BEE S 7FL
—SERIT B AR E—

w & FEOf

HAGEZER
‘ TUF VI, XE#EE (structure) FHREICL, VT4 YOO OERE L E L CERAT
b YITTIVOMBRFEIIBVWTE, WD22DY 7 FVEMAGDLEZE/E T 7V (multiple
signal) I EHE—DL FFLIZITOE— 7 F )V (single signal) FIEE D H Y, #BIMNIBWT
(X, Meyer (1975) L&, &Y 7 FAMBLE - FF VROV TIOFEIZBWTH, &%
SERMELLZEINTE, L2L, HERTIE, Y7 FPVDO—ETHLEEFIZOWTOMELR
WL, Y7 FIVOMFRIZIZEAER LN,

KIFZTIE, HRDOEEBHFICBWTHRRIZE A CHERHEN 2 SN TWiARWIEEE v 7
DEEIEREDHT, RELEKOL W) 2005 4 TOBEIIBNT, N5 DOHFBELHL DI
L, 5B RETAIFTELB 20D A TV F I, ~NF 4% (headings) / 7Y ¥ a—
(previews) &i##&z] (connectives) 2%, T Z7AMDRESELHELEE W) T 7 A MEHDEVIZE
WT, HAANEFL? #BEDFBICED L) REBERITTPIZOVTEET b, ) —FOKER
Mo, (EFDODLNVIZEREI LAV DT 7 A FOEREDLEN. QSEISELEREZRIIVA
ToT A MERDLEE PRmlLohbd,

¥—7—=F:vrF, tHiE, 727 X MEE

1. EL®IC

TRV, WEERMEE —BOFE (devices of cohesion and coherence) ®TH Y, 1 —F 1 »
TRFGAT 4 YT OETEFIZBW TR CHEEE (e.g., Halliday & Hasan, 1976; van Dijk &
Kintsch, 1983) DA ESH T X7z (Chung, 2000), 4512, HBRIIBIT LT 7 FVOHRIZDONT
&, Meyer (1975) “LIRE, & F EFRMENTIZ) a— (recal )P L DL Y DEHS 2 ENT:
(e.g., Hartley et al., 1983 ; Britton et al., 1982; Millis et al., 1993) .

ST FVOMEFEIIBWTIE, W20DY TV EMAEGLEEEY 7 F )V (multiple
signal) MIZE L BE—D T 7 F V2T DE— 7 F )L (single signal) Bige & 23 ), &6 5 DFEIC
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BUFAMFEELLETHS (Chung, 2000), LAL, BHERIZBWTIE, Y7 HVO—HETH 5 ELE
FICBITAE—DOY S FVORFRIEIROND DS, EEAUNDOL 7 FLizBnTid, BE— - FHEHw
TNOFEIIBITAMEDIZLAER LN,

AFFETIE, BAROEBEHE BV TRRIILE ALTIRS 2 SATOuRVEEE W DDhD Y
TOLTFINVDEEIESEH TS, Thbb, AIREHEEV) 20D 4 TOEEIZBNT,
FNOOHETHEICL, R RETLIFMITIELRE 22005 4T TN, ~NFTq 7
(headings) / 7)) €= — (previews) & ##EZ (connectives) 75, 77 A MDRIL#HL I LW
H20DF 7 A NEBDEVIZBWT, HAANEFL #EBEOHMRIZED L ) LB EL RITTHICD
WTEEY 5,

2. YTUFNL

ST F MO EERCERIIOV T, BRTRHIEL A LHRA R ONE G, 2000, &

ETIE, ¥, VP VOERLEZOEEIIOWTHRITHEL T L0 I LNOIED S,
\

2. 1 ERLEHE

2. 1.1 ##&

Loman & Mayer (1983) 12X hiE, > 7+ kid, M LARERITLMAZTIC, 727 A
OB T L VAR D O LR L, FmED, T A ML EYLIEREYERL, R
—BLAODNLBRTH700OMEN 2RMALEZLDDTHS L ENS,

¥ 72, Spyridakis & Standal (1987) &, 7 FMIZDOWT, FHICHEY LR AF—<O%/RL, T
A NDIEREEET - 0OMBH L HMAEZTEREELFITL LT OINDLE LTV,

