ2can

be　investigated　in　the　same　study　for　primari1y　providing　descriptive　data　for　inter1ingua1

reading　transfer；RQ3and　RQ4are　included　to　provide　explanations　for　such（non＿）

transfer；and　RQ5examines　the　traηsfer　of　instructionaI　intervention　across1an馴ages．

RQ6dea1s　with　the　re1ative　importance　issue　as　app1ied　to　a　specific　cognitive　process

or　ski1L　As　discussed　ear1ier，we　need　to　study　specific　componentia1processes　and　skiIIs

of　reading　rather　than　g1oba1L1and　L2reading　performance，because　g1oba1comparisons

camot　revea1the　transfer　of　each　componentia1skin，and　because　the　answers　to　the　above

reformu1ated　research　questions　wi11probab1y　vary　from　one　ski11and　process　to　another．

Notes

1　In　this　artic1e，L21inguistic　know1edge　and　L2proficiency　are　used　interchangeab1y，

2　These　two　types　of　ski11correspond　to“basic　interpersonal　communicative1anguage　skills”and

　　“cognitive／academic1anguage　ski11s”in　bi1ingua1ism　research（Cummins，1980）．

3　Note　that　some　statisticians（e．g．，Zhang，1992）exercise　caution　in　using　muItiple　regression　even　as

　　a　basis　for　judging　the　relative　importance　of　predictor　v肛iab1es．

4　Positive　L1and　L2reading　correlations　have　been　observed　in　other　studies　which　simp1y　examined

　　their　relationship　without　considering　L21inguistic　know1edge（e．g．，Groebe玉，1980；Carson　et　al．，1990；

　　Wagner　et　a1．，1989）．

5　Compare　this　with　the　research　on　morpho＿syntactic　transfer　in　which　researchers　now　never　re1y

　　on　globa1correIations　between　L1and　L2grammar　tests，but　rather1ook　at　specific　constructions

　　（e．g．，Passive）．

6　This　examp1e　was　taken　from　Singer＆Ritchot（1996，p．733）．

7　Cummins（1979）points　out　that　in　bi1ingua1deve1opment　there　are　two　thresholds：“The　attainment

　　of　a1ower　thresho1d1eve1of　bilin即al　competence　would　be　sufficient　to　avoid　any　negative　cognitive

　　effects；but　the　attainment　of　the　second，higher，1eve1of　bilin馴a1competence　might　be　necessary

　　to　1ead　to　acce1erated　cognitive　grow1＝h”　（P．230）．

8　In　terms　of　statistica1data　ana1ysis，the　thresho1d玉eve1has　been　viewed　in　previous　studies　either

　　as　the　point　at　which　the　corre1ation　between　Ll　and　L2reading　reaches　a　statistically　significant

　　point　or　as　the　point　at　which　the　re1ative　importance　of　L1reading　and　L21inguistic　proficiency　is

　　reversed．These　operationa1definitions，bowever，do　not　adequate1y　capture　the1eve1beyond　which

　　L1reading　transfer　occurs．

9　If　a　significant　difference　is　observed　between　the　advanced　and　the1ess＿advanced　L21eamers　in　their

　　performance　in　L1reading，this　factor　needs　to　be　treated　as　a　covariate　in　comparing　their　L2reading

　　performance．

References

A1derson，J，C．（1984）．Reading　in　a　foreign1anguage：A　reading　probIem　or　a1anguage

　　　prob1em？In　J・C・A1derson＆A．H．Urquhart（Eds．），Reα励mgづmα力mなm工mgm8e

153



0samu　IKEN0

　　　（pp．1＿27）．London：Longman．

Bemhardt，E，B．，＆Kami1，M．L．（1995）．Interpreting　re1ationships　between　L1and　L2

　　　reading：．Conso1idating　th♀　1ing叩istic　thresho1d　and　the　1inguistic　interdependence

　　　hypotheses．■4力ψκea一己クmgmゐガ。s，一Z6，15－34．

Bossers，B．（1991）．0n　thresho1ds，cei1ings　and　short　circuits：The　relation　between　L1

　　　reading，L2reading，and　L1knowledge．In∫．H．Hu1stijin＆J，F．Matter（Eds．），λ皿λ

　　　Re砂づe〃，8，45＿60．

Brisbois，J．E．（1995）．Connections　between　first－and　second－1anguage　reading．力mmαZ

　　　げ児eα励mg　Be〃α〃。プ，27，565＿584．

Carpenter，P．A．，Miyake，A．，＆Just，M1．A．（1994）．Working　memory　constraints　in

　　　comprehension：Evidence　from　individua1differences，aphasia，and　aging．In　M．A．

　　　Gemsbacker・（Ed．），肋m励。o冶げ力砂。尻。κmgmゐCク。∫（pp．1075－1122）．San　Diego，CA：

　　　Academic　Press．

Carre11，P．L．（1988）。Interactive　text　processing：Imp1ications　for　ESL／second1anguage

　　　reading　c1assrooms．In　P．L．Carre11（皿d．），〃femc肋eψ卿。m加∫去。∫ecoma　Zmgm8e

　　　mα励mg．New　York：Cambridge　University　Press．

Carre11，Pl　L．（1991）．Second　language　reading：Reading　abi1ity　or1anguage　proficiency？

