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CHAPTER ONE 1

Aspects of Cohesion and Coherence in Context: Investigating Causes of

Difficulty for Israeli University Students Reading Texts in English

Marsha Bensoussan

CHAPTER ONE

PROBLEMS OF ISRAELI UNIVERSITY STUDENTS IN READING ENGLIS.

A. IDENTIFYING FACTORS CAUSING TEXT DIFFICULTY

First-year students at Israeli universities are required to read many
of the same academic articles and texts in English as any freshman college
student would be reading in the USA or England. Some of these texts are
difficult for students who are native speakers of English. The difficulties
are compounded for our students, for whom English may be their second
language (for native speakers of Hebrew) or third (for native speakers of
Arabic).

It is not clear why students find certain texts more difficult than
others. Many teachers and students believe that having a limited vocabulary
is a major obstacle to reading comprehension. Yet it is possible to
nderstand every word separately in a sentence without understanding either

the meaning of the sentence as a whole or its function in the text.
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CHAPTER ONE 2

Early research tried to measure text difficulty by using readability
formulas, quantifying the surface structure of samples of the text by means
of factors such as word length and sentence length. Although these
readability formulas solved the problem of quantifying the variety of
factors in a text, they did not really explain these factors., Nor were
the formulas reliable for advanced texts in English, One of the shortcomings
of readability formulas is that they cannot explain why certain texts would
be difficult for some readers, but relatively easy for others.

More recent research in psycholinguistics examines the structure and
content of the whole text or discourse rather than selected samples of it.
Those aspects of a series of sentences or utterances which cause it to be
seen as a whole conrected discourse are said to give it 'coherence.' Most
of these aspects are implicit in the text, without special signalling. For
the purposes of this study, only one aspect of coherence will be investigated:
the aspect dealing with the way in which a writien discourse is shaped by
the sequencing of its sentences, The meaning and rhetorical function, or

illocutionary force, of a sentence may be affected by the meaning of

sentences preceding and following it, cor by its placement in the discourse
(i.e., The weight of a sentence may differ depending on whether it appears
at the beginning or the end of the discourse.

To understand the meaning of a sentence in context, readers need to
arrive at an understanding of the coherence of the text -- the reasoning
behind the purpose and placement of a particular sentence in the text. A

closer look at the larger context preceding and following a problesatic

11




CHAPTER ONE 3

sentence ylelds more information about the content and author's intentions
in the text.

Sometimes the links between ideas in a discourse are overtly signalled
(e.g., pronouns, repetition, synonyms). The writer explicitly states the
connection between sentences by words which serve as signhposts of the
structure of the discourse. Such words are termed markers of 'cohesion.'

Examining the sentences for markers of cohesion may help readers to a

certain extent.

The terms 'coherance' and 'cohesion' will be used in this study as
points of reference in a discussion of reading difficulty. 1t must be
borne in mind that these terms will be used as a kind of shorthand since
this study will deal only with selected aspects of coherence (sequencing
of information) and cohesion (reference, substitution, ellipsis, and lexical
cohesion). It is assumed that in order to comprehend a text, studerts
must know not only the meaning of the separate words but also have a sense
of how tie text coheres as a whole and what cohesive devices the writer
uses to signal organization of the information.

Tne extent to which advanced readers at the university level are
capable of understanding the coherence and cohesion of a text will be
investigated in this study. A diagnosis of areas of Adifficulty would
examine whether ¢ student has understood the relations between words,

between sentences, between paragraphs, and among ideas in the text as a

whole.




CHAPTER ONE

There are other, non=-linguistic, factors that need to be taken into
accomnt. Inasmuch as reading comprehension depends on the reader as much
as it does the text, the specific problems of Israeli students will also
be examined as causes of difficulty. Recent research assumes that readers
come to a text with certain expectations. Thus if a certain text does not
fulfill readers' expectations, then they may find the passage difficult
to read and understand.

This study will deal only with expository texts, a text-type with
wich univerity students are familiar from their Hebrew studies. Although
fluent readers may know what to expect from an expository text on the
macro- (i.e., global, whole-text) level which includes ideas-and the facts
and examples which the. writer uses to prove his argument(s), students do
not necessarily know what to expect on the micro- (i.e., paragraph, sentence,
and word) level., According to this reasoning, the problems for Israeli
students may be lack of familiarity with the conventions and organization
of English prose (coherence and cohesion of the discourse), as well as

unfamiliarity with the vocabulary in any given text.

13




CHAPTER ONE 5

B. TEACHER AND STUDENT ATTITUDES TOWARD COHERENCE AND COHESION

1. Previous Resecrch on Opinions of What Makes Texts Difficult

a, EFL Student Opinions

Researchers in the field of reading comprehension for students of
English as a Foreign Language (EFL) asked the opinions of their students,
and there was agreement as to the cause of greatest difficulty: by far
the most students believed that their nain obstacle to reading comprehension
was lack of vocabulary (Yorio 1971, Gorman 1979, Sim 1979).

There was disagreement, however, concerning what students saw as their
next worst problem. Gorman (1979) quoted research pointing to problems
with syntax. Sim (1979) found that many students complained about difficulty
with sentence structure and length. Another group of students questioned
by Sim (1979), however, complained that they had difficulty following ideas
because they did not always see how these were joined. Yorio (1971) also
found that, as the second greatest problem, students feared that they too
easily lost the thread of an argument. For these two groups of students,
then, sentence structure may not be as much of a problem as the connection
between sentences,

Other problems noted by student.s were interference by the nat;ive

language (Yorio 1971); style, level of abstraction, content of subject

matter, and text length (Sim 1979); and rate of reading (Gorman 1979).




CHAPTER ONE

b. Lecturers' Opinions

Sim (1979) also questioned lecturers in the Department of Sociology
as to what they thought were the major causes of reading difficulty for

their students. Again vocabulary was seen as the leading obstacle to

reading comprehension,

2. Questionnaires at Haifa University (For a copy of the

Questionnaire, see Appendix A)

Before carrying out the empirical studies, I took a preliminary survey
to learr the opinions of students and teachers of EFL at Haifa University
(and by implication, other Israeli EFL students and their teachers at the
university level) concerning certain aspects of coherence and cohesion
more specifically. In particular, we were interested in three features

which will be examined in detail:

1. inference, implication (B9) —-indirect illocutionary
force

2. contextually synonymous paraphrase (C2) -- lexical
cohesion: recognition of word, paragraph equivalents

3. reference (DU) -~ grammatical cohesion
Inference/implication (indirect illocutionary force) is one aspect

of coherence, synonyous paraphrase is one aspect of lexical cohesion, and

reference is one aspect of grammatical cohesicn. Thus each of these

15




CHAPTER ONE 7

features represents one of the aspects with which this study will deat. A
questionnaire was distributed for students and teachers of all levels of
English courses, ranging from the Pre-Academic Uni¢ to the Department of
Foreign Languages. The questionnaire consisted of a checklist of features
causing difficulty in reading comprehension, The three items of special
interest were included in a total list of 41 items which appeared under
six headings: Graphic Organization, Rhetorical Devices or Argumentation,
Vocabulary, Syntax and Grammar, Author's Involvement in the Text,1 and the
Reader's Attitude and Self-Confidence. EFL students and teachers were asked
to rate the six headings both in order of importance and in order of
difficulty. In addition, they were asked whether or not each of the U1
items was taught, was seen as important, and was considered to cause

difficulty in reading.

a. FEFL Students' Opinions

Results were obtained from 105 students of EFL: 67 studying in the
required English course in the Department of Foreign Languages and 38 at
the Pre-Academic level (21 B level and 17 C level students). They answered
questionnaires written in English., Terms that were not clearly understood
were translated to the class orally by the researcher or teacﬁer who
administered the questionnaires. Students differed in their opinicns of

which features were more important and more difficult. The hierarchies

are shown in Tables 1 - 4, Appendix A.

16




CHAPTER ONE 8

In general, students rated difficult and important features almost
in the same order. The three features seen as easier (i.e., author's
involvement, reader's attitude, and graphic organization) were also seen
as less important. On the other hand, there was some discrepancy for the
features seen as more difficult and more important. Vocabulary was viewed
as most difficult by all students, but most important by only the weaker
ones. For the more proficient, vocabulary was second in importance to
syntax/grammar (including reference). Rhetorical function, considered
second most difficult, rated third in importance. Syntax/grammar rated
third in difficulty but higher in importance.

Focusng on the three features of lexical cohesion, grammatical cohesion,

and indirect illocutionary force, we came to the following conclusions:

1. These features were taught in class with varying

frequency.

2. These features were believed essential to reading
comprehension by more than half the EFL Pre~Academic
students and important but not essential by more than

half the Required Course students.

3. These features were considered either extremely or
fairly difficult (except for synonymous parahrase, which
one~third of the Required Course students found fairly

easy).

17




CHAPTER ONE 9

4, Although syntax/grammar (reference) was believed
difficult, students did not perceive this feature as

being taught in class often.

In short, students perceived these features as being both fairly
difficult and important for reading. Yet students did not see these
features as being particularly emphasized in class. The fact that <tudents
believed these features to be difficult and important in the reading process
indicated that an investigation of these topics would be worthwhile. The
fact that such features were not seen as being emphasized in the classroom
was puzzling. It implied either that teachers did not view these features
as important and/or difficult, or else that students did not notice when

these features were taught. Questionnaires were therefore also distributed

to EFL teachers,

b. EFL Teachers' Opinions

Results were obtained from 16 teachers of EFL: ten in the Pre- Academic
Unit, six in the Department of Foreign Languages, and one teacher of
_studént-teachers of EFL in the Department of Education; Haifa
University.2

Of the three features examined on the ‘questionnaire (infe' 1ice/implication,

synonymous paraphrase, and reference), the following results were

obtained:
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1. These features were always taught in class.

2, These features were believed to be essential o reading

comprehension by more than half the teachers.

3. Implication/inference (indirect {llocutionary force)
was considered extremely difficult by teachers of the
weaker classes. Teachers of more advanced classes
considered it to be only fairly difficult for

students,

4. Cpinion concerning the other two features was split
between fairly difficult and fairly easy. That is,
although many of the teachers saw features of cohesion
important enough to teach in class, they did not perceive
these features as specific causes of reading

difficulty.

5. Vocabulary and Syntax/Grammar were considered to have
the same level of difficulty and to be of equal

importance,

In short, although many FFL teachérs'pérceived these features as being
essential to reading comprehension, they did not necessarily believe these
features to impede comprehension. And they claimed to always teach these

features in class. Thus EFL s_udents and teachers differed as to how they

13




CHAPTER ONE 11

perceived these features in terms of difficulty, importance, and classroom

attention.

c¢. Discrepancies between Views of EFL Students and Teachers

An examination of these tables shows that there are discrepancies
between which features EFL students and teachers perceive as difficult,

as important, and as being emphasized in the classroom.

1. Whereas students viewed vocabulary as most difficult,

teachers placed it lower down the hierarchy.

2. Students saw author's involvement as not so difficult,
whereas it was the most difficult feature, according to

EFL teachers.

3. Many teachers recognized the importance of the reader's
attitude and self-confidence in the classroom, whereas

for students it was at the bottom of the hierarchy.

4, Although teachers believed that certain features were
always taught in class, students perceived them as only

appearing often or sometimes in the lessons.

5. Students believed features of coherence and cohesion

more difficult than teachers considered them to be.
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6. Students considered vocabulary more difficult than
syntax/grammar, whereas teachers considered them to be

on the same level of difficulty.

These findings underscore a point that we suspected at the beginning
of the research, Although FFL teachers recognize the importance of certain
aspects of cohesion and coherence in reading comprehension, they may not
believe that these features may be causes of difficulty. The students
themselves, on the other hand, appear to see them as troublemakers, This .
study will investigate whether these features cause difficulty and, if so,

will suggest means by which EFL teachers can help their students overcome

these obstacles to comprehension,

21




CHAPTER ONE 3

C. AIMS GF THE PRESENT STUDY

One aim of this study will be to examine Lwo aspects of discourse -
- coherence and cohesion — using a number of texts to determine how and/or
whether these features cause difficulty in reading comprehension for
advanced Israeli students of EFL,

In addition, this study will examine alternative methods of evaluating
difficulty of texts, and the advantages and disadvantagas of each. One
of the problems in discussing reading difficulty is that it cannot readily
be quantified and measured. ihis research effort will rely on more than
one experimental procedure in order to measure selected featurés of coherence
ana cchesion affecting reading difficulty. For example, multiple-choice
questions will be asked about specific sections of text. Tf students have
difficulty answering these questions, then the text will be examined to
see whether the difficulty was due to any particular features of coherence
or cohesion. A number of different approaches on a variety of texts will
be used: a readability formula, multiple-choice comprehension questions,

and modified rational cloze procedure.

D. RESEARCH QUESTIONS

During the course of this study, the following questions will be

investigated:

1. Is coherence a factor that may affect reading comprehension? Does

a certain sequence of information cause more difficulty in comprehension

than another?

22




CHAPTER ONE 14

We will examine the hypstchesis that the sequence in which information
appears may affect the reader's perception of rhetorical functions (see

below, Illocutionary Acts, Chapter Two B.1.a.3), pp. 23-24), It is assumed

that a text containing paragraphs developed according to a single line of
thought is more likely to be more easily understood than a text containing
shifting arguments and a variety of illocutionary acts and sentence
functions. In other words, it is assumed that not only the words themselves

but the way they are organized may cause difficulty in reading.

2. Do certain features of cohesion cause difficulty in reading
comprehension? What is the relative importance of lexical as opposed to

grammatical cohesion as obstacles to comprehension?

We will also investigate the hypothesis that when students ignore or
misconstrue markers of grammatical cohesion, they will be likely to find
the text more difficult than if they are able to use these cohesive clues.
It is assumed that students will find it harder to read the shorter, denser,
more concentrated version of a text which contains many items of grammatical
cohesion, and will find it easier to read the longer version of the same
text which contains mostly items of lexical cohesicn. This assumption is
made.in spite of the fact that many of the items of lexical cohesion (e.g.,
synonyms, superordinates) may contain more varied and difficult vocabulary
items than the version of text containing mostly items of grammatical

cohesion (e.g., pronouns, ellipsis).

23




CHAPTER ONE 15

It is assumed that a text may be written and edited in various ways
without changing the ideas presented in it. Alternative doctored versions
were constructed for each text. Each version contained a large concentration
of either items of grammatical or of lexical cohesion.

The independent variables in th.s study will be the doctored versions
of text and the test questions. The dependent variables were the students'

responses and total test scores.

E. SIGNIFICANCE OF THE RESEARCH

This study will attempt to present researchers with a variety of
measures which may help to evaluate textual difficulty. Tt will try to
isolate and measure complex textual features causing difficulty which, by
their very nature resist quantification, unlike factors such as the number
of words per sentence,

Moreover, this study is intended to show the teacher of advanced EFL
students which kinds of lexical or grammatical items are harder to understand
than others, and how one aspect of coherence, the sequencing of ideas, may
affect readability. This knowledge should help a teacher to determine the
relative difficulty of a text before administering it to a group of students
-= without having to pre~test the text or having to count syllables or
words per sentence, as is necessary according to many of the present

methods. Instead, the teacher would scan quickly for markers of cohesion

or features of coherence.
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The results of this study may also be used by others engaged in
preparing graded EFL materials, such as test constructors and textbook
writers. This study will apply some of the findings of discourse analysts
(Beaugrance, Halliday, Hasan, Searle, van Dijk, and Widdowson) and
psycholinguists (Bever, Carpenter, Carroll, Crothers, Garrod, Just, Kintsch,
Sanford, Thorndyke, and Vipond) in an attempt to determine the significance

of cohesion and coherence for these non-native speakers of English.

25
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NOTES TO CHAPTER ONE

1. Te first five major categores were based on a checklist developed in
the ESP seminar, English Department, the Hebre.w University. The course
was taught by Prof. Larry Selinker and Prof. Andrew Cohen during the
academic year 1976-1977. The list was compiled by Profs. Selinker and
Cohen and the participants (approximately 25) in the seminar. For the
purposes of this study, many of the sub-headings were changed, and one
major category was omitted and another added in its place.

In the Questionnaire the six subheadings of Author's Involvement in
the Text were: purpose, audience, tone, degree of formality, which side
of the argument (sS)he is on (what argument?{), and evaluation and opinion.

(See Appendix A.)

2. For contributing of their own time and that of their students, I wish
to thank Eleanor Avinor, Ilana Bousso, Thilde Fox, Barbara Golan, Livia
Goldenblatt, Melanie Kessler, Ur, Gita Kornfeld, Dr. Isabelle Kreindler,
Edith Krieger, Sandy Simenhoz, Batia Laufer, Ruth Nicola, Dr. Donald Sim,

Ruth Sim,. Barbara Swirski, and Irma Zaslansky.




CHAPTER TWO 18

CHAPTER TWO

A REVIEW OF PREVIOUS LITERATURE AND A RATIONALE FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

This study will distinguish between two factors which affect text
difficulty: the nature of the text and the capability of the reader. In
Hasan's words, "A text is a social agent." (1977, p. 229) This study will
focus on two of the factors affecting text difficulty: the reader and the
text. We will describe how text difficulty is defined and measured in the
literature, and the effect of coherence and cohesion on text difficulty.
In Sections A (pp. 18-21) and B (pp.21-51) of this chapter, we will define
the terms used in text analysis, focusing on speech act theory, discourse
analysis, coherence, and cohesion, and produce a model of reading
comprehension. In Section C (pp. 52-78), using these terms, we will discuss
different hypotheses relating text analysis to the reading process. In
Section D (pp. 79-96), we will describe methods used in the research to

measure difficulty in reading comprehension.

A, TEXT READABILITY

1. Difficulty of Quantifying and Measuring Reading Comprehension

One of the problems in discussing reading difficulty is that it may

be quantified and measured in many ways. One reason for this is the very

nature of the reading process itself which varies with readers and with
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CHAPTER TWO 19

the circumstances in which they read a text (Klare 1963, p. 177). Beaugrande
(1980) states that natural language communication is by nature "fuzzy" (p.
3.

One way of approaching the subject of text difficulty is to equate

it with the concept of readability.

2. Quantification of Readability by Reading Formulas

Readability formulas attempt to quantify and measure what are basically
unquantifiable characteristics in a text: style, level of abstraction,
difficulty of ideas (Dale and Chall 1948; Flesch 1950; Klare 1952,
1963).

More than thirty readability formulas are cited by Klare (1963). They

are based on the following criteria:

a. word factor
1) word length
2) word familiarity
3) grammatical classification

b. sentence length

It is claimed that these formulas are fairly accurate in rating texts
according to grade level. Klare (1963) cites evidence of formula validity
from three sources: comparison with Difficulty Indices on criterion passages,
high correlations between formula scores on the same passage, and studies

relating formula scores to some outside criteria of readability.
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Bormuth (1966) claims:

a single readability formula can be usd to predict
difficulty for subjects at almost any level of reading
ability. (p. 126)
He reports high correlations between readability formulas and cloze
passages,

The formula that was chosen to be used in this study is the Flesch

Reading Ease Resdablity Formula (Klare 1963, pp. 23, 58-59). This formula

is cited as being often used, easily applied, and having much research

data available. The equation for this formula is as follows:

wl

the number of syllables per 100 words

sl the average number of words per sentence

This formula was applied to the first 100 words of each of the texts used
in this study.
Readability formulas, however, deal only with the surface structure
of a text (for discussion of disadvantages, see below D.1., pp. 79-83).
The underlying textual relations between ideas in the text can be measured
other ways, especially since formulas are not very reliable on the advanced level, "
A variety of methods will be used in this study to evaluate text
readability, We will begin by discussing discourse analysis. Like the
readability formulas, discourse analysis can be used to examine segments

of text larger than the sentence. Unlike formulas, which reduce the
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readability of a text to a single number representing a grade level,
discourse analysis is a technique'whereby a text can be described in terms

of various conceptual and structural elements.

B, TEXT ORGANIZATION: DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

1. The Realization of Meaning as Text

a. Meaning -- Speech Act Theory

1) Utterances

Meanings are communicated by utterances, which are defined by Fries
(1954) as "the total span of talk of one person in a single conversation
or discourse." Here the meaning of discourse is limited to a single
exchange in conversation. Llater linguists (Coulthard 1977, Widdowson 1978,
1979) speak of discourse as a series or sequence of utterances.

According to Corder (1973),

utterances ... are situationally conditioned realizations

of sentences. (p. 91)

Take, for example, the following sentence from Text 2 (see Appendix

B):

(1) Last year the world's population passed 4 billion.
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This sentence could be encountered either as a single independent utterance,
or as part of an utterance in a larger context.
The linguistic meaning of utterances, according to Fries (1954), has

two components: lexical and structural. Examining our sample sentence

as a complete utterance, we find its meaning both from the individual
. word meanings and from the relations among these words in the sentence

framework. Set in a different order, the same words would have a different

(nonsense) effect:

The 4 billion population passed the world's last year.

. Thus both lexical end structural meanings are vital to comyrehension. Moreover, an

utterance contains both propositionsl content and illocutionary force (see 2) Propositions

ard 3) Illocutionary Acts below).

2) Propositions

Van Dijk (1980} defines propositions as "conceptual structures that are tre minimal
bearers of truth or satisfaction" (p. 207). Clark and Clark (1977) nots that propositional
content is also called "ideational content" with one of three basic functions: to denote
states or events; to denote facts aboui states or events; or to qualify parts of other
propositions" (p. 29). For our sample sentence (1) above, the function of the propositional

content is to denote a fact about the mumber of people in the world last year.
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3) Illocutionary Acts

The term "1llocutionary act" in the lexicon of discourse analysis originated with
Austin (1962) and Searle (1968, 1969). Soue present day linguists equate illocutionary
acts with speech acts (3rown 1976, Levy 1979, Bever and Townsend 1979), but speech acts
usually appear in social contexts, whereas illocutionary acts often refer to written disc

Illocutionary force is seen by Widdowson (1979) to be the realization
of the "meaning potential' of the proposition expressed.

Thus the illocutionary force of a particular utterance
is seen to be a functional reflection of its intrinsic
linguistic form. (p. 127)
Illocutionary force may also be considered as the function of speech acts
(Brown 1976).

Looking again at our sample sentence (1), we may find a wide variety
of possible illocutionary forces for this sentence, depending on the whole
utterance or wider context. The sentence may be a dry statement of fact,
a comparison between last year and previous years, a warning of impending
danger, the cause for some effect mentioned elsewhere in the text, ete.
The illocutionary force of an utterance depends on the writer's
intention,

Together, propositional content and illocutionary force constitute
the message of an utterance. According to Schlesinger (1977), "There are
two aspects to the message conveyed by a speaker": the propositional
contexts and communicative considerations including illocutionary force

(p. 79). Widdowson (1979) explains:
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One needs to recognize that linguistic structures are
expressive of certain propositions on the one hand and
that they count as performances of certain illocutionary
acts on the other. (pp. 119-120)

4) Discourse

Discourse has been defined by Marshall and Glock (1978-79) as "the
linguistic term used to define any utterance, regardless of length, that
is a complete unit of meaning and has cohesion or unity" (p. 14).

Widdowson (1978) explains how discourse involves propositions or
illocutionary acts:

The description of discourse involves in part the way
propositions combine to form an ongoing development: but
it also involves accounting for the illocutionary acts
these propositions are used to perform, and how they are
related to each other. (p. 27)

The deep structure of a message (referred to by Marshall and Glock
(1978-79) as the semantic structure), defined as a sequence of utterances,
can be analyzed either as a sequence of propositions or as as sequence of
illocutionary acts; in each case the sequence of units is seen as discourse.
Both the propositional content and the illocutionary force of a text are
taken into account in a full analysis of discourse (Cicourel, 1980, p.
102). On the level of surface structure, however, we have sequences of
sentences which combine into texts (van Dijk 1972, Coulthard 1977, Widdowson
1978 and 1979). This dichotomy between deep and surface structure is also
made by Halliday (1978)¢ "Meaning is encoded as wording; and wording, in

turn, as speaking or writing" (p. 208). Thus meaning on the deep level
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becomes encoded and finally emerges on the surface level as speaking or

writing.

b. Meanings Encoded as Text

1) Text

The term text has been defined in a number of ways. According to
Halliday and Hasan (1976), "Any piece of language that is operational,
functioning as a unity in some context of situation, constitutes a text"
(p. 293). Halliday (1978) describes a text as:

a «ind of 'supersentence,' a linguistic unit that is in
principle greater in size than a sentence but of the
same kind. (p. 109)

Beaugrande (1980) defines a text not as a series of single sentences,
but as "meaningful configurations of language intended to communicate" (p.
1). He continues by saying that a text is an "actual system" (p. 16)
created from the potential language system. In the same vein, Halliday
and Hasan (1976) explain: "A text does not CONSIST OF senternces, it is
REALIZED BY, or encoded in, sentences" (p. 2). Halliday (1978) is more

specific:
A text is 'what is meant', selected from the total set
of options that constitute what can be meant. In other

words, text can be defined as actualized meaning potential.
(p. 109)
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2) Meanings and Their Surface Manifestations

on the discourse Jevel
A distinction is often made between meanings,(e.g., ideas, utterances,

propositions, deep structure) and their surface forms or manifestations
or +ty?s
in sentencesA(Brown 1976, p. 387; Wilkins 1976, p. 10).

In a written text, utterances are realized in sentences. There is
no one~to-one correspondence, however, between one utterance and one
sentence (Brom 1976, Coulthard 1977, Clark and Clark 1977, Widdowson 1978
and 1979). (See above B.1.b.1), Text, p. 25.) Van Dijk (1972) explains

the differences clearly:

Notice however that SENTENCES, strictly speaking,
are formal constructs of grammar and not empirical
entities .... 1n performance sSpeakers are dealing with
UTTERANCES, However, there are no a priori or empirical
reasons for maintaining that the formal linguistic unit
underlying such utterances should necessarily be the
sentence .... As a matter of fact we know that most
utterances 'consist of' more than one uttered sentence,
viz. a sequence of sentences. Such sequences are often
referred to as 'discourse' or ‘'pieces of discourse'. (p.