SGHA - BEIZEIE (short-term memory (STM) -long -term memory (LTM)), #i# (inference)
EDOBRENS VT F VORI THRENIDOWT, Spyridakis (1989) 1%, UTOLHIZHBHLTW5,
BRITEMEBICERESIN, ROFBEREFETDIT5NE, LrL, RIEREFEROLEE (&
U2 &) wRHENZVEE, RIREZELILENS LD, RHREBICBVWTHRKUDE»EH
ENLWVEE, HES R ENE, ZORE, RIREICEHR S NEREERMTT, #2551
THEBEELTOON, BENTFINY, THhLLI T FLVTHS,

2. 1. 2 H— (single) ¥ 7 FIVEFE L EEM (multiple) ¥ 7 FIVEFZE
DTFMIRBEETIELEEIDD, FEE (e.g., Meyer, 1975; Armbruster, 1984; Carrell,
1987; Spyridakis, 1989 ; Lorch, 1989) 12 & ) #D#fAlL, BETEL A2, Y7 FVOfEE LT
i, N7 15, 7Y ¥a— (preview sentences), ¥~V — (summary), K % —7—X
(pointer words), ##53 (connectives), #LT7 27 A bDFEHN Y (textual cues) (e.g., 7%
—FA4 2, AFV) v, KF) REBEHITONE, NTA4 Y T7HENET ) Ea—1d, KXEHED
BT 7 A PORBICOWTHLEL Y VTPV ThHE, T2, BRI, BETLT 7 A MOmE
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EREONT BT 7 VT, IRy (additive), RERY (adversative), HEHY (causal), BRI
(temporal) &3 D) H 15 Halliday & Hasan (1976) O AREIZHWLNTE 2, B 21,
RE L, BEE0EEFACDF (Vacca 1973, as cited in Calfee & Curley, 1984) (ZLLF D@ Y
THb,

Table1 RBE &SRB EDOEZFRADH (Vacca, 1973)

R RBIRDOBAET - because, since, thevefore, consequently, as a result, so that, nevertheless, accordingly, if -+ then.

WEBAFR DERESH © however, but, as well as, on the other hand, not only--but also, either---or, while, although,

similarly, yet.

$ 7z, fortunately £ more importantly D & ) 2K A ¥ ¥ =7 =Xk, AFICBIT2EFEDER
CHERDL, L)Lk LIHE (superstructure) 2K TV FATHD (eg, o, 2004)

WERDOHWKRTD Y 7 FVFRIZBWTIE, BE—0 (single) ¥ 7 FVDRREVOHDL 7
VEMAEDEIHER (multiple) ¥ 7 FLOBREAMTDI, MECBTE, ~7 1 Y708
EALLOBE—DY 7 FVOFEIZL ZRE~NOEEL LII0VWT S F SERMENZ SN (eg,
Hartley et al,, 1980 ; Murray, 1997), %FIZBWTiX, SREZ TV (NF1 v, T —
RERE T2 &) RGO DT LN TR ST % 7- (e.g., Spyridakis & Standal, 1987; Mautone &
Mayer, 2001) o

21X, Loman & Mayer (1983) %, LANVORLZEFEND, T V¥a—, AF1 7, &
BRDHREEEL TV 2, |

F 7z, Meyer (1975) &, W20 A TDL 7T, Thbh, BENFELNY, T2
—, Y —, A —T—XEHVTKREED) a—NVifllo78, BEELREZIRON 2o
7zo THUCKL, Spyridakis (1989a) (3, Meyer BB T % 2 MZBWTHED Y £ 7D
FFNVEFERBIZEZLTBY, 7 FAMMELNTVEN=T a 3T 7P Voffibi vy
—VaryEi3ELYD, HiER (syntactically) [CHEMTH#HL L, /2, V&D2DF AT TFN
PO S 4 TDY T FNORREMBR L7270, RYT 14 TRERPELN R/ LBRTW5S,

