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Introduction

In second language or forcign language learning situations for academic
purposes, effective reading is crucial for gaining higher achievemenl. Professional
language instructors should be concerned with approaches which enhance the
learner’s reading proficiency. Barly work on second language comprehension
regards reading as passive, as reflected in the “bottom-up” view which states that
reading is a decoding process of constructing meaning from “the bottom™ or the
smallest units such as letiers and words 1o the larger elements such as phrages,
clauses, and intersentential linkages (Carrell, 1998, p.2). Some researchers
(Rivers, 1964, 1968; Plaister, 1968; Yorio, 1971) reported that imperfect
knowledge of the decoding process resulted in comprehension failure. The emphasis
on the decoding process led foreign language and second language curriculum
designers .and instructors to focus on grammatical structure and exiensive
vocabulary.

The shift from viewing reading as a decoding process to  a
“psycholinguistic guessing game” has begun since the late 1960s. In this atter
view, the reader “reconstructs a message which has been encoded by a writer as a
graphic display” {(Goodman, 1971, p.135). Effective readers reconstruct meaning
from  the (ext by exumining the graphophonemic, syntactic, and semantic
elements., They figure out these three elements simultaneously in predicting

meanings of unfamiliar words or phrases and confirm their predictions with prior
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background knowledge. The psycholinguistic view of reading has also been
characterized as a “concept-driven” or “top-down™ process (Carrel, 1998, p.3).
That is, the readers make and confirm their predictions via their experiences and
background knowledge of various linguistic levels.

Both the bottom-up and top-down models of reading are incomplete; the
former neglects the reader’s past expericnces and general knowledge, while the
latter ignores small units such as sounds, letters, and words which may play a role
in comprehension as well. Weaknesses of these models have led to the emergence of
an interactive model. The modcl emphasizes the interaction hetween the bottom-up
or the decoding provess and the top-down process (Eskey, 1988). The reader uses
a varety of cognitive strategics (lop-down and bottom- up) to help make sense of
the text. Top-down sirategies generaily refer to strategies readers employ to get a
genersl nicaning of the reading material, whereas bottom- up strategies are those
used by readers to solve problems related to words,

As recent reading models have put emphasis on reading processes,
rescarehers have begun to investigate strategies readers employ while constructing
meaning trem the text. First language reading research has reported that more
proficient readers view reading as a meaning -getting process; they tend to apply
strategiles 1o gel u general meaning of the text. In contrast, less proficient readers
regard yeading as a decoding process; they generally focus on getting meaning of
speaific Bnguistic unils such as individual words rather than the whole text
(Olshavsky, 1976 Garner, 1980; Hosenfeld, 1977, Hare, 1981; Gambrell and
Heustliington, 1981). Results from  second language studies also reveal similar
patieras an use of strategies by more proficient and less proficient readers
(Hosenfeid, 1977; Block, 1986, 1892; Bamett, 1988; and Carrell, 1989).
Although previous studies provided a gencral notion of how readers with varied
proficiency levels processed texts, the question concerning diffcrences in thetr
processing behaviors still remains as the participants were generally asked to read
one type of text only —- either expository or narrative. These prioe siudics seensed

to exclude the text variable which might account for the reader’s strategles as well,



Narrative and expository prose are two genres commonly used in most
classrooms. Several researchers point to differences between these genres
(Graesser and Goodman, 1985; Meyer, Haring, Brandt, and Walker, 1980;
Weuaver amidl Kintsch, 1984; Olson, Mack, and Duffy, 1981; Kent, 1984,
Bonnie, Meyer, and Rice, 1984). These diffcrences are discussed with regard o
purpose, content, and structure. The discussions have led some rescarchers to
investigate whether the readers use different strategics when encountering
dilferent types of genres. This paper attempts to review such studies which
examine the effect of text types on the reader’s processing behavior. Specifically,
the goals of the paper are (i) to portray differences in text structure beiween
narrative and expository; (11) to examine the effect of text structure on the
reader’s processing behavior; and (iii) to address instructional implications (o
both reading researchers and instructors so that they become aware of variables

which may enhance reading abilities.

