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本論では、中級レベルの二人の大学１年生のリーディングのクラスでの一学期間に渡る学習記録―EFLリーダーの
読解力の上達を図るために改良を重ねながら使われている２種類の言語学習ダイアリー（リーディングにおける成果を
記録するダイアリーと焦点を絞った質問を教師が投げかける誘導質問形式のダイアリー）について論述する。両者のダ
イアリーは、学習者の自己認識と内省をより一層高めることにより、個人のリーディングにおける問題点の解決を目指
し改善されてきている。本論ではまず、生徒と教師間のダイアリーのやりとりが、どのようにリーディングに関する戸惑い
や読解力欠如を軽減し、実用的なリーディング力の習得へと導くのかを実証する。次に、当初は意識的に使っていたリ
ーディングストラテジーを、訓練を重ねて習慣的に運用できるようになることの重要性を、生徒と教師の両者がより明
確に認識するにあたっての奮闘に焦点をあてる。更に、EFLリーディングにおける上達の度合いを判断する上での知覚
的困難を解明すると共に、ダイアリーへの学習者の応答を私用に解釈することをいかに回避するかについての洞察を
加える。

W e previously discussed in considerable detail our continuing 
collaboration in involving our university and high school entry-level 
EFL readers in a combination of explicit conscious strategic reading 

instruction and intensive practice (Tanabe & Fulmer, 2003). As summarized below, 
we explained and exempliý ed the reþ ective language-learning diaries we use in our 
reading classes and offered brief insights into the discoveries we are making in them 
with our students about their reading struggle (Tanabe & Fulmer, 2004).

ñTanabeôs reading achievement diary ý rst requires students to read authentic 
newsprint articles for the main idea and answer selected strategyïemploying 
comprehension questions within a limited time. Following each reading (usually 10 or 
more per term), students record in their diary how much they believe they consciously 
understand and use strategies in comprehending the article. Their semester-long 



record of achievement helps students build their conýdence 
and overcome their fear of reading text-only passages 
peppered with unfamiliar words. Fulmerôs directed diary 
incorporates the principles of ethnographic interviewing 
in written or email form. Through guided inquiry, students 
narrow their perceptions of their reading difýculties over 
time toward self-discovered solutions. The student-to-
teacher-generated responding and questioning in English 
stimulates student self-reþection and self-awareness, key 
factors contributing to their more successfully learning to 
read.

ñWe collaboratively engage our students in these diaries 
for several reasons. Coupled with our continuing reading 
instruction and practice, we believe our diaries afford 
our students a personalized opportunity to reþect on their 
perceived and actual reading óproblems,ô opening on the 
possibility of self-discovered practical solutions (Fulmer & 
Tanabe, 2003). Additionally, through our diary interchanges, 
we see students witness ýrsthand their developing awareness 
of reading metalanguage and metaknowledge in their 
strategic reading practice (Fulmer, Tanabe & Suganuma, 
2004a). Equally in our diary endeavor, though we expect 
university entry-level studentsô initial and continuing 
confusion in learning to read, we gain an ever-richer 
appreciation of their difýculties with this language artò 
(Fulmer, Tanabe & Suganuma, 2004b).

Our earlier very detailed introductory focus (Tanabe & 
Fulmer, 2004) was on: the reasons for our diary use with 
university entry-level EFL reading students; the principal 
grounding of each in the instructional literature and 
experience; the purposes and working principles of each; 

how we reþect on and what we discover in them with our 
students about their actual and perceived language-learning 
progress; what the diaries help students reþectively explore 
and recognize; and the merits and demerits of both our 
diaries.

As working examples, we presented two mid-performing 
studentsô work in progress and their initial developing 
strategic reading awareness at the sentence and paragraph 
levels. We acknowledged the difýculty in determining 
whether to what degree beginning readers may actually 
understand and use strategic reading. We also recognized the 
difýculty in illuminating whether students in fact develop a 
working English reading metaknowledge and metalanguage 
enabling them to reþect on their perceived reading problems 
and solutions. Finally, we intimated that our endeavor to 
foster more active, self-reþective readers is not without 
struggle for student and teacher alike.

Our present research as reported (Fulmer, Tanabe & 
Suganuma, 2004b) then seeks to address or exemplify these 
issues more closely with a focus on three research questions. 
Firstly, what might EFL reading students and teachers 
discover by end-term through their reading diaries about 
their actively and consciously engaging English reading? 
Secondly, in narrowing the gap between their perceived and 
actual reading abilities through their reading diary work, to 
what degree might EFL reading students become more self-
reþective and self-expressive English readers? Finally, how 
might studentsô diary reþections on their reading difýculties 
and achievements serve to personalize our teaching attention 
to reýning this diary effort and our reading instruction?