Spyridakis &, 1980FMD 012, ~F 1 ¥/, FU¥a—, EEE AT EOEEHLE
TFNVDIREIT 7285, FN6DFETIE, Meyer DX H T RTOY 7 F L2 EEH Kéﬁmﬁ"
BOTEEL, YT FVNEREROHEIZOVTHMEICERDTb N, Bl21E, Spyridakis &
Standal (1987) &, B\ LNV KFEEXRIZ, HEXICBITA4 % 4 7OMHE (expository
structures) . b8 (comparison), K# (cause/effect), FIREf#H (a problem/solution), 438 (a
classification) IZBIF 2 {7 TN (NT 1 ¥ 7, T a—, BEH) OHREZRL T2,
& B\, Spyridakis (1989b) 12BWTIE, HEBWEL, RMOE L CEERRT 2 2 MIBITS
3EEDOL 7T N (NT 4 vy, T ¥a—, EEH) OFEICL L EROFERDOFHORED,
STFNY AT, BEE (familiarity), #5E (difficulty), 2L TL M) 2 ViEE e ) B
BWTEREN, TOETIE, £ 7FNiE, HAEDEINRTVAEEL D QL DL VE)
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REbo L, TEEC FICEL, RAOOEHELWT 2 A MNDBRE, P 7FNE, AF—<LD
b7 7 AN _%Olﬂf:‘ﬁiﬁ (text-based information) DfR#F (retention) BT LI LATREN
726

L2 L, Chung (2000) Ti&, FHEOHEFRDOEFRD ) —T 1 ¥ FIBITEANT A 7 (85
TIGINT A 2T) EEFBFEOHRIIOVTOERENZINTD, WTFNDY T F Vb4 DA
I —HIIHCONTGEITHHIRESIND Z EPBEI N,

PEDE I IZRRAKRTIE, SFEFRV T T NVICIEMENEATH S5, HATIZ, Nishimoto
(1997) 12X A1 L EREFAL KOO8 A 27T< D, Ozono (2002) 12 & 2EREFICE S EEY
TeHtgE e &, EEFETEE LB —DY S FUVIESET, DY 7 FIVORHRIZOVTOER
WL ODDY T F N EMABDEFRIZIZEAEAL NV,

3. UH—F

AWrge i, lbED X9 EiTiiseic ko %, HE (cause-effect), H#E (comparison) ® 2D
DEBIZBIEL 7TV, ANFT4 v/ 7)) Ca—LBEEROBEICES*ES, HRA EFL 23
BEOFRIIBWTY 7P VPR THREZESH - @RI, 772 0% (RS -#LE) 23
ERIZANDODOEET L, 4B, 7L Y¥a— (previewsentences) (X, LIFLIE, ~"Fq o7y
EXBISNTIfEbNAEZ ELH D (eg., Britton et al,, 1982; Lorch & Lorch, 1996) ®7-%, &g
T, "TH 7S ) a—2RENDYT7FLVELTIKHIZEE L,

3.1 VW —FrxAFav
. ARBELHBEEIIBNT, FBELZRTENEND L I FVOFEICL ) EEEOHE
WEEDPELLZONP? ELLOBENFEZIIIERBR LT VORN?

2. WEREETE, ABREALNLDTF I AITTFZ7 A NDEENERLEEIL, FRFLDY
TN DORFEIEND D BHDH?

3. ARBETIE, 77AMNDOESPELTLRNVOERLTFZAMNTIX, FRFhOTT7F L
DINRAENDH DL DD ?

3. 2 HERE
BR3IEE, V—T1 T TR, 48%

3. 3 #HM

EREY —F 1 Y IEBE, RFEEFAONRT TS 7Y —F 4 v FRAHBEIOEE, HBOEE
WCEEEZBWELTO4 D57 27 A M #EIRL 72,
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Cause-effect texts
A. Health-consciousness of Americans
B. Acid rain