Text Structure: Narrative VS. Expository

Text structure generally refers to “how the ideas in the lext are interrelated
(o convey a message lo oa reader.” Some of the ideas in the text are more
important than others. Therefore, text structure includes buth “logical connections™
among ideas and “subordination” of some ideas to others (Bonnie, Mever, and
Rice, 1984, p.319). Text structure is crucial for understanding how readers
make sense of print. Successful readers are generally aware of the structure and
the purpose of various genres. Several reading researchers discuss differences
between narrative and expository texts because these two genres are most often
ased. Longacre (discussed in Kent, 1984) indicated that four basic features
differentiated narrative from expository discourse: person, orientation, time, and

linkage (see Table 1).



Table 1: Some ditferences between narrative and expository discourse

{Kent, 1984, p.236).

Difference MNarrative Expository
Person First or third person No necessary person
reference
Orientation Agent(actor) Subjcet matter
Time Accomplished in a No temparal focus
time frame
Linkage Chronotogical links Logical links

While a narrative text has first or third person, an expository text does not
need to have a personal reference. In an expository text, people introduced are
mainly incidental and are generally referred o by using third person pronouns.
Next, a narrative text is agent or actor oricnted. In a narrative, characters display
goals, motives, traits, beliefs, attitudes, and emotions (Graesser, Golding, and
Long, 1984). An expository text, however, is subject-matier oriented. This
subject-maller orientation is evident in the use of descriptive clauses such as
“Circle Island is located..” (p.234).

The third feature that distinguishes narrative from expository prose is time.
A narrative text explains experiences which occur in a particular time period, using
either past or present tense such as “There was once a farmer who..” (p.234). For
an expository text, time is not focused; thus, the author uses various tenses in
relation to the level of appropriateness for the subject matter. Last, a narrative text

displays connections through some chronological links such as “There was once,”
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“one evening,” “first,” “then,” “finally,” and so on {p.235). An expasitory text,
on the other hand, is usually connected by logical links. In expository prose,
sentence lopics and parallelism tie ideas together. For example, in the Circle Island
passage, “Circle 1sland” is mentioned both in the title and in the first line of the

text; line 3 the island; linec 4 Circle Island, line 7 the island; line B the islanders;
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line 11 island (scientist); line 13 island (farmers); line 14 island; line 16 istand’s
(central region), and so on (sec Appendix A).

A more thorough review which addresses differences between narrative and
expository texts at both conceptual and structural levels is discussed in Graesser and
CGoodman (1985). They report that these eight elements contribute to dissimilaritics
between both texts:

1. Suspension of disbeliet: The reader often thinks that the information in
an expository text is true: however, the information in a narrative may be
“fictitious” (p.143). In a narrative text, readers do not constantly assess the
validity of the statements in relation to their world knowledge, whereas they have a
purpose of building or expanding their knowledge of truths when reading an
eXpository text.

2. Temporal and spatial referents: In a narrative text, the episodes take
place at a specific time and place. This time and place can be fictitions. However,
time and place expressed in an expository text are more generic: “statements in '
expository prose are universally true at relevant fimes and Jocations” (Brown,
1966; discussed in Graesser and Goodman, 1985).

3. Literate prose VS. mother tongue: A conversational discourse is more
similar to a narrative text than an cxpository text. People generally tell a story to
others about their past or present experiences. An expository discourse, on the other
hand, is different from the language of a mother tongue (see Brown, 19686, Olson,
1977). An e.xpository text is a genre normally seen in lextbooks and other written
documents.

4. Conceptual structures: Episodes in a narrative text have a chronological
order, while information in an expository text may not follow any order. Colby
(1973) stated that *narrative prose contains eidochronic sequences, with chains of
episodes that unfold according to causal or goal-oriented relationships™ {discussed
in Craesser and Goodman, 1985, p.143). Additionally, cxpository prose has more
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“descriptive conceptualizations,” whereas narrative prose has more “goal-oriented

conceptualizations” (p.144).