In exploring these questions through our studentsô voices 
in their diaries and conferencing here, we seek to open the 
window further on the particularly demanding task shared 
learning-teaching of EFL reading is for student and teacher 
alike. We respectively detail two mid-performing student 
examples and one personal example of developing readers 
struggling to derive workable solutions to progressively 
more difýcult conscious strategic reading problems and how 
their discoveries inform our more thoughtful instruction 
along the way. Tanabeôs example highlights one studentôs 
(Rinka) endeavor to reduce her confusion and inconsistency 
in her working deýnitions and use of the two information-
ýnding strategies of skimming and scanning to better her 
reading performance. Fulmerôs example illustrates another 
studentôs (Asuha) reasoning for stepping beyond the 
limitation to her more practical reading of differentiating 
between guessing, predicting and inferring as separate 
thinking strategies and proposing instead their collective use. 
Continuing from Fulmerôs example of Asuhaôs difýculty, 
Suganuma details her self-reþectively coming to make sense 
of how the ñpredicting puzzleò works for her not separately 
in her reading but rather in a connected way with guessing 
and inferring.

As this primarily qualitative action research being 
conducted at a private womenôs university in Tokyo 
continues, our instructional setting and participants remain 
similar (Tanabe & Fulmer, 2004). Although our respective 
course foci differ somewhat, both Tanabe and Fulmer meet 
their ýrst-year lower-intermediate students twice weekly for 
90 minutes each class. Though there is also a book report 
and article summary requirement, Tanabeôs principally 

critical reading class of 21 students is designed to build 
learnersô reading skills and increase their vocabulary to 
support their content-based classes. The focus is on steering 
students away from their customary passively ingesting 
information and toward analyzing what they read critically. 
In addition to these reading goals, a principal aim of 
Fulmerôs integrated reading-writing class numbering some 
23 students is to prepare them for the considerable amount 
of reading expected in their required 4-month ESL study 
program at our U.S. East Coast campus and in their later 
academic work on their return.

The reading difýculties our diaries seek to begin 
addressing for our students coming into our classes are 
many. Students have ñlearned to readò through, among 
other approaches, over-reliance on translation, stop-and-
check dictionary dependence, and attention to word- and 
sentence-level decoding rather than getting the main idea. 
They have had little opportunity to explore the potential 
to quicker, more comprehensive reading of balancing their 
traditionally taught bottom-up reading strategies with 
more progressive top-down strategies. Our very intensive 
reading-writing program for ýrst- and second-year students 
further challenges their already hobbled ñreading ability.ò 
Speciýcally, ñthree instructional realities for our entry-level 
EFL students remain prominent. Baseline data from Day 
1 surveys conýrm studentsô relative unfamiliarity with the 
vocabulary, meaning, and conceptual understanding of 
pedagogical English reading-writing metalanguage. They 
little understand how to read faster and comprehend more 
of what they read or how to write clearly and logically in 
English. Students also cannot function well in their overseas 



study program without a practical knowledge of English 
reading-writing and the ability to talk reþectively about these 
language skillsò (Tanabe & Fulmer, 2004).

The participants in this present aspect of our research are 
two current mid-performing students, Rinka and Asuha, and 
one graduated student and participant observer, Ruriko, who 
formerly completed Fulmerôs reading-writing class during 
her ýrst year. Qualitatively, all student interviews continue 
to be tape-recorded and their in-class reading activities and 
diary pages are ether copied if handwritten or saved on 
computer ýle if emailed. Studentsô small-group workshop 
talk tasks are very often video- and audiotaped as well for 
later review and analysis. All students have given their oral 
and written consent to participate in this study.

In presenting our studentsô reþective in-class and diary 
work here, we wish to allow them to verbalize their own 
perspectives rather than have us as teachers appropriate 
or assume what they may be saying or thinking in their 
deepening thought threads. We believe doing so more 
clearly illustrates the difýculty these developing readers 
experience in coming to understand and use reading 
strategies consciously and in learning to talk about their 
reading struggle in the appropriate English metalanguage. 
We underscore here that our intervention, when we are at all 
unclear, involves continuing to pose more directed inquiries 
which encourages students to explain more and minimizes 
possible teacher interpretation of what each reader comes 
to mean or understand. Our considerable experience has far 
too often shown us that not being cautious with our teacher 
speculation at best negatively impacts studentsô deepening 
reþective progress.

Nevertheless, we do not wish to showcase our instruction 
here but rather illuminate our studentsô determined effort 
toward self-reþection through constant strategic reading 
practice and guided-inquiry response. Neither do we want to 
be overzealous with our ýndings in the prescriptive sense but 
rather simply report descriptively what we are discovering 
with our students in their diaries as their reading progress 
continues. We believe setting out in an unglossed manner 
some of the confusion and frustration our students actually 
experience as developing second-language readers may 
equally beneýt other teachersô strategic reading and diary 
instruction as well.

My ñReading Achievement Diaryò (RAD) given in Figure 
1 is principally designed to illuminate our entry-level 
EFL studentsô problematic approaches to English reading 
mentioned above. By enhancing the studentsô practical 
metalanguage and metaknowledge of English reading 
through explicit instruction and intensive practice with 
authentic newsprint articles, my diary helps our beginning 
readers gain greater, more informed conýdence as English 
readers.