Comparison texts
C. Big supermarkets and small food shops

D. Difference between Arherican and Japanese tourists

BT I7AMD)—=FE) T4 OILTOEY TH 5,
77 A MA (FHREEE) 152 words, Flesch-Kincaid Grade level 9.0
) Flesch Reading Ease 57.2
727 A FB (HEHEE) 156 words, Flesch-Kincaid Grade level 5.2
Flesch Reading Ease 72.3
57 A MC (BHEiE) | 158 words, Flesch-Kincaid Grade level 9.5
Flesch Reading Ease 62.0
52 A MDD (Le#H##EiE) 77 words, Flesch-Kincaid Grade level 8.8
Flesch Reading Ease 59.3

Table2 77X MEE

T 7 AR W& B L~
A Cause-effect Structure G R b
B Cause-effect Structure CiEM R b
C Comparison Structure LNy [ L
D Comparison Structure B 5 G

Table2 D77 A PAEBEORBIZBWTIE, VH—F 7L AF 3 30RE#HE BN, E
EHELETLRVDELRLT 7 A MNTER T T FIVDOFRIECED LD E N FHIZOWT, -,
FUAPCEDDHEIZBWTIE, VH—F 27T AF 32 0HEBHEEICIBNT, RBEDOLNIL
DFIANTT IV AMNOREVFELRDGEIIT T FIVORBITENDED L Dh L) mHiLE - #
EE3 Y (/A

3. 4 FH
(1) Proficiency Tests

WEREARG T, 8 OD TN —TIZF, U —F ORI, (87— TOEEWEELT-D) K
Ftt 2 , 3FROFERE, WERIEL# ) 7 proficiency test 4TV, 4 DDV —TRICBIT S
FEEDZEIZOWTIVE = Y DOREIZL D ESTHEDORERXITo 72, ZOER (Table3) 13, Sig.
(p) = .057 > 05720, 4207 NV—THRIIBTLESFHEVHRE SN, 72, THOTOM
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B (Table4) &, F (3/42) =583 (p =.629) TN —T7HIIBITLFEHEIZIIEEEIIRS
Neholze Tbbh, &7 NV—70 proficiency IZZIZ RV E WD T EAHER S N7z,

Table 3 Test of Homogeneity of Variances (Proficiency Test)
Levene Statistic dfl dar2 Sig.
2.704 3 42 .057

Sig. () = .057>.05¢ 72 ), FLEMEIFER SN,

Table4 ANOVA (Proficiency Test)

SS af MS F b.
Between Groups 22.002 3 7.334 .583 629
Within Groups 527.932 42 12.570
Total 549.935 45

F (3/42) = .583 (p = .629)

(2) 4>oD/)N—T g v

JH—F 7T AFar]l. RRLUBOZHEELYRTENENDO L ST VOFEICL ) FRICE
BAELBZON, £H0OMENBRAECIEBRLLTVOR, IZOWTHEEET 572012, 4
DODFT I AN TDINNZ, 4D00)N—=T a3 257z,
. EEEE O A HIE
L NTL Y T& T - DR EHIE
W, NTHA v T7& T I —, L

EE, NT A v T& T A—%EDL
+
A=}

VSR WG ]
(;E-I-

(3) I N—=7LKET XL
Table 5D X 12, 4EDZIODTOD)F—FIZBNWT, FNFNOTIN—TFT L IZERDEL S

Table5 JI—T7&&FX b

Group 18 H 281 B 3EE 481 5
Group 1 Al B2 C3 D4
Group 2 A2 B1 C4 D3
Group 3 A3 B4 C2 D1
Group 4 A4 B3 Cl D2
Group 5 D4 C3 B2 Al
Group 6 D3 C4 Bl A2
Group 7 D1 C2 B4 A3
Group 8 D2 Cl B2 A4

132



BEL 7L (ELET)

NEDT 7 A MNeFZEEE, &7 7 A MIDOWTO 520 True/False 7 A M & FEfi L7z, True
/ False 7 A M3, REBED 20077 A FTi3, RARERIC, KEEED 2007 7 X M TR

HEBERICESE B ER2OER SN,

4. BREEE

4. 1

S

2 TLEEBEDFESH (Two-way ANOVA), T4bbh, 3Fd v (7‘}p—7°%ﬁ(ii%5 A) Two-
way ANOVA &xtindd s (77 A METRUCAIELRL T 7 A MEfHHL TWw5) Two-way
ANOVA %47 - 7-#EH, Table6 D X 512, TEXT : Sig (p) = .130, TEXT * GROUP : Sig (p) = .
841>.05& W) BUEAE S, TEXT, TEXT * GROUP, WINIZBWTLHAEEIALN LD >

YA

F72, Table 7D LS, Y27z, B 7 20— DBETHRSNEITo720%, Sig () =

255>.058 %0, FV—THICEEEZIRON o2,

4. 2

Table 6 Tests of Within-Subjects Effect

Source df MS F Sig.