H. Number of inferences: Graesser’s study (1981}, using the question-
answer method,l reports that readers druw more inferences in narrative prose rhan
expository prose. The finding indicates that “more inferences are drawn from voul-
oriented conceptualizations than cause-oriented and descriptive conceptualizations”
(p.144).

6. The communication function ol prose: The main purpose of exposition 15
to inform the readers about the truth, whereas narrative intends 10 cnlertain the
listener. However, differences in goals do not always follow along this line
(Brewer. 1980).

7. Rhetorical features: Since a narrative text puis emphasis on entertaining
readers, the author wriles with specific rhetorical devices that are entertaining snch
as “suspense, surprise, and irony” (Brewer amd Lichtensiein, L981, discussed in
Graesser and Goodman, 1985, p.144 ). A narrative text draws readers to a clonas
with a plot which involves interaction of characiers’ goals (Beaugrande and Colby,
19797 Bruce, 1978; Wilensky, 1978). The episodes often tollow a chronologicn)
ander even though some do not (Mandler, 1979; Stein and Nezworksi, 1978},
Furthermore, in a narralive text, a plot is usually preceded by a sclling which
displays tine, place, and characters. An expository lexi, however, has a pyramid
development. The text often provides major information, foilowed by subordinate
detatls that support main ideas (Collins and Geniner, 1980). Within paragraphs,
the first sentence has the theme of the paragraph topic and subsequent sentences
claborate the theme or the topic (Brown, 1966; Kieras, 1978, 1980). The writer
of an cxposition gets to the main point as soon as possible, In conveying
information, the writer uses «ifferent rhetorical devices. Decker {(1974) has
specified the following rhetorical devices: a) classification, b) comparison and
contrast, ¢) illustration, d) analogies, e) process andlysis, ) cause/effect analysis,
g) definition, h} introduction/deduction, i) description, and ) embedded

narratives,

]
The question-answer method reveals thal readers generate three or four times as

many interences in narralive passages than expository passages (p.144),



8. Connectives, transitional words, and signaling devices: Transitional
phrases and signaling devices are more crucial in expository prose than in
narrative prose. Transitional words and connectives assisl the readers in keeping
track of logical concepts in an expository text (Grimes, 1975, Halliday and

Hasan, 1976). For instance, the readers know from additive connections, e.g. “in
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addition,” “furthermore,” and “moreover,” that some information will be added.

The readers become aware of a scquential order through temporal connections,

3

e.g. “then,” “soon,” and “before.” The readers find a cause and an ellcct

? “hecause,” “as a result,” and

through causal connections, e.g. “therefore,’
“consequently.” These devices are important for understanding exposilory prosc
(Britton, Meyer, Hodge and Glynn, 1980). They are, however, less critical in a
narrative text in which a chronological order is usually more important.

in addition to the general differences between narrative and expository
texts mentioncd above, narrative and cxpostlory texts differ in structural features.
Narrative prose has a structure called “story schema.” Many reading researchers
have discussed major componenis of story schema (Black and Wilensky, 1979;
Bower, 1976; Mandler and Johnson, 1977; Thorndike, 1977, discussed in
Matsuyama, 1983; Graesser, Golding and Long, 1984; Hatch, 1992). However,
this  paper presents  only Thorndike’s presentation, addressing the mosl

fundamental components and relationships in a story.



Yable 20 Story  Schema for Simple Stories (Thorndike, 1977, p.79; also
discussed in Bower, 1978)

I;.uh» number
T Story> Set.ting. + Theme + Plot +
Resolution
2 Setuing> Characters + Location + Time
N % "l:hcmw (Event)* + Goal
| _ - Plot> Episode* _
!__ 5 LEpisode> Subgoul + Attempt* + Outcome
6 Atten;].}l.) Event*
Episode
—__? | Qutcomes Event*
State
8 Resolution» Event B
State
9 Subgoal and goal> Desired state
10 Characters, .Lm:ﬂliun, Time> S[alive2