Reading Achievement Diary (= How well did you do with 
todayôs reading?)

1. Which of the above 9 questions could you NOT understand?

1     2     3      4     5      6     7      8     9

2. Circle all the reading strategies below you especially used for 
each of todayôs questions.  Then put the question numbers next 
to each strategy you used for them.

Finding Skills:      Thinking Skills:          

Skipping (SKP)  Guessing  (GU)

Skimming (SKM)  Predicting (PR)

Scanning (SC)  Inferring (IN)

Getting main idea (MI)  Summarizing (SU)

Finding details (FD)  Opining  (OP)

3. Which of the 10 reading strategies above do you NOT 
understand? (Mark a triangle.)

4. Which of the 10 reading strategies above do you NOT know 
how to use? (Mark a square.)

Procedurally, we set up a series of authentic newspaper 
reading practices. We choose an approximately 350-word 
article from The Japan Times and prepare 5-9 strategy-

employing comprehension questions. We follow these 
with the RAD. Students have 6 minutes to complete the 
reading and answer the 5-9 questions. They then have 
another 4 minutes to complete the diary for 10 minutes 
total. Pair or small-group talk follows to conýrm or correct 
question responses and strategy choices. The activity closes 
with teacher review and commentary as necessary. Our 
continuing explicit strategies instruction, practical language 
familiarization, and intensive practice (Tanabe & Fulmer, 
2004) is difýcult at best for student and teacher alike but 
is richly informative for both as we will endeavor to show 
below.

I exemplify the foregoing by looking at part of the diary 
work of Rinka, one of my mid-performing students as it 
progresses. Particularly instructive here is Rinkaôs confusion 
or inconsistency between her in-reading and post-reading 
reþections about her skimming and scanning strategies use 
and her actual performance with these.

Rinkaôs Day 3 diary entry for her practice ñSquishy 
pillows prove a big hitò from The Japan Times (June 12, 
2004) (See Appendix 1) exempliýes the inconsistency in her 
skimming use responses. She uses skimming for Questions 
1 and 4 (Q1 & Q4), respectively ñWhatôs this article about?ò 
and ñIs Mogu only popular in Japan and the U.S.?ò In her 
post-reading diary reþection in her RAD Q3, however, she 
indicates she does not understand what skimming is by 
marking a triangle over it.

In her in-reading reþection on her Day 6 practice ñBatman 
descends on royal groundsò (to champion single fathersô 
visitation rights) from The Japan Times (Sept. 15, 2004) 
(See Appendix 2), Rinka marks skimming and summarizing 



for Q1 (ñWhatôs this article about?ò) and skimming for 
Q2 (ñWhere is the man in the picture standing?ò). Yet in 
her post-reading reþection in RAD Q4, by boxing over 
skimming and scanning, Rinka indicates for the ýrst time 
since her Day 1 reading that she does not understand how to 
use either of these. Notably here, Rinka believes she is aware 
of using skimming while reading for her answers. But her 
post-reading diary reþection shows her continuing confusion 
about her use of skimming as evidenced by her boxing over 
it in Q4. Conversely, she does not choose scanning as a 
strategy for any question during her reading. But here, her 
post-reading reþection boxing indicates with consistency 
that neither does she understand how to use it.

As a follow-up, I gave my customary end-term Reading 
Diary Questionnaire (See Appendix 3) to Rinkaôs class 
after this Day 6 reading to reþect on what the students had 
been learning since the start of their course. For additional 
clariýcation, I also held lunch conferences with Rinka and 
her classmates as does Pat.

In the following, I brieþy summarize three major ýndings 
from Rinkaôs questionnaire and the key aspects of what 
Rinka said to me in her lunch talk. The ýrst ýnding is 
Rinkaôs difýculty in distinguishing between skimming and 
scanning. For Q1 (ñDescribe the meaning of each reading 
strategy below either in English or Japanese.ò), Rinka writes 
these two strategy deýnitions: Skimming ï ざっと読むこと（流
し読み？）or look over the text/skim through, and Scanning 
ï じっくり読むこと or read carefully. In her talk, however, 
Rinka says: ñI donôt know which is skimming and scanning. 
As for scanning, I think of a CT scan at the hospital. So 
maybe scanning is to examine the reading closely. But I 

canôt remember what skimming is, so Iôm not quite sure. If 
my deýnition of scanning is wrong, I donôt understand which 
is skimming and scanning.ò