TEXT Sphericity Assumed 3 2499 1.923 130

TEXT * GROUP Sphericity Assumed 9 705 542 841
Error (TEXT) Sphericity Assumed 114 1.300

Table 7 Tests of Between-Subjects Effects

(Transformed Variable: Average)

a Computed using alpha = .05 TEXT, TEXT * GROUP, # N FhE=E% L

Source daf MS F Sig.

Intercept 1 1531.792 1065.833 .000

GROUP 3 2.028 1411 .255
Error 38 1.437

a. Computed using alpha = .05

%4

SR OGHHRERIZBNTIE, T XRTOERICBWTHEEEFALONT, UTOYH—F 7 X5
arl, 2, 3EFEHIN, _
HEBEL HBEEEIRBVWT, FBEEZRTEINZNO Y 7 FVOFEIZL ) EREDFHH
WERPELLOP? ELLOBEVFEREIIHEBLLTVON?

1.

TFINDRNRAENDH B DN ?

. EBREETIE, FAREOLARVOT A NTT 72 A NORENEL LIGE

=

TNEND Y

. AREETIE, T7AMOEESHARILTCLANLVOBRLLT 7 A MNTIE, FNEFNDOY 7 FN
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DIARIZEBEND DB DM ?

BEENThroBRIE, £112, 727X MORABVASEOWKERE (EHRE2, 3HLLVD
B SCET A MCBOTTHA, 11/308016) 121, BLTEZ (FH3/5) Lv) sen®
ZbNb, Tz, FEDVH—FTHERALLT 7 X MIZBVTE, RAGEIZOWTOENHKIZIES
SENHLN, FHAMEREOMEL Ho720 5512, SEDYF—FTlE, FHEDL ALY
FBZHI2h, HEWME, 77 A MDOEEICHT2 - TlE, Flesch-Kincaid V) — %) 5 1 2217 & Hw
7B, FBHOLAVHEILBO TS T 7 A OSHIBNTY, BRLAVTOSHES S
BFEERCEETT 7 A M BET BRETH ol 4HOVF—FTE, 722 bOERIZE
WTEZLZUREZMA TV LERF D,

210, BREL, VaI-VREWBBRLZEDTA M ITILEFHY, 61T, VI/TVER
BEHICHAGDETVEDT, KT FNVIEDELT A N TP e lE B LEN Do b, it
DLANNVEEEBLT, 40, T/F 7A Mo/, UL, INTIE, EEFEEE - BETH
(global-local) IZENIFERNFEIBBTETCRLZ2D0DILLVEHFLH Y, £FEOLWIZED
T A NTFHA Y EEZBULENH D EBbND,

£31, MLPATDYT7FMIIBTY, BROERFADBEIZB VT, therefore VS
NTWBD, because BSHVHLNTWAED, bW, KE (adversative) DEHHADEESTHN
W, but DRV STV DD however BBV HLNTWAENIZED, ThbbHVWLNTWAEENE
M E—ENELNTHBE 2L, LY A TDY T F UV THRRPREL LD TR VHLE
PNb,

5. 55

REFFETIE, BRIZBWTIEALHREO LR SN TRV T FVIZonT, 7, BRRTO%
THZE 2B L 720 DWW, BT E2 D LI, RREEEWVW) 2005 4 T7OEEIZIBWT,
A7 14 » 7 (headings) /7)) ¥ 2 — (previews), #fEE (connectives) &\ ) ¥ 7 F s, 77
APDEESLHLEL V) T 7 A MNEROENIBWT, HEXA EFL #BEOHGRIZED LD
HELRIZTTPIIOVWTER L, TORKR, ERICAEIVRXVDT I A NDOBREVLETH S
Tk, 7, SFEITLREREZEZRBIIONTT A M 2ERT ALENH LI LD bho7z,