3)

In this study we will preserve this distinction between sentences and

utterances.
Propositions, like utterances, are expressed by sentences (Grimes
1971, Wilkins 1976, Clark and Clark 1977, Widdowson 1978 and 1979, Marshall
and Glock 1978-79, van Dijk 1980). Similarly, there is no one-to-one
correspondence between one proposition and one sentence. A sentence may
contain more than one preposition, or conversely, a series of more than
ore sentence may form a proposition. In our analysis we distinguish, therefore, between

s disccurse level of meaning (propositional content and illocutionary foree of each

L utterance) end the surface structure of a gst (realized in sentences). <
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3) Alternative Versions of Text

In view of the notion that a text is an expression or a representation
of propositions and illocutionary acts that are present at the level of
deep structure. we may assume that different texts, representing alternative
versions of a discourse, may be written. In other words, potentially,
there are a number of texts that may be written to express the same ideas
(Halliday 1971, Brown 1976, Lyons 1977, van Dijk and Kintsch 1977, Widdocwson
1980, Schnotz 1983). That is, alternative texts can be written containing
the same propositions. Illocytionary acts, however, may differ,
derending cn the placement of the propositions in the text.

Referring to Halliday's textual function of language, Widdowson (1980)
explains that it is:

the means whereby the language user organizes propo3itional
content so that it is effectively conveyed ..... 1its
business is to provide alternative versions of propositions
so that they are appropriate to the state of shared
knowledge ... at a particular point in an interaction.
(p. 236)

In other words, there is no one~to-one correspondence between the
ideas of the discourse, on the deep level, and their expression or realization

in the sentence of the text, on the surface level. Moreover, some text

versions may be more readable than others. (See below D.3.c.2) The Technique

of 'Doctoring' Texts, p. 92-93.)
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4) Text vs. Context

Thus we have a dichotomy between the discourse, or deep level meanings
(i.e., concepts, notions, ideas) and their expression or realization as
text on the surface level (Allen and Widdowson 1974). According to van
Dijk (1980), the former has contextual relevance and the latter has textual
relevance:

An element of a text is textually relevant if it is

relevant with respect to other elements of the text and

contextually relevant if it is relevant to elements of

the coomunicative context (e.g., the pragmatic context),

the cognitive context, or the social context. (p. 249)
By this definition, contextual relevance includrs non-linguistic as well
as linguistic elements. This definition, however, is by no means accepted
by all linguists (ef. Leech 1974, Halliiday and Hasan 1976 1).

On the one hana, the use of alternative doctored text versions is
based on the assumption that this distinction between the ideas in the
text and the sentences through which these ideas are realized is valid.z
On the other hand, when discussing a word in context, it is customary to
refer to the words in the sentence which precede and/or follow the word
in question. Thus, when applying linguistic theories to students' reading
comprehension, one would be likely to deal primarily with the surface
structure of the text. For this reason, in this study we will use the
word "context" to include both the surface level structure and the deep

level meaning.
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One point that is agreed upon by linguists i{s that the meaning of a
word, phrase, sentence, or discourse is affected by the context (Leech
1974, van Dijk and Kintsch 1977, Candlin et al. 1978, Widdowson 1979,
Cicourel 1980). In vew of this fact, it makes sense to extend the analysis
of discourse beyond the sentence level. In this way one can focus on che

relations between sentences and paragraphs, and on the structure of the

“sentence function® will apply +o the Seakmee

text as a whole, Here the durm whole- 1t Jevels,

tevel, and “illocutionary Fra’ will relek torba parayreph and

5) Beyond the Sentence

Discourse analysis beyond the sentence level began with Harris (1952).

Van Dijk (1972) also states that "sentence-based descriptions of the
structures underlying utterances are inadequate" (p. 3). Meyer (1975)
criticizes Chomsky for stopping at the sentence level:

What is needed is an analysis procedure that classifies

ideas in a passage not as subjects or verbs of individuatl

sentences, hut according to their role in conveying the

total meaning of the passage. (p. 17)

This analysis procedure is discourse analysis. One of the focuses of

discourse analysis is the "topic" or "theme" of a text.
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6) Topic, Theme, Paragraph-Level Conczpts

The well-known terms "topic™ and "comment®™ are defined by van Dijk

(1980):

the notion of topic of a sentence is usually defi~ed in
terms of information thet is already introduced ...,
already supposed by the speaker to be known to the hearer
or otherwise §1ven or started from. The comment, then
expresses or 'is' the information in the sentence that
gives new, unknown, unpredictable, etc., information in
relation to the topical information. (p. 94)

Topic . . . i3 2 semantic or a semantic-pragmatic notion.
Second, a topic is not merely part of the semantic
structure of a sentence but rather a function assigned
to part of the semantic representation of a sentence.
In other words, that part of the semantic representation
that has a certain function is called the topic or has
topic function. The same obtains for the notion of
comment. (p. 95)

Wnat some linguists call "topic™ may also be called "theme" by others.
It may be based on surface structure and s2quence (i.e., the first part
of the sentence), as discussed by Halliday (1967, 1974, 1977) and the
Prague-School's linguists who emphasize functional sentence perspective
(see Danes 1974, Palkova and Palek 1377). Or *theme" may be defined in
terms of ideas and contentj Crothers (1979) defines "theme" as a term
meaning "the propositions most central to the text's development™ (p. 8).
thafe (1972), Grimes (1975), and Crothers (1979) draw a distinction between

"theme™ and its surface manifestation, if any, the "topic." It appears,

howaver, that what they call "theme™ is what van Dijk terms "topic."
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To avoid confusion, we will not use either the terms "topic" or
“theme," because we are not interested in researching the topic- comment,
theme-rheme, topic-theme distinctions. Instead, in this study we will use

a global term, pa-agraph-level concepts, to refer to the major areas of

propositional content, or macro-propositions, appearing in the text.

Paragraph-level concepts will include both topic and comment, both theme

and rhe:e,

7) Implication and Inference

Another level of meaning that extenis beyond the sentence is implication.
Whereas the writer "implies" ideas, the reader "infers" them. Hence,
implication and inference may be seen as two aspects of the same
process.

Crothers (1979) defines implication in the following way:

Implication is the general term we will use here
to include presuppositions, premises, and consequents
+s+0+ The reason for seekirg any one term at all is to

contrast these three categories with purely referential
inference of propositions. (p. 17)

Brown (1976) states:

in combination with the explicit text, ic forms the
complete, intended content of the speech act. Thus, the
"presupposed text" is the direct embodiment of the
relevant "context" of a language act." (pp. 338-339)
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Widdowson (1979) goes so far as to give more importance to the
implicit than to the overtly stated proposition in the text:
With certain kinds of sentence, tﬁe overtly expressed
proposition carries with it an additional covert proposition
as a necessary concomitant. This second, covert proposition
is said to be presupposed. (p. 120) . . . it {3 these

covert, presupposed, propositions which control whether
or not a sequence of sentences makes cohesive discourse.

(p. 123)

Other linguists (Jakobovits 1970, Brown 1976, van Dijk and Kintsch
1977) agree that meaning or propositional content is implied or encoded
in text, and that this meaning may be expressed in a number of ways. It
is also agreed that the context determining the interpretation of a
particular word or sentence may extend beyond the level of the single
sentence. In fact, sentence boundaries are not necessarily relevant to
propositional content.

Finally, it is agreed that meanings may be expressed both overtly and
covertly. This study will examine whether the implication(s) of a sentence
change(s) if it appears in another part of the text (i.e., if the order
of the sentences is changed so that the context of certain sentences is

different). (See below C.2.b.1)b) Order of Information: Sequencing of

Propositions (Given/New}, pp. 62-68.)
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2. Coherence
a., Definitions

Coherence i3 not any easy term to dafine because there is disagreement
as to its nature. Some linguists, in fact, attribute to it many of the
characteristics of what we shall later refer to as Cohesion (See below
B.3.a., pp. 39-U0), and some linguists talk about Cohesion wﬁen they refer
to what we will call Coherence. Nevertheless, there is some consensus
among many linguists. In this study, we shall use the definition given

by Langleben (1981):

Coherence in its up-to-date sense is the capacity
of a text to be consistent and interpretable. Any text
that is perceived as meaningful is also presupposed to
be a coherent one. The meaningfulness of a text is
apparently dependent on its coherency [sic] to such an
extent that the latter seems to be the most influential
factor contributing to the comprehension of the text.

(p. 280)

This definition is not quite complete, however. Brown (1976) includes
the

speaker and the hearer in his definition:

the semantic linking which is the basis of discourse
coherence and structure is referred back to its obvious
source in meaning-choices made by speakers performing
definite speech acts.... Hearers will recognize the
discourse which results from such speech as unified by
virtue of shared semantic content: propositional, modal
and {llocutionary content, respectively. Thus we define
discourse coherence &3 a function of shared semantic
content. (pp. 265-66)
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Beaugrande (1980) continues the definition by including the means by which
coherence is achieved:

COHERENCE subsumes the procedures whereby elements
of KNOWLEDGE are activated such that their CONCEPTUAL
CONNECTIVITY is maintained and made recoverable. The
means of coherence include: (1) logical relations such
as causality and class inclusion; (2) knowledge of how
events, actions, objects, and situations are organized;
and (3) the striving for continuity in human experience.
(p. 19)

Elsewhere Beaugrande (1980a) states that coherence rests on a recurrence
of semantic components, e.g., "semantic components" or "propositions" (p.
290).

Van Dijk (1980) enumerates the conditions by which sentences or
propositions are connected or cohere. These conditions include: cause/reason,
result/consequence, explanation, introduction, relations such as
general-particular and whole-part, knowledge of the world (i.e., the ability
to infer meanings from the text). More specifically, van Dijk explains
that in a coherent text, certain speech acts are homogeneous, or 'belong
together'. (p. 181)

Less formally, Widdowson (1979) explains that coherence includes both
illocutionary connections and propositions (what communication and _}'_x&v( the
communication is achieved) (pp. 146-147),

Van Dijk (1972) stresses that coherence accounts for the connectedness
of discourse:

The formal concept of text, then, must account for

the important empirical notion of COHERENCE: a native
speaker '18 able to produce and interpret an utterance
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'as a whole', that is as a 'piece of CONNECTED discourse',
and not merely as a linearly ordered set J»f discrete
grammatical sentences. (p. 3)
The most concrete definition of coherence is given by Canale (1982):

"the organization and unity of ideas in context" (p. 1). Coherence,

according to Canale, consists of four conditions:

(1) development -~ a sense of direction and order of presentation

of ideas

(2) continuity -~ consistency of facts, opinion and writer
perspective, as well as reference to previously mentioned ideas and i

the relevance of newly introduced ones

(3) balance -- relative emphasis accorded each idea (main or

supporting)

(4) completeness -- the degree to which the ideas are sufficient to

provide a thorough discourse (p. 6)

These four conditions work at both micro-levels (between sentences and
within a paragraph) and macro-levels (across paragraphs).

In this study we will focus on condition (1) the sequencing of ideas.
Experimenting with this condition, however, we will also touch on conditions

(2) and (3). Condition (4) will not be considered here since it is not

an experimental variable but a given condition, common to all the experimental

texts,
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Returning to our sample sentence (see above B.1.a.1) Utterances, pp.
21-22), we will put it into context:
1. The population threat must be faced . . . for what
it inevitably is: a central determinant of man's
future,
2. Last year the world's population passed 4 billion.
3. Unless there is a holocaust brought on by man or
nature, the world's population will continue to
increase.
This is an example of a text or a plece of connected discourse. It presents
a problem, the threat of overpopulation, and implies a solution, man's
awareness of this problem and his responsiblity for stopping its spread.
The three sentences are linked by their common approach to the subject of
population control. The type of text is argumentative expository prose.
These sentences are part of a larger text. If the position of these
sentences is changed so that they do not appear consecutively but intermingled
with other sentences in the text, it is reasonable to expect that both the
balance of ideas and the continuity of facts and writer's perspective will

be affected., Whether this change also affects difficulty of reading

comprehension will be one of the factors investigated in this study,

b. Micro-level and Macro-level Analyses

Linguists speak of two levels of coherence: local or micro-level and

global or macro-leve1.3 Van Dijk (1931) explains the difference

clearly:
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We distinguish between two kinds of coherence, viz.
local and global coherence. Local coherence is defined
for (pairwise) relations between sentences of a textual
sequence. Global coherence is defined in terms of
(operations on) whole sets of sentences, e.g. for the
discourse as a whole. Glubal coherence is also known,
in more intuitive terms, as the 'theme', 'upshot', or
'gist! of a discourse or a passage of the discourse. It
is made explicit in terms of semantic macrostructures.
These are derived from sequences of text by so-called
macro-rules, which delete or select information
(propositions), generalize, or construct more embracing
propositions, (p. 268)

Baten (1981) explains the distinction in grammatical and lexical terms:

An analysis of 'micro-level' involves an analysis
of the word, clause, or sentence level, i.e., the
micro-elements. A 'macro-level' analysis focuses not
only on macro-structures, i.e., a paragraph or a text,
but also on various features from the perspective of the

whole discourse (e.g., lexical chains in a text). (p,
20)

Kintsch (1977) explains the usefulness of macro-analysis:

It is insufficient to represent the meaning of a text
proposition~-by-proposition; these propositions must be
organized into some overall structures, which is the
macro-structure of the text. It {s necessary to assume
the existence of this processing stage, because without
it we have no means of dealing with such important

concepts as the gist of a text, or its summary. (p.
35)

Van Dijk (1980) also includes summaries and paraphrases as macro- structures.

(p. 100)

At this point it is possible to redefine texts and coherence in teras
of macro-structures, Using the terms micro~ and macro-structure, Baten

(1981) gives this definition of coherence:
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According to Van Dijk (1977 c¢), text coherence means
that a) the denoted facts in a text are related (linear
coherence), and b) these relations must be relative to
a topic of discourse (global coherence). Furthermore,
the coherence of this over-all organization of the text
can be represented by a set of macro-propositions.
Macro-propositions are, in short, assignments of global
meanings and references of the text under examination.
(p. 118)

In our sample utterance (see above B.2.b., Definitions, pp. 33- 36),

the micro=level analysis would deal with the sentence sequence of:

1. writer's warning (and implied solution),
2. fact supporting writer's argument,

3. one unacceptable solution (implying that there are
other, better ways to solve the problem)

On the macro-level, the topic would be the problem ot population
control.

The theories on the functioning of macro-structures have direct bearing
on the effect of changing the order or sequencing of sentences in a text
to obtain a fairly readable text version. We are not speaking of 3crambling
a text beyond recognition, but of changing the order to obtain an alternative,

acceptable version of the text. (See below C.2.h.1)a)2), Concentration

of Informationt Chunking / Macrostructures / Superordinates, pp. 60~

62.)
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3. Cohesion

a. Definitions

In this study, the definition of Cohesion is essentially the one given

by Halliday and Hasan (1976):

Cohesion refers to the range of possiblities that exist
for linking something with what has gone before. Since
this linking is achieved through relations in MEANING ,
« « » what 18 in question i3 the set of meaning relations
vhich function in this way: the semantic resources which
are drawn on for the purpose of creating text . . . .
Wwe have to show how sentences; which are structurally
independent of one another, may be linked together through
particular features of their interpretation; and it is
for this that the concept of cohesion is required. (p.
10)

According to Halliday and Hasan, there are two elements involvesd in cohesion:
the presupposed element ("referent") and the presupposing element ("reference
item" or "thc item") (p. 4). Cohesive relations are not limited to sentence

bowdaries (pp. 7-9)y. For example, we w2y change our sample utterance 3

(see above B.2.a., Definitions, p. 36) from:

Unless there is a holocaust . . . the world's population
will continue to increase.

Unless there is a holocaust . . . it will continue to
increase.

The presupposed element the world's population is referred to by the

presupposing element it.
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Cohesion is overtly signalled by such markers as it, so, and yet

(Halliday and Hasan 1976). In Grimes' words (1978), cohesion

has to do with the means of introducing new information
and of keeping track of old information, rather than
with what the content of the new or old information
actually is. (p. 113).

In other words, cohesion occupies itself with the siznalling more than

with the message.

Beaugrande (1980) stresses the element of surface structure:

COHESION subsumes the procedures whereby SURFACE

elements appear as progressive occurrences such that
their SEQUENTIAL CONNECTIVITY is maintained and made

recoverable. (p. 19)
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b. Cohesion vs. Coherence

In the theoretical literature, the terms coherence and cohesion

overlap. Part of what Kintsch and van Dijk (1978) and van Dijk (1980) call
"coherence" (i.e., the "reference" component of semantics) is in fact what
Halliday and Hasan (1976) term "cohesion" (van Dijk 1977 ¢, Note 1, p. X
126). To confuse matters even more, Crothers (1979) states that coherence ‘
and cohesion are identical (p. 1). Gutwinski (1976), on the other hand,
has decided to avoid the term "coherence®™ altogether even thcy |, he is
discussing the same phenomenon, and uses oniy the term "cohesion."
In an attempt to clarify matters, we wish to point out some areas

where cohesion and coherence, as defined in this study, are different.

', Coheilon is the overt relationship between propositions

espressed through sentences. Where we recognize that

there is a relationship between the illccutionary acts

which propositions, not always overtly linked, are being

used to perform, then we are perceiving the coherence
of ihe discourse. (Wigdowscn 1978, pp. 28-29)

(See al » Levy 1979, p. 1843 Widdowson 1979, p. 145;
Langleben 1981, p. 280, pp. 2%9-288)

2, One can trace propositional devel.pment through
cohesion and illocutionary development through coherence.
(Widdowson 1978, p. 30)

3. Language can be cohesive (i.e., contain linking words)
without being coherent (i.e., making sense). (Widdowson
1978, p. U5)

Note: The converse is also true: language can be
coherent without being cohesive (i.e., containing no
overt markers of cohesion).

4, Cohesion is one aspect of coherence (van Dijk 1977
c, Note 1, p. 126; Baten 1981, pp. 66-67; Langleben 1981,
p. 280)
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Thus Beaugrande (1980) says:
cohesive devices . . . do not make the text coherent;

the prior assumption that the text is c¢oherent makes
these devices useful. (p. 134)

This distinction between cohesion and coherence is well explained by

Carrell (1982):

Cohesion is not the cause of coherence; if anything,
it's the effect of coherence. A coherent text will
likely be cohesive, not of necessity, but as a result
of that coherence. Bonding an incoherent text together
won't make it coherent, only cohesive. (p. 486)

recognizing that a text is about an example of a class
of situation makes possible the complete processing of
the cohesive elements in that text. If a reader does
not have, or fails to access, the appropriate background
schema underlying the text, all the cohesive ties in the
world won't help tha text cohere for that reader. (p.
485)

Widdowson (1979) distinguishes between cohesion p;'ocedures. where the
propositional development can be traced by looking at anaphora, thematization,
and grammatical cohesion, on the one hand, and coherence, where the language
user is aware of 1llocutionary connections in the expression of particular

propositions, on the other hand. Tierney and Mosenthal (1981) have shown

cohesion and coherence to be unrelated factors in a text.
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¢c. Means of Cohesion

Acrording to Halliday and Hasan (1976},

cohesion is expressed partly through the grammar and

partly through the vocabulary. (p. 5)
Halliday and Hasan refer to two types of cohesion: grammatical and lexical,
although they admit that

there is no hard-and-fast division between vocabulary

and grammar. (p. 5)
They subdivide grammatical cohesion into the categories of reference (e.g.,
anaphora), substitution, ellipsis, and conjunction, and they subdivide
lexical cohesion into the categories of general items, superordinate
relationships, repetition, synonymy, and collocation.

Although other definitions and categorizations of cohesion exist

(Qirk et al. 1972, Lyons 1977, Beaugrande 1980, van Dijk 1980), this study

will vork with the one given by Halliday and Hasan (1976).

d. Grammatical Cohesion -~ Anaphora

1) Reference

a) Exophoric Reference

Exophoric reference is situational (Halliday and Hasan 1976, p. 33).
It takes us outside the text altogether and is therefore not cohesive

(Halliday and Hasan 1976, p. 18). Fer the purposes of this study, however,
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I have decided to include examples of exophora together with other examples

of grammatical cohesion.

b) Endophoric Reference

Endophoric reference, being based on the text itself, is cohesive.
There are two kinds of endophoric reference: anaphora and cataphora.
Anaphora 1is the form of reference or presupposition that points back to
some previous ftems in the text (Halliday and Hasan 1976, p. 1l4; Grimes

1978, p. 125). Cataphora is the form of reference which points forward

to an item not yet stated (Halliday and Hasan 1976, p. 17; Grimes 1978,
p. i26).

The grammatical cohesive items Jiscussed in this study have been
categorized differently by different linguists. Halliday and Hasan (1976)

discuss three types of reference: personal (e.g., he, her, it, their),

demonstrative (e.g., this, these, that, those), and comparative (e.g.,

jdentical, same, such, other, else). (This study limits itself to an

investigation of the effects of only the first two, personal and demonstrative
reference because they appear frequently in texts. Comparative references
being much rarer, it would be difficult to draw meaningful conclusions
without sufficient data in this limited study.)

In addition to the above items, a text often contains groups of

cohesive chains (Hallid~y and Hasan 1976, p. 15) (e.g.: Humor . . . a sense

of the comic . . . 4t ., . it . . . ). Baten (1981, p. 68) calls tnis
phenomenon "cohesive harmony." This study will also examine the effect

of cohesive chains on reading comprehension.
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2) Substitution

Substitution is a device for abbreviating and avoiding repetition
(Quirk et al. 1972).‘ Halliday and Hasan {1976) speak of nominal substitution

(e.g., one/ones, the same, so), verbal substitution (e.g., do, bz, have),

and clausal substitution (e.g., So, not). The categorization of substitutes
refers to the three forms of noun, verb, and clause substitution.

Let us examine some sentences from Text 2 (See Appendix B).

example (1): Original Version

An increase in the education of women tends to lower
fertility to a greater extent than a similar increase
in the education of men.

example (2): Doctored Version

An increase in the education of women tends to lower
fertility to a greater extent that it does in the education
of men. :

In the second example the word it substitutes for the noun phrase an

increase in the education, and the word does substitutes for the verb

phrase tends to lower fertility. One quest.on asked in this study is

whether either of these two versions is easier for EFL learners to read.
3) Ellipsis

Like substitution, ellipsis is "an abbreviating device that reduces
redundancy" (Quirk et al., 1972, p. 537). They describe ellipsis in the

following way:
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Ellipsis is a purely surface phenomenon . . . .
Words are ellipted only if they are uniquely recoverable,
i.e, there is no doubt as to what words are to be supplied,
and it is possible to add the recovered words to the
sentence. (p. 536)

A major use of ellipsis is the avoidance of repetition,
and in this respect it Js like substitution, whish —un
often be used instead of ellipsis. (p. 537)

Halliday and Hasan (1976) explain ellipsis by contrasting it with

substitution:

H~-e, the word more is understood as meaning: more money.

An elliptical item is one which, as it were, leaves
specific structural slots to be filled from elsewhere.
This is exactly the same as presupposition by substitution,
except in substitution an explicit ‘counter' is used,
eg: one or do, as a place-marker for vhat is presupposed,
whereas in ellipsis nothing is inserted into the slot.
That is why we say that ellipsis can be regarded as
substitution by zero. (p. 143)

An example of ellipsis appears in Text 3:

How much money a person needs . , . will vary . « . .
Tn general, more is needed with each passing year.

however, is omitted. This omission is called "ellipsis."

nominal, verbal, and clausal categories.
category were found by the researcher in the experimental texts used in

this study, that all these are condensed into a single category called

Halliday and Hasan (1976) divide ellipsis, 1ike substitution, into

ellipsis.

39

The word money,

However, so few examples of each
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e, Lexical Cohesion -~ Reiteration

"alliday and Hasan (1976) distinguish betieen grammatical and lexical

cohesion in the following way:

Reference, substitution and ellipsis are clearly
gramatical, in that they involve closed systems: simple
options of presence or absence, and systems such as those
of person, number, proximity and degree of comparison.
Lexical cohesion is, as the name implies, lexical; it
involves a kind of choice that is open-ended, the selection
of a lexical item that is in some way related to one
occurring previously. (p. 303)

Halliday and Hasan (1976) define reiteration in the following
manner $

Reiteration is a form of lexical cohesion which
involves the repetition of a lexical item at one end of
the scale; and a number of things in between -= the use
of a synonym, near-synonym, or superordinate . . . one
lexical item refers back to another, to which it is
related by having a common referent. (p. 278)

Four subcategories of reiteration are discussed:

1. the same word

2. a synonym Oor near-synonym
3. a superordinate

4, a general word

These subcategories are exemplified in the following sentences:

1. He found what he thought might be an interesting
pamphlet on the shelves. Upon inspection, however, the
pamphlet turned out to contain irrelevant material.
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2. He found . . . pamphlet ., ., . the booklet . . . . |
3. He found . . . pamphlet . . . the publication . . .
4, He found . . . pamphlet . . . Lhe material turned out
to be irrelevant.
In these examples the word pamphlet is first repeated, then replaced by a
synonym, a superordinate, and finally by a general word.
The distinctions between categories are not always clear and obvious,
however. The general noun is considered part of lexical cohesion.
Nevertheless, it is not very different from the pronoun (see above B.3.d.,

Grammatical Cohesion, pp. 43-4€).

Halliday and Hasan (1976) explain the class of general noun in the

following way:

On the borderline between grammatical and lexical
cohesion is the cohesive function of the class of GENERAL
NOUN, We can speak about a borderline here because a
general noun is itself a borderline case between a lexical
item (member of an open set) and a grammatical item
(member of a closed system) . . . examples: people,
person, man, woman, child, creature, thing, object,
stuff, business, affair, matter, move, place, question,
idea. (p. 276)

This listing is similar to the reiteration category called lexical cohesion

by other linguists (Leech 1974, p. 100; Gutwinski 19763 Lyons 1977).

f. Boundaries between Grammatical and Lexical Cohesion

After having identified, defined, and categorized grammatical and

lexical cohesion, I would like to add a word of caution. The distinctions
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may be theoretically clear, but they tend to become blurred when one applies
them to actual texts. As some linguists have explained (Cruse 1975,
Halliday and Hasan 1976), boundaries are not always hard-and-fast, and
therefore categorizations are not precise in the absolute sense. There
may be some disagreement among linguists when categorizing markers of

coherence and cohesion.