As for the second ýnding, on Days 1 and 2, Rinka is 
not aware of the difference between the two markers of 
triangle: ñI donôt understand what it isò and box: ñI donôt 
understand how to use it.ò In addition, in Q3 (calling for her 
to circle Yes/No for her reading strategies use with respect 
to ñUnderstood how to use?ò, ñGot used to using?ò, and 
ñActually using?ò), Rinka reveals her strategies confusion. 
For skimming, she marks: I donôt understand how to use, 
I havenôt got used to using, and Iôm not actually using it, 
whereas for scanning, she marks: I donôt understand how 
to use, Iôm not actually using, and Iôve got used to using 
it. Reþecting in her lunch talk, however, Rinka says: ñI 
canôt distinguish skimming from scanning. Iôm wondering 
whether óUnderstand how to useô and óGot used to usingô are 
the same. Iôm used to using it, but donôt understand how to 
use it. Hmmm, my answers are contradictingé. ò

In the third ýnding, in her lunch talk, in looking over all 
her diary entries, Rinka believes three things. First, since 
Day 3, she has begun to think more reþectively about how 
she works on her diary entries: ñAt the beginning I worked 
on the diary without thinking. In the middle of the semester, 
maybe on Day 3, I came to realize that these two strategies, 
skimming and scanning, are completely different. So I 
began to answer that I use each strategy separately.ò Second, 
she is starting to understand the difference between the 
triangles and boxes, and therefore the difference in meaning 
between skimming and scanning: ñI was not aware of the 
difference between the triangle mark for óI donôt understand 



what it isô and the box mark for óI donôt understand how 
to use it.ô Then in the middle of the semester I noticed that 
one is óI donôt understand the way I use itô and the other is 
óI donôt understand the concept itself.ôò And third, she is 
now reþecting on her own practical deýnitions for these 
and her other reading strategies: ñI have to think about my 
own deýnitions of the strategies and my reading approach. 
Consequently I learned to deýne the strategies by myself and 
my understanding of them is becoming less inconsistent.ò

This diary example detailing Rinkaôs confusion about two 
of these strategies ï skimming and scanning ï demonstrates 
how the RAD begins to acquaint our learners like Rinka 
with the practice of conscious strategy choice leading to 
more second-nature strategic reading. Through the reþective 
learning process, our entry-level readers begin to focus on 
their perceived and actual strategic reading problems and 
achievements. Particularly with authentic readings, the diary 
helps our readers do what had at ýrst seemed impossible 
for them: to fairly quickly read and understand an authentic 
news article. Their growing self-conýdence comes not 
simply from more correctly answering comprehension 
questions but from being able to more quickly and deeply 
explore and connect with the reading and the world it opens. 
Yet again we recognize the struggle this challenge involves 
for both our students and ourselves.

We will now look at a second example of this struggle for 
another mid-performing reader and writer from Patôs last 
class whose name is Asuha.

The diary I use in addition to Reikoôs RAD is the guided-
inquiry directed diary (GID) given in Figure 2. One principal 
working aspect of the GID is getting students to reþect in 
English on the reading (and writing) metalanguage and 
metaknowledge they will need in their required ESL study 
abroad program at our U.S. East Coast campus and in their 
later academic work on their return to Tokyo. The focus here 
is on the diaryôs ýrst two reading questions and on how the 
diary complements Reikoôs RAD.

1. I am (     ) in my English reading ability.

very conýdent   so-so conýdent   a little conýdent   not conýdent

2. About reading in English, I want to learn more about how to:

3. I am (     ) in my English writing ability.

very conýdent   so-so conýdent   a little conýdent   not conýdent

4. About writing in English, I want to learn more about how to:

5. I (want/do not want) to talk in English about Reading-Writing 
with my classmates. Why/Why not?



Procedurally, as previously detailed (Tanabe & Fulmer, 
2004), students complete this diary as part of their Day 
1 homework assignment, and are asked to make at least 
one entry a week for the ýrst 8 weeks and then continue it 
optionally. The directed inquiry dialogue continues between 
student and teacher employing such question types as ñCan 
you tell meé?ò and ñCould you explainé?ò. Prompting/
inquiring is done using an extensively tabbed and categorized 
database built over several years of reading diary experience. 
Asuha and my beginning diary exchanges below (given 
exactly as written) exemplify how an entry-level reader-
writerôs diary might begin.

Following Asuhaôs initial ña little conýdentò response to 
Q1, I ask Asuha to tell me some things that would increase 
her English reading conýdence. In responding by email, she 
writes, ñI want to read fast and understand the meaning fast. I 
am weak on memorizing. Iôd like to conquer it.ò As Asuhaôs 
ñadd the vocabularyò response to Q2 prompts me to ask her 
for an example, she writes, ñI want to increase the vocabulary, 
because I want to be able to read many article smoothly.ò As is 
evident, Asuha begins thinking a little more deeply about her 
English reading as her reading practices progress.

Asuhaôs responses and strategy choices for her Day 6 
reading practice given about mid-term (11/20/03) offer an 
example of both our diaries at work and what we might 
discover in them. Her practice here is on the authentic reading 
ñPatched-up Little Mermaid returns to harbor pedestalò from 
The Japan Times (10/28/03) and the Hans Christian Andersen 
story behind it (See Appendix 4).