HARIZBWTE, #EERAUNDO S 7 F VORI KRERTH D, BRRKIZBWTS, V—FT1 7
WBITDL T FVDOHRIZONWTESEIEILMES LR EINTELD, VAZ Y IRINVTF AT
TTDOY T FVDHRIZODNTOMEIZIZIEA LR EN TRV, SEDIFFRIZB VT, WD
POBELGZMEEMFEHVIZENTN, ZORREDLICLTAEOELL Y 7 FIVIEORE
IR T TV & 20y,
=
(1) I8 (comparison) #&#& & *FH8 (contrast) fHiEld, R 5HETH 5, LEEEE, UL
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2D, HBENE, BrborIbiRl, #HEEEL B30T 0BT 5, LaL, 2
DOOMEREIE, BECHMDbY 2L, WEEEL, REEEO L LIRSS, BEMTIE
HIT RSNV (Robinson, 1975). T 72, MDY 7 FIVEFZFRIZ BT & xR & X EREE 1
EINTREBEEDO L INDE I ENEVD, REICBWTH, EHEEICREESEZ &
Nl A DY At

(2) EFL (English as a Foreign Language) &1i%, HAD L ) 23EELE (F) E&L LEVEICS
W, EREEMNEREE L CHIRTAI L 2EKT 5,

(3) [—XEBRAEXLEXLEDDLDD ] 2 EE (discourse) 7 7 A b LEDFHFE TR
(cohesion) (X, [EMLELEXEDDLRHYN | 2FKL, —EM (coherence) 1%, [EBRAIZR L
EXEDFETY ] BET, .

(4) Meyer (1975) &, 27 A b ®~E1§ (coherence) M7= DFEr & 7 L& (structure) &
FTOWETZHRIZITLIDELTOY T FVICERZEBEE, BiBA N7V L7 X MEKL
DAV —F 7 arETIVERD:,

(5) V) a— (recall ; BADR) 1, FMEOHEMPLILED L AZFARLBIfEbN s Hiko—E
Thb, BEETIE, HEEE FTALTIFATORNEFEZEVHL (EEL), ZhiEEHT,
BAEFICOZEED ), BB LAJECEHICEZH TR (free recall ; BHBERE) &, F
M) 52T, FRIZELTHFEHIERX (cuedrecall ; F250 ) BERE) 7°H 5,

(6) FRALLEFEMNIHIZBWT, AF—7 (schema) &iF, BAFORFOEATHREERT 5,

(7) Halliday & Hasan (1976) OGEIIBIT A XEOEERIL, E (comparison : BBEIL 2%
D, HHWE, BebbO%HLE) &G (contrast : 45 b D& HE) HErBHEICT
527+ Ta®H% (Nishimoto, 1997) L L, EEHEOWRDIZLEALD) H—FIZBNT
X, REDOEFZFAIIBVWTZOELUELHER T TETT TR, 20720, RiEIZBW T,
LB OERES & LEHEE (comparison : ELL7-b D, HH Wi, EL5LD0%HE) ZHHEC
T 5EREF L LTHho 7

(8) Y7 FNORT, FOBERICOVTHAET HEMEH LIIRRY, RISRLERERT AT 1~
7, TIVCa—, ¥2) =% L3, 77AMOEERLVHLPIITABE LR, A—H=F
A aFrvy 7 EFENS (Lorch & Lorch, 1996) o

(9) FZHARTE (V=% 5 1) 5T 5 Flesch Kincaid Grade Level i, —2DOXXIZ&TH
BIFHFEBE — D DO EEH B E D LIEHE SN, KEOZERDFFELHEL L Tn5E, f
2, W0V ) BFLZEI0FEE, 2TVERIFESOVTHNTHEBTEILINETHLI L %
BT 5, 77, FleschReading Ease 7 A biE, &ERA ~ b2 100 & LTHEART S ZEHMAL,
AT HEHNEEFRARLTVWIELEVZ S,