Rule 1 presents the common struclure [or slories: the combination of
elements in « sequential order. The fundamental components of all stories are
setting, theme, plot, and resolution, Rule 2 indicates that the setting consists of
characters, location, and time. Bower provided the following example to illustrate
the components of the setting: “Once upon # lime in the land of Nod there lived an
old kg with three lovely daughters™ (p.514). Rule 3 states that the theme of ihe
story 1s the goal of the main character. For instance, the goal may be to rescue a

girl wha has been kidnapped, to save the king from the monster, or o find out

53 . .
Thorndike nsed the term “state™  lnstead of “stative.™ However, in Bower's
discussion, the term ®stative™ is employed instead. To avoid confusion (since the term *slate”

ix frequently wmentioned), [ borrow Bower's rerm. The term “starive™ refers to a state, not an

acnon and evenr.
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who is a murderer. The goal is oflcn times a result of some event (see Rule 3). The
parentheses indicate that the event is optional. The asterisk (*) further indicates that
the event may be repeated. Therefore, several cvents may precede the statement of
rthe goal. For example, somcone witnesses the kidnapping or the discovery of each
picce of evidence which creates the goal for the detective.

The plot in Rule 4 is the actidn—line, a series of cpisodes. Rule 5 mentiens
that each has a subgoal, on¢ or more attempts, and an outcome. The subgoal is
insirumental to accomplishing the main goal, e.g. the hero may look for a horse to
ride to a cave where the monster keeps the king or the delective may want to find
the witnesses to a crime. The attempt in Rule 6 is the action or event that aims at
satisfying subgoals. The attempt can afso consist of the entire episode, i.e. the hero
asks the queen for a horse or the detective asks someone to find the witnesses.
Accordingly, the eptsode may be repetitively ernbcd.(lud in the plot structure, leading
o 2 hierarchy of events.

The outcome in Rute 7 is the achievement of some new state; for example,
the hero finally possesses a horse or the deteclive ultimately finds a clue to the
erime. After a series of such episodes, an outcome occurs. The outcome matches the
goal of the main character, ending the plot, and leading to the final resolution. The
resolution in Rule & may be an event -- “action-basced scenarios with the basic
case-frame slots of actors, recipients, instruments, source, or goal” (p.515). For
instance, after the hero rescues the king, he accompanies him (o the palace. The
gqueen appreciates the hero’s help, gives her ﬁaughter to him, and marries them.
Such an cvent brings the here to a new state —- he is the king’s son in law,

As mentioned above, the simple story has a tight structure organized
around a plot which contains & series of events thal are causally related and that
unfold v the resolution plan. However, expository prose has several forms becausc
these have several purposes. No type of expository prose follows a strict
convention as does narrative prose. The genre is more loosely structured than

narrative prose but the readers do have expeciations about the types of structures
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they will find. Meyer (1975; 1979) has gathered empirical evidence which reports
that live basic ways of organizing expository discourse affect the reader’s
comprehension.  These five types of expository organization are collection,
description, causation, problem/ solution, and comparison.

According to Meyer and Freedle (1984 discussed in Carrell, 1984), the
colfection 15 the loosest organizational type because it merely consists of a groupmg
or listing of ideas or concepts by association. It the association is by sequence, e.g.
by time or by example, the listing becomes more organized (resulting in a histonical
chronelogy ). Next, the description is a specific kind of grouping by assaciation. In
this kind of grouping, one element of the association is subordinate to another,
namely to the topic. The descriprion generally gives more information shout the
topte by presenting a particular attribute, specification, or setting. The causation
type represents ideas which are causally related. The statements of “il then™ or
“cause-cffect”  (antecedent—consequent) are grouped under this discourse type
(Carrell, 1984, p.442). The problem and solution type is similar 10 @ causal
relationship in that the problem precedes the solution. Additionally, there is “some
overfap in lopic content between the problem and solution; that is, ar least part of
the solution must match an aspect of the problem™ (Bonnie. Mever, and Rice,
1982, p.157). The comparison type is different from the causaton and the
problem and solution types. 1t 15 not organized on the basis ot time or causality. but
it ix organized on the basis of opposing viewpoints: “cither alternalive vicws giving
equal weight (o two sides or adversative views Tavoring one side™ (Carrell, 1984,
p.442).