4, Reading and the Extra-Textual World -- Pragmatics

Reading a text involves more than lexico-grammatical, linguistic
meaning. It also entails knowledgze of what has been called the social-
cultural meaning (Fries 1954), the social system (Halliday 1978, p. 79),
the social context or semiotic structure (Halliday 1978, pp. 110, 122),
the physical and social situation of speaker and hearer (Winograd 1977,
p. 75), situationality (Beaugrande 1980, p. 20), the real world (Candlin
et al., 1978, p. 196) == in other words, what is generally known as the
pragmatic meaning of a text.

Pragmatics includes the pragmatic meaning and speech act / illocutionary
force of an utterance (Widdowson 1979, p. 123; van DPijk 1980, p. 175, and

1981, p. 21) -- which together express the writer's intention (Bever and

Townsend 1979, p. 169).
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Lt of Feadurss Drcluded in
5. Model of Discourse

At this point in the study, we propose a model for the description

iscourse (i.e., reading) with the aid of which we can explain how

writers express their ideas and readers discern meaning in the text.

LIST of FEATMRES JWCLUDED |/
MODEL OF DISCOURSE

a. Non-Linguistic Elements: situational-semantic components --
propositional content
1) reader's contextual frame(s)
a) subject matter
b) paragraph-level concepts: real-world
information (Obvious/Implied)
2) writer's intention

b. Linguistic System: functional-semantic components --
propositional development
1) Coherence (little or no overt signalling)
a) concentration of information: micro-propositions,
macro=propositions
b) order of information: sequencing of propositions
(Given/New)
¢) interpreting information: speech acts/
illocutionary acts/ sentence functions/
rhetorical functions
2) Cohesion (overt signalling)
a) grammatical
b) 1lexical
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This model is based on the work of Halliday and Hasan (1976), van
Dijk (1976), and Widdowson (1978). The model proposed here is not meant
as an integrated combination of the theories of all three linguists. Rather,
it is a working plan in which those features believed to be especially
relevant to the purposes of this research were selected and modified.

Having presented a model of discourse, we now wish to explain how it
applies to the reading process. First, we will show how the reading process
is defined and described in the literature. Then we will explain the
connection between the model of discourse, the reading process, and reading
difficulty for both native readers and students of English as a Foreign

Language (EFL).
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TAE_READING COMPREHENSION PROCESS

reading is defined.

reconstruction of meaning"™ (p. u46).

Glock 1978-79, Gormam 1979, Neufeld and Webb 1981).

Reading Defined

In general terms, there is agreement in the literature about how

basic definition (Robinsen 1960, Freedle and Carroll 1972, Marshall and

mora specifically on the problems involved in this definition:

The cormonly accepted definition of comprehension
is that it is the process of apprehending the "meaning"®
of something -~ the "meaning" of a word, of a phrase or
idiom, of a sentence, or of a longer discourse. This
implies that in order to assess the comprehension of a
given segment of a verbal message, we must identify the
"meaning™ that is to be comprehended. The identification
of meaning is a difficult and tangled problem. (p. 10)

Smith (1976) gives a differently phrased definition, focusing on the

Information is the reduction of uncertainty by the
elimination of alternatives. (p. 16)

This definition suggests why the extraction of meaning is so complicated.

Thorndike (1917) likens it to solving a problem in mathematics:

Understanding a paragraph is .ike solving a problem
in mathematics. It consists in selecting the right
elements of the situation and putting them together in
the right relations, and also with the right amount of
weight or influence or force for each. The mind is
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According to Goodman (1972), "Reading is the

Other researchers agree with this

Carroll (1972) comments
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assailed as it were by every word in the paragraph. It
must select, repress, soften, emphasize, correlate and |
organize, all under the influence of the right mental |
set or purpose or demand. (p. 329)

In this sense reading may be defined as "a disambiguating process"
(Schlesinger 1977) or "the way in which ambiguity is resolved in an attempt
to derive meaning"” (Neufeld and Webb 1981, p. 2).

Focusing on the reader, Smith (1976) defines comprehension as "the
interpretation of experience; relating new information to what is already
known" (p. 240). This definition introduces another factor into the reading

process: the notions of given and new are added to the decision-making

process of the reader.
Shifting the responsibility of the reading process further in the

direction of the reader, Sanford and Garrod (1981) state:

The ultimate goal in understanding a piece of discourse

is to relate it to some hypothetical or real state of

the world -- in other words, to determine to what it is

that discourse refers . . . . Finally, reading depends

upon the attitude and competence of the reader. (pp.

187-188)

As Carrell (1982) explains, the relation between text and reader is

the basis for schema theory:

Schema theory maintains that processing a text is an
interactive process between the text and the prior
background knowledge or memory schemata of the listener
or reader. (p. 482)
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The concept of "schema"™ is concisely deseribed by Cicourel (1980):

A schema refers to a data structure by which generic
concepts stored in memory can be represented. (p.
118)

Thus the definitions of reading range from emphsasis of the text, on the
one hand, to emphasis of the reader, on the other. In this study, both

aspects will be examined.

2. Factors Involved in the Reading Process

There are basically two sets of factors involved in the reading
process: on the one hand, it involves the ret of non-linguistic elements
centered in the reader and the writer, and on the other hand, it involves
the set of linguistic elements in a text. This dichotomy has been recognized
by many researchers (Klare 1963 and 1976; Nile 1963; Schlesinger 1968,
1977; Gilliland 1970; Freedle and Carroll 1972; Macworth 1972; Olson 1972;
Strang 1972; Thorndyke 1976, 1979; Perfetti and Lesgold 1977; Fishman 1978;

Widdowson 1978, 1979, and 1980; Marschark 1979; Iser 1980; van Dijk 1980;

Neufeld and Webb 1981; and Sanford and Garrod 1981).
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a. The Non-Linguistic System: Situational-Semantic
Components =« Propositional Content

1) Reading Comprehension for EFL Learners
vs. Native Speakers of English

In adapting a reading comprehension model, we are making the following

assumptions:

1. that the model works in the same way for EFL learners

as for native speakers of English

2. that the problems of advanced EFL learners are similar
to those of less skilled, poor, or not-so-fluent, native

readers.

These assumptions are in keeping with findings in the literature.
Baten (1981) found that the mother tongue reading model was applicable in
the foreign language (p. 153).

The problems reported by researchers working with foreign language

learners (Kaplan 1966, Gorman 1979, Hatch 1979, Sim 1979, Baten 1981, and

with native speakers (Niles 1963, Wright 1972, Meyer 1875, Meyer et al.

|

|
Neufeld and Webb 1981) were similar to those reported by researchers working
1980, Perfetti and Lesgold 1977, Levelt 1978, Marshall and Glock 1978- 79,

Irwin and Davis 1980),
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2) The Reader's Contextual Frame(s)

a) Subject Matter

learning to read is not a matter of a child relying upon
instruction, because the essential skills of reading -
- namely the efficient uses of nonvisual information -
- cannot be taught. (Smith 1976, p. 179)

What Smith (1976) refers to 4s "nonvisual information" includes subject
matter and knowledge of the real world. Many researchers believe that
knowing the subject matter aids reading comprehension (Strang 1972, Klare
1976, Kintsch and Vipond 1977, Kieras 1978, Marshall and Glock 197879,
Levy 1979, Baten 1981, and Neufeld and Webb 1981). Grellet (1981) says,

"what one brings to the text is often more important than what one finds

in it" (p. 7).

b) Real-World Concepts (Obvious/Implied)

Not only knowledge of the subject matter in the text, but also a more
general pragmatic knowledge of the world is involved in reading (Weaver
1964, Schlesinger 1966, Carroll 1972, Clymer 1972, Strang 1972, Halliday
and Hasan 1976, Thorndyke 1976, Winograd 1977, Gorman 1979, Hatech 1979,
Widdowson 1980, Tierney and Mosenthal 1980, Baten 1981, Neufeld and Webb
1981). |

According to Beaugrande (1980), one could only understand a concept

found in z text if one had encountered it previously in the real world:
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It seems to me that referring is in fact accomplished
via the entire TEXT-WORLD MODEL . . . . If people do
match the content of texts with their notion of the real
world, then the completed text-world model. should give
the clearest indication of what to look for. (p. 66)

Smith (1678) refers to this prior knowledge as redundancy, arguing
that the reader could not percefve the redundancy in a written text unless
it reflected knowledge already present in the reader's mind (p. 19).

This knowledge of the world extends to the reader's expectations
concerning what is found in a given text. The reader is required to make
inferences about information in the text, whether this information is
explicitly stated or implied in the context (Schlesinger 1966, Olson 1972,
Thorndyke 1976, van Dijk 1980). The more explicit the text, the easier

it is to read (Schlesinger 1966, p. 189; Baten 1981, p. 119).

3) Writer's Intention

The reader's task incluies not only the deciphering of information,
but also understanding the writer's intentions. There must be communication
between the writer and the reader. For the purposes of this study, the

writer's intention includes more than the construction of a coherent and

cohesive text. Tt alco includes the reader's recognition of the writer's
meaning, purpose, cone, and mood/attitude (Clymer 972, Davis 1972, Spearritt
1972, Strang 1972).

The difficulty for the reader is that the writer's intention does not

necessarily appear as explicit information in the fext. According to

Marshall and Glock (1978-79):
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The truly fluent reader is one who can infer the
complete text base of a discourse from incomplete
information in the surface structure. This reader
commnicates with the author through the discourse very
efficiently.

The not-so-fluent reader is one who cannct infer
the existence of structures in the text base unless these
structures are explicitly referenced in the surface
structure of the disccurse. This reader does not
commnicute efficiently with the author. He comprehends
what the author says rather than what the author means.
(pp. 51-52)

For students of EFL, this difficulty is compounded. On the one hand,
their language proficiency may not be adequate, so that they may not notice
clues such as cohesive markers (Sim 1979) and sentence structure (Pierce

1973, Baten 1981). On the other hand, they mev not be sensitive enough

to semantic, stylistic, and cultural nuances (Baten 1981). For both these
reasons students of EFL find it more difficult to follow the writer's

intention.
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b. The Linguistic System: Functional-Semantie
Components -- Propositional Development

When reading a text, readers contribute their prior knowledge,
experience, and expectations. What they find in the text itself is the
development of the writer's ideas, or propositional content. There are
various explanations in the literature as to how these ideas in the text

are processed.

1) Coherence (little or no overt signalling)

a) Concentration of Information:
Micro-propusitions, Maer_-propositions

1) Number of Propositions and Reading
Time and Difficulty

According to Kintsch et al. (1975),

reading time increases monotonically with the number of

propositions in a text base, even if the length of the

corresponding text is controlled. (p. 206)
They also believe it to be common sense that a text which repeats the same
ideas is easier than a text whish discusses many different ones (p.
197).

Moreover  according to Kintsch and Vipond (1977), the number of

propositions also affects reading difficulty:

texts may be comparable in word length, but they may

differ in the number of propositions expressed by these
words. (p. 343)
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Fishman (1978) and Baten (1981) have found that it is not the length of
the text (i.e., the number of words}, but the number of propositions that

affects the reading process.

2) Concentration of Information: Chunking
/ Macrostructures / Superordinates

According to Smith (1978), chunking is "the organization of information
into the most compact (most meaningful) unit" (p. 208). The chunking model
is generally accepted in the literature (Miller 1956, Weaver 1965, Chafe
1972, Kintsch 1977, Marschark 1979, Sim 1979, Baten 1981).

Other researchers call the same phenomenon by different names. Van
Dijk (1977 b) speaks in terms of the reader's use of macrostructures:
If a discourse is at all long, subjects are unable to
process it at a micro-level alone: not only are they
unable to store and retrieve such discourse verbatim,
but they are also unable to retrieve the constituent
propositions. At the same time, if the sequences of
sentences can be assigned a macro-structure, they will
be recalled mu h better than scrambled sequences. Thus,
comprehension . . ., probably takes place at several
levels, such that lower-level information is organized,
reduced, and represented at higher levels. These processes
involve the use of macro-rules; the input to the macro-rules
1s the micro-structure, and the output is the macro-
structure. (p. 4)
Elsewhere, van Dijk (1980, pp. 14-15) gives three functions which
macrostructures serve during reading comprehensicn: to organize complex
(micro-)information so that units may be distinguished and can be used to

form larger units, to reduce complex information so that less important

micro-information may be disregarded, and to construct (or represent) new
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meaning on a global level from information derived from manv local meanings
830 that additional ways of comprehension of complex information are created.
According to Kintsch and van Dijk (1978), both fluent and not-so-fluent
readers comprehend at the micro- and macro-levels.

It must be borne in mind, however, that the concepts of micro~ structure
and macro-structure need a context of more than one or two short paragraphs.
For short, 150-word texts, Kintsch and Vipond (1977) do not distinguish
between micro-structure and macro-structure. Since we wish to research
students' reading on both micro~ and macro-levels, the texts used in this
study are fairly long and contain several paragraphs.

Using the terms superordinates and subordinates instead of macro~ and

micro-structures, Crothers (1972), Kintsch et al. (1975), Meyer (1975),
Kintsch and Vipond (1977), and Vipond (1980) all found the same results:
superordinates are recalled more often than subordinates. Superordinates
are defined as more general, abstract levels of the text, whereas subordinates
are details and examples.

Kieras (1978) suggests a reason for this discrepancy between recall
of the general and of the specific. Tn this view, the reader has sufficient
expectations about global, high-level text organization so that he understands

the text. On the lower level of paragraphs and sentences, however, the

reader does not have prior knowledge.

In all these cases where content stereotypicality
is lacking, the reader must rely on essentially syntactic
information, or textual surface structure (van Dijk

‘ 1972), to specify how the text content should be integrated.
| (p. )
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For this reason, the micro-propositions may be less easily recalled, and
may also be more difficult to comprehend.

Kieras (1978) extends this theory to apply to writing style:

The bad paragraph orders have many new sentences and

thus entail maintaining several separate chunks for a

time. In contrast, the good orders establish a single

chunk at the outset and just add each subsequent proposition

to this single chunk. (p. 25)
By a chunk, Kieras is referring to a chunk of information which is comprised
of an integrated set of propositions. Kieras found that top-down (main
idea topmost) passages produce higher recall than bottom~up (least important
ideas first) passages. That is, the paragraph will be easier to read if
the first sentence is an important one. (p. 19)

For foreign language learners, the problem of decoding on the sentence
level is compounded by their difficulty with the language itself as well
as with the ideas in the text. 1In fact, this language problem may prevent
them from using the information in thc text to derive macro-structures
(Widdowson 1980, p. 242).

b) Order of Information: Sequencing
of Propositions (Gi.en/MNew)

One of the questions asked in this study is whether the sequence or
order in which propositions appear in a text affects reading comprehension;
that is, whether changing the coherence of a text will change its
understandability. There seem to be two arguments, one in favor of and
the other against the idea that changes in sentence sequencing affect

reading comprehension,
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On one hand, many linguists assume that a change in context will
result in a change of meaning of a word or sentence. Widdowson (1978)

argues that different versions of text function differently:

to alter the arrangement is to alter the illocutionary
character of the discourse, Although they can all be
said to be 'saying the same thing', they are not all
doing the same thing. Are they, then, all equally
coherent? That is to say, is the illocutionary devel opment
equally acceptable in each case? (p. 44)

He answers the question in the negative (p. U45), explaining that deviations
or differences from the norma} patterns of coherence strain the reader,
and that therefore the more usual the text version, the more acceptable
it is.

Van Dijk (1980) also argues that a change in context will affect text

readability:

Since each speech act, by definition, changes the
(pragmatic) context, it is also able to influence the
initial successfulness conditions of further (speech)
acts. If we have informed somebody about something Ly
asserting that p, the context may have changed such that
the hearer after the assertion knows that p; this new
context would make new assertions of p by the same speaker
in the same situation theoretically inappropriate. (p.
181)

Niles (1963), Bever (1972), Danes (1974), Meyer (1975), Halliday and
Hasan (1976), Gutwins<i (197* Fishman (1978), Kieras (1978), Marshall
and Glock (1978-79), Gorman (:: Meyer et al., (1980), and Tanenhaus and

Seidenberg (1981) would all agree that surface order can influence

comprehension of concepts in a text, Widdowson's statement (1978) is
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appropriate here: "The re-arrangement of propositional content, then, has
illocutionary implications." (p. u41)

On the other hand, other researchers (Clymer 1972, Davis 1972, Strang
1972, and Thorndyke 1976, 1979) have shown that readers or hearers naturally
try to impose some meaningiul interpretation on a series of given propositions.

Gutwinski (1976) explains:

The order in which sentences follow one another in a
text is an important feature in the recognition of a
grow of sentences as a text. This can be testified to
by the fact that speakers of a language, when presented
with any assembly of sentences following one ancther -
-~ even when those sentences have been chosen from various
distant parts of a text and put together randomly, will
try hard as they can to impose some interpretation on
the whole, Simply by virtue of their appearing in a
certain order together, the assumption is made that the
collection of sentences is a text. (p. 54)

Thus, according to this viewpoint, it does not matter in what order the
IJ'Q‘.‘ or ,hkrmﬂ.“h’an n ‘H«’—
A Sentences appear; readers will try to fabricate a text from them according
to some already existing pattern in thelir mind.
Strang (1972) explains that the rcader, "reading beyond the
lines,"
mdy arrange ihe author's ideas inte new patterns, extending
their scope or fusng them with ideas that he himself has
gainaed from reading or from experience. (p. 75)
Experiments with memory have shown that readers do not recall specific

words or sentences and retain only the meaning or "gist" of the text (Weaver

1962, Sachs 1974, Hirsch 1977, Marshall and Glock 1978-~79, Forster 1979,
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Marschark 1979, Sanford and Garrod 1981). Also working with memory, Kintach
(1977) assumes that each reader has stored in his mind a fixed story schema
which he fills in, in the order that the information is given, while
reading:

Scrambling the order of paragraphs in a wel'i- structured

story affects comprehension remarkably little . . . The

reason for this, I suggest, is that comprehending such

a story involves filling in waiting slots in a fixed

story schema according to certain well known rules and

strategies, Even if the paragraph order is scrambled the

reader can, with a little extra effort, find the correct

place for each paragraph in that schema. (p. 50)
Thorndyke (1979), researching newspaper stories, draws the same conclusions.
Although the studies by Kintsch (1977) and Thorndyke (1979) pertain to
narrative texts whereas this study deals with exposi ory, argumentative
texts, we believe that the same principles hold true for both types of
texts, at least to some extent.

These two arguments are presented in an article by Kintsch and van
bijk (1978), who do not see them as conflicting. First, they argue that
the reader provides the missing links in a discourse even if the propositions
are not directly connected (p. 365). Then they explain that each sentence
must be interpreted according to the context of the surrounding sentences

or idea segutrice
(p. 390). It is possible, then, that sentence or'der;1 affect reading

comprehension when readers do not provide their own links but use only the
links found explicitly in the text. This kind of reading would probably

be found with the not-so-fluent readers (Marshall and Glock 1978-79).
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Sentence comprehension is #1380 seen by Auble and Franks (1983) as an
interaction between two processes. Proposing th: "computation model" of
comprehension, they discuss the interaction between top-down processing
from activated schema and bottom-up processing from concepts in the
sentence:

Sentence processing is seen as a combination of bottom-up

processing from the sentential information with top~-

down processing from activated schemata. ... Comprehension

occurs when preexisting knowledge structures have been

modified and combined in such a way that optimal fit

with the novel information expressed in the sentence is

achieved. (p. 396)
Thus top-down and bottom-up processing seem to occur simultaneously (see
also Adams 1980 and Rumelhart 1980)., Presumably, the top-down component
would not be affected by sequencing of information, but the bottom-up
component would be affected.

Another argument against the notion that changes in sentence order
affect readability pertains to the transformation from micro-structures
to macro-structures. Van Dijk (1980) gives a list of transformations and
then explains:

These transformations in principle allow that the resulting
reproduction of a fext is different from the information
in the text. (p. 262)

If there is indeed no one-to-one correspondence between the meanings

in a text and the surface structure by which the are realized (see above

B.1.b.2), Meanings and Their Surface Manifestations, pp. 26), then these
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transformations are made by readers automatically as they read. That is,
readers simultaneously read a text and concentrate the many micro-
propositions into a relatively small number of macro-propositions
simultaneously while reading. If it is true that readers reorganize the
ideas in the text during the reading process, no matter how the propositions

(or Hhe Sealtmets comdaiving Fhtm )

Aare presented, then it may not really matter in which order they receive
the information to begin with. On the other hand, the number of reorganizations
necessary to process the information may also directly contribute to reading
difficulty (Baten 1981, p. 17)

Beaugrande (1980) offerr another solution:

Miscues due to COHERENCE occur when spreading
activation of already processed concepts provides material
interpolated at other points , . . . suggest that surface
sequencing has an important influence on text processing,
even though quantitative recall was not severly affected.

p. 227)

That is, the difficulty may not appear quantitatively; nevertheless it
exists, Baten (1981) found that changed order might make the text more
difficult to process without affecting performance on comprehension
questions. The problem of the effect of changed sentence order on reading
comprehensicn will be researched further in this study.

Still another possible explanation was offered by Marshall and Glock
(1978-79). Testing two groups of truly fluent and not-so-fluent readers
at two American colleges, Marshall and Glock found that the not-so- fluent

group relied upon the surface structure to provide all cues as to meaning,

whereas the truly fluent group were capable of ignoring surface structures
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and could infer the complete message even when 1t was not explicitly stated
in the text. (p. 47) The implication of this study would be that changes
in order of information would affect students of lower English proficiency
rather than students of higher English proficiency.

Another sequencing factor affecting reading comprehension is whether
a text contains information familiar to the reader ("Given") or presents
new information ("New"). Readers try to relat,e‘:rg;ch“;entence to ideas
they already know {Strang 1972, Thorndyke 1976, Kieras 1978, Beaugrande
1980, Vipond 1980, Sanford and Garrod 1981). If the information is not
readily familiar (i.e., not part of the short term memory), a search is
made in the long term memory. This process adds to the reading processing
time (Kintsch and Vipond 1977).

Although the Given/New dichotomy may be a factor in comprehension,
it is Aifficult to determine for any reader which specific information is
Given and which is New (Bever and Townsend 1979). For this reason, this
dichotomy will not be directly researched in this study except as a possible
factor affecting the ease or difficulty of comprehension resulting from

changes in sequencing.

e¢) Interpreting Information: Speech Acts/
Illocutionary Acts/ Sentence Functions

Focusng on the relatirns between sentences, we deal with speech acts
(illocutionary acts) and sentence functions. Researchers who have pointed
out the role of sentence (rhetorical) function in reading comprehension

are NMles (1969), Clymer (1972), Allen and Widdowson (1974), Carpenter and
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Just (1977), Fishman (1978), Gorman (1979), and Beaugrande (1980), Van
Dijk (1980) goes as far as to claim:

We may predict part of the meaning/reference of a sentence

Just by knowledge of the assumed or expected speech act

performed and of the actual social context. (p. 206)

Familiarity with rhetorical functions is especially important for the
EFL learner. Kaplan (1966) demonstrates paragraph developments different
from those normally appearing in English. As a result, he advocates the
teaching of contrastive rhetoric in the same sense that contrastive grammar
is presently tauy.-'t (p. 14).

Following this line of reasoning, we decided to examine sentence
(rhetorical) functions as indicators of reading difficulty. Finding a
useful categorization of sentences and paragraphs by which to analyze
texts, nowever, was not an easy task; a variety of categorizations exists
in the literature.

Speech act theory, as formulated by Austin (1962), presents a list
of illocutionary acts, of which we found the expositives (e.g., illustrate,
clarify, refer, argue, insist, define) most pertinent to our study. Thesec
speech acts may be direct (i.e., explicitly stated) or indirect. More
recently, Cicourel (1980) lists six categories of performative verbs:
statements (e.g., quote, claim), directives, questions, reactions (e.g.,
agreeing, disagreeing), expressives (e.g., approving, disapproving), and
commissives (e.g., promise, vow) (p. 105). He also includes "contrasts"

among speech acts (p. 108). Since acts of exposition are only one aspect
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of speech act theory, and since this study deals only with exposito.y
prose, we found Cicourel's categorization i!nadequate for our analysis of
discourse.

Other categorizations, based on speech act theory, were more specific
to our needs. Wilkins' (1976) communicative functions have a category
called "rational enquiry and exposition" which includes definition, cause,
reason, result, classification comparison, contrast, generalization."
Notions of contrastive relations (e.g., equality, correspondence, contrast)
and logical relations (e.g., conjunction, inclusion, cause, effect) are
listed by van Ek (1975). Discourse connections in Leech and Svartvik
(1975) include: initiate, digress, add, reinforce, summarize, generalize,
exemplify. Based on these classifications, a }list of communicative
micro-functions was developed by Munby» (1978). Communicative acts, also
termed "rhetorical functions" by (Allen and Widdowson 1974), overlap with
the illocutionary acts discussed by Austin (1962) and Searle (1969). The
problem with these categorizations was that they contained much extraneous
material that we did not need to use for the classifications of our own
texts.

Other linguists have categorized discourse patterns in terms of
conjnctions or connectives. Halliday and Hasan (1976) speak of conjunctive
relations: additive, adversative, temporal, and causal. Beaugrande (1980a)
sees the relationships as subtypes of junction: conjunction (additive),
disjunc 1 (alternative), conjunction (oppositional), and subordination

(hierarchical or contingent) (p. 289). Included among van Dijk's (1972)
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connectives are: conjunction, disjunction, contrast, causality, and
reason,

Viewing these relations in terms of logical connectors rathei than
as illocutionary acts emphasizes their semantic rather than their functional
aspect. Theoretically sound as these categorizations may be, however,
they are not thorough enough for our specific needs of examining expository
Written prose.

The categorization used in this study is based on 1ists of sentence
types (Jones and Faulkner 1968, Larson 1967). Explicitly written to analyze
prose style, they are based on the empirical examination of many expository
prose paragraphs. It is interesting to note that this empirically based
list includes categories from both illocutionary acts and conjunctive
relations. The list of sentence types that will be used in this study
includes the following: alternative, amplification, answer, cause,
comparison, contrast, definition, evaluation, evidence, example, generalization,
inference, parallel idea, question, related action, restatement, result,
and summary.