10 3K Appendix 1&, HEEEDT 7 A M A (Health-consciousness of Americans) & B
EDF 7 A bC (Big supermarkets and small food shops) D 2FEHN Y V' F L Edte/N—T 3 »
LOBITHD (K7 F VIO TIE, SHEFIZTRR) .
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Appendix
Text A (K #H#1%)
Health - consciousness of Americans

Certain foods that are high in fat *!, such as hamburgers and French fries, have traditionally *2
been popular in the United States. In addition, Americans are fond of eating sweets* and snacks
between meals™*. Moreover, they usually don“t get enough exercise *, using a car to go to most
places. As a result, millions of Americans are overweight *°, and heart disease ** has become a big
problem.

In recent years, however, most Americans have come to realize the dangers of a diet *” high in
fat. Because of this, the typical American diet has changed a lot. Today, people are choosing fish or
chicken over *® beef, and fruit or raw ** vegetables instead of chocolate and other fattening food.
This is one of the reasons why Japanese food has become so popular among Americans. In fact,
Americans today are more health-conscious than ever. The new health boom has led to the

opening of thousands of exercise centers.

HZE - fat ¥ JREOS W traditionally ** {Z=AERYIC
meals * &3 exercise ¥ 1EB)
overweight ** Ko Tw5b heart disease ** L& FEAE
diet* H®EDEE, or ¥/ 1Ly over ¥ —LI kI
raw ** HED

[E R

I. ROEXHFEDOLEIZEZ L TIIE, O, BERoTwABHEITIEIXETEER LW,
1. People in the United States are fond of eating foods such as hamburgers and French-fries.
2. Americans usually get enough exercise, without using a car to go to most places.
3. Today, most Americans are choosing chocolate and other fattening food.
4. Japanese food has become so popular among Americans that they have come to realize the
dangers of a diet high in fat.
5. As Americans become conscious of health now, thousands of exercise centers have been

opened.
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Text C (LLEUEE)
Big supermarkets and small food shops

Nowadays there are many big supermarkets as well as small food shops. Supermarkets are
often more convenient™ because we can find a large variety of food in one place. We don’t have to
walk across a busy street from one store to another. Besides, the average prices** are often a little
lower than at small shops. However, some people prefer small food shops to supermarkets because
small shops are sometimes a more friendly place, where the customers and the owner can have a
conversation. Some small food shops like little bakeries and cookie stores have their own special
taste, while those foods sold at supermarkets are mostly produced in a big factory™® to suit the
average taste. Many supermarkets are trying to attract®** more customers* by building large
parking lots™*®, becausé most customers come shopping by car. However, those who don’t have or

can“t drive a car would rather do shopping at small food shops in their neighborhood.

HEE © convenient *'  fEF| %2 average prices ** fEHEME
factory ¥ I3 attract ¥ 5| X275
parking lots *° ELELY;

B, ROELPLEOXEIZEHLTIUE, O, BLoTVABEIZIRIXEEE RSV,

1. Small shops are not often so convenient because we have to walk across a busy street from one
store to another.

2. The average prices of supermarkets are the same as those of small shops.

3. Supermarkets are sometimes a friendlier place, where the customers and the owner can have a
conversation.

4. Supermarkets as well as little bakeries and cookie stores have their own special taste.

5. Most customers like shopping at supermarkets in their neighborhood because they have no car.
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Text Structures and Signals
— Effects on Reading Comprehension —

Fusako Arakane

Signals do not add any additional information but help to clarify the structure of the sentence.
Although the significance of structure and signal study in the comprehension of expository text has
been widely discussed among researchers in foreign countries, little attention has been given to
either multiple signal or single signal studies, except for connectives, in Japan.

The purpose of this study is to investigate how several types of signals, which are related to
causal or comparison structure, can affect the text comprehension of Japanese learners of English.
Two experiments were designed in order to analyze the effects of signals on text comprehension in
terms of structure types (causal and comparison), signal types (headings/previews and logical
connectives), text length, and text difficulty.

The results showed (1) the importance of choosing the texts appropriate to the level of the

students (2) the importance of making appropriate tests in considering several factors.

Key Words: signal, structure, text comprehension
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