　　　λ力ψneaエ伽星〃∫杉。s，一Z2，159＿179．

Carson，J．，Carre11，P．L．，Si1berstein，S．，Kro11，B．，＆Kuehn，P、（1990）、Reading＿writing

　　　re1ationships　in　first　and　second1anguage．TES0工Qm材e7砂，24，245－266．

C1arke，M．A。（1980）．The　short－circuit　hypothesis　of　ESL　reading：・Or　when1anguage

　　　competence　interferes　with　reading　performance．M〃em〃mgmge力mmαZ，64，203＿
　　　209．

Cummins，J．（1979）、Linguistic　interdependence　and　the　educationa1deve1opment　of
　　　b111ngua1ch11dren．児emem　ρグ五6mcα勿。mαJ沢e∫eαm尻，49，222－251

Cummins，J．（1980）．The　cross－1ingua1dimensions　of1anguage　proficiency：Imp1ications　for

　　　bilingua1education　and　the　optima1agg　issue．TE50ムQm肋吻，エ4，175－187．

Davis，J．N．，＆Bistodeau，L．（1993）．How　do　Ll　and　L2reading　differ？Evidence　from

　　　think　a1oud　protoco1s．Modeグm　Z〃m8moge／bmグmα2，　77，459－472．

Frederiksen，J．R．（1982）．A　componential　theory　of　reading　ski11s　and　their　interactions．

　　　In　R．J．Ster血berg（Ed．），λammce∫加肋e力5ツ。乃。Zo馴げ乃mmαm伽左em8emce，o〇五エ（pp．

　　　125－180）．Hi11sda1e，NJ：Er1baum．

Groebe1，L．（1980）、A　comparison　of　students’reading　co血prehension　in　their　native

　　　1anguage　with　reading　comprehension　in　tbe　target1anguage．五m星脆乃エmgm8e
　　　Teαcゐ6m身ノbmγm〃，35，54－59．

Ikeno，0．（1996）．Assessing　the　nature　of　L1and　L2readers’expectations　for　text

　　　structure．Paper　presented　at　the35th　JACET　Amua1Convention，Kyoto，Septemb6土，

　　　1996．

Jony，D．（1978）．The　estab1ishment　of　a　se1f－access　scheme　for　intensive　reading．Paper

　　　presented　at　the　Goethe　Institute，British　Counci1Co11oquium　on　Reading，Paris，

　　　0ctober，1978．

Just，M．A．，＆Carpenter，P．A．（1992）．A　capacity．theory　of　comprehension：Individua1

　　　differences　in　working　memory．P砂。乃。’ogづ。〃Rmタm，99，122＿149．

Laufer，B．，＆Sim，D．（1985）．Measurin宴and　expエaining　the　reading　thresho1d　needed　for

　　　Eng1ish　for　academic　purpoSes　texts．ハ。mなm〃m£mα8eλmmαZ∫，エ8，405－411．

Od1in，T。（1989）白〃mgm解物m映プ．Cambridge：Cambridge　University　Press．

O’Ma11ey，J．M．，＆Chamot，U．（1990）、Ze〃m切身∫切まegクe∫肋∫ecom∂Zmgmα8eαcmク∫肋。m．

　　　Cambridge：C早mbridge　University　Press、

154



L1Reading，L2Knowledge，and　L2Reading

0xford，R．L．（1990）．ムm8m昭e’eαm伽2∫肋α去昭づe∫j　Wゐαチemη広emゐe7∫ゐ。m〃肋。m．Rowley，

　　　Mass．：Newbury　House，

Perfetti，C．A．（1985）．Reα励mgα〃伽．New　York：Oxford　University　Press，

Singer，M．，＆Ritchot，K．F．M．（1996）．The　ro1e　of　working　memory　capacity　and

　　　know1edge　access　in　text　inference　processing．M6moηαma　Cogm肋。m，24，733＿743．

Tai11efer，G．E．（1996）．L2reading　abi1ity：Further　insight　into　the　short＿circuit　hypothesis．

　　　肋6eκm五〃mξmα8e／bmプm〃，80，461＿477．

Wagner，D．，Spratt，J．，＆Ezzaki，A．（1989）．・Does1earning　to　read　in　a　second1anguage

　　　a1ways　put　the　chi1d　at　a　disadvantage？Some　counterevidence　from　Morocco。地〃ea

　　　ハッ。尻0κm星m兆ガ。∫，エ0，31＿48．

Yamashita，J．（1993）．Reading　in　a　foreign1anguage：Reading　abi1ity　or1anguage　abi1ity？

　　　∫4C亙T　Bm〃eガm，24，．159－178．

Zhang，S．（1992）．Research　issues．Regression　mode1s　in　an　ESL　context：Issues　in

　　　construction　and　interpretation．τ五SOL　Qm材e7秒，26，191＿194．

155