These tive rhetorical relationships provide both writers and readers ways of
thinking about topics. Writers can organize ideas in the text bascd on these
reiationships, while readers ¢an use them to build “cognitive representations™ of the
text {Bonnie, Meyer, and Rice, 1982, p-157). These rhetorical relationships are
sometimes referred 1o as macrostruciure, 2 t.op-le\-'el structure which organizes the
text as a whole. Furthermore, these relationships help readers construct cognitive

representattons of the text at a lower-level structure or microstructure 1o relate
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paragraphs or sentences. Several studies of expository prose reported that proficient
readers were aware of rhetorical relationships in the text and used strategics 10 sce
this top-level structure. As a resull, they comprehend and recall information in the
text better than less proficient readers (Barlett, 1978, Meyer, 1981, 1984a;
Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth, 1980; Meyer and Freedle, 1984 discussed m Meyer,
1985),

To illustrate macro and micro structure of expository prose, Bonnie, Meyer,

and Rice (1982, p.76) display the following diagram.

Figure 1: Macro and Micro Structure of Expository Prose
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The response (problem/solution) is the top~level structure which covers all
the content and relationships in the supertanker passage (see Figure 1; see the
whole text in Appendix B). At a lower level struciure, other relationships are
displayed. For instance, the solution consists of a collection of items, each having a
deseripiion relation.

This section generally discusses an organizational structure of expository and
narrative  prose. Narrative 15 conventionally structured through a story schema,
whereas expository prosc is structured differently, information is hierarchicaily
related. Thae is, information in the lower-level structure is supposed to support that
i the top-level structure. The readers must recognize some of these differences in
order 1o better comprehend each type of text. The next scetion explores what effect

different text structures have on the reader’s processing behavior.

Discussion of Reader’s Processing Behavior When Encountering
Narrative and Expository Genres

Olson, Mack and Duffy (1981) conducted a study to investigate processing
strategles  1eaders used  when approaching expository  and nuarrative texts. The
parlicipants were college students (no indication of number of students). The
rescarchiers had the students read sets of reading passages (lour narrative and two
cxpasitory texts). All participants were asked (o think out loud while reading. The
think-aloud procedure was o process in which the readers wverbally reported
whatever come to their minds while they were reading. The data obtained from the
think-aloud procedure indicated that the participants used the following stralegics
when reading expository and narrative prose: making predictions, questioning,
commeniing on text structure, commenting on information, making inferences, and
using general knowledge and associations.

Nevertheless, the researchers found some qualitative differences in the
participants” verbal statements regarding essays and (hose regarding stories. The
prediciions readers made when reading stories and expository texts were ditferent.

Predicuons of storics were specific. Readers stated in detail the cvents and
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characters they anticipated to be in the text. When they read further, the specificity
of the predictions increased. In contrasl, readers generated general predictions when
reading essays. They knew that the author would provide argument to support his
viewpoint. However, they did not predict specifically what the argumentls were.
Readers of stories seemed to have a “prospective oricntation” (p.311). They
developed anticipations of how the stories should proceed through analyzing
characteristivs of main characters and their motives. Readers of expository texts,
however, appeared to adopt a “retrospective” orientation (p.311). They related
current content with information previously stated. They did not make many
predictions of the up-coming information, except at the most general level. They
expected differences and similarities between two compared objects when exposed
to a comparison and contrast, but their predictions did not reveal specificity;
Furthermore, the readers of expository texts were more sensilive to rhetorical
devices such as conjunctions, transitions, and so on. The readers used these devices
as tools 1o comprehend texts. For instance, the readers in Olson ef al.’s study read
more carefully and slowly when they saw the phrase “in short” because they were
iold to summarize the text later (p.308). The findings reporicd that these subjects
paid more attention to devices thal signal the summary of the text.