In Asuhaôs RAD (Refer to Reikoôs Figure 1) for this reading, 
there is seeming evidence of some perceptual confusion in 

strategy choice and practice. Asuhaôs circling of ñ7ò in Q1, for 
example, appears to indicate that she does not understand Q7 
(ñWhen did Hans Christian Andersen write this fairy tale?ò). 
Nevertheless, she acceptably responds with ñI donôt know.ò 
Q2 calls for her to circle all of the reading strategies she used 
for the reading and then to write the corresponding reading 
questions next to them which she does for all strategies except 
guessing (GU), predicting (PR), and inferring (IN). Notably, 
by not marking skipping and guessing, the respective ýrst 
ñýndingò and ñthinkingò skills, Asuha appears to indicate that 
she used neither of them. Marking triangles over predicting 
and inferring in Q3 tell us that, at this point in her reading 
practices, she does not seem to understand either of these 
strategies. Finally, in Q4, by also boxing over predicting and 
inferring, Asuha further appears to not know how to use these 
strategies. Not circling either of these two skills nor writing 
a question number next to them further seems to denote that 
Asuha remains unfamiliar with or perhaps confused by both 
skills. Yet reasonably responding with ñI donôt knowò to Q3 
(ñWill she be damaged again in the future?ò) and ñYesò to Q4 
(ñWill more tourists visit Copenhagen now?ò), for example, 
necessitates one or a combination of these thinking skills.

For brevityôs sake, looking only at the guessing, predicting, 
and inferring reading Questions 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8 included in 
Table 1, closer examination reveals that Asuhaôs responses 
in Qs 3, 4, 7, and 8 are acceptable.  Her strategies indications 
in Qs 3, 4, and 6 are appropriate as well. To arrive at her 
ñcorrectò answers, however, she would also seem to have had 
to use one or more of the thinking skills ñcalled for but not 
markedò though she did not indicate so in her RAD.



Q# Stgs indicated

ñappropriatelyò

Additional Stgs called

for but not marked

3 SC ñI donôt knowò* GU PR IN OP

4 SC + FD ñYesò GU PR IN OP

6 X   FD ñShe have to wait 

for 300 years.ò

GU IN [IN more likely]

7 --  ñI donôt knowò GU IN [IN more likely]

8 --  ñYesò & partially circled 
ñMaybeò 

GU or IN OP [GU more likely 
but depends on background 
knowledge/experience]

In Q6 (ñHow many more years does she have to wait to 
become a real person?ò), for example, although ýnding 
details (FD) is correct as the initially used strategy, Asuha 
also needs inferring to get ñ300 years ï X number of yearsò 
as an acceptable response. Thus, at this point, we believe she 
is only half correct according to our strategy choice scheme.

As mentioned, for Q7, asking about when Andersen wrote 
this story, she acceptably writes ñI donôt knowò but does not 
mark guessing or inferring. The response necessitates ýnding 
details leading to either ñno information,ò guessing about 
some number of years, or reasoning that Andersen perhaps 
lived and wrote in the 19th century from which she could 
maybe infer over 100 years ago. Her responses would also 
naturally depend on her background knowledge of the reading 
about which she comes to realize by her Day 10 reading.

To continue, Asuhaôs response for Q8 (ñAre Anderson and 

the Little Mermaid popular in Japan?ò) is acceptable but she 
marks neither guessing nor opining (OP).   Notably also, she 
indicates no strategy number for Q8 though it is principally 
a guessing response question also affected by background 
knowledge or experience. Accordingly, we ýnd that all nine 
of Asuhaôs responses seem reasonable. Nevertheless, there are 
apparent inconsistencies between her question responses and 
her strategies use as also seen with Reikoôs student, Rinka.

Asuhaôs corresponding diary Entry 14 (11/20/03) reveals 
a consequent sense of her developing struggle to understand 
strategic reading. We read, ñAbout last test [Day 6 practice], I 
felt a little complex. I could understand about article contents 
substantially, but I couldnôt understand how to use reading 
strategies. Concretely, I canôt distinguish Guessing and 
Predicting and Inferring. Iôd like to know difference of them. 
If I understand about reading strategies completely, Iôll be able 
to get deep knowledge of English [reading].ò

I respond to her on the same day that I will be clearer in 
my instruction, and also decide to give a supplementary diary 
exercise on strategic reading deýnitions similar to Reikoôs 
end-term survey, part of which is shown in Figure 3. To 
encourage students to reach a fundamental understanding 
about English and Japanese reading, I customarily ask them 
to complete this worksheet using Japanese only and to bring it 
back to our small-group workshop the next class to conýrm or 
correct it in their talk. Ruriko will explain in the next section 
the signiýcance of what Asuha writes here.