In this study the term "sentence function" refers to the sentence
level, whereas the term "illocutionary force" is used to refer to the
paragraph level. The nonspecific general term that will be used to include
both the semantic and functional components of speech acts, illocutionary

acts, and sentence (rhetorical) functions will be "discourse patterns."
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2) Cohesion (overt signalling)

Following the distinction made by Halliday and Hasan (1976), this
study will examine separately the difficulties caused by grammatical and
lexical cohesion. This is not an easy task since the distinection is not
always clear-cut. Furthermore, it should be noted that as cohesion is one

aspect of ccherence (see above B.3.b., Cohesican vs. Coherence, pp. 41~

42), so grammar is only one among several semantic devices (0Olson 1972,
pp. 148-49) in the reading processes. Goodman (1969) describes how the

reader uses these devices:

syntactic information:

This is the information implicit in the grammatical
structures of the language. The language user knows
these, and therefore, is able to use this information
before he learns to read his native language. (p. 17)

semantic informaticie

As he strives to recreate the message, the reader utlizes
his experiential conceptual background to create a meaning
context. If the reader lacks relevant knowledge, he
cannot supply this semantic component and he cannot read
e « o« » Al readers regardless of their general reading
proficiency are incapable of reading some material in
their native language. (pp. 17-18)
For FFL readers, whose vocabulary, if not their grammatical knowledge
is i1imited, this problem is especially acute.
A study by Sim and Bensoussan (1979) suggestad that for EFL students,

function words (e.g., conjunctions, prepositions, pronouns) appear as

difficult to master as content words (e.g., nouns, verbs, adverbs).
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In contrast, among the list of devices to facilitate the integration
of ideas from different sentences, Carpenter and Just (1977) list anaphoric
reference, intersentential connectives (e.g., therefore, because, however),
and repetition of key words (pp. 233-234). Likewise, Fishman (1978) views
anaphora as aiding comprehens.on and taking less reading time because the
information refers to recently activated structures in the memory. For
EFL learners, however, these items may actually be obstacles to fluent
reading.

This paradox is summed up by Tanenha: and Seidenberg (1981):
many of the stylistic devices that complicate sentence
processing such as pronominalization, ellipsis, and
subordination seem to facilitate discourse processing.

(p. 212)
As there is disagreement in the literature concerning the effects of
cohesive items on reading difficulty, and as the effects of different
cohesive items may interact interdependently (Dillon 1978, Baten 1981},

we will examine some of these cohesive items in more detail.

a) Grammatical -~ Anaphoric Reference

The finding of antecedents is listed by Davis (1972) as one of the
important comprehension skills among mature native readers. Consequently,

inability to understand anaphoric referents in a text would impede

comprehension.

Tt was suggested by Levenston (1976) that grammatical anaphora would

be problematic for native Hebrew speakers because Hebrew prefers not

anaphora but lexical repetition:
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A Hebrew speaker, for example, who fails to follow the
drift of an extended passage of English prose may be
more baffled by the "excess" -- to him -~ of anaphora
than by any specific lexical difficulties. (p. 22)

Researching the effects of the presence or absence of items of
grammatical cohesion in texts, Sim (1979) found that anaphora affected the
reading comprehension facility of EFL university students. Examining scores
of students of low English proficiency, Sim found that items of anaphora
were difficult for these students to process, He also found that markers
of grammatical cohesion affected difficulty more than did content words
(items of lexical cohesion). For students of higher English proficiency,
however, grammatical cohesion did not have so great an effect. In faetf,
sections of text containing anaphoric items were actually easier for these
students than sections without the items.

Berman believes that EFL students may have difficulty with:

relating pronouns to their relevant antecedents. This
can lead to ambiguity of interpretation where none is
intenued, or to outright misinterpretation of parts of
a text. (p. 2i48)

Frederiksen (1981) found that native English speaking high school
students required more time when reading sentences which contained reference.
The best predictors of text difficulty for college students were found by
Dutka (1978) to be the length of the anaphoric referent (i.e., longer
referents predicting greater difficulty) and the distance between the

anaphoric item and its referent (i.e., the greater the distance, the more

the difficulty in reading comprehension). Length accounted for 25% of the
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variance in test scores; distance accounted for 23% of the variance; length
and distance together accounted for 36% of the variakility. Researching
advanced FFL students at Haifa University, Sim (1979) found similar results.
He found that greater distance between the anaphoric item and its referent
caused more difficulty. Greater complexity and length of the referent also
appeared to cause reading difficulty. Furthermore, Sim (1979) found that
cataphoric items presented greater difficulty than did anaphoric items.
Repetition or redundancy of anaphoric items, however, was found to make
reading easier.
im (1979) states:
each factor alone (i.e., antecedent size and distance
from the anaphoric item) does not seem to cause difficulty

in reading comprehension . . . . But in combination, the
two factors do appear to cause difficulty. (p. 189)

Nevertheless, other researchers (Hasan 1977, Baten 1981) did not find

that anaphora affected reading difficulty.

Working with younger EFL students on a lower level of proficiency,
Baten (1981) found that neither reference words (anaphora) nor conjunctions
(logical connectors) affected reading difficulty (p. T70).

Fishman (1978) also found no significant effect of anaphora. She
hypothesized that paragraphs containing anaphora would produce a more
complete semantic representation of a paragraph in the memory of a reader
than would paragraphs without such cohesive ties. Assuming that items of

anaphoric reference present old information, she argues:
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Their presence in a text ought to help the reader organize
material as it is read. Because references do not present
new information such as that found in lexical items, the
time required to read sentences and paragraphs containing
references should be shorter than the time needed to
read paragraphs containing lexical items rather than
references. (p. 160)
Whether anaphoric reference is an aid to comprehension or an obstacle

to certain readers under certain conditions is still an open question.

This study will research the problem further.

b) Lexical

1) Content Words / Vocabulary

It is an obvious fact that the difficulty of the vocabulary in a text

affects reading comprehension. What is not so obvious is how the effect

of vocabulary difficulty compares with other variables in the reading

process. In this study, changes in coherence (i.e., different order of
sentences) are compared with changes in lexical cohesion (repetition,
synonyms, supercrdinates, general words, lexical chains) and grammatical
cohesion (changes in number and kind of reference words).

A pilot study of the latter two -- differences between lexical and
grammatical cohesion, has already been carried out by Sim (1979). The
results were contradictory. In iwo different sets of texts, Sim found the
following hierarchy of difficulty:

Thus logical connector items represented most difficultys

anaphora items came next in order of difficulty; and
content words third. (p. 166)
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Logical connectors were found to be the greatest obstacle to reading
comprehension. Sim was surprised at the unexpected absence of difficulty
where the content words had deliberately been made harder (p. 141).

Tn a third set of text:, nowever, the vocabulary factor was indeed
more difficult. It was followed by logical connectors, with anaphora heing
least difficult, This last set of findings is what would be expected .
according to the literature (Klare 1976, Marshall and Glock 1978-79, Baten ‘
1981, Neufeld and Webb 1981).

To add to the complexity of the problem of determining difficulty of
vocabulary is the factor of context. Some words are difficult because
they are unfamiliar. Other words are treacherously familiar but, used in
unf‘amiliér conter’ 3, they shift in meaning and may thus block comprehension
of the text (Niles 1979, Nilagupta 1976). Students' preconceived notions
about familiar words prevent them from correctly guessing different meanings
of polysemes in unfamiliar contexts (Laufer and Bensoussan 1982, Bensoussan
and Laufer 1984),

2) Redu .dancy: repetition (reiteration),
synonyms, lexical chains

In any text, there are many redundant cues which are vital to

comprehension (Schlesinger 1977, Smith 1978). It is assumed that the

reader picks up the cues and makes use of the redundancy during the process
of reading comprehension while storing the information in the memory (Weaver

1962).
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In the course of the text, a writer may use the same idea more than
once. Referring to this idea of reiteration, Halliday and Hasan (1976)
explain that the writer may either repeat the same word, use a synonym,
or insert a pronoun. It is possible for writers to substitute any of these
kinds of words because they can assume that readers have prior knowledge
not only about the ideas but also about the words which represent them.
It is generally assumed that when words are repeated, the reader's task
is easier than vhen synonyms or pronouns are used (Flesch 1950). When the
same word is repeated, or when the same idea is repeated by means of
synonyms, the repetitions form a lexical chain:

It may mean that the words used in one text, which form
lexical chains, can be perceived by the reader as
'helonging' together and therefore do not require from
the reader that they be processed as completely new

lexical items. Thus, if more words of one text belong
to the same lexical chain(s), then less processing demands
occur. This implies that less long term memory searches
are necessary, and/or less load is laid on the short
term memory activity., (Baten 1981, p. 68)

The effect of redundancy on reading comprehension will be further res.arched

during the course of this study.
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difficulty.

D. MEASURING TEXT READABILITY

1. Disadvantages of Readability Formulas (see above A.2., pp.19-

n
o

a. Surface Factors of Prose and Meaning

Many researchers argue that the readability formulaz, dealing only
with the surface structure or stylistic aspects of a text, neglect its
meaning or content (Meyer 1975, Brown 1976, Hirsch 1977, Beaugrande 1980, Klare
1P 4P
Baten 1981). Moreover, since the formulas are not based on any theory of
language, there is no way to develop hypotheses for improving them (Bormuth
1967, Irwin and Davis 1980). Nor do they reflect text organization.
Consequently, formulas cannot discriminate between scrambled and well-
ordered sequences (Kintsch and Vipond 1977). Researchers (Bormuth 1976,
Kintsch and Vipond 1977) have pointed out that readability formulas only
show correlations, but they do not explain the causes of reading
Yor do different formulas correlate highly among therselves (Klare 1982 and 1984,
Must formulas are based on word length and sentence complexity. Yet
Rothkopf (1972) claims:
sentence complexity and lexical factors such as frequency
of use have smell effects on what is learned fror text

by adults providing that inspection time is not limited.
(p. 320)
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1) Sentence Length and Complexity

According to Dale and Chall (1948), longer sentences usually make
comprehension more difficult. These findings were recently borne out for
advanced EFL students by Sim (7379).

Schlesinger (1966), however, disagrees, arguing that sentence length

has little effect on readability (pp. 92-93). He admits that longer

sentences are often more complex:

it may be that s tendency exists among writers to use
longer -- and possibly zlso more complex -~ sentences A
when treating of more difficult subject matter. (p. =
86)
He also states that short sentences are more redundant, and therefore
easier than long sentences (p. 87). It was found, however, by Bensoussan
(1980) that it is often the long sentences that are redundant and the
shorter ones that contain anaphoric references that may concentrate a
phrase, a sentence, or a whole passage into a single pronoun or pro- verb,

Other researchers (Bormuth 1966, Herriot 1970, 2nd Baten 1981) have also

exnlained tha. the longer sentences are not necessarily the more complex

ones, and that these two factors (sentence length and sentence complexity)

are separate and independent measures of rradability.
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2) Word Length and Familiarity / Frequency

Gilliland (1970) found word length not very us:ful as an isolated
measure of readability (p. 414). Rothkopf (1972) explains that average
word length reflects the structure of the sentence as well as the
characteristics of the individual word because it is influenced by the
number of function words and personal pronouns in the text. For this
reason word length is not a simple indicator of meaningfulness and familiarity
(p 317) Baten (1981) also explains that word length only influences
reading ease directiy if the longer word is morphologically more complex
(p. 51).

Dale and Chall (1948) and van Parr2ren and Schouteu-van Parreren
(1981) have argued that unfamiliar words are another factor making
comprehension more difficult. For this reason word lists of familiar words
have been compiled. The objection here is that the concept of word
familiarity is subjective, since a general frequency count cannot show how
familiar a wo'd is for any given individual (Gilliland 1970, Baten
1981).

This lack of one-to-one corresphndence is even more crucial for EFL
students, whose vocabulary is dependent on their educational background
and not necessarily similar to that of other nonnative speakers, or to
that of the native speakers for whom (and from whom) the word counts were

originally produced.
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b. Readability Formulas and the Reader

Readability formulas pay no attention to the psychological processes
in reading comprehension. They merely predict language difficulty (Bormuth
1976, p. 487). Other researchers agree that the formula fails to deal
with the process of reading (Irwin and Davis 1980, Baten 1981) Klare 1122 UIN),

The formulas take into account only the average group of readers
(Baten 1981.’1371 1’50). Some researchers (Dale and Chall 1948, Rothkopf

. 140

1972, Kliare 19799/\) exg,ain that the forinula takes into account neither the
readers' knowledge of a particular subject nor tneir intellectual and
maturity levels. For these reasons Laroche (1979) says that the formula
is unsuitable for foreign language material. It does not take into account
the student's linguistic problems with the language but rather

presupposes an intuition of the syntactic, lexical and
stylistic resources of the target language. {(p. 134)

c¢. Accuracy

According to Bormuth (1976), readability formulas are not very accurate,
having validity correlations of nly about .5 to .7 (p. U485), Other

researchers (Gilliland 1970, Baten 1981) have also found them inaccurate,

Stokes (1978) found that they are not very relfable.
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Klare (1963) gives one reason why prediction of readability is low

for reading levels:

These levels are in terms of materials of average
difficulty for average students of a given grade, and
are usualiy based on the results of standardized tests.
In some cases, the criterion of understanding of a passage
is correct answers te 75% of the comprehension questionz,
in other cases to 50%, This in itself is responsible
for some formula error, at least insofar as differences
among formula ratings are concerned. As indicated
earlier, agreement on a standard level is needed. (p.
175)

Moreover, the higher the educational level, the less accurate the
1922 6l 97¢
reading formulas appear to be (Klare 1963 197@). Readability formulas
4 A

are apparently most accurate on the level of elementary education (Hirsch
1977).

Considering the weaknesses of .he readability formula, researchers
agrez that it should be used in conjunction with other measures of readability
(Klare 1963, Meyer 1975, Hirsch 1977). For this reason, the difficulty

of texts examined in this study will be measured in a variety of ways in

addition to using readability formulas.
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2, Cloze Tests as a Measure of Readability

According to Corrigan and Upshur (192~,, test. method is one factor
that influences test results. In order to avoid the undue influence of
any one test, therefore, different testing methods will be used to measure
text comprehensiblity for advanced EFL students. In additica to the Flesch
Reading E= te Formula and discourse analysis, the cloze procedure will also

be used.

a. Definition of 'Clcze!

The term 'cloze' first appeared in an article by Taylo:r (1953) as a
better measure of readability than readauility formulas. Taylor recommended

random deletion to sample the ability of a student to comprehend a text.

Oller and Conrad (1972) explain the reasoning behind the 'cloze'

procedure:

The term 'cloze!' was t'sed with the notion of Gestalt
"elosure” in ind, referring to the natural human
psychological tendency to fill in gaps in patterns. The
restoration of words deleted from a selection of prose
in order for ":hz passage to make sense is a special use
of this ability to complete broken patterns. (p. 183)

Carroll (1972) expiains Taylor's procedure:

The procedure tinvolves taking a passage of text und
deleting words in it by some rule, e.g., every 5th word,
every other noun, or eveiry other "function" word. A
subject is then presented with the passage and asked to
guess the missing words. (p. 18)
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Although linguistic criteria (parts of speech or function words) may
enter into the cloze procedure, it is the randomness, and not the structure
of the text, that counts. From this automatic, mechanical deletion process
sprang a whole literature which applied this procedure to a large variety
of texts and students, making claims for its performance, criticizing its
effectiveness, and suggesting modifications in scoring methods and deletion
rates. Since this study will use the modified rational cloze as one of
the methods to verify the difficulty level of texts, we will give a general
outline of the literature on the cioze to date, and explain the basis on

which it will be used here.

b. Reasons for Advocating the Cloze

A number of researchers (Taylor 1953 and 1956, Gilliland 1970, Hirsch
1977) see the cloze procedure as an accurate measure of readability for
two reasons: it includes the reader, and it makes use of semantic and
syntactic redundancy in the text (i.e., the context) in the calculation

of the readability score. That is, It corrects some of the faults of the

readabiiity formulas.

Redundancy, as defined by Klare (1963) refers to "the extent to which
a given unit of language is determined by nearby units" (p. 172). Like
readability, perception of redundancy varies not only with the materials,
but also with the readers (Klare 1963, pp. 173-1T4),

Some researchers claimed that the cloze is a global measure of language

proficiency for native speakers of English (Weaver 1962 and 1965, Bormuth
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1967 and 1968, Ramanauskas 1972, Oller 1975, and Ozete 1977). This claim
was soor extended to include nonnative speakers of English as well (Oller
and Conrad 1972, Oller 1973, Irvine et al. 1974, Stubbs and Tucker 1974,

Jonz 1976, Chihara et al., 1977, Berkoff 1979).

¢, Problems with the Random Cloze Pro<edure

Not all researchers are enthusiastic about the cloze as a global
measure of reading proficiency, however. Kintsch and Vipond (1977) do not
believe redundancy and readability to be closely related:

The cloze procedure, on the other hand, is probably

actually misleading. It measures the statistical redundancy

of a text, which is a far cry from its comprehensiblity.

By that score, a high-order statistical approximation

to English that nevertheless constitutes incomprehensible

gibberish would be preferred to a well-organized text

with less predictable local patterns. (p. 337)
Other researchers are also skeptical of the random cloze procedure (Carroll
1972; Porter 1975; Alderson 1969, 1979, and 1980; Baten 19813 and Xlein-
Braley 1981).

Opponents of the random cloze present a list of drawbacks. They state
that it does not measure what its promoters say it does. Language production
being necessary, it is not only a measure of reading ability (Porter 1975).
Changes in deletion rates can alter the test unpredictably, so that it
cannot be universally applied to every text (Alderson 1969, 1979, and 19303

Klein-Braley 1981). It is not a test of global comprehension across

sentence boundaries but a discrete item test that is sentence (or even
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clause) bound (Alderson 13689, Carroll 1972, Klein-Braley 1981). Random
cloze tests do not always distinguish between natives and ronnatives
(Alderson 1980} since evea natives also have difficulty filling in the
cloze and are not necessarily able to get a perfect score (as would normally

be expected on a test for foreign language learners).

d. Modified Rational Cloze

Having rejected the random clcze as hot being an automatically valid
testing procedure, a number of resear.ners suggested rational deletion

methods according to linguistic principles (Weaver 1962, Greene 1965,

b e g

Aderson 1969, Cranney 1972-73, Klein-Braley 1981). Greene (1965) explains

the rationale behind a modified cloze test which he constructed:

each possible deletion was evaluated by the author for
possible effectiveness and deletions made on this rational
rather than mechanical bacis. For each word deleted
under the modified cloze procedurs, there was felt to
be sufficient redundancy remaining in the passage so
that a supe ‘or reader could make positive identification
of the mis ng word. (pp. 213-214)

Other researchers advocate deleting certain parts of speech (Weaver 1962,
Klein-Braley 1981) or a certain percentage of content vs. function words
(Berkoff 1979).

Working with nonnatives, Bachman (1982; deleted on the basis of
syatactic (clause-level context), cohesive (inter-claus~ or inter- sentential
context), or strategic (parallel) patterns of coherence (p. 63). Also
working with EFL students, Berkoff (1979) and 3im (1979) experimented with

rational cloze to test comprehension of items of ccherence and 2ohesion.
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In this study, the rational cloze is used, with deletions determined
according to the criteria set by Greene (1365) based on sufficient redundancy

to make sense to the competent native reader.

3. Multlple-Choice (M~C) Tests as a Measure of Readability

a. The Function of M-C Tests

Comprehension is most commonly measured indirectly by asking questions
about the text (Meyer 1975, p. 7). There is an assumed relation between
sStudents' comprehension of a passage or text and their ability to answer
questions on that passage or text (Davies 1968, Carroll 1972, Kintsch and
Vipond 1977, Sim 1979). ‘Tat is, comprehension test scores are expected
to reflect level of reading comprehension. 1In technical terms, this means

that test writers make a model of the text. They also ask questions that

reflect comprehension of the text and decide on model correct answers.
During marking, the test-writer's model is compared with students' answers
(Frederiksen 1972): the smaller the difference (i.e., the closer the
students’ performance to the model answers), the higher the scores and the
more reading comprehension is assumed to have occurred.
Multiple~Choice (M-C) tests are one type of reading comprehension
test where the possible answers are already given to the student. The
exaninee is required to select the correct answer from a number of alternative

responses (Cohen 1980)., It is a test purely of reading and thinking; no

writing is required,
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Short-answer or open-end comprehension questions involve writing and
are more difficult to mark. Furthermore, Sim (1979) found that for advanced
EFL university students, no significant difference appeared between scores
on questions in MC and open-end formats. Sim (1979) showed that question
format affected neither the difficulty nor the effectiveness (i.e., the

Diserimination Index) of test questions.

b. Constraints of M-C Questions

1) Relation Between Comprehension of Text
and Correct Responses to Questions

Many researchers have criticized the M-C test format because they
question whether correct responses on questions accurately reflect reading
comprehension (Gilliland 1972, Tuinman 1973). Sim (1979) found a Pearson
correlation of only .29 between the Flesch Reading Ease Formula for
difficulty of texts and the percentage of correct student answers to
questions. Nevertheless, Henning (1975) found M-C questions to be a valid
measure of foreign language reading comprehension. Bormuth (1969) found
that M-C scores correlated highly with cloze scores.

2) The Test Writer's Ability to Define
Question Function

Meyer (1977) complains of a lack of theory on which to base the writing
of questions on texts., Other researchers (Fishman 1978, Sim 1979, Baten
1981), however, have based much of their research on M-C questions. Sim

(1979, p. 94) lists a taxonomy of ten question types for the function of

comprehension questions:
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1. main idea of passage
2. main idea of paragrapn
3. comprehension of sentence or sentence pair
4, use of examples or comparison
. 5. implication or inference
6. word meaning
7. referential system
8. logical relations
9. language of caution and approximation

10, ability to paraphrase

Qiestions vhich can be classified accordirg to this taxonomy will also be

used in this study.

3). Sensitivity of Questions to Specific
Points in the Text

Without directly asking the meaning or refereace of a particular word
or phrase, it is difficult to write comprehension questions so specific
that they can pinpoint difficulty in particular sections of text (Klare
1976, Sim 1979). The danger here, according to Sim (1979), is that by
drawing attention to the specific point, the test writer may actually cause
a specific test difficulty'where no text (i.e., reading) difficulty existed
before it was directly questioned (see also Corrigan and Upshur 1982),

In order to avoid the creation of artificial obstacles by test

interference in the reading process, we decided in this study to ask mostly
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general comprehension questions. The kind of question we have not asked

is:

"this" (line --) refers to: 1) study 2) test 3)
cbstacle 4) comprehension

On the other hand, we have asked content questions on sections of text

containing reference items.

¢c. Problems with the Text

1) Motivation and Choice of Subject Matter

Even outside the test situation, different texts affect different
readers in various ways. It is assumed that the more prior knowledge ahout
a subject readers bring to a text, the more readily they can read that

text (see above C.2.a.2), The Reader's Contextual Frame(s), pp. 56-57).

According to Klare (1976),

where knowlege of content is very high before reading,
the effect of improved readability may be washed out....
It may sound obvious to say that subjects can have
too high a level of hackground and knowledge for the
effects of readability to be clearly shown. (p. 144)
In aciition, the emphasis on grading in the test situation also appears
to distort the significance of motivation by subjcct matter only. According
to Klare (1976), the reader motivation factor can cross test results.

Working with texts varying in difficulty, he found significant differences

in comprehension scores only when the students were not highly motivated.
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That is, when students were highly motivated, they were more likely to
correctly answer questions even on difficult texts:
Where a priority is desired, it pays more to improve

the readability of low-preference rather than higher-

preference material; the effects on reader behavior are

likely to be more notable. (p. 142)
Klare suggests that in the interpretation o° test scores, the ressarcher
should take into account the reader's intellectual level, maturity,

backgrownd information, and motivation. For foreign language learners, a

final addition to this list would be language proficiency.

2) The Technique of 'Doctoring' Texts

Working with authentic texts, the researcher has a problem, for they
do not always contain many instances of the linguistic feature whirh is
being examined. According to the literature (see above B.1.bh.3) Alternative

Versions of Text, p. 27, and 4) Text vs. Context, pp. 28-29), different

versions of a text may be written. Furthermore, if there is to be an
'experimental ' text, including the linguistic items to be examined, and a
'control' text which does not include them, the researcher is required to
re-write or 'doctor' the text so that it is acceptable in both the original
and the doctored versions.

In the doctoring process, this study isolated certain features which
were expected to affect reading comprehension difficulty. One version,
the 'doctored,' contained as many items of a given feature as it was

possible to include without rendering the text stylistically unacceptable,
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whereas the 'original' version, as far as possible, did not contain these
items.

The doctoring technique has already been used by other researchers.

Fishman (1978) used the doctoring technique to research reference and noun

. phrases. Sim (1979) used it to examine reference, nonjunctions, and

sentence length. Both researchers also used M-C comprehension questions

with each text to evaluate reading comprehension. The results, however,

were not alwvays conclusive because of the impossiblity of completely

separating overlapping effects of other syntactic an) semantic influences

in the text (Weaver 1965). To this reaéon for inconclusive results we

might add reader motivation (see avove D.3.c.1), Motivation and Choice of

Subject Matter, pp. 91-92),
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4, A Variety of Measures

Because of the complexity of the reading process, no one measuring
device or language comprehension test can be relied on to show any particutar
linguistic feature as a cause of reading difficulty. According to Carroll

(1972),

There is no one technique that universally gives valid
and reljable information., It is 3eldom the case that
success or failure in any of these tests can unequivocally
be traced to success or failure in language comprehension
since there are other factors of guessing, inference,
memory, reliance on prior knowledge, etc., that are
operating. The influences of these other factors must
be controlled as characteristics, control of temporal
factors, and instructions to the subject. (p. 24)

In the light of this warning by Carroll, this study used a variety cf
techniques (Cloze, M-C, Flesch Reading Ease Formula, Discourse Analysis)
on the assumption that taken in conjunction, these'dévices will yield a

gereral picture of what causes reading difficulty for foreign language

learners,
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E. SUMMARY

This chapter presents an overview of the literature on discourse

|
T
[ analysis, the process of reading comprehension, and testing techniques.
It provides the basis for the analysis of texts and the interpretation of
experimental results. We have given the theoretical basis for our application
of reading comprehension theory to the texts examined in this study.
Most linguists see cohesion and coherence as separate entities in
discourse theory. 1In the processes of doctoring texts, writing test
} questions, and analyzing texts, We have usd the classification of cohesion

presented by Halliday and Hasan (1976) and the aspect of coherence that

pertains to the order in which information is presented (see Canale 1982).