Fagan (1987) conducted a similar study to examine the rcaders’ processing
activities when approaching narrative and expository texts. However, the
parlicipants in this study were adult illiterates. Behaviors of twenty adults with
mean reading achievement level grade 2.4, were compared across narrative and

expository texls, and levels of difficulty. These subjects rcad narrative and
expository passages orally and gave 4 [ree recall of what they read. The passages
had varied difficully levels; the subjects read the easier one [irst and continued to
the one which was more difficult. The resulis indicaied that text type, rather than
level of text difficulty, greatly influenced the naturc of the reading process. These
subjects engaged in a greater degree of processing when they rcad narrative prose;
they tended to focus on meaning-related strategies. However, they paid more

attention to graphemic and graphophonic strategies when reading expository prose.



Besudes exploring the readers’ cognitive processes across various genlres,
some researchers specitically addressed the orientations that the readers took on
during the reading course. Langer (1290) examined’ wayy in which middle and high
school students created meanings when they were readimg for literary or informative
purposes. The participants were 36 students in one middie school and one hish
school (cighteen 7" graders and eighteen 1" praders). Over weeks, the studenis
cngaged in the think-aloud sesxions, and they were asked to read two ~inwt Moo,

Iwo poems, onc science selection. and one social studies seleoiiey, Siudenty o

asked to read each selection based on the purpose they set jor
think -aloud responses indicated four stances that the readers ek o when v e
all materialst (a) being out of and sicpping inro un envisiomment - - the readors
dlempted o make contact with the text by using hkground bnowiedse,
expericnces. und stroctural teatures of the text to consiruct an cnvicianment? (b
being i, and moving through, an envisionment ~- the rewders woie nnmercd in
1

the lextual content and used their previous knowiedge cnvidogemnn, o
EC

understandings (o extend the meaning of the text; {¢) steppng back and roibnkmg

what one knows - the readers used their envisionments of the 1©ex1 1o roliver on
their prior knowledge; and (d) stepping out and objectifying the experience the

readers distanced themselves from their envisionments and reacted 1o the content o
the text itself. According to the findings, the rescarcher concluded that “reading is
an act of becoming, where readers use their past experiences. the text, and their
local envisionments in dilferent ways as they move in and out of the various stances
as their understanding grow and develop” (p.254).

In addivion, Langer reported that despite the readers’ similar slances in each
reading experience, they had different concerns within cach slance, and the concern
was aftected by the overall orientation they had chosen. Thev seemed to read
expository prose for informative purposes: They elaborated on their understanding
ot the topic, used the topic as the frame of reference, and cxplained and explored

meanings toward an understanding of @ topic -~ what it is. In conwast, thev tended



1o read narrative prose for general experience: They were open for alterative
meanings and moved toward possibilities of interpretation.

Kucan and Beck (1996) conducted the most recent study which
investigated genre effects on reading sirategics. Participants were four students from
the two fourth-grade classrooms in an elementary school. These students were
asked to think aloud when they read five narratives and five expository texts over
the course of a school year. The selections, chosen to represent a family of
narratives, were from different subgenres such as fantasy and fairly tales, but all
shared the narrative pattern which consisted of conflicts, problems, goals, attempts,
and outcomes. Similarly, the selections chosen {o represent a family of expository
rexts were from different subgenres such as biography, explanation, and descniption
and related (o various topics presented in content-area lextbooks. In avoiding the
presentation etfect of having the students read the texts of one genre before those of
the other genre, the researchers presented the texts in an alternating sequence of
cxpository and narrative selections,

The think-aloud responses were further classified inte five categories:
paraphrasing, questioning, elaborating, hypothesizing, and moniterning. 'The
comments given to narratives were compared with those given to expository texis.
The students tended to hypothesize a greater percentage of time when reading
narratives. On the other hand, they appeared 1o elaborate on information a greater
aercentage of time when reading expository texts. In other words, while reading

-

narratives, the readers “made more inferences, predictions, and interpretations,
which seemed to be based on a developing synthesis and integration of informing
iext information™ (p.259). Nevertheless, while reading expository texis, the readers
g P - - - . -
tocused more on personal knowledge and experiences, providing commentary
ubout crealing comparisons in response 10 details and more local text information”
{p-259). The readers’ summaries also differed by genres. Narrative summaries

meluded more important ideas than expository sumnaries which emphasized local

Lext nlormation.



