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Research Focuses of L2 Lexical Inferencing: Review and Outlook
LI Xiaoli
(School of Foreign Languages, Anhui Jianzhu University , Hefei 230031, Anhui, China)

Abstract: Lexical inferencing is both an effective reading strategy and an important form of cognitive processing, which is in-
dispensable to the comprehension and construction of second language texts. Based on the cognitive model of lexical reasoning pro-
posed by Huckin & Bloch (1993), three research focuses of lexical reasoning by scholars at home and abroad in the past three
decades are sorted out and reviewed: the knowledge sources of lexical reasoning, the strategies of lexical reasoning, and the influ-
encing factors of lexical reasoning, and finally, the future research directions in the field are thought about and prospected.
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B 1 A cognitive model of L2 lexical inferencing (Huckin & Bloch ,1993)
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