‘ We have categorized sentence types along the lines of speech act theory.
To apply the theory to the problems of reading comprehension, we turn
to the theories of reading processes. Two major trends appear in the
)‘ literature: the schema (macro-proposition) theory, whereby sentence order
wuld not matter since the reader provides the misstng links in a discourse,
and the micro-proposition theory, whereby sentence order does matter since
each new bit of information modifies the given infcrmation before it.
Recent research indicates that there is no real contradiction here and
that both processes may occur simultaneously.
The question remains as to which type of paragraph or text structure

‘ is more easily or efficiently read: the top-down text where the main ideas

appear first or the bottom-up text where secondary ideas or examples appear

first and the main idea comes at the end as a sort of conclusion.
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Various methods of testing reading comprehension will be used to
answer these questions: discourse analysis, the technique of doctoring
texts, a reacability formula, M-C tests, and rational cloze. This chapter
describes the advantages and disadvantages of each method so that results

» can be interpreted accordingly. Given these tools, we will attempt to

determine the effect of certain textual conditions on our EFL students'

ability to read expository texts.
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NOTES 70 CHAPTER TWO

1. What van Dijk calls context, Halliday and Hasan call text,

2. Reading each Sentence in sequence, the reader receives the information in a
varticular order and forms an idea of what the text is about, If the order of the
sentences in 2 given taxt were changed so that it still pade sense, the information
would s3ill te the sare, But the context in which this informetion appeared weuald
change, Perceiving the ideas in g different order, the reader would have a different
Dicture of the focus of the reordered text. Thus one would Suspect that the original

text and its alternative doctored version (i.e., in a new context) could not be

cornsidered eguivalent,

3. Van Dijk (1977, P. 7, note 4) observes that the notion of macro-structure was

first used by Bierwisch (1965) for specific (e.g., narrative) structures of discourse,

ince tren it has been discussed bty van Dijk (1972, 1975), Kintsch and van Di jk (1975),

(93]

and van Dijk =2nd Kintsch (1977), among others,
Beirwisch, Manfred (1965) "Poetik und Linguistik," in Helmut Kreuzer and Rul

Gunzenhauser (eds.) Mathematik wna Dichtung, Versuche zur Frage einer exakten

Ii teraturwissenschaft (Munichs Numpheburger), Kintsch and van Dijk (1975) "Corment

on se rappelle et on réesume des histoires," laneuages, 40, 98-116,

106  BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODS

A. OVERVIEW AND BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

One purpose of this study is to determine whether advanced EFL
students' difficulty in reading English texts is affected by certain
features of cohesion and coherence. Since reading difficulty is not always
measured in the same way, more than one method was used in this study to
evaluate the reading problems of first-year students at Haifa University.
These methods includad a readability formula, a number of reading comprehension
tests (including multiple-choice (M-C) comprehension questions and modified
rational cloze procedure), and discourse analysis.

The researcher assumed that it was possible to .wr ite texts containing

sufficient features of cohesion (e.g., pronouns, ellipsis, repetition) so

that the cumulative effects of cohesion and coherence in a text could be
measured. A section of each text version was processed through the Flesch
Reading Ease Readability Formula (Klare 1963) to quantify and measure the
stylistic differences caused hy the doctoring procedure.

It was also assumed that students' interpretation of features of
cohesion would affect their reading comprehension of the whole tert, and
that the students' ease or difficulty in reading would be reflected ia

their ability to answer comprehension questions on the text. That is, wrong
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answers to questions were taken as reflectiang some misunderstanding of the
text, \Underlying this assumption was the belief that the tests were
reliable and that the M-C questions were fair and unambiguous in themselves
+ and would not present an additional obstacle to reading comprehel'lsion.1
Another assumption of this study was that some features of coherence
and cohesion would cause more reading difficulty than others, and that the
readability formula applied to the text, along with the test results, would
provide evidence to indicate the problematic types of items. It was hoped
that differ-ances among text versions, as indicated by both readability
formulas and test results, would be statistically significant, either on
the macro- (whole-text) level or the micro- (word snd sentence) level, or
both. 2
Since the test scores could only be meaningful in relation to the
texts from which they resulted, techniques of discourse analysis were used
to describe the logical sequence within each text version. Changes in
rhetorical patterns and semantic relations in the text versions were then
compared with the test results,
All tests were constructed by the researcher as mid-year and final
examinations in the Department of Foreign Languages fcr the required
advanced EFL readi g comprehension course. Teachers in the depar tment

made comments and correct:ions on the tests.3 In this sense, the experimental

function of the tests was secondary to their administrative function. Thus,

student motivation was high because approximately 20% of the final mark

depended on these test results,
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A total of 27 tests were administered (24 versions of the six texts
plus three of the original ("undoctored") text versions). The same 20 M=C
questions accompanied all the versions of a text. When the sentences in
a text were reordered, the position of the questions was also changed
according to the text. |

Two separate sets of tests were used: Tests 1-4 were the end of

mid-year (first-semester) examinations in January 1978, 1979, and 1980.

They were administered after the first half of the EFL reading comprehension
course (50 howrs of instruction). Tests 5 and 6 were administered in June
1980, 1981, and 1982 as final examinations afer the second half of the
course (100 hours of instruction)." Each test took the duration of a class
period (two hours) to complete.

It was assumed that differences in student scores of M=C and of cloze
tests would be related to the different text versions created by the
"doctoring” procedure. In addition to total test scores, however, other
measures of text difficulty were also used. Specific M-C questions relating
directly to doctored sections of text were examined separately. If
differences in reading difficulty did not appear on the whole-test level,
they might nevertheless be revealed by student responses on the.single-
question level.

Every attempt was made to achieve uniform test conditions. Examinations
were administered during the last week of the semester, with the teachers
acting as test proctors. To avoid cheating over the three-day test period,

however, we administered a series of parallel tests. Teachers decided
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which of the text versions they wished to administer to their classes. In
many classes, teachers chose more than one text version. In this way,
tests were not administered to the students at random but rather by teachers'
choice. Because of this method of test distribution, however, the researcher
had no control over the number of text versions administered.5 For this
reason, the numbers of students taking each text version was not equal.
For all tests, students were p~.mitted to use dictionaries (both
monolingual and bilingual) since it was shown in a study by Bensoussan,
Sim, and Weiss (1981) that the use of dictionaries does not significantly
affect M-C test scores. Test questions were written bearing in mind the
use of dictionaries. It was decided to permit the test situation to reflect
the normal reading situation where students would normally refer to

dictionaries,
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B, RESEARCH DESIGN AND DATA COLLECTION

1. Sudb jects

In this study, the term "advanced reading comprehension" refers to
the reading proficiency of first-year undergraduates studying in the
Humanities and Social Sciences Departments at Haif‘a; University. These
students, who studied seven or eight years of English in high school, were
attending the required English reading comprehension course during the
time of the research.

Tests were administered to approximately 3,600 students. The native
language of most of the students was Hebrew or Arabic. While the students
taking the tests during this research study changed each year, the size
of the yearly population (approximately 600) remained constant. It was
assumed that, on the average, the English proficiency of the students was
on the same level each year'.6 This research study was carried out over a
period of five years (1978-1982). Since the tests were an integral part

of the course, motivation was expected to be high.

2. Procedures to Determine Text Difficulty

a. Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula

As stated above, Chapter Two, p. 20, the readability formula that was

used in this research was the Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula

(Klare 1963)7:
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Reading Ease = 206,835 - .846 w1l - 1,015 s1

where Wl = the number of syllables per 100 words

sl

"

the average number of words per sentence

This formula was applied to the first 100 words of each of the text

versions.

Although easy to apply, readability formulas have the following

disadvantages:

1. No attention is paid to the psychological process of
reading comprehension. Correlations are shown but not
causes of reading difficulty.

2, Research data on the formula is based on native
readers, not EFL learners.

3. Formulas are not very accurate or reliable.

i, Formulas deal only with the surface structure of the
text and neglect its content, meaning, and

organization,

For these reasons, in this research the findings of the readability formula
were used in conjunction with other measures of text difficulty (see

Appendix C, Table 1, "Texts Ranked According to Flesch Reading Ease

Formula"),
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b. Tests

Six different texts were tested in the study. Expository texts of

. general interest were chosen because that was the kind of text that was

taught and tested during the EFL reading comprehension course. Topics

were selected to be as culturally neutral as possible so that no students

would be penalized for unfamiliarity with the subject matter of the text,

and no students should have unfair advantage because of specialized knowledge

or culture bias. The difficulty of the texts was assumed to be based on
language rather than on ideas.

Each text was rewritten ("doctored") in four different versions. Two
of the versions appeared in the original order but contained mostly either
items of grammatical or of 11exica1 cohesion (as defined by Halliday and
Hasan 1976)., In the other two versions, the sentences were reordered so
that they still made sense, but the information was presented in a different
order. These two versions also contained mostly either items of lexical

or of grammatical cohesion.
The four text versions were as follows:

1. OL - Original Lexical Version
2. 0G ~ Original Grammatical Version

3. RL - Reordered Lexical Version

4, RG - Reordered Grammatical Version
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For the main part of the research, each text version was accompanied
by 20 M-C questions. As there was a large number of students to tests,
it was decided to uge. the M-C format because it was easy to score and the
results could be readily analysed by comput:er'.8 For another part of the
research, to compare original and reordered versions of text, rational
cloza procedure was used. For a sample of an original text, four vercions

with M<C questions, and two cloze versions, see Text 2 in Appendix B.
1) Test Formats

a) Multiple-Choice (M-C) Reading Comprehension
Questions

One purpose of the M-C questions was to examine reading comprehension
in sections of text which contained items of lexical and grammatical
cohesion., Unfortunately, it was not always possible to write in enough
cohesive items without distorting the style of the text. Moreover, it was
not always possible to ask enough good questions on the doctored sections
of text. For technical reasons, tihen, there were certain doctored sections
of text on which no specific content questions were asked.

Furthermort;, in order to complete the desired number 9!‘ 20 questions,
other types of questions i’xad to be included. Word level questions; (e.g.,

"For" (line . . .) means . . . ) and whole-text level questions (e.g., "A

possible title for this text would be . . . ") were included for ‘=i,

reason.
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The total test score resulted from responses to 20 M-C questions,
only a certain number of which directly related to doctored sections of
text. For this reason, those questions specifically relating to items of

. cohesion in the text were examined separately.

b) Rational Cloze Procedure

As an alternative testing procedure, the rational cloze method was
used to compare original and reordered versions of undoctored Texts 1~
3.9 The cloze technique was chosen because it includes less material
extraneous to the text. Unlike M-C format, the cloze omits questions and
required the student to fill the blanks occurring in the text itself.

Words were deleted by the researcher according to the redundancy of
the context. Blanks were selected where there was enough surrounding
context to enable a reader to guess the missing word(s). The same blanks
appeared, except for the first and last sentences of each text version,
in both original and reordered text versions. The number of blanks for
Texts 1, 2, and 3 was 46, 38, and 50, respectively.

The modified cloze tests were administered during the years 1981 and
1982 when the departmentai M-C tests were not given. Thus we could be
certain that students had not been exposed to the original intact versions

of text.
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2) Doctored Text Versions

a) Cohesion: Lexical (L) vs. Grammatical
(G) Versions

For each of the six texts, there were two versions containing items
testing text cohesion: one version including mostly items of lexical
cohesion, and one version containing mostly items of grammatical cohesion.
(It was not possible to totally exclude items of lexical cohesion, for
example, from the grammatical version of a text without distorting its
style and making it sound unnatural.) For a breakdown of the number of
items of cohesion in each text version, see Appendix C, Tables 2 and 3,
"Items of Grammatical and lexical Cohesion in Original and Reordered Texts."
See also Chapter Five, B.1.a., "Constraints on Test Development," pp.
173-175.

Items of cohesion were inserted according to a modified version of

the classification by Halliday and Hasan (1976):
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grammatical cohesion

1) repetition of pronoun reference (e.g., it, his)

2) reference - personal pronoun (e.g., it, his)

3) demonstratives (e.g., this, that, those)

4) nominal substitution (e.g., one, some, few)

5) verbal substitution (e.g., do, have)
6) clausal substitution (e.g., 80, not)
T) ellipsis

8) exophoric (extra-textual) reference

lexical cohesion

9) repetition of noun reference

(e.g.y The booklet ... the booklet)
10) synonym, near-synonym

(e.g., The booklet ... the pamphlet)
11) superordinate, subordinate

(e.g.y» The booklet ... t.he publication)

12) general word

(e.g., Te booklet ... the material)

ERIC - 7
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This study separated lexical and selected features of grammatical
cohesion to determine whether either one, by itself, or both together,
could be shown to affect reading comprehension. Each of the first four
texts, then, appeared in three versions: original, doctored lexical version,
and doctored grammatical version. The three versions of text varied in
length: U490 to 512 words for Text 1, U413 to U446 words for Text 2, 612 to
660 words for Text 3, and 753 to 773 words for Text 4. Mo original version
was tested for Texts 5 and 6; there were 529 to 613 words for the two
versions of Text 5, and 570 to 637 words for Text 6. The difference in
number of words ranged from 20 words (Text ") to 84 words (Text 5). This
difference was a result of the changes in phrasing, or of the repetition
or omission of words caused by using mainly lexical or mainly grammatical
cohesion in the "doctoring™ procedure.

It appeared that the shortest, most concentrated versions were usually
those of grammatical cohesion (except for Text 4, where the lexical version
was five words shorter). This phenomenon raises the question of whether
there is a connection between the concentration of text and the difficulty

of reading comprehension.

Below is a sample paragraph from Text 3 in the original and two

versions doctored for cohesion.

Original version:

To distinguish between perception of the comic in
oneself and in others, Gordon Allport has labeled the
former a "sense of humor" and the latter a "sense of the
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comic." A sense of humor, therefore, is the ability to
See oneself objectively and to be amused by one's
inferiorities, jealousies, and unsocial desires. It is,
in short, the ability to lavgh at oneself., A sense of
the comic, according to Allport, is a "cruder" source
of mirth in which enjoyment is derived from the inferiorities
of others -~ inferiorities which make the observer feel
superior,

Grammatical version:

To distinguish between a person's percaption of the
comic in himself and in others, Gordon Allport has labeled
the former a "sense of humor" and the latter a "sense
of the comic." Te former, therefore, is the ability
to see himself objectively and to be amused by his own
inferiorities, jealousies and unsocial desires. It is,
in short, the ability of a person to laugh at himself.
The latter, according to Allport, is a "cruder" enjoyment
which is derived from the inferiorities of others which
make him feel superior.

Lexical version: .

To distinguish between perception of the comic in
oneself and in others, Gordon Allport has labeled the
perception of the comic in oneself a "sense of humor"
and the perception of the comic in others a "sense of
the comic." A sense of humor, therefore, is the ability
to see oneself objectively and to be amused by one's
inferiorities, jealousies, and unsocial desires. A sense
of humor is, in short, the ability to laugh at oneself.
A sense of the comic, according t> Allport, is a "cruder"
source of mirth in which enjoyment is derived from the
inferiorities of others -- inferiorities which make the
observer feel superjor,
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Changes in cohesion have been made according to the following principles.

In the doctored grammatical version, the pronouns "former" and "latter"
have been used for "sense of humor" and "sense of the comic." The "observer"
is referred to as a "person" and sll pronouns refer to him (rather than

one or oneself). In the lexical version, all the nouns and noun phrases

have been repeated.

Below is another example, also taken from Text 3:

Some laughter has a malicious quality: Laughing in
triumph over an opponent, laughing at one's own
"superiority,” or laughing at another's discomfort is
quite different -~ in both meaning and tone -- from
laughing with another person.

Lexical version

Some laughter has a malicious quality: jeering in triumph
over an opponent, joking at one's own "superiority," or
Jesting at another person's discomfort is quite different
—- in both mezning and tone -- from laughing with another
person. -

Grammatical version

Original version
|

Sometimes it has a malicious quality: Laughing in triumph
over an opponent, at one's "superiority," or at another's

120




CHAPTER THREE 112

discomfort is quite different -- in both meaning and
tone == from doing it with another.

. In the lexical version, synonyms of laughter are used: jeering,

Joking, and jesting. Tn the grammatical version, the pronoun it was used

instead of the noun laughter. Mostly, the noun was omitted (ellipsis) or

referred to obliquely as doing it (verbal substitution and repetition of

pronoun). The pronoun another was also used instead of the noun phrase

another person.

In order to ascertain that the two doctored versions of each of the
six different texts would be equivalent in acceptability of meaning and
style, they were presented for criticism to four teachers in the Department

of Foreign Languages at Haifa University and changes were made according

to their comments.'e

b) Coherence: Original (Q) vs. Reordered
(R) Versions

It was assumed that the sequencing of information affects the ease with which it -an
be processed. The same information, presented differently, might focus differently or
shift the argument (see Chapter 2, B.1.b.3) and 4), pp. 27-28). It was assumed thzt
reordering the sentences would result in a rearrangement of the sequence in which
information appeared in the text. Each text appeared both in the original order ari the
reordered sequencing (see Appendix C, Table 4, "Key to Rearranged Sentences: Reorcared
Cohererce;" Tables 4a and 4b, "Parallel Questions, Texts 1-6"). If the differences in

sequencing affected total test scores, that would reflect their effect on comprehension,
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For a sample test that was reordered, see Appendix B, Test 2. All
five versions of Test 2 are included: Original (00), Grammatical (0G),
lexical (OL), Reordered Grammatical (RG), Reordered Lexical (RL). The two
sets of questions (original and reorderad) have also heen included. Appendix
B also includes the modified cloze test version of Test 2 (see Appendix

C, Table 4, "Key to Rearranged Sentences: Reordered Coherence),

¢) Cohesion and Changes in Sentence Sequence
(Coherence)

In the reordering process, the words were not changed. Sentences
appeared in the text in a different order. Except for Text 5, where three
of the sentences had to be reordered from within (clauses placed in a
different order) to maintain the natural flow of the discourse, the sentences
themselves remained intact. However, as a result of changing the order
of the sentences, cohesive ties were altered. A reference item of grammatical
cohesion, for example, may have had a different referent because the

previous sentence had been changed. Here is an example from Text 2:

Original Grammatical Version (0G), paragrarh 5

A few are considering direct legal limitations on family
size and sanctions to enforce them. No governments
really want to resort to this, (lines u6-19)

ERIC | 122




CHAPTER THREE

Each of the paragraphs appears at a different point in the text. Some
of the sentences that appear in the last paragraph of the original version
appear 1in the second paragraph ¢~ the reordered version. In the original

version, they appear in the conclusion as alternative but unsatisfactory

solutions.
possible solution.

of text, moreover, is also changed.
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Reordered Grammatical Version (RG), paragraph 2

A number of governments are moving in the direction of
coercion. No govermments really want to resort to this.
(lines 11-13)

version and no. 6 in the reordered version (see Appendix B).

Another example is taken from Text 6:

Grammatical Version (0G), selections from paragraphs 1,
2, 3 -

——

(1) In studying the history of the relationship between
East and West, we come to realize that there have been
alternating phases of Oriental and Western ascendancy.

(2) ... And this creates the vacuum into which another
and more virile civilation is drawn.

(3) For East and West, their periods of high civilization
have never been simultaneous. Instead, they have
alternated, the decadence of one coinciding with the
highest achievements 5f the other. In its decay, each
civilization creates a cultural vacuum into which the
forces of the rival -~ and rising -~ one must tend to
flow. These alternate phases assume a military form -
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= the conquest of one nation by another. Ve are at first
inclined to -see these conquests as the overspilling of
energy, the exuberance of an achievement which can no
longer be kept within its original frontier. Such events
do undoubtedly occur; but further study may incline us
to think that the vacuum is the more powerful force.

Lexical Version (OL), selections from paragraphs 1, 2,
3

—

(1) In stidying the history of the relationships between
East and West, we come to realize that there have been
alternating phases of Oriental and Western ascendancy.

(2) ... And this decay creates the vacuum into which
another and more virile civilization is drawn.

(3) For East and West, the times of thriving culture
have never been simultaneous. Instead, there have been
successive epochs of dominance, the decadence of the
East coinciding with the principal achievements of the
West. 1In decline, each people creates a cultural void
into which the forces of the rival -- and rising --
~ivilization must tend to flow. The consecutive phases
of expansion assume a military form —- the conquest of
one nation by another nation. We are at first ineclined
to see these conquests as the overspilling of energy,
the exuberance of an achievement which can no longer be
kept within the original frontier. The swellings of
power do undoubtedly occur ; but further study may induce
us to think that the vacuum is a more powerful force
than the force of conquest,

Reordered Grammatical Version (RG), paragraphs 4-5

In its decay, each civilization creates a cultural
vacwm into which the forces of the rival -- and rising
-= civilization must tend to flow, And this creates the
vacuum into which another and more virile civilization
is drawn. These alternate phases assume a military form
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-~ the conquest of one nation by z2nother. We are at
first inclined to see these conquests as the overspilling
of energy, the exuberance of an achievement which can
no longer be kept within its original frontier. Such
everits do undoubtedly occur; but further study may incline
us to think that the vacuum is the more powerful
force.

In studying the history of relationships between
East and West, we come to realize that there have been
alternating phases of Oriental and Western ascendancy.
For East and West, these periods have never been
simultaneous. Instead, they have alternated, the decadence
of one coinciding with the highest achievements of the
other.

Reordered Lexical Version (RL), paragraph 4-5

In decline, each civilization creates a cultural
vacuum into which the forces of the rival - and rising
-- civilization must tend to flow. And this decay creates
the void into which another and more virile society is
drawn. These alternate phases of expansion assume a
military form -~ the conquest of one nation by another
nation, We are at first inclined to see these conquests
as the overspilling of energy, the exuberance of an
achievement which can no longer be kept within the
original frontier. The swellings of power do undoubtedly
occur; but further study may induce us to think that the

vacuum is a more powerful force than the force of
conquest,

In studying the history of relationships between
East and West, we come to realize that there have been
alternating phases of Oriental and Western ascendancy.
For East and West, the times of thriving culture have
never been simultaneous. Instead, there have been
successive epochs of dominance, the decadence of the

East coinciding with the principal achievements of the
West.
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In each of the grammatical versions, depending on the sequencing of
the sentences, the demonstrative this refers to a different set of concepts.
In the original version, this refers to the dying of energy, the sterility
of the arts, and the timidity of policy. In the reordered version, this
refers to "a cultural vacuum into which the forces of a rival civilization
must flow." Other features of cohesion are pronouns, ellipsis, and verb
substitution (e.g., "does").

This change in relations also holds true in the lexical versions. In
addition, the demonstrative this is accompanied by the word "decay."
Synonyms used for "decay" are "decline" and "decadence." Other synonyms
used are "void" and "vacuity" for "vacuum," "society" and "nation" for
"eivilization," "successive" for "alternating," "times of thriving culture"
and "epochs of dominance" for "ascendancy." The phrase "the conquest of
one nation by another nation" later appears as the general words "these
vast movements of mankind."

In the original version, these sentences, interspersed with others,
form an introduction describing the situation, questioning the cause of
the final result, and answering or explaining the process. In the reordered
version, however, these general comments also serve as examples (see
Appendix C, Table 10, "Discourse Analysis -- Test 6).

The different location of the sentences and the shift in emphasis
resulted in different sentence functions and illocutionary acts. It was
assuned that these changes would affect the ease or difficulty of information
processing and that these differences would be reflected in different mean

test scores for the two test versions.
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d) Coherence and Items of Cohesion

The use of cohesive items can also affect the reader's interpretation
of the organization and relations of concepts in the text. Grammatical
markers such as "it" or "this" may need to be correctly interpreted to
enable the reader to follow the writer's argument successfully. Similarly,
synonymous words (items of lexical cohesion) may need to be recognized as
such (e.g., "the overspilling of energy"™ = "the swellings of power"™ = "the
overflow") for the reader to understand the text. The extent to which such

features of cohesion affected the statistical results was examined.

¢. Discourse Analysis

Discourse analysis of the rhetorical organization of "coherence" of
a text was carried out to reveal patterns which could be linked to reading
ease or difficulty. Sentence functions were labeled according to lists
of sentence types suggested by Horn (1971), Jones and Faulkner (1971), and
Larson (1967). The 1illocutionary force of paragraphs was determined
according to lists by Austin (1962), Wilkins (1976), and Munby (1978).
The sentence functions, paragraph-level illocutionary acts, and paragraph-level
concepts in the texts were examined and compared with the M-C questions
on the texts to determine whether any particular rhetorical pattern or

order was more difficult than any other.
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1) Discourse Analysis of Sentence Functions
and Paragraph Functions

In this study, the term "i{llocutionary force" was used to describe
the macro-level function of a paragraph, whereas the term "sentence function"
was restricted to the micro-(sentence) level. The patterns that form
sentences and paragraphs in each text version were examined to determine
whether some discourse patterns (e.g., contrast, explanation) might be
easier or more difficult than others (e.g., example, description)., This
method measures the effect of coherence (the organization and relations
between concepts in the text) rather than cohesion.

It was assumed that texts whose ideas are complex, or which contain
a good deal of contrasting or shi fting arguments, are more difficult than

texts containing only one argument which includes many examples, explanations,

and/or descriptions. (S« (’A«(},'ﬂr 2, 6.1 5-6)) Y. Jo~31.)

2) Paragraph-Level Concepts

An analysis of the concepts and structure of each sentence was carried
out to discover the general conceptual shape of each paragraph and of the
text as a whole. A diagrammatical breakdown of the texts =—- according to
the functions and concepts in each sentence and paragraph -- appears in

Appendix C, Tables 5-10, "Discourse Analysis and Sentence Function."

[S Chapdu @, C2,8.2) <), pd CP-31.)
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C. DATA PROCESSING AND ANALYSIS

1. Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula

The formula was applied to the first 100 words of each of the text
versions (see Appendix C, Table 1, "Texts Ranked According to the Flesch
Reading Ease Formula"), The resulting scores were placed in increasing
order to form a hierarchy of difficulty. Scores were examined for differences
in difficulty between the original and reordered versions, and between the
grammatical and lexical text versions. In this study, the former two would

indicate differences in coherence and the latter two differences in

cohesion,

2. M-C Test Results

a. Item Analysis: Easiness Indices, Mean Scores,

Reliability

This study used the ITANA V computer program of Item Analvsis developed
by Nevo et al. (1975) and Ramraz (1979) to analyze results of M-C questions.
Tis program provides information on each question as well as on the test
as a wole, It provides mean scores, standard deviations, and reliability
of the test based on the Kuder-Richardson Formula #20 and the Split- Half
Formula. (See Appendix C, Table 15, "Results of M-C Comprehension Tests
1-4 —- Cohesion"; Tables 27-32, "Easiness IndiceS ~- Tests 1-6.")