16

Instructional Implications

The review of empirical studies mentioned ahove leads to suggestions tor
reading wstruction based on: {a) the readers’ knowledge of text structure; (b) the
readers” repulation of their comprehension; and {¢) the selection of texts. The
findings of the previous studics indicated that the readers tended 1o usc knowledge
of text structure to facilitate their understanding. Olson, Duffy, and Mack’s study
{1981) reported that the rcaders of cxposilory (exts were more sensitive (o
rhetorical devices such as conjunctions. transitions, and so on. They viewed these
devices as instrumental to comprebending the texts, Accordingly, reading instruction
should incorporate the teaching of text structure, for example, using conceptual
mapping to outhne structural mles for cach type of genre. The instructor should
explicitly present textual organizations for each genre and family of genres. For
instance, expository texts generally consist of top-level struclures or macrostructure
followed by lower-level structures or microstructure which consist of examples and
concepts that support the textual macrostructures, Tn addition, fmmilics of expository
genre cordain five basic groups of logical relationships: collection, causation,
problem and solution, comparison, and description (Bonnie, Meyer, and Rice,
1982). The reading instructor can ask the students to differentiate these logical
relatonships from one another so as to focale the macrostructure of a text. Next, the
students can practice pinpointing  details which support main ideas. Similarly,
fundamenial components of narratives consist  of sctting, theme, plot, and
resolution. Each of these elements consists of subcomponents which vary depending
on families of narrative such as fairy Iales, mysteries, science fiction works, case
studies, and short siorics. The instructor can have the students use conceplual
mappwmg 1o refocus and emphasize the important ideas presented in the material,
The map also provides the students the opportunity to recall, organize, and outline
information read. In addition, the mup can be an assessment tool for the instructor
to gain insight into the students’ understanding of the reading passage and an
instrument for generating class discussion during which cach can add to, delete, or

maodify his or her map.
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Apart from emphasizing the students’ knowledge of text structure, (he
instructor can strengthen their awareness of the regulation of comprehension. The
instructor can ask the students to keep a journal so as to reflect on their processing
behaviors during reading. Notwithstanding the various formats and requirements a
journal may have, the instructor should always emphasize the students’ reflections
on effective strategies which enhance their comprehension as well as those which do
not benefit them. Additionally, they should list what they can do to improve their
understanding. In doing so, the instrucior raises students” awareness of
comprehension processes and evaluation of strategies. The journal also helps the
instructor to keep track of the students’ processing behaviors. The instructor can
better understand the swdents® strengths and weaknesses and facilitate therr
monitoring of comprehension accordingly. Another impoertant component which may
affect the regulation processes is reading purpose. The instructor should efevate the
students’ awareness of the purpose of reading and ability 1o adjust their strategies
accordingly. Different purposes lead to varied concerns which affect the reader’s
vverall processing behavior. When reading for a test that calls for retention, the
students should emphasize getting the intended messages, whereas when reading for
expericnce  and  entertainment, they can focus more on their feelings and
envisionments which may be contradictory to those of the author.

In addition W encouraging the students” involvement in the reading process,
the instructor should be sensitive to text selection. Carrell (1984) reporied that
English as a Second Language readers hetter comprehended, recalled, and retained
rextual information when reading texts which had more hierarchical organization.
Accordingly, the iostructor should sclect texts with  very obvious rhetorical
organization for beginning readers so as to simplify the learners’ need for clarity.
Furthermore, Krashen {1981) advocated “narrow rcading” as another means for
selecting texts {p.23). This technique is based on the premise that the more the
readers are familiar with the text, the better they comprehend. As a result, the
instructor can enhance the students’ reading comprehension and self-confidence by

giving them the opportunity to narrow their reading choices to various texts by the
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same author or read within the same content matter. When the learners feel more
comfortable with their reading skiils, the instructor can expand their reading

experiences through use of a variely of sclections of genres and subject matters.