Skipping: 分からない単語や文を
とばして読む。

Guessing: 考えや思いを推測す
る。

Skimming: ざっと流し読みしてだ
いたい意味を取る。 Predicting: 前もって考える。

Scanning: 具体的な答えを見つ
ける。 Inferring: 推測してまとめる。

Getting main idea: 基本的なこと
を理解する。

Summarizing: 手短に明らかに主
題をはっきりと述べる。

Finding details: 支えている情報
をさがし出す。 Opining: 自分の意思を述べる。

To continue, Asuha writes in Entry 15 (11/21/03) about this 
thinking and talking exercise: ñIt was a little difýcult lesson 
for me in last class. I still have obscure things about reading 
strategy.ò As our conscious strategic reading and practice 
continue in the weeks ahead, Asuha makes an important 
discovery and returns to the same thought thread in Entry 
16 (1/23/04): ñI found the reason which I couldôt understand 
defference of GU, PR, and IN. They have very similar Japanese 
meaning. Especially, IN and GU are almost same in Japanese. 
So, I canôt understand.ò In asking her to explain her idea and 
how she might teach these strategies if she were the teacher, 
she writes in Entry 20 (1/24/04): ñI was thinking about reading 
strategies. I suppose that ñInferringò has facts, evidences and 
cause but,òGuessingò donôt have them. And ñPredictingò has 
meaning that we must think in advance, but ñGuessingò has 
meaning that we may think promptly and offhand.

donôt understand  *GU < PR < IN * understand

I know only them. Am I wrong? If these my thought are 
right, I would teach my students like this.ò I ask in reply 
(1/25/04) if she thinks these skills are used separately or 
collectively with the other two and if she could describe 
an example of how she decides which one/ones to use. In 
Entry 21 (1/25/03), Asuha continues: ñI think that óeach of 
these skills is used collectively with the other twoô. When 
I read something, if I understand that completely based on 
evidences, it is óINô. But if I canôt understand anything, 
Iôll answer at randam. It is óGUô.ò In my (1/26/04) reply, 
I write that her response is quite interesting to me and ask 
her if she would not mind teaching her classmates what 
she had found out about these strategies the next day after 
her Day 10 reading practice. Asuha kindly agreed to teach 
her classmates in her Entry 22 (1/26/04), and then again in 
her follow-on Intermediate Reading-Writing class. Ruriko 
visited the class later as a participant observer and will 
explain Asuhaôs teaching in greater detail in the next section.

For comparison, moving to Asuhaôs Day 10 Reading 
Activity, given near end-term (1/27/04), we used The Japan 
Times article about Tamura and Taniôs wedding in Paris 
(ñTamura, Tani exchange vowsò 12/13/03) (See Appendix 
5.). Evidence again emerges of Asuhaôs apparent continuing 
confusion in trying to practically understand and use 
guessing, predicting, and inferring in particular as well as 
skipping, skimming, and scanning but to a lesser degree. At 
ýrst glance, there appears to be considerable discrepancy 
between her responses and strategy choices she notes in 
pencil and my teacherôs choices and comments she overlays 
in green.



Evaluating Asuhaôs responses and choices using Reikoôs 
and my scheme, we ýnd in Table 2 that Asuha seems to 
respond acceptably to all nine comprehension questions. 
Conversely, in Table 3, she appears to incorrectly make 
all nine strategy choices. To better understand what this 
discrepancy between her responding and strategies selection 
actually reþects, I ask Asuha in a later lunch conference 
to explain her own strategic reading scheme. She tells me 
that for Q1 (ñWhatôs this story about?ò), for example, she 
believes that skipping, skimming, and scanning as a strategy 
cluster work together to support getting the main idea 
(MI) and ýnding details (FD) as was her strategy choice 
in Q4 (ñWhat did British Prime Minister Tony Blair do 
at their wedding ceremony?ò). In the same way, she feels 
that clustering guessing, predicting, and inferring together 
in responding to Qs 2, 3, and 5 to 9 help her more deeply 
explore the reading and enable her to summarize (SU) and 
opine (OP) when called to do so.

In Q2 (ñWhose dream was it to get married in Paris?ò), 
as the vocabulary phrase ñfulýlled her dreamò in the ýrst 
paragraph is unfamiliar to her, she infers that it means 
getting married in Paris was Tamuraôs dream, an acceptable 
deduction. In Q4, believing I had mistyped Prime Minister 
Tony Blair as a joke, Asuha ýnds (FD) Dr. Tina Blair had 
played the music, a reasonable alternative to inferring 
ñNothingò as her answer.

In sum, if she were the teacher, Asuha feels that all of 
her strategy choices for Day 10 are both reasonable and 
acceptable. And considering her prospective scheme, we 
would have to agree.

Asuha also said in another conference that she recognizes 
having background knowledge affects her strategy selection. 
Particularly, for example, she acceptably discloses that 
having little or no background knowledge or experience 
relative to the reading (such as from TV news) nearly always 
pushes her choices away from inferring and predicting and 
over toward guessing. This little-to-no background-affected 
guessing is readily apparent in her Day 10 strategy choices, 
highlighted in bold letters in Table 3, with many of her 
strategy choices down the scale from Reikoôs and mine as in 
Qs 3, 4, 6, 7, and 8.