Especially useful in this research was the Easiness Index (also known

as Facility Index and Difficulty Index), which represents the number and
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percent of correct answers for each question for the total test population.
Using t-test analysis, this study compared differences between the Easiness
Indices of the identical questions in the grammatical and lexical versions.
(See Appendix C, Table 14, "Hierarchy of Easiness Indices of Questions

Related to Sections of Text Containing Cohesive Items.")

b. Comparison of Student Responses

For Tests 1-4, scores of doctored versions of tests were compared
with those of the original versions as well as with each other. For the
24 doctored versions of the six original texts, t-tests and F-tests (Two-way
ANOVA of score by year by test type) were used to calculate whether there
were any significant differences among mean test scores, among Easiness
Indices of questions, and among responses to specific questions directly
deal ing with sections of doctored texts. (See Appendix C, Table 18, "Results
of M-C Questions on Texts Doctored for Grammatical and Lexical Cohesionj"
Table 19, "Coherence -- Results of M-C Questions on Original and Reordered
Versions of Text;" Table 2G, "M-C Questions with Significant

Differences,")

3. Cloze Test Results

Student responses on the cloze procedure were marked by the researcher
as follows: correct answer = 2, partially correct answer (showing some
comprehension) = 1, wrong answer or no answer = 0. The percent of correct

answers, mean test scores, and standard deviations were calculated for
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each text version. Partial credit was given to words that were not wild
guesses and that would make some sense in context, even though Lhey were

not semantically close to the original word (see Appendix C, Table 16,

"Cloze Findings").

4, Discourse Analysis

a. Frequency of Cohesive Ttems in Texts

The frequency and percentage of items of lexical and grammatical
cohesion in relation to the whole text were calculated for each of the 2l
doctored text versions. (See Appendix C, Tables 2 and 3, "Ttems of
Grammatical and Lexical Cohesion in Original and Reordered Texts.")

b. TIllocutionary Force, Sentence Functions,
and Paragraph-Level Concepts

Tables indicating the illocutionary force, sentence functions, and
paragraph-level concepts of each of the sentences in the texts were prepared.
In this way it way it was possible to follow differences in the patterns
of logical sequencing between original and reordered text versions. (See

Appendix C, Tables 5-1C, "Discourse Analysis.")
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c. Matching Multiple-Choice Easiness Indices
and Discourse Analysis

For Tests 1-li, charts of cohesive items were prepared across the three
text versions (i.e., the original and two "doctored" versions). (See
Appendix C, Tables 11-13, "Cohesive Chains: Graphic Chart of Cohesive Items
Across 3 Versions of Texts, Comparison of Results of Test Questions;"
Tables 20-25, "Matching Test Questions with Lexical and Grammatical Items
of Cohesion in Text: Tests 1-6.") 1In this way it was possible to compare
differences in text that were caused by doctoring with student
responses,

Easiness Indices were also included in the table of sentence functions
and illocutionary force so that comparisons between text structure and
student responses could be made (see Appendix C, Tables 11-13, "Cohesive
tains"). Relations were sought between specific patterns of argumentation
in the text and the difficulty or ease of the questions corresponding to

those sections of text (sece Appendix C, Table 77, "Additive vs. Contrastive

Paragraphs'),
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D, SUMMARY

One purpose of this study was to determine whether advanced FFL
students' difficulty in reading English texts was affected by cohesion and
coherence. The researcher assumed that it was possible to doctor a text
so that their cumulative effect could be measured. It was also assumed
that features of cohesion and coherence would affect students' ability to
answer comprehension questions on a text. Another assumption was that
Some features of cohesion and coherence would cause more reading difficulty
than others., It was hoped that differences in test results would be
statistically significant either on the macro- (whole-text) or the micro-

(word and sentence) level, or both.

1. Cohesion

Six texts were doctored for both lexical and grammatical cohesion.
The Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula was applied to each text
version. Comparisons were made between student responses to M-C questions
and the doctoring of texts. For the M-C tests, t-tests and F-tests (two-
way ANOVA of score by year by test type) were used to calculate whether
there were any significant differences among mean test scores, among
Easiness Indices of questions, and among responses to specific questions
directly dealing with sections of doctored texts. These results were
compared with oral interviews of students whc had taken the M-C tests and

with discourse analysis of the texts.
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2. Coherence

The six texts were reordered. Again the Flesch Reading Ease Readability

+ Formula was applied to each text version. For each text, discourse analysis
techniques were used to reveal patterns of text organization: rhetorical
sentence function (illocutionary force) and paragraph-level concepts were
tabulated. Again, tests were administered and comparisons made between
the researcher's description of the text content and structure, on the one

hand, and the difficulty or ease of reading comprehension, as reflected

by student test scores (M-C and rational cloze), on the other.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER THREE

1. This assumption, however, was not necessarily alwa's true. Although
on the whole the tests were reliable, there were some multiple-choice test
questions that were problematic, either because of unintentional ambiguity,
or because for some students either the text or the questions, or both,
were too difficuit. These problematic questions could be identified vecause
either too many of the students (more than 90%) or too few (less than 30%)
were able to answer them correctly, and/or because of the low Discrimination
Index (point-biserial correlation between the student response and the
total raw test scores). Questions with a Discrimination Index below .30
did not discriminatc between better students (those receiving high scores
on the test as a whole) and poorer studeats {those with low total test
scores). Nevertheless, it was decided to use these M-C questions if a team
of teachers agreed that they were fair, especially since some of the
questions had low Discrimination indices in one test version but had
acceptable (or even high) Discrimination Indices on a parallel test version.
It was hoped that any isolated defective questions would not significantly

damage the test design as a whole.

2. The difficulty of finding significant differences in test scores has
already been discussed by Baten (1981). In previous research on text
difficulty, Sim (1979) was able to find that the presence of certain items

of cohesion in a text made it significantly more difficult for advanced
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EFL students to read. He argued that students who misunderstood these
wrds had more difficulty than if the words had never appeared. For these
students, rather than being signals, the markers served as obstacles to
comprehension. However, Fishman (1978) and Baten (1981), also working
with text cohesion, were not able to find significant differences in test

Scores,

3. For their helpful comme.ts and criticism, I wish to thank Ilana Bousso,
Lillian Groebel, D-. Melvin Kornfeld, Batia Laufer, leslie Levanon, Stella
Levy, Joyce Livingstone, Marion Lupu, Feigy Rosenfeld, Betty Rozen, Dr.
Donald Sim, and Miriam Widman, Dept. of Foreign Languages, Haifa

University,

4, In 1980 students took bo:h the experimental mid-year and final
examinations in January and June. Thus the same students took one of the

first set (Test 1-4) and also one of the second set of tests (Tests 5 and
6).

5. Although as one of the teachers in the Department of Foreign Languages
I could choose the texts for my own students, this number of students

(approximately 50 per year) was too small to make much difference in the

total test results.

6. See Baruch Nevo (1977) "Statisties in Student Admissions," Report No,
265 Esther Oren (1980) "Candidates to Haifa University 1974-1979," Report

No, 49; Anat Yudfat (1980) "First-year University Students at Haifa
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University: 1978-1980," Report No, 50; Haifa Uhiversity Selection and

Assessment lhit, Faifa University. These reports indicated no significant
variation in calibre of students aimitted to Haifa University from 1974
to 1980. It is assumed that this state of affairs continued until 1982,

when the testing for this study ended.

5. This formula is cited by Klare (1963) as "being the one most often i
used and the one on which the most research data are available" (pp. 23 "
and 58-59)0 sj‘

8. Another consideration was that the results of this study could be
compared with those of a previous study on cohesion that was carried out

on the same population by Sim (1979). Research by Fishman (1978) and Baten

(1981) also relied on results from multiple~choice tests.

9. In the original versions of the texts, blanks were selected approximately
7-9 words apart wherever possible. Tn the reordered versions, the same

blank spaces appeared. Consequently, the number of words between spaces

that occurred across sentences was irregular., Blanks within sentences,

however, were not affected by the reordering process.

10. Valuable comments on the writing of the texts were made by Prof. E.A.
Levenston, Dept. of English, Te Hebrew University of Jerusalem, as well

as by Dr. Shoshana Blum-Kulka, Prof. Andrew Cohen, and the students

participating in their seminar on Research Methods in Applied Linguistics

at the Hebrew University.
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CHAPTER FOUR

COHERENCE

A, DISCOURSE PROCESSING

This chapter deals with the sequencing and reordering of sentences
in a text. It would be useful at this point to recapitulate the theoretical
questions that underlie thls study. The research question dealing with
coherence was whether the reorganization of information in a text would
affect reading comprehension for our EFL students. In the literature, the
distinction is made between meanings and their surface forms or manifestations
in sentences (Brown 1976, Wilkins 1976)., Hence different texts may be
written to represent alternative versions of a discour se (see Schnotz 1983

and Chapter Two, B.1.h., Meanings Encoded as Text, pp. 25-27). Possibly

these texts differ in reading difficulty. 1If this is true, readers are
obliged tc deal with both the ideas themselves and the way they are organized
in a text.

In the literature there are two distinet opinions about discourse

processing (see Chapter Two, C.2.h.1)b), Order of Information: Sequencing

of Propositions (Given/MNew), pp. 62-68). One proposed by Thorndyke (1979),

Kintseh (1977), Gutwinski (1976), and Strang (1972), among others, argues

that readers naturally try to impose some meaningful interpretation on a
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series of given propositions, and even arrange the author's ideas into new
patterns. Based on the concept of schemata, "the fundamental elements
upon which all processing depends" (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 33), this reading
theory would include both knowledge itself and information about how th's
knowledge is to be used (Rumelhart, 1980, p. 34). Examples of the kind
of knowledge recognized are word semantics, logical inference rules, and
story schemata (Spiro, Bruce, and Brewer, 1980, p. 8).

According to this view, readers are expected to interpret the text,
reorganize ideas if necessary, and provide missing links according to their
expectations of text structure. Difficulties in reading comprehension might
occur because readers lack the skill to use the knowledge they have:

This approach suggests the possibility that some unskilled
reading may be the result of not knowing how to use and
interweave knowledge, rather than of a lack of knowl edge
itself. (Spiro, Bruce, and Brewer, 1980, p. 8)

Another view, set forth by Meyer (1975), Widdcwson (1978), Fishman
(1978), Kieras (1978), van Dijk (1980), Beaugrande (1980), Baten (1981),
and Schnotz (1983), among others, states that text readability is affected
by the order in which information is received.

The suggestion that both processes ocecur together has been proposed

by Adams (1980), Spiro (1980), and Auble and Franks (1983). Comprehension
1s seen as the interaction between top-down processing from activated
Scheria and bottom-up processing from concepts expressed by the sentence
(Auble and Franks 1983). A top-down text (main idea first, then less

important ideas) appears to be easier to recall than one that is bottom~
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up (least important ideas first) (Meyer 1975 and Kieras 1978). The number
of reorganizations necessary to process information may also contribute

to reading difficulty (Baten 1981, p. 1T7).

The concept of top-down/bottom-up text structure is also applied to

the reading process as described by Adams (1980):

For the skilled reader, top-down and bottom-up processing
are occurring at all levels of analysis simultaneously
as she or he proceeds through the text. The reader is
therefore able to make optimal use of the information
on the page, the redundancy of the language, and the
contextual environment with minimal effort. The top-

down processes ensure that lower order information that
is consistent with the reader's expectations will be
easily assimilated, as it will already have been partially
processed, Meanwhile, the bottom-up processes ensure
that the reader will be alerted to any information that
18 novel or that does not fit her or his ongoing hypotheses
about the content of the text. (p. 12)

It has been found that truly fluent readers are able to infer the
camplete message in a text, even when not explicitly stated (i.e., inferring
a full clause from a single adjective, reorganizing information, etc.).
Te not-so-fluent readers, however, are not able to do so (Meyer 1975 and
Glock 1978-79). Another study by Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth (1980) found

that good readers are able to process top-level structure of text, whereas

the others are not.

One problem with this kind of research is that even though changed

Wword order might make a text more difficult to process, this difficulty

might still not affect performance on comprehension questions (Baten 1981)

or would not quantitatively affect recall severely enough to be detected
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(Beaugrande 1980). We did not know, therefore, at the start of our research,
whether quantitative, measurable differences in difficulty would be elicited

by our research methods.

B. REORDERING AND DIFFICULTY

1. Original vs. Reordered Texts

The sentences in six texts were reordered go that the texts stitl
made sense but were structured differently. Except for a few unavoidable
instances, none of the words in the texts was changed -- only their position
in the text. There were two versions of each text: original and reordered.
(See Appendix C, Table 4, "Key to Rearranged Sentences: Reordered
Coherence.")

The difficulty of each of the text versions was measured by the Flesch
Reading Ease Readability Formula (see Chapter Three, B.2.a., p. 3), the
rational modified cloze procedure, and test results of multiple-choice

(M-C) questions accompanying the texts.

a. Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula

The Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula was applied to the first
100 words of each text. Results of the formula for Texts 1-6 show no
difference between original and reordered versions (chi-square test for
goodness of fit: chi-square = .33, p = n.s. See Appendix C, Table 1,

"Texts Ranked According to Flesch Reading Ease Formula").
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b. Rational Cloze Procedure

Words deleted by the researcher were those that could be reasonably
guessed from the contextual clues. The same words wecre deleted for both
original and reordered versions. The distances between deleted words
varied, therefore, in each of the versions. The undoctored (original)
versions of Texts 1-3 were used, The number of blanks for Texts 1, 2, and
3, was 46, 38, and 50, respectively. A total of 186 students were
tested,

Test results showed that the reordered versions were significantly
more difficult than the original versions (F : 1,64, df = 97 and 88, p<.05;
t = 4.36, df = 184, p<.0001, see Appendix C, Table 16, "Cloze Findings"),
An examination of each text separately showed a significant difference for
Texts 1 and 2 (F = 3.00, df = 28 and 33, p<.005); and t = 5.07, df = 55,

p<. 0001, respective1y1), but no significant difference for Text 3 was

. Jas¥ wd be fxé/ql)sl./ L/ e regu % 0 & - wa
;:;;n\fﬁ Zz;fqu jjfm‘u otia fae et behetl el 47

m\wdq c(u( r473(‘:1&}(38/tésa), F =436, d+ =2, p=.ci.

Two different test batteries were administered: Tests 1-4 as a
mid-year exam after 50 hours of instruction, and Tests 5-6 as a more
difficult final exam after 100 hours of instruction., Each test was
accompanied by 20 M-C questions; there was a total of 120 questions for
all six exams (see Appendix C, Tables Y4a and 4b, "Parallel Questions").

A significant difference was found between (M-C) test scores of
original and reordered versions of the six texts. A comparison of overall
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test results yielded the following results: t = 2.37, df = 22, p<.05.
Comparing the separate questions in each test version, we also found
significant results: t = 3,31, df = 956, p<.001; F = 10.95, p<.001. There
was a significant difference between the Easiness Indices of the original
and reordered versions for 38 questions (32% of the total 120 questions).
(See Appendix C, Table 19, "Coherence -- Results of M-C Questions on
Original and Reordered Versions of Texts," and Table 26, "M-C Questions
With Significant Differences.")

T-tests were applied to the separate questions according to version
(e.g., the results of Question 1, for example, in both the original and
reordered versions, where this question may be called by another number,
such as Question 9). Tt was found that for 38 questions (32%) of the total
120 questions (6 texts, 20 questions each), there was a significant
difference between original and reordered text versions.

Of these 38 questions, F-tests showed that for 22 questions (58%),
the reordered versions were harder, for 12 questions (32%) the original
versions were harder, and for 4 questions (10%) the Easiness Indices were
on the same level for both original and reordered versions. Of these 38
questions, only 12 were also found by t-tests to have significant differences
between original and reordered versions. A total of 25 questions (21%):
were found significantly differen’. by t-tests: for 18 questions (72%) the
reordered versions were harder, but for 7 questions (28%) the original
versions were harder. Thus F-tests showed more questions to be significantly

different in each version than did t-tests (see Appendix C, Table 26).
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From the total 120 questions, those found significantly different
were relatively few: the reordered versions were harder for 22 questions
(19%) according to F-tests, and for 18 questions (15%) according to t-
tests; the original versions were harder for 12 questions (10%) according
to F-tests, and 7 questions (6%) according to t-tests.

It ix assumed that many of the questions yielded significant results
by chance. That is, they were found statistically significant by F~ tests
and/or t-tests by coincidence, as a result of the large number of question
pairs, but not because of the questions themselves or the sections of text
they accomapny. For this reason, these questious were not examined further.
Nevertheless, these results on separate questions confirm the findings of
the F-tests and t-tests for overall test results, namely, the reordered

versons were generally found to be more difficult than the original.

d. Effects of Reordering

It may be concluded from these results that the reordered versions
were more difficult than the original versions of text. Therefore, for
our EFL students, the sequencing of information has been shown to affect
readability or reading difficulty.

Reordering the texts appeared to affect five aspects of discourse:

cohesion, sentence functions, paragraph-level concets, illocutionary force,

Laptn 2, B, ], 5,00, pf30~3 ek QU 2.4.2)), pf €421,

and top-down/bottom-up structure (seeAAppend*.x C, Tables 5-10, "Discourse
Analysis"). It has been established that. reordering sentences is a procedure

that significantly affects text readability (i.e., affects Easiness Indices
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of ML Test scores). At this point it was not clear whether the reordering
procedure made the texts easier or harder to read. Now these five aspects
were examined to determine how each one contributed to the total change

during the reordering process.

2, Effects of Reordering on Text Cohesion

One way of looking at cohesion is to see it as not directly related
to coherence (Widdowson 1978, Tierney and Mosenthal 1980 and 1981, Carrell
1982). That is, texts may be coiierent without necessarily being cohesive,

and vice versa. Another view of cohesion is that it may be one aspect of

coherence (van Di jk 1977C, Baten 1981, Langleben 1981). During the course
of this research study, we found it necessary to take into acccunt the
effect of cohesion on the reordering process (see Appendix C, Tables 2 and
3, "Items of Grammatical and Lexical Cohesion in Original and Reordered
Texts" and Tables 20-25, "Matching Questions With Lexical and Grammatical
Items of Cohesion in the Text"),

The Easiness Indices of questions relating to sections of text that
had been doctored were examined separately. The researcher investigated
the interactiion effect between questions relating to sections of text
containing grammatical or lexical cohesion, on the one hand, and original
or reord.-ed sentences in the text, on the other (see Appendix C, Tables
27-32, "Easiness Indices: Tests 1-6"), F-tests (ANOVA) comparing the
interaction effect between cohesion and coherence were not significant, A

comparison of all six tests showed the F-value to he 1.96 (df = 47, p =
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n.s.); looking at each of the components separately, we found the F- value
for reordering to be 5.43 (df = 1, p<.05), the F-value for cohesion te be
«31 (df = 1, p = n.s.), and the interaction F-value to be .09 (df = 1, p

= n.s.). Examining each text separately, we found no significant
A oo AANDVA g i med Mt se rtncl?s, Tt wey sy
effects., M7( ’ Fubly /9 )
,‘n*mx)‘(:w edfe ot M &/
Nevertheless, looking at Tables 20-2%, "Matching Test Questions with

Lexical and Grammatical Items of Cohesion in the Text," we see th the
same questions include features of cohesion in the original version that
may not appear in the reordered version, and vice versa. In other words,
the reordering process has affected not only items of cohesion but their
related questlons as well. Thus, in the grammatical version of Text 1,
Question & contained grammatical repetition in the original version;
ncwever, in the reordered version Questicn 8 contained reference instead
of grammatical rep:tition. In the lexical version, Questions 2 and 7 were.
related to sections of text containing synonyms in the original version
which changed to lexical repetition in the reordered version. Question
10 contained lexical repetition in the original version and a synonym in
the recrdered version. Hence in Text 1 the reordering process affected
four of the twelve questions reiating to sections of text containing
cohesion. In Text 2 there weire changes in all of the ten cohesion- related
questions; in Text 3 in seven of the fourteen questions (nos. 1, 2, 7, 8,
12, 13, and 18); in Text 4 in six of ithe thirteen questions (nos. 1, 4,
Ty 9 11, 12); in Text 5 in thirteen of ‘he sixteen questions (ncs. 1- 5,
9-1, 13-16, and 18); and in Text 6 in sixteen of the eighteen questions

(l’IOS. 1-3, 5-13’ 15-1 8)0
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Examining the total number of questions involved in cohesion for each
version, we observed different patterns, depending on the texts. In Text
1 there was no real difference in the total number of questions for any
version. For Text 2, original grammatical and lexical versions had the
same number of questions. The reordered version of Text 2, however,
contained fewer questions, and the numbers were different for grammatical
and lexical versions. In Texts 3 and 4, there was the further complication
that the doctoring procedure changed the text versions each year. For
these texts the differences between question Easiness Indices resulting
from the doctoring procedures appeared to be greater than the differences
involved in features of cohesion. In Text 5, the original grammatical
text had fewer questions relating to cchesion than any of the other versions.
In Text 6, it was the original lexical version with the fewest number of
qQuestions relating to cohesion.

What is obvious from the results of t-tests and F-tests is that
questions were affected by the changes in text., These differences in
questions may reflect. the doctoring procedure, in which features of cohesion
were changed, or the reordering process, in which the order of the sentences
was changed, or to both of these factors. The fact that significant results
were obtained indicated that the M-C tests were sensitive to changes in
discourse structure.

Let us examine the opening section of Text 2 and its related questions
where such changes occurred. Appendix B contains all versions of Text 2.

The sections pertinent to our argument will be presented here.

1?7
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Text 2 -~ original coherence, grammatical cohesion

World population growth —- and how to slow it --
continues to. be a subject of great controversy. The
world's poorest nations have yet to find effective ways
to slow this growth -- at least without restricting
citizens' rights and violating such traditions as the
one of having large families as insurance in old age.
Population growth is the gravest problem the world faces
over the decades immediately ahead. In many ways it is
an even more dang~—~ous and subtle threat than war, since
it is less amenable to organized control. It is not in
the exclusive control of a fow governments, but rather
hundreds of millions of individual parents. It must be
faced -- like the nuclear threat -- for what it is: a
central determinant of mankind's future, one requiring
far more attention than at present.

Text 2 —- original coherence, lexical cohesion

World population growth -~ and how to slow it --
continues to be a subject of great controversy. The
planet's poorest nations have yet to find effective ways
to check this population increase -~ at least without
restricting citizens' rights and violating such traditions
as the custom of having large families as insurance in
old age. Population growth is the gravest issue the
world faces over the decades immediately ahead. 1In many
Wways an increase in the earth's population is an even
more dangerous and subtle threat than war, since a rise
in the number of the world's inhabitants is less amenable
to organized control. The problem is not in the exclusive
control of a few governments, hut rather in the hands
of hundreds of millions of individual parents. The
population threat must be faced -- like the nuclear
threat -- as a central dete.minant of mankind's future,
a problem requiring far more attention than is presently
given.
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Text 2 == reordered coherence, grammatical cohesion

Last year the world's population passed 4 billion.
While the growth rate in the developed nations is actually
slowing down, in the developing cowntries it is accelerating
rapidly. It is the gravest problem the world faces over
the decades immediately aherad. Unless there is a holocaust
brought on by man or nature, it will continue. The
problem, then, is to slow this down in the developing
contries where fertility is high.

The world's poorest nations have yet to find effective
ways to check this growth — at least without restricting
citizens' rights and violating such traditions as that
of having large families as insurance in old age. A
number of governments are moving in the direction of
coercion.

Text 2 -~ reordered coherence, lexical cohesion

Last year the world's population passed 4 billion.
While the growth rate in the developed nations is actually
slowing down, the rate in the developing countries is
accelerating rapidly. Population growth is the gravest
issue the planet faces over the decades immediately
ahead. Unless there is a holocaust brought on by man
or nature, the process will continue. Te problem, then,
is to control the population growth in the developing
countries where fertility is high.

The globe's poorest nations have yet to find effective
ways to check the population increase -- at least without
restricting citizens' rights and violating such traditions
as the custom of having large families as insurance in
old age. A number of governments are moving in the
direction of coercion.
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Question 1 (original version) = Question 3 (reordered version)

According to these lines, the poorest countiies

1. have found ways to slow down population growth

* 2. have not found ways to slow down population growth

3. don't want to find ways to slow down population growth

4, will soon find ways to slow down population growth

Examining what students are required to understand when answering
this question, we see that in the grammatical version, they must interpret
"have yet to find" to mean "have not yet found," and discover the anaphoric
referent of "growth." 1In the original grammatical version, "this growth"
(line 4) refers back to "it" and "world population growth (line 1). In
che reordered grammatical version, however, the cohesive ties are much
more indirect. From "this growth" (paragraph 2, line 11), readers must
return via "this" (line 8), and "it" (lines 4 and 7 - twice), to the
referent, which is implied but not clearly stated: "the world's popuiation"
(line 1), "the growth rate . . . is actually slowing down" (lines 2 -
3.

The situation is slightly different in the le.ical versions. In order
to answer the M-C question, students must recognize the equivalence, in
the original version, of "population increase" (line 4) and "populatiion
growth™ (line 1), The features of cohesion involved are repetition of
"population" and the synonyms "growth" and "increase." 1In the reordered
version, the cohesive links between the two sentences are the same as in
the original version, even though the sentences themselves are different.
Again, "population increase" (line 12) refers back to "population growth"

O ‘ (lines 5’ 9).
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This example shows that when sentences were reordered, the markers
of cohesion did not necessarily stay the same. There was no statistical
evidence, howeve, that changes in cohesion affected the reading difficulty

of the questions accompanying the reordered texts. This lack of significant

difference does not clarify the relation between cohesion and coherence.
It does, however, show that by reordering sentences one does more than
change the order in which ideas are presented. One thereby also changes E
the cohesive 1inks binding those sentences together. Thus the evidence in
this study tends to confirm the approach that sees cohesion as an aspect

of coherence.