Conclusion

This paper has laid out differences between narrative and expository discourse
regarding rhetorical relationships. Narrative structural leatures are more closely related
and arc arranged according to a structure called a story schema. On the other hand,
structural features of exposition are represented in terms of top~-level and lower-level
struclures. These two levels have logical retations: The latter are used to reinforce the
slatements in the top-level structures. The studies reviewed address differences in the
reader’s processing behavior when encountering expository and narrative prose. Of the
four studies (Olson et al., 1981 Fagran, 1987, Langer, 1990; Kucan and Beck,
1998), three indicated that text genre had an eftect on the reader’s use of strategics,
whereas one study (Langer, 1990) pointed out that different text structures led the
reader 10 form different purposes while reading, which further reinforced differences
in the reader’s processing hchavior. One suggestion is that the researchers should not
treat text types and reading purposes as independent of one another. Tn fact, these (wo
vurtables should be closely related because different text structures may lead the
readers to form different purposes. Next, the researchers should also explore whether
within the same genre, a family of subgenres may make different demands on the
readers, which would eventually direct them to use different strategics (o achicve
comprehension. In other words, the researchers should investigate the readers’ use of
strategies when they read across a variety of families of genres of expaository prose
and ol narrative prose. Last, the researchers should examine how much difference the
genre effect has on more proficient readers compared to less proficient ones. This
paper raises an assumption that more proficient readers possess more schemata of (he
conventional structure of texts; diffcrent text genres should have more effect on the

more proficient reader's processing behavior.
p p g
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APPENDIX A

Circle Island

Circle Tslarul is located in the middle of the Atlantic Ocean, north of Ronald
Island. ‘The main occupations on the island are farming and ranching. Circle Island
has good soil, but few rivers and hence a shortage of water. The island is run
democrartically. Al issues are decided by a majority vote of the islunders. The
governing body is a scnate, whose job is to carry out the will of the majority.
Recently, an island scientist discovered a cheap method of converting salt water into
fresh water. As a result, the island farmers wanted to build a canal across the
1sland, so that they could use water from the canal to cultivale the island’s central
region. Therefore, the farmers formed a procanal associabon and persuaded a few
senators to join. The procanal association brought the construction idea (o a vore.
All the sslanders voted. The majority voted in favor of construction, The senate,
however, decided that the farmers’ proposed canal was ecologically unsound. The
senators agreed to build a smaller canal that was 2 feet wide and 1 foot deep. After
starting construciion on the smaller canal, the islanders discovercd thal no water
would flow into it. Thus the project was abandoned. The farmers were angry

because of the failure of the canal project. Civil war appeared inevitable.
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APPENDIX B

Supertankers

A problem of vilal concern is the prevention of oil spills from supertankers.
A typical supertankers carries a half-million tons of oil and is the size of five
tootball fields. A wrecked supertankers spills oil in the ocean; this oil kills animals,
birds, and microscopic plant life. For example, when a tanker crashed off the coast
of England, more than 200,000 dead seabirds washed ashore. Qil spills also kill
microscopic plant lite which provides food for sca lifc and produces 70 percent of
the world’s oxygen supply. Most wrecks result from the lack of power and steering
equipment to handle emergency situations, such as storms. Supertankers have only
one boiler to provide power and one propeller to drive the ship.

The solution to the problem is not to immediately halt the use of tankers on
the ocean since about 80 percent of the world’s oil supply is carried by
supertankers. Instead, the solution lies in the training of officers of supertankers,
beter building of tankers, and installing ground control stations to guide tankers
near shore. First, officers of supertankers must get top training in how to run and
maneuver their ships. Second, tankers should be built with several propellers for
extra control and backup boilers for emergency power. Third, ground control
stations should be installed at places where supertankers come close to shore. These
stations would act like airplane control towers, guiding tankers along busy shipping

lenes and through dangerous channels.