There are two exceptions for Asuha for which she 
expresses acceptable reasons. In Q2, as previously noted, 
she infers rather than ýnds the answer from the unknown 
vocabulary about Tamuraôs having ñfulýlled her dream.ò 

Q# Asuhaôs acceptable responses (and Patôs initial comment)

1 Acceptable

2 OK (but also possible to infer correct answer)

3 OK (ñYesò <-- IN; ñI donôt knowò --> GU)

4 OK (She thought it was my joke/error.)

5 OK (but not GU)

6 OK (with GU, but ñYesò/òNoò with PR best)

7 Acceptable (but PR best choice)

8 Acceptable (but close scrutiny of IN best)

9 OK (but my error in leaving off the strategies choice bar)



Asuhaôs going up the scale and choosing predicting over 
guessing in Q5 (ñWhat happens next in this picture?ò) 
is ñobviousò for her because she says the picture shows 
ñthrowing the bouquet which is traditional.ò Of further 
interest here, in Q7 (ñWill Tamura and Tani win gold medals 
at next yearôs Athens Olympics?ò), Asuha used guessing 
rather than predicting to answer ñYesò because she says she 
is ñguessing with my hopeò that Tamura and Tani would 
both win gold medals in Athens. Finally, in Q9, as noted 
earlier, her selection would have been guessing, the same 

as ours, because she reports ñWhen I donôt know, I guessò 
as she does in Qs 3 and 6, particularly with no background 
knowledge.

To summarize, through Asuhaôs reasoning for her 
strategies choices and her scheme of clustering, particularly 
guessing, predicting, and inferring, we ýnd all of Asuhaôs 
choices to be acceptable as shown in Table 3 on the far right. 
From her participant observation of Asuhaôs class, Rurikoôs 
insights on Asuhaôs struggle to learn and teach strategic 
reading as well as her own experience with guessing, 
predicting, and inferring as reported in the following section 
are pertinent to the foregoing discussion.

Asuha emphasized four main points in her teaching. 
Firstly, for Asuha, guessing, predicting, and inferring have 
similar meanings in Japanese. Separating them in English 
is therefore confusing for her as a Japanese EFL reader. 
Secondly, she wants to use these strategies together or 
collectively instead of separately. The working relationship 
she proposes for this is: ñdon't understand * GU < PR < IN 
* understandò, ranging from not understanding to guessing, 
predicting, then on to inferring when she understands more. 
Thirdly, using the dictionary for direct translation of these 
strategies does not make sense to her because dictionary 
meanings are not practical for her and do not tell her how 
to use the reading strategies. Finally, Asuha wants Pat to 
allow more þexibility in her responses to reading questions. 
She wants him to let her put together strategy clusters or 
groupings for both skipping, skimming, and scanning as 

Q # 
Asuhaôs 

stgy choices

R & Pôs 
stgs called 

for

R&Pôs 
choice 

evaluation

Asuhaôs 
evaluation

 [O: OK; N: Not OK]

1 MI
SKP SKM 
SC MI

N O

2 IN FD N O

3 GU IN N O

4 FD IN N O

5 PR GU N O

6 GU PR N O

7 GU PR N O

8 GU IN N O

9 -- (GU)* (N) O

*: I mistakenly left off the strategies choice bar but she said she would 
have circled GU.



well as guessing, predicting, and inferring. She believes this 
is a more practical and ñnaturalò approach to reading, and I 
agree.

Reviewing Asuhaôs homework worksheet used in her 
teaching (See Figure 3) illuminates her effort to write 
practically applicable meanings for these strategies. As is 
evident, her deýnitions are not merely dictionary meaning 
look-up with no attention given to how to use the strategies 
practically. Rather Asuhaôs inclination to deýne the strategies 
in practical utilitarian terms and connect them together 
reþects her desire to keep everything simple, practical, and 
useful.

Even so, Asuha continues to remain somewhat confused 
about predicting and did not talk much about this skill in 
her teaching except to say that perhaps it is in the middle 
between guessing and inferring because Pat writes it in 
that order as in Figure 3. Thus, mirroring the relationship 
between skipping, skimming, and scanning, Asuha thinks 
predicting is probably in the middle between guessing and 
inferring.

Asuha can intuitively understand predicting but she 
could not explain how to use it well in the best words to her 
classmates. I agree with her because at one time in Patôs 
class I was also equally confused about predicting. My 
confusion was that if I circled inferring, it meant that I found 
or had some reason for my choice. If I did not have any such 
reason, then I circled guessing. I knew that ñpre-ò means 
ñbefore,ò and later that ñdictò means ñto tell.ò But like 
Asuha, I still could not understand Patôs explanation well. 
I could not catch when or how to use predicting because I 
did not know how to get from the dictionary meaning to the 

practical meaning. Thus, if I attempted to answer the reading 
questions, I could not circle predicting because I could not 
really understand the practical meaning. I was later thinking 
that predicting has a considerably wide range of meanings, 
for example, something like what we are now tentatively 
calling ñThe Predicting Puzzleò in Figure 4.