3. Effects of Reordering on Discourse Patterns:
Sentence Functions, Paragraph-Level Concepts,
Illocutionary Force

a. Discourse and Focus

The process of reordering the sentences affected the order in which
information was presented. Changes occurred on the sentence and paragraph
levels as well as on the whole-text level. The term "sentence function"
will apply to the sentence level, and "illocutionary Force" will relate
to the paragraph and whole-text levels. Sentences were categorized according
to the classification of logical relationships hy Horn (1971)., (See Tables
5-10, "Discourse Analysis.") On the sentence level, the reorder ing proce;s

sometimes altered the function ¢ a sentence, which is determined not only

by the sentence it<z1f but also by the sentences preceding and following
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it. For example, Text 2, Sentence 6 consists of an answer in the original
version and a contrast in the reordered version (see Appendix C, Table 6).
Sentence 8 is a contrasting fact in the original version but a simple
statement of fact in the reordered one. According to Table 6, Sentence
1 presents two separate results, functioning as a contrast in the original
version but having the function of amplification and cause/effect in the
reordered version.

On the paragraph level, content and illocutionary force are also
altered, Often the illocutionary force is indirect, being inferred from
the context without explicit cohesive markers. In the reordered version,
the illocutionary force of each paragraph is different; beginning with
the statement of the problem, it progresses directly to a discussion of
the solution and its results, and it ends with a restatement of the
problem,

The cumulative effects of these changes on the paragraph level are
to charge the focus on the general whole-text level. Whereas the original

version ends on a positive note, giving a clear solution, the reordered

version ends on a threatening note. The impact on the reader of the
reordered version, although containing the same information, is
different.

Only Text 3 has no change in focus between original and reordered
versions. 'This stability is due to the fact that Text 3 contains a static
description of a situation. The writer is not trying to persuade the

reader of a point of view; the tone of the texE\is relatively neutral.
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An examination of the endings of tl. other texts will reveal the
differences in focus. In Text 1, both versions are hopeful. The original
ver sion ends on the note that physiological and psychological factors
enable the elderly to keep themselves active, whereas the reordered version
ends with the hope that help will come from scientific techniques (e.g.,
drugs and psychotherapy). In the criginal version of Text 4, the solution _
is important and appears near the end of the text. In the reordered version
the soclution is de-emphasized by being placed in the middle of the text,
while the ending deals with a neutral identification of sources of money.
In Text 5 it is an implied threat that is de-emphasized by being placed
in the middle of the reordered version. The impact of the original version
is negative, showing cause f“or dissatisfaction, whereas the reordered
version neutrally presents an unequal situation. The original version of
Text 6 is positive, dwelling on the development and progress resulting
from the friztion between cultures. The reoirdered version, however, ends
with the implicit resentment of the subjugated peoples who live in a
cultural vacuum.

In one case, during the testing, the reordering procedure resulted
in a need for changing the correct answer. In the original version of

Text 6, the correct answer for Question 19 was no. Y4, whereas in the

reordered version the correct answer was no. 2.
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Question 19:

From a history of relationships between civlizations the writer
concludes that
1. colonialism and imperialism are wicked and ought to be
punished by revolution

2. all civilizations, without exception, must go through periods
of origin, growth, achievement, and decay

3. the Oriental and Western civilizations will forever remain
in conflict and will eventually decay

4, in order to avoid decadence, friction ~nd the clash of
contrasting ideas are absolutely essential

This change in correct answer was due to the change in focus between the
two versions. The mean Easiness Index for Question 19 in the original
version was 37% and in the reordered version 31% It was a difficult
question in each version.

These changes in focus resulted from differences in paragraph- level
and illocucionary force throughout the text. The end of the text, receiving
the cumulative effact of the previcus paragraphs, hLook on a special
significance, The very position of certain sentences either at the beginning
or end of a text caused them to take on a significance that they would not
ordinarily have if they were placed somewhere in the middle cf the text.
Thus by shifting the focus, the reordering of sentences, Lo a certain

degree, also affects illocutionqry force and concepts in the text.
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b. Additive vs. Contrastive Paragraphs

Among the different types of sentences and paragraphs, the researcher
paid special attention to those whose functions were additive or contrastive.
In additive paragraphs, an idea is explained and examples given to argue
a certain point of view or describe a given situation. 1In conrastive or
comparative paragraphs, alternative points of view are expressed, comparisons
are made between objects, or there may be reservations or disagreement.

According to the literature, connectives in general may be a source
of difficulty (Cohen et al. 1979, Sim 1979, Baten 1981). One reason may
be cultural. Kaplan (1966) found that in Arabic almost all the ideas are
coordinatively linked with little subordination, whereas in English far
more subordination is part of the convention of expository writing. This
phenomenon may cause connectives to be especially problematic for those
of our students who are native speakers of Arabic. Another reason may be
that it i3 more difficult to process discourse that contains shifts,
nuances, contradictions, and reservations than it is to process straightforward
ideas that are amplified. Additives could be considered the simplest
connectives. Sim (1979) found contrastive function words more difficult
than causal and conclusive function words (p. 187).

Assuming that a single, continuous line of thought would be easier
to read than a sequence of sentences containing contrasts, the researcher
examined questions touching on changes in such sections of text. For 13
of the 120 questions (11%), a change i1. the type of sentence function

occurred during the reordering process (see Appendix C, Table 17, "Additive
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vs. Contrastive Paragraphs®")., This change of function was not intentional
on the part of the researcher. It was a by-product of finding another,
alternative order in which to place the sentences so that they would still
make sense,

Sometimes when additive sentences in the original version were
reordered, they became part of contrastive paragraphs in the reordered
version, and other times contrastive sentences and paragraphs in the
original became additive in the reordered. In other words, neither additive
nore contrastive paragraphs were particular to either the originalor
reordered version. Although this phenomenon did not explain why the
reordered varsions were generally more difficult, nevertheless it was worth
exanining. This by-product of the reordering process yielded an opportunity
to compare the effects of sentence function on reading difficulty.

Those questions that involved sentences whose functions did not change
from additive to contrastive, or vice vérsa, after the reordering process,
were not examined, since these would not affect the comparison between the
original and reordered versions. The Easiness Indices for only those 11%
of questions involving a change in sentence function were compared by means
of a t-test. Since there was no particular plan to place specific types
of sentence function in any one version, both additive and contrastive
paragraphs appeared in both original and reordered versions. The soread
was unevent: of the thirteen questions found to touch on those sections
of text where sentence function changed, nine were additive in the original

version and contrastive in the reordered, and four were additive in the
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original version and contrastive in the original, That is, there were
five more contrastive paragraphs in the reordered versions than in the
original. Moreover, this phenomenon did not occur in all six texts: for
Texts 1 and 2, reordering did not change illocutionary force. Additive
and contrastive paragraphs stayed the same, regardless of text version.

Possibly, this difference between contrastive and additive paragraphs
may be reflected by the results of t-tests and F-tests (see Appendix C,
Table 19, "Coherence -- Results of M-C Questions on Original and Reordered
Versions of Text"). The results of Tests 1-6 were broken down into mid-
yeair exams (Tests 1-4) and final exams (Tests 5-6). For Tests 1-l4, no
significant difference was found between the original and reordered versions.
For Tests 5-6, however, results of both t-tests and F-tests were significant
(t = 2,37, df = 515, p<.05; F = 4,70, df = 516, p<.05).

Comparing thirteen pairs of questions, regardless cf text version,
the researcher found a significant difference between Easiness Indices of
questions related to contrastive paragraphs and those related to additive

paragrapns. ‘The additive paragraphs were easier (t = 2.28, df = 12, p<.05).

These “indings are in line with theories by Kintsch et al. (1975), Kintsch

and Vipond (1977), Kieras (1977), Fishman (1978), Sim (1979), and Baten

(1981) that texts or paragraﬁs containing repetition or restatement of the

same main ideas or an addition to an initial chunk of information are
easier to read than texts or paragraphs including many different ideas or

propositions.
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There are three limitations to this finding. First, 11% of the
questions is a very small number and indicates a marginal effect. Secondly,
this effect does not necessarily point to the difference between the
original and reordered versions -- only to a clearly distinct phenomenon
involving additive and contrastive illocutionary force. The fact that there
were five more occurrences of contrastive paragraphs in the reordered
versions than there were in the original version does not necessarily
explain the reason vhy the reordered versions were more difficult. Tirdly,
this finding measures the text only indirectly; it is based on questions
related to stretches of text. In fact, more of these changes occurred in
the text (see Tables 5-10), but were not indicated for lack of suitable
questions. Tius the method of using Easiness Indices does not faithfully
represent the frequency or extent of the changes. It does, however,
indicate trends and permits us to measure their effects on text
difficulty.

The following examples from the texts may help illustrate what happened
in the reordering process. (0Only the versions of grammatical cohesion
will be shown; the same phenomenon ho.ds true for the lexical versions

also.)

Text 6, original version, paragraph 1

In studying the history of relationships hetween
East and West, we come to rezlize that there have been
alternating phases of Oriental and Western ascendancy.
Periods of high cultural development have lasted from
one to two thousand years (more or less), and scholars

158




CHAPTER FOLR 150

can break down these periods into: origin, growth,
achievement, and decay. And whatever the height or
splendor of their flowering, all civilizations known to
us have ended in a decline.

Text 6, reordered version, paragraph 5

. In studying the nistory of relationships between
East and West, we come to realize that there have been
alternating phases of Oriental and Western ascendancy.
For East and West, these periods have never been
simultaneous. Instead, they have alternated, the decadence
of one coinciding with the highest achievemenis of the
other.

Question 1 (original version) = Question 1U4 (reordered version)

In these lines, the writer states that

1. there has always been conflict between East and West

2. Dphases of Oriental decadence have coincided with Western
ascendancy

3. civilizations in the East and West have developed during
the same period

4, although Oriental civilizations have flourished and
decayed, Western civilization is still at its height
The original version is smooth. It begins with a general statement
that is amplified and followed to a result. A contrast is also implied
between the end of a civilization and its period of height. The answer to

Question 11is no. 2 which focuses on the "alternative phases" between East

Q .1552)
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and West, This fact is presented as an interesting point and a neutral
opening.

In the reordered version of Text 6, paragraph 5 begins with the
original first sentence which exemplifies the preceding text. 1Its function
here is to conclude an argument, not to initiate one. Moreover, while
amplifying the first sentence, each of the other two sentences in paragraph
5 contrasts with the previous one. It is not a smooth paragraph. The
phases are "alternating” not "simultaneousj;" "instead" one coincides with
the other. In the original version, the mean Easiness Index of Question
1 was 67%; in the reordered version it is 50% (new Question 14). The
contrastive paragraph was more difficult than the additive.

Another example is the first paragraph of Text 5. (This time the

versicns of lexical cohesion will be used.)

Text 5, original version, paragraph 1

When economic growth slows down, the process that
is happening now, we will finally have to face the problem
that the myth of a one-class society has obscured -~ the
problem of what to do about the working class, not to
mention the poor, who have the temerity to ask for "more,"
and to be discontented even after getting more. This is
an attitude that the middle and upper classes celebrate
in themselves, but deplore in other groups. It is,
however, an attitude that can be tolerated as long as
everyone gets more, because growth benefits all
classes.
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Text 5,

reordered version, paragraph 1

Although social and political differences are very
great throughout the Western world, income structures
are much alike. The top 5 percent get only 15 percent
of all income. The lower class is condemned to live on
5 percent of the nation's income. Moreover, there is the
problem of what to do about the working class, not to
mention the poor, who have the temerity to ask for "more,"
and to be discontented even after getting more. The
wrking class, for this reason, must come into conflict
with the middle class. Of course, the proletariat will
also struggle against the upper class and the rich. And
the bottom 20 percent of the population, the group with
virtually everything to gain and almost nothing to lose,
will be fighting against both the upper third of the
contry and the working class. The struggle of the lower
classes is an attitude that the middle and upper classes
can tolerate as long as everyone gets more, because
growth benefits all classes. This is an attitude that
the richer classes celebrate in themselves, but deplore
in other groups.

152

Question 1 (original version) = Question 4 (reordered version)

The problem of the working class and the poor is caused by

an increase in economic growth

a decrease in economic growth

the myth of the one~class society
the surplus income of the rich

Again, for these paragraphs, the original version is smoother than

the reordered one. It also contains fewer examples/factcs.,

The first

paragraph in the original version of Text 5 contains two contrasts: 1)

the working class and poor vs. the middle and upper classes, and 2) the
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attitude that is tolerated during periods of growth but not during periods
of economic decline. The first paragraph of the reordered version contains
the same sentences in addition to six new ones. These sentences add
contrasting facts so that each sentence contrasts with the previous one.
In the original version the mean Easiness Index for Question 1 was 71%;
in the reordered version it was 50%. Apparently, the numerous contrasting
facts obscured, at least in part, the main point of the paragraph, which

is response no. 2.

4, Top-Down vs. Bottom-Up Paragraphs

It has been shown that text recall is affected by paragraph structure
(Meyer 1975, Kieras 1978). The easiest structure to recall appears to be
top-down structure, where the first sentence gives the most important
ideas, and subsequent sentences contain less important ones. When the
secondary ideas begin a text (bottom-up structure), the t2xt was found
harder to follow and to recall. On the sentence level, superordinate
clauses were found easier to recall than subordinate clauses (Bever 1972,
d'Arcais 1978, Kieras 1978, Bever and Townsend 1979, and Baten 1981).

Researching the reading orocess of high school native English speakers,

Meyer, Brandt, and Bluth (1980) found that good readers have no trouble

in following top-level rhetorical structure, (e.g., problem/solution, comparison,

antecedent/consequent, description, and collection (including sequence)), but weaksr

readers cannot do so without help. Thus, to facilitate reading, it is preferable

that the important

E -
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iZeas appear first, Language problems on the micro-evel, however, may prevent
EZL learners £rom derivirg macro-structures

Thig te

(Widdowson, 1980, p. 242),

rminology in describing text structure is paralleled in our analysis

of the reading process, Reading comprehension is seen as the interaction between

.y
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too~dowm ard bottom-up processing by Auble and Franks (1983). Readers may be

assuzed to simultaneously perceive and relate to general ideas in a text (top—down)
J

ard particular details (bottom -up)., Moreover,

e -

inefficient Processing of either lind
mey izpede reading comprehension (Spiro 1980):

|
individuals may be able to execute the various processes of comprehension ?<
under some s=t of ideal conditions, but have difficulty under the real-time .
constraints of reading in natural se

ttings because some of the processes
are not executed efficiently. w.. inefficient top-down processing can, in
principle, contribute as muc

h to reading deficiency as inefficiencies in
word identification. (p. 265)

Although these studies were carried out on native speakers of English (except

for the study by Widdowson, they also have applications for our EFL students., The

resuits of the present research study may direct us to inquire whether,

for EFL students,
toz

—~down text structure may not be easier to process than bottom-up text s‘ructure, A

tezt which has top-dovn structure may give the reader an immediate framework, Otherwise,

the reader may need to make the additional effort of deriving the framework (macro—structures) i

froz the micro-structures in a bottom-up text. Whereas good readers may do this automatically,

poor readers may not be able to arrive at the macro-structures without additioral help,

;
A sazmple of the first paragraplis of each of the sixy texts was examined for top-down/ f

bottom-up structure. For Texts 1, 2, 5, and 6, the original version began with top-down f

structure, whereas the reordered version of these texts began

with bottom-up structure,
(For Text 3, both versions began boitom-up, and for Text 4, both versions began top-down.

Consequently, these texts were considered separately.)2

T-tests were applied to the
Basiness

Indices of the nine questions pertaining to the first paragraphs of original and

reordered versions. For Texts 1, 2, 5, and €, the original version contained the top~down
QO structure, and the reordered version carried
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the bottom-up structure. A significant difference was found between top-
down and bottom-up beginnings (t = 2.72, df = 8, p<.05).

To illustrate this point, the first paragraph of Text 1 is quoted
below. The beginnings of Texts 2, 5, and 6 have already been quoted above
— see section 2., pp. 139-140, for Text 2 and section 3.b., pp. 149~ 152

. for Texts b and 6.

a. Original vs. Reordered Versions

For Tests 1, 2, 5, and 6, then, there were significant differences
between the Easiness Indices of questions relating to the first paragraphs
of the original and reordered versions. Below are the original and reordered

versions ¢f the first paragraph of the grammatical version of Text 1:

Text 1, original grammatical version

For all of medicine's skills, old age is as inevitable
now as it was 2,000 years ago. The most conscientious
exercises, careful diet and cautious life style cannot
halt the gradual hardening of the arteries, the reduced
output of critical hormones, the death of brain cells.
These holding actions, including face-1lifts and skin
treatments, are ultimately futile. They do not stop the
stiffening of tissue that causes wrinkling; they only
disguise it.

Text 1, reordered grammatical version

As models of fitness in ola age, researchers like
to point to the inhabitants of the Abkhazia region of
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3oviet Georgia. Many of these mountain people are still
active, working their gardens, riding horseback, bathing
in icy streams, well into their 80's -~ and not because
they only like natural foods. Dr. Aleander leaf, who
spent time with them, attributes their vigor to diet
(low fat, high protein, fewer :alories), exercise and
the right genes. As Author-Physician Leopold Bellack
points out: "Scme people who are chronologically 80 are
biologically only 60. Their bones, eyes, 2ars, skin --
even reflexes and blood pressure ~~ may be those one
expects in a 6C=yeat -0ld."

In the original version, the first paragraph of Text 1 begins with a
general statement of the problem of the inevitability of old age which is
amplified and described in the remaining two sentences of the paragraph.
The entire paragraph is 2 general description without specific details or
examples. In the first paragraph of the reordered version, none of the
sentences of the original first paragraph appears. The paragraph begins

with an example of the remarkable activity of certain elderly people, which

is amplified by more detail in the two following sentences. The final two

sentences give additional details, and the point is made that the physical
appearance of the edlerily can be relatively youthful, given the proper
conditions.

The content and emphasis of each of these initial paragraphs is
slightly different even though the subject is the same. Their structures,
however, are very different. The original version contains statements of
top~level structure, whereas the reordored version presents details and
information without stating the general assumphtion on which they are based.

Tt is up to the recader to infer the general assumption that under certain

conditions old people look and act younger tnan they are (see Appendix C,

Table 5).

e
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The original version of Text 2 (see above 2., pp. 139-140) alsv begins
with a general statement of the problem which is amplified. The writer
then presents his opinion that population growth is = world threat. The
same idea is restated five times in the first six sentences. The first
paragraph of the reordered version begins with a neutral fact. It is
followed by another fact, and then the writer's opinion of the threat of
poopulation growth; the same as.appeared in the original version. This
point is followed by the foreseen result, and the paragraph concludes with
the formulation of the protlem.

In the first paragraph of the original version, the top-level idea
(i.e., the statement of tha problem) comes first; in the reordered version
it appears last (see Table 6). Furthermore, three of the sentences from
the first original paragraph appear in the last paragraph of the reordered
version. Coming at the end of the text, these three sentences, which
contain the key top-level concepts, weight the whole text so that it is
hottom-up rather than top-down. The effect, then, is not limited to only
the first paragraph. (For the entire texts, see Appendix B.)

The first paragraph of the original version of Text 5 {see above 3.b.,
p. 151) begins with a general statement, followed by some opinions about
it with a contrasting comment by the writer. It presents the problem. The
reordered version begins with a qualified fact which is followad by tuwo
more facts. There follows half a sentence that also appears in the first
paragraph of the original version and then three facts/results. The paragrzph

ends with the tw sentences that were included in the original. Thus most
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of the original version appears in the reordered paragraph. The intervening
sentences, however, emphasize the details rather than the problem itself.
Thus the reordered first paragraph includes proportionately more bottom-
level structure than the original (see Table 9).

The first paragraph of the original version of Text 6 is a very general
overview of the process of civilization. Te first paragraph of the
reordered version, however, argues that conflict is the cause of progress.
None of the sentences of the original version appears in the reordered
one. These paragraphs have already been discussed above (3.b., pp. 149-
153) where the structure of the original paragraph was considered to be
additive and the reordered paragraph to be contrastive. It is hard to say
vwhether the difficulty of the reordered Question 14 was due to the contrastive
structure of the reordered paragraph or because the reordered version
contained a larger number of less important ideas than the original (i.e.,
had bottom-up structure rather than top-down structure)., Possibly, a
combination of the two factors affected the M-C test question (see Table

10).

b. Original and Reordered Versions

For Texts 3 and 4, on the other hand, there were no significant

differences between Easiness Indices of original and reordered versions.

One reason for this similarity may be that these texts have the same
structure in both versions: Text 3 has bottom-up structure, and Text U
has top-down structure in both original and reordered versions. The first

paragraphs of Texts 3 and 4 are quoted and discussed below.
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Text 3 =- original coherence, grammatical cohesion

Because of the high social value attached to humor,
people like to think that their perceptior of the comic
is at least equal to that of others. They rarely admit
that they do not understand a joke because they do not
Want to feel inferior in a quality that has such value.
Instead, they pretend to understand it and laugh when

. everyone else does.

To distinguish between perception of the comic in
oneself and in others, Gordon Allport has labeled the
former "a sense of humor" and the latter "a sense of the
comic."” The former, therefore, is the ability to perceive
oneself objectively and to be amused by one's inferiorities,
Jealousies and unsocial desires. It is, in short, the
ability to laugh at oneself. The latter, according to
Allport, is a "cruder" source of humor in which enjoyment
is derived from the inferiorities of others -- which
make him feel superior.

Text 3 -- reordered coherence, grammatical cohesion

It is popularly believed that humor is a mark of
intellectual superiority. There is no doubt that it is
closely related to intelligence. Furthermore, much of
the humor in jokes and even simple puns depends upon the
person's comprehension of language -- which is closely
related to intelligence.

As important as intelligence in the perception of
the comic is a person's personality p.ttern. It is
difficult to 9nerceive humor in anything when one is
worried or angry, for example. This means that such a
person often has tco many conflicts and anxieties to be

able to ¢njov t} ymic elements of a situation. Mood
and emotional tion are central to his reaction.
This is especialyy in adolescence when, charzcteristically,

a person i3 so se .. _ve to the opininns of others that
he would hardly want to appear in a position uf
ridicule.
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Both original and reordered versions of Text 3 are bottom-up. The
general statements that begin each of the versions are not the main idea
of the text. They are different secondary ideas. This structure is also
evidenced by the fact that the sentences in the original first paragraph
are not those which begin the reordered paragraph. These secondary ideas
are amplified and exemplified in the first paragraph only. In the second
paragraph, a new secondary idea is presented (see Table 7). In fact, the
main idea is not explicitly stated in any single sentence in Text 3. The
text presents a series of situations and examples containing different
aspects of humor. There 13 a central thkeme but no single idea.

On the other hand, both original and reordered versions of Text 4 are

top-down:

Text 4 —- original coherence, lexical cohasion

All over the world, money and prestige go together.
The more funds a person has, the more successful the
person is judged to be. When living on an inherited
income, whether the money supplements 2 salary or makes
work unnecessary, the person is judged as coming from a
successful family. "0ld money" is thus a symbol of
family prosperity; by contrast, "new money," or money
earned by che person himself, is regarded as a symbol
of personal achievement. In every culture, greater .
prostige is associated with old monev than with new, and -
the person with old money is more favorably judged.
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Text 4 -- reordered coherence, lexical cohesion

part different.

Mcney contributes to two important ends: independence
and social status. The more funds a person has, the
more successful the person is judged to be. Since one
of the bases for social judgment is the amount of money
the individual has for status symbols and recreations,
the more wealth a person has, other things being equal,
the more favorably he will be judged by members of the
group with which he is identified and thz greater will
be the chances of social acceptance and happiness. The
success of an artist, for example, may be measured by
the amount of work produced, and a scientist's career
may be measured in the same way; but a musician's or a
housewife's occupation may not be measured directly by
the amount of work produced. Nevertheless, everyone
uses money, and in general, greater means are required
with each passing year.

Whereas the same idea (which is the main idea of the text) appears
in both first paragraphs, the sentencus through which the ideas are

expressed, and the amplifications and exemplifications, are for the most

three of the five sentences in the seventh paragraph of the reordered

version are the same as the first paragraph of the original version:

Text 4 -~ reordered coherence, lexical cohesion (seventh paragraph)

Although the acquisition of money thrcugh inheritance
is often disapproved, many people associate riches -~
however acqQuired -~ not only with social status, but
also with happiness and security. When living on an
inherited income, whether the money supplements a salary
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or makes work unnecessary, the person is judged as coming
from a successful family. "0ld money" is thus a symbol
of personal success; by contrast, "new money,™ or money
earned by the person himself, is regarded as a symbol
of personal achievement. In every culture, greater
prestige is associated with old money tha. with new, and
the person with old money is more favorably judged. How
much money a person needs to symbolize his success will
vary, depending on age and group identification.

This last paragraph is bottow-up. It contains proportionately more examples
and anplification sentences than main idea. Its content is a restatement
of the main idea, however; thus the structure of the text is circular. The

same can be said for the original version: the ninth paragraph restates

the first main idea (see Table 8):

Text 4 -- original coherence, lexical cohesion (ninth paragraph)

Since one of the bases for social judgment is the
amount of money the individual has for status symbols
and recreations, the more wealth a person has, other
things being equal, the more favorably he will be judged
by members of the group with which he is identified, and
the greater will be the chances of social acceptance and
happiness.

The main idea is restated in several sentences throughout the text,
unlike Text 3 where there was no explicit statement of the main idea.
Basically, Text 4 has one main idea which is repeated with different
examples and is therefore recognized fairly easily.

In both Texts 3 and 4, reordering did not significantly affect the

Easiness Indices of the accompanying questions. Part of the reason for
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this was probabhly the fact that in Text 3 there was no change in focus
(see above 3.a., pp. 142-145)., For Text U, on the other hand, the main
idea was restated so often that it was obvious to the students. Although
the text was not easy, whatever difficulties the students may have had in
comprehending it, finding the main idea was probably not one of those

. difficulties.

C. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The research question dealing with coherence was whether the
reorganization of information in a text would affect reading comprehension
for our EFL students. The sentences in six texts were reordered so that
the texts still made sense but were structured differently. The difficulty

of each of the text versions was measured by the Flesch Reading Ease

Readability Formula, rational cloze procedure, and M=C Tests. T-tests and

| F-tests were applied to the Easiness Indices of test questions.

After finding that the reordered versions of four of the six texts
were more difficult than the original, the researcher examined the possible
reasons for these differences. Of the five aspects of discourse examined,
top-down/bottom~up structure appeared most likely to have affected the
reordering process. Fiist paragraphs of the four texts where the original
version was significantly easier showed top-down structure in the original

|
|

version and bottom-up structure in the reordered version.
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The effect of discourse patterns (i.e., additive vs. contrastive
paragraphs) was less clear. Although the contrastive paragraphs were more %
difficult, there were only five more of them in the reordered than in the g

original versions, This proportion is hardly enough to account for the

FRA

difference between the two. test versions. ,3;
) Y

Cohesion, a factor we carefully doctored into the texts, apparently :’i

R PR

PR
3

had no significant effect on the reordering process. And yet, it is clear

N £

N
e

that when sentences were reordered, cohesive ties were 'changed. Part of
the reason for lack of statistical effect may have been the overlapping fgy?
and contradictory effects of each of the features of cohesion separately,

resulting in a blending of opposing focuses and a non-differentiated general - e

picture. S ) ‘

In all of these conclusions, it must be kept in mind that our main ,é
instrument, the Easiness Indices of M-C questions accompanying doctored “f
sections of text, may not have been fine enough to be attuned to any but i:
the most obvious textual differences. The difference that we did find h;
between original and reordered versions was not caused by any single factor, .;
but probably by a combination of these three factors selecbe;i for examination: ’ \,

top-level structure, illocutionary force, and cohesion.
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NOTES TO CHAPTER FOUR ' -

1. Note that for Test 1 the t-test was not significant, and for Test 2 -y

> the F-test was not significant. ‘ N

L 2. lnfortunately, none of the texts examined original bottom-up structure

e and reordered top-down structure. Top-down structure is apparently more ;é

. common. A replication of this study, however, should also include at least -l

B one text whose originzl discourse structure is bottom-up and whose reordered R

structure is top-down.
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CHAPTER FIVE

COHESION

A, A CAUSE OF DIFFICULTY IN READING COMPREHENSION

1. Text Cohesion and the Reading Process

In this study, the term "cohesion" refers to both grammatical anaphoric
cohesion and lexical cohesion. Following a selected portion of the taxonomy
of Halliday and Hasan (1976), we included these features of grammatical
cohesion: pronouns (personal, demonstrative, and their repetition),
substitution (nominal, verbal, and clausal), ellipsis, and exophoric
reference; and these features of lexical cohesion: genenal words,
superordinates, synonyms, and repetition. Thz2 number of items within a
text of each of these features was increased to a maximum amount by the
doctoring process in order to research the phenomenon of cohesion.

The classification of Halliday and Hasan (1976) contains grammatical
reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunctions, and lexical cchesion.

Thus there is an implied distinction between grammatical and lexical

cohesion, The present study is concerned with lexical cohesion and with

grammatical reference, and ellipsis, excluding conjunctions. Conjunctions
were excluded because we saw them as dealing with the element of logical
relations -- an area separate from the substitution of one word for another

word, phr: @, or clause, and beyond the scope of the present study. ,
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Although Halliday and Hasan (1976) explain that there is n hard=-
and-fast separation between grammatical and lexical cohesion, for the
purposes of this study texts were doctored separately and contained
predominantly items of either one type of cohesion or the other. To obtgin
a representative sample of items of 2ach feature, we included as many items
as possible in the texts,

Since we were not certain whether, as a cause of difficulty, cohesion
was basically one f‘actor or two (grammatical and 1ex1ca1), we began our
study with the latter assumption and doctored our texts separately, so
that both types of cohesion were taken into af:count.

A survey of the literature in the areas of recall and rgading for

native and non-native speakers of Engiish indicated that the effect of

cohesion in the reading process was a complex subject that might be expected

to cause difficulty:

{ see several reasons for discussing anaphora here
as an illustration of intersentential devices in reading
comprehension. First, if a reader cannot handle an
anaphoric expression as the writer” intended, there is
no way that he or she can correctly update his or her
discourse model in response to it. -‘Second, ... choosing
between possible antecedents may demand very sophisticated
syntactic, semantic, pragmatic, inferential, and evaluative
abilities on the reader's part. ... One might suspect,
therefore, that anaphora might easily be a source of
comprehension difficulties, (Webber, 1980, p. 142)

Items of grammatical cohesion, anaphora, were indeed found to be good
predictors of difficulty for native English speaking college students

(Dutka 1978) and to cause difficulty in reading comprehension of weaker
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students of EFL (Sim 1979) and not-so-fluent native English speakers
(Marshall and Glock 1978-79). Other rescarchers, however, found no direct
connection between -anaphora and reading difficulty for either students of
EFL (Baten 1981) or for native English speakers (Meyer 1975, Fishman 1978)

It was not clear whether their findings reflected ‘a lack o; reIation or a -

shortcoming of the measuring devices used t.o evaluate this*relation.

Frederiksen (1981) found that, for natrive-speakers, sentences containing

reference required more reading time. Repetition was found to be a factor

L]

making ‘exts easier (Fleéch 1950, Kintsch et al. 197‘3).

The present study approached the problem of the relation between
cohesion and reading difficulty from the point of view of the advanced EFL
learner. A variety of measuring devices were used: If‘lesch Readability
Formula, multiple-choice (M=C) comprehension questions, and modified

rational cloze procedure,

2. Original vs. Dcntored Texts

That text cohesion is one of che factors affecting reading comprehension
is reasonably certain. Whether or not the misunderstarding of specific
features of cohesion in a text_, 1svan obstacle so significant as to measuravly
hinder comprehension is another matter and is not easily proved. To answer
this question the doctoring procedure was dev.’>ped because the frequency
of crneszive 'items needed to be incr;eased in order to study the phenomenon

of cohesion., Six texts were edited to include mc.e items of cohesion than

found in the original versione of those texts.
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The following hypotheses were proposed: if the orignal texts were
found easier than the texts doctored for cohesion, then the addition of
extra markers of cohesion could be considered a factor causing difficulty.
If the original texts were found to be on the same lgyel of difficulty as
the doctored texts, thev.cohesion could still b; cbnsidgréd a factor causing
difficulty but might no: be singled out as a significant factor. If the
original texts were harder than the doctored, then cohesion could not be
considere‘ as a difficulty-causing factor at a11. On the.contrary, markers
of cohesion could then be seen as a factor reducing difficulty.

Difficulty of text Qersions wes 1. - sured in two ways: 6y the Fles;H
Reading Ease Readability Formula.and by test results of M-C questions

accompanying the texts.

3. Findings

a. Difficulty

1) Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula

Results of tﬁe Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula (see Appendix
C, Table 1, "Texts Ranked According to Flesch Reading Ease Formula) for
Texts 14 show the difficulty level of the original versions to be within
the same range as that of the versions doctored for both lexical and
grammatical cohesion. (For éhe formula itself, see Chapter Two A.2., p.
3.) Separating the fe;a\ttres of cohesion into the categories of grammaticai

and lexical (see Halliday and Hasan 1976), the researcher found that for‘
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Texts 1, 2, and 3 the original versions vere more difficult than the
doctored for lexical cohesion. For Texts 2 and 4, the original versions
were easier than the grammatical, and for Text 1 the original was on the
same level as the grammatical version. For Text 3, the original was more
difficult than both doctored versions: for Text 4, it was slightly easier
than both doctored versions. Thus, judged by this formula, the versions
doctored for grammatical and lexical cohesion were usually more difficult
‘than the original texts, though there appear to be additional factors in

the texts that affected the issue.
2) M-=C Tests

Results of Tests 2-4, each accompanied by twenty M-C questions,
differed from the Flesch Readability Formula. In general, the original
verrsion was found to be on the same level of difficulty as the doctored
versions (see Appendix C, Table 15, "Results of M-C Comprehension Tests
1-4 -~ Cohesion," and Tables 27-32, "Easiness Indices"). These findings
were based on results of t-tests and F-tests (ANOVA) where test scores
were compared according to type of cohesion and text. It nust be remembered
that the M-C questions themselves can be easy or difficult to read, and
they may not necessarily be at the same level of difficulty as the text
(see Bensoussan 1982). This thesis is based on the results of M-C questions.
When examinii,g the results, we must keep in mind that the questions measure
text difficulty only indirectly. For a distribution of features of cohesion
tested by each question, see Appendix C, Tables 20-25, "Matching Test

Questions With Lexical and Grammatical Items of Cohesion in the Text."
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3) Conclusions wH
The concluvsion would be that although grammatical and/or lexical 1

cohesion may not be greater obstacles to comprehension than other given
elements in a text, they nevertheless contribute to reading difficulty.

On the whole, the results based on grammatical and lexical cohesion could

be said to be similar despite the fact that the Flesch Reading Ease Formula. i
was based on the texts alone, whereas M-C tests used information from oF
questions accompanying the texts. There was no clear-cut indication f‘ronf k

¢

either of the two methods that the original version could be considered
as consistently differing in difficulty from the doctored versions.
Conversely, for the most part, the doctored (rersions W e at least as-

difficult as the original.

hS
b. Length ’

LA

‘ : %

For five of the six texts, the grammatical versions had the fewest &

et

nunber of words -- from a minimum of 20 words fewer (Text 1) to a maximum CoL

of 85 words fewer (Text 5). In Text 4 the grammatical and lexical versions

were of nearly the same length (see Appendix C, Tables 2 and 3, "Items of - “f{é

Grammatical and Lexical Cohesion in Original and Reordered Texts"). Thus m

oy

the shorter, grammatical version, having the same content, was denser and _:’f"‘
more concentrated than the other versions. It was expected that this }; .

A

condensation of text would cause the grammatical version to be more ~

difficult. This did not appear to be the case, however. \ P




CHAPTER FIVE _ 172

For five of the six texts the grammatical versions were harder than
the lexical. According to the Flesch Formula (See Table 1), for Text 3
the lexical version was slightly more difficult. That is, the variety in
vogabulary 1ncre§sed text difficulty. hlt;hough the lexical versions were
generally longer, c;o}xi:aining a’ grjeé'cer number of words, the increased
length of text did not appear to make the lexical versions more difficult

than the grammatical versions.

In the four t;éxt:s where the original version was analyzed, it was

closer in 1eng{;h to "‘t'.he lexical version' than to the grammatical for two
of the texts (Texts 1 and 3) andAcloser to the gramma(t;ioal vers;ion for
Text 2. For every text the original version had a grealer number of words
than the grammatical version. Thus the gra;nmatical version wWas also shorter
and more concentrated than the original version.

. Length of text did not appear to affect difficulty significantly,
however. F-test (ANOVA) results of M-C test scores showed no significant
differences between the longer lexical versions and the shorter grammatical
ones. (See below B.,1.b.2), M-C Tests, pp. 175-177, and Appendix C, Table
18, "Results of M-C Questions on Texts Doctored for Grammatical and Lexical
Cohesion."; Hence any .assumptions either that the shortest or the longest
texts would be the most difficult were unfounded. No connection was found
between length of text and difficulty.

This finding makes sense if one views a text or discourse as a series

of propositions, not of words. In that case, the dnctor.ag procedure

affected only the wordinz of the propositions but no% their number, their
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content, or the context of the propositions relative to each other,
Therefore, the texts were not basically changed. If comprehension depends
to a certain extent on the reader's deri‘viuglmacro-structures from
micro-structures (van Dijk 1978, 1980), then .the actual wording of the

micro-structures may be secondary to che concepts or propositions the&nselvesf

Kintsch and Vipond (1977), Fishman (1978), and Baten (1981) have also founa’

that it ic the number of propositions, not words, that affects the reading

process.,

B. GRAMMATICAL VS, LEXICAL COHESION

1. The Doctoring Procedure

a. Cons’caints on Test Development

The findings ;>f tl:xis thesis depend 1ar:ge1y on the doctoring procedure,
For this reason it was carried out with great care and its word corpus
minutely examined. Ite'ms of cohesion were inserted according to the
taxonomy of Halliday and Has‘an (1976). Since the texts were used as actual
mid-year and final examinations, they could not be distorted as a result
of the doctoring pr‘ocedur'e,1 To keep the texts sounding natural, we could
not insert too many items of cohesion. 1In fact, the proportion of coﬁesive
items in the texts was surprisingly small. In the original versions of
Texts 2-li, 3% - 4% of the total number of words were items of grammatical
cohesion, and 6% - 8% Wwere items of lexical cohesion (see Appendix C,

Tables 2 and 3). In the doctored versicns of Texts 1-6, the percent of
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items was not so much higher: 4% ~ 12% grammatical items i.. the grammatical
versions, 5% - 12% lexical items in the lexical versions. Because of the
necessity of keeping the prose as natural as possible,‘ it was not always
possible to insert as many items (or as many examples of items) of each
feature as would have been desira‘ble in order to obtain statistically
significant results. Thus the range of the item samplke Wa.;: restricted by
the framework of the experiment, and this rgétriction, no*doubt, affected
the results'. -

Furthermore, each version was not purely- either gn;-a‘mm’avtical or lexicalj;
it did not contain only those items to be tested. It wa‘s‘r‘xot possible to
completely eliminate grammatical items from the lexical versic'm, and vice
versa. In Texts 1-6, the grammatical version ‘coritaiﬁned as many as 2% -
7% itemr of lexical cohesion although the }3x1.ca1 versior:1 contained only
up to 1% grammatical items. By increasing the frequency of the cohesive
items, we had hoped to create texts that would indicate general, if not
clear-cut, tendencies. However, the most 1mportgnt procedure was to keep
the texts sounding riatural, gimilar to the te.ts students would ordinarily
be reading.

Mcther difficulty was categorization of the céhesive items according
to Halliday and Hasan (1976). Sometimes a word might be thought to function
in more than one way, and decisions were made confining words to specific
categories, This was in fact ; very dif“f‘icult task. Since the number of

cohesive items was relatively small, discrepancies in categorization could

affect test r'esult:s.2 Tables 20-25 (Appendix C) 1list the questions and
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the corresponding items of cohesion in the text. If categories overlap,
double=-counting occurs whereby an item is counted as pertaining to more
than one feature. Including such items in a category may inflate it

artificially and make it less valid than if categories were mutually

exclusive, Yet words sometimes do have more than one function simultaneously,
- and the categories are not hard-and~fast entities. For these reasons the

task of categorization was a dificult one.

b. Findings

1) Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula

For Tests 1-6, che Flesch Reading Ease Readability Formula was applied
to the first 100 words. Results showed the grammatical versions to be

more difficult than the lexical versions (chi-square test for goodness of

2) M-C Tests

fit: chi-square = 6.75, df=1, p<.01).
There was a total of 120 questions (six texts, each with twenty M- C

questions). For M~C Tests 1-6, t-tests and F-tests (ANOVA) were applied

to test scores (see Appendix C, Table 13, "Results of M-C Questions on

l Tex's Doctored for Grammaical and Lexical Cehesion," and Table 27, "M-C
t Questions With Significant Djfferences")., No significant differences
|
|

between grammatical and lexical versions were found, except in one year

(1978). Usually the grammatical versions were harder, but not significantly
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Applying t-tests to the separate questions according to version (e.g., ‘
the results of Question 1 in the lexical and grammatical versions), it was
found that for 25 questio]ns (21%) of the total 120 questions there wa a
significant difference between grarhmatical and lexical text versions (see
Table 18). The number of questions was relatively small, howaver, and
there does not seem to be any reason for those particular questions to be
significantly different. |

_According to the results of F-tests, 18 (72%) of the 25 ﬁuestions
were more difficult in the grammatical version, 6 (24%) of these questions
were P;arder in the lerical version, and 1 question (4%) had the same mean
Easiness Index in both versions. T-tests were also applied to all 120 M-C
questions. There were fewer significantly different que‘stions between
grammatical and lexical versions found by the t-tests than were found t3y
the F-tests: 7 questions out of the total 120, all of which were more
difficult in the grammatical version. Only 2 (8%) of the 25 questions
that were found significant in F-tests, however, were the same ones that
were found significant in the t-cests. Moreover, the percent of significant
questions out of the .tof,al was relatively smail (F-tests: 25 out of 120 =
21%, 18 more difficult grammatical ouc of 120 = 15%; t-tests: T more
difficult grammatical out of 120 = €% of the total questions),

Althcugh the general direction ol the Easiness Indices of the M<C
questions, from both F-tests and t-tests, indicates that the grammatical
versions were more difficult thah {:he lexical versions, nevertheless, these

results were rot indicated in the total test results. It may be concluded
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that these particular questions were significantly different by chance.
Aternatively, it may also be concluded that although there was a general
tendency for the grammatical versions to be more difficult, this tendency

was so slight that it did not affect overall test results,

2. Hierarchy of Features of Cohesion

a. Categorization of Questions According to Features
of Cohesion

Each cf the twenty questions accompanying each of the six tests was
categorized according to the features of cohesion included in the text
(Halliday and Hasan 1976). The reader would supposedly need to comprehend
these items of cohesion in the text in order to answer the questions. The
weighted mean was calculated for each feature separately. Mid-year Tests
1-4 were examined separately from the more difficuit Final Tests 5 and 6
(see Appendix C, Table 14, "Hierarchy of Easiness Indices of Questions
related to sections cf text containing cohesive items (Texts 1-%)"). No
hierarchy of difflculty was found to exist. 1In fact, if anything, the
mid-year exam questicns had an inverse relation to the final exam questions.
Correlations between sets of items in Tests 1-4 and Tests 5-~06 were negative:
r (grammatical) = -.34, r (lexical) = ~.69, and r (both grammatical and
lexical together) = «,36.

Moreover, no feature consistently indicated difficulty by having a

low Easiress Index for all the texts. A questicn including text that
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i contained a lexical cohesive marker that was a general word, for example,
was not r{ecessarily either easler or more difficult than a question relating
to a section of text which contained any other items of cohesion. In Tests

%, 1-l4, questions relating to general words were of the same difficulty level

as lexical repetition and synonyms, and grammatical extra-textgal cohesion,

nominal substitution, demonstratives, and reference. In Tests 5 and 6, .

questions containing general words were on the same level as lexical

superordina‘tes and grammatical extra-textual cohesion, rererence, and
clausal swbstitution. These were all items of average difficulty.
On the other hand, items that had very low Easiness Indices for one

set of texts were not so difficult for the other set. In Tests 14,

questions containing verbal (e.g., g‘g.’ have} and clausal (e.g., SO, 9_9}_)‘

substitution were most difficult., 1In Tesi:s 5 and 6, however, verbal

substitution ranked next to easiest and clausal substitution was of average

difficulty, Likewise, nominal substitution (e.g., one, some, few), which

was most difficult in Tesus 5 and 6, was found to be next to easiest in
Tests 14,

Of all the features, clausal substitution was most consistently found
in the group of difficult features. It makes sense tha when a siagle word
(e.g., 80, not) stands for an entir: clause, it would cause the reader
some effort to find the clause and place it in the new context. This

process would probably be more demanding of the reader tha. simply matching

a pronoun and its one-word nominal referent.
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&
These results involve differences in text (and/or test) difficulty : i
as well as in student proficiency level., Tests 1-4 were mid-year exams, _‘:f
administered after fifty hours of instruction (mean scores: 63% - 66%); ;
Tests 5-6 were final exams, administerea after 100 hours of instruction :&
(mean score: 53%). For one of the five testing years, 1980, the same ' ;:
' students took all six tests (see Appendix C, Table ‘18, "Results of M:-C . q;
' Questions on Texts Doctored for Grammatical and Lexical Cohesion™), - "@
S
b. Repetition and Difficulty ’”
Though it is difficult tc; generalize, one can say that section of a S;
text containing either lexical or grammatical repet'fition were casier to }:
read than other parts of the text. Rather than causing an obstacle to ;t
J reading (e.g.,. the cohesive item it ;‘epeated through two or more sentences f
) in a cohesive chain and possibly causing confusion), repetition actuslly .
seemed to aid the students, This finuing confirms work by Flesch (1950), "'
'
Sim (1979), Bensoussan (1980), and Baten (1981), L
Lexical repetition involves the repetition of the original word in
the text. Grammatical repetition is the cohesive chain formed by the "
original word, its referent (e.g., it), and the repetition (at least once) é
of that referent (see Appendix C, Tables 11-13, "Cohesive Chains"). According x
to Table 14, Appendix C, "Hierarchy of Easiness Indices," repetition was "
the easiest feature in Tests 5 and 6 (61%) and was also relatively easy '.q:‘g
in Tests 1-4 (61%4). Lexical repetiticn, also second highest in Tests 1-4 ‘
766%), appeared much more problematic in Tests 5-6 (52%). Since there was r




CHAPTER FIVE 180

overlapping (1.9.. the same section of text containing more than one feature
of éohesion), it is not clear whether .this low mean yas the result of
lexical repetition alcne or additional, intervening factors. The fact
that this figure was based on as many as 141 questions suggests the latter
possibility — that the sections of text on which the questions were based
contained features other than lexical repetition. As a general trend,
then, mean Easiness Indices of questions on texts containing 1exit;a1 and
grammatical items of repetition were relatively high. There was no Special
difficulty in those questions.

Repetition may have the opposite effect from that of text' condensation
(see below C, CONESION, pp. 182-183). Repetition of a word or idea may

serve as reinforcement and therefore make the text easier to read.

c. Cohesion: A Single Continuum of Difficulty

Viewing cohesion as a semantic relation which is realized through the

lexicogrammatical system, Halliday and Hasan (1976) state:

The distinction reiween grammatical and lexical is only

one of degree ..., Some forms of cohesion are realized

through the gr:mrar and others through the vocabulary.

(p. 6)
The categories of Halliday and Hasan (1976) which are relevant to the
present study are refei'ence, substitution, ellipsis, and lexical cohesion.
For the purnoses of this siudy, we decided to separate these two types of
cohesion even more sharply than do Halliday and Hasan (1976) and to include
reference, substitution, and ellipsis in the single category of grammaticsl

cohesion.
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The results indicate that the effect of a cohesive item appears to
depend on the text and the reader, but not on the type of cohesion.
Statistically, there did not appear to be two separate and distinct types
of cchesion, but rather a single continuum cf twelve features whose

difficulty levels varied according to the texts. Repetition appeared to

make reading easier, whether it was repetition of nouns (lexical) or
pronouns (grammatical).

Although in terms of descriptive grammar it may be justifiable to
Sseparate cohesion into lexical and grammatical categories, nevertheless
on the practical level, there seamad to be no difference in the way they
affected reading difficulty. For our purpose~, it did not seem to matter
whether the features were grammatical or lexical. They appeared to hinder

reading comprehensica to approximately the same extent.

3. Crossing of Test Results: Ease and Difficulty

In this study, features of cohesion as causes of reading difficulty
have been researched. In many cases, separate isolated items caused reading
diffeculty. Yet the repetit.on feature of cohesion, in both lexical and
grammatical versions, was not found to be a hindrance. Thus the positive

effect of repetition could cancel out some of the negative effects of other

features of cohesion.
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C. COHESION: THE PROBLEM FOR EFL READERS

Items of grammatical and lexical cohesion present two different kinds
of reading problems. Grammatical cohesion shortens a text without reducing
the number of propositions. The resulting condensation may in itself be
a factor causing difficulty. Individual items of ellipsis and nominal,
verbal, and clausal substitution that mark the place of nouns, verbs, and
clauses must be recognized as such by the reader. But there are no semantic
clues in these words: they are simply place markers. ﬂence readers may
be confused about what a particular .item may stand for in a text. For
example, if the word "such," two sentencies above in this text, is misconstrued
as referring to "nouns, verbs, and clauses" instead of "individual items
of ellipsis and ... substitution," the reader will be confused.

Items of lexical cohesion present another kind of difficulty. Except

for repetition, where the reader readily recognizes the marker of cohesion,

synonyms and superordinates must be seen as identifying the same referent

as the original word in the text. This process can be carried out only
if the reader understands the meaning of the words -- somethirg that cannot
be taken for granted with our EFL students. Furthermore, general words
such as "process" and "something" (as in the previous sentence of this
text) carry almost as little semantic meaning as items of grammatical
cohesion. For items of lexical cohesion, then, readers have a double
problem: recognizing the relation between the ;dords and understanding their

meanings.,
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Items of cohesion mark relations between words: their purpose is to
facilitate reading. For native speakers who are fluent reader;. and who
may not even need markers of; cohesion, they probably do. Most of our EFL
students, however, may be Similar to the nqt-so-fi;,tent native readers
(Marshell and Glock 1978-79) who cannot infer information and therefore ’
need the help of markers of cohesion (see Chapter TWo, C.2.b.1)a)2),

Concentration of Informaticn, pp. 60-6?). If they are not able to decipher

the markers of cohesion, however, readers canhot use them as aids Ao‘r signals
in the text. As a vesult, r'-'ather than facilitating discourse processing,
for those not-so-fluent readers who cannot understand t:hem.~ markers of
cohesion may actually hinder comprehension.

The problem is identical for both markers of grammatical and .}.exical
cohesion. 1f the reader misses the relation between certain words, whethe'r
they are a nown and its bronom or a roun and its superordinat:.e, the meaning
of at least part of the text is lost.

Although this problem can arise either within a single sentence (or
proposition) or be ‘een sentences (or propositions) and even ~aragraphs,
it is basically a. cro-level problem. That is, readers are required to
See the relations among words in the discourse. In most prose passages,
t:.he problem rarely arises on the macro-level of comprehension (i.e.,
paragraph levél, illocutionary force). Usuaily, on the macro-level, other
contextual clues intervene to reinforce the marker of cnhesion. When the
item of cohesion spans the paragraph level without the help of redundancy,
however, lack of comprehension of the cohesive marker would also be expected

to affect macro-level comprehension.
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D. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 2

.

The present study approached the problem of the relation between
cohesion and reading difficulty from the point of view of %the advance'd EFL

& learner. A distinction was made between lexical and grammatical cohesion,

L e

and texts were doctored separately to contain predominantly items of either

one type of cohesion or the other. Following the taxonomy of Halliday and

:-\‘ T P
e

Hasan (1976), grammatical co%esion included prdnoms. substitution, ellipsis,
and exophoric reference. Lexical cohesion included general words,
superordinates, synonyms, and repetition. Original texts were compared Kk
with those doctored for cohesion; lexical and grammatical doctored texts *’
were compared with each other. ‘

Text difficulty for six texts was evaluated by the Flesch Reading " P
Ease Readability Formula and the Easiness Indices of M-C questions on the |
texts. There was no clear-cut indication that the origi.nal version could %
be considered consistently differing in difficulty from the doctored
versions. Conversely