We are basing our idea for this Predicting Puzzle on 
what Asuha originally said about having 10% or less 
understanding, knowledge, facts, or evidence as compared 
to having perhaps 90% or more. I have accordingly been 
considering that there may be differing degrees of predicting. 
When I have less understanding or evidence as on the left, 
there is the possibility of having a ñhunch.ò Moving toward 
more understanding, facts, evidence, or knowledge is maybe 
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instinct, sixth sense, or even perhaps having a strong feeling 
or response. The writerôs sense making and the reader 
having a degree of background knowledge in approaching 
a reading also similarly affect the readerôs thinking and 
strategy choice. This then is Asuhaôs and my present idea 
of how we might understand how to use predicting better in 
combination when we are ýrst learning about this skill.

As a consequence, what I told Pat earlier in conference 
was, ñWhen I read, I need some strategies and these 
strategies are connected. So we naturally use them together. 
And thatôs why I choose 2 or 3. Most other students write 
ñsuisoku suruò (推測する) which is correct for them in 
Japanese, making these strategies connected by Japanese 
deýnition. So thatôs why itôs difýcult for us as Japanese to 
separate exactly into guessing, predicting, and inferring. 
This is my experience. We must connect and practice using 
these strategies as one to make us natural, or second-nature, 
English readers.ò Though Asuha and I remain somewhat 
confused about this ñmiddleò predicting strategy, we believe 
this idea may make clearer sense to beginning-level readers.

We would like to emphasize two key points here. Both 
Asuha and Ruriko have come to recognize the critical 
difference between our initial ñseparate strategy teachingòï
that is, to enable conscious strategic choice and enhanced 
awareness in our university entry-level studentsïand their 
ñclustered strategy useò signiýcant to them as developing 
English readers. In just ýnishing her ýrst year, Asuha appears 
to be well on her way to getting beyond single strategies use 
and to talking about her reading struggle in English.

Our data would also seem to suggest that Asuha has 
passed a key second-language reading threshold. That is, 
she is starting to push her conscious strategies choice in 
strategic reading into her subconscious use of them together. 
More speciýcally, her awareness appears to be growing 
that strategies do not actually work separately most often 
but rather in concert with each other. She senses correctly, 
we think, that quicker, more comprehensive reading 
begins with building seemingly unfamiliar initial English 
reading strategy vocabulary and conscious strategy choices. 
Reading proýciency then importantly progresses with the 
reader approaching the text with a subconsciously infused 
combination of interrelated practical skills. Both Asuha and 
Ruriko suggest that making connections in getting into, 
getting through, and getting the most out of an English 
reading is the path to becoming a second-nature English 
reader. This also seems equally true for Reikoôs student, 
Rinka.

We further emphasize two salient points our universityôs 
reading research team has made. If teachers show learners 
that progressive strategies (i.e., from skipping to opining, 
understanding reading structure) are more practically useful 
than are traditional ones in engaging and exploring English 
reading (i.e., word-for-word reading, dictionary look-up) 
and get students to reþect on and understand their use, it 
will conýrm for students that these progressive strategies do 
indeed work and serve to build more proýcient, strategically 
conscious English readers (Midorikawa, Ono, Robson, 
Takanashi & Takano, 2003). Robson further stresses: ñIt is 
necessary to get students to óactuallyô use strategies and then 
reþect on their use if found to be effective to change learner 



behavior. Just [the teacher] talking about them doesnôt get itò 
(Robson, Midorikawa, Takano & Ono, 2004). We agree.

In closing, we set out our reading diary examples in our 
studentsô own voices to illuminate what might be possible 
when using this diary work. We detailed one strategic 
progression attainable through continued practice in 
conscious strategic reading and reþection: from Rinkaôs 
confusion with skimming and scanning to Asuhaôs 
frustration with initially separating guessing, predicting, and 
inferring and ýnally to Rurikoôs clarifying Asuhaôs difýculty 
in readily applying these strategies and then formulating 
her own working solution to the ñpredicting puzzle.ò In our 
wish to stimulate further exchange among interested reading 
educators, we hope we have given our readers a sense of 
how these diaries actually enable student and teacher alike 
to interact in furthering both our studentsô language learning 
and our own instruction in the reading journey we are 
sharing together.

*Ruriko Suganuma graduated from British and American 
Literature Department, Showa Womenôs University, Tokyo 
in March 2004, receiving recognition with honors (Shu, 秀) 
for Best Graduation Thesis in Linguistics for 2004. She is 
currently assisting as a graduate researcher while considering 
her graduate school opportunities, and has presented and 
published with Fulmer and Tanabe on several occasions.

We would especially like to thank Asuha Y. and N.K. 
(ñRinkaò) for their tireless effort to gain a practical 
familiarity with strategic reading and for their willingness to 
allow us to exemplify their struggle to read and reþect on it 
with us herein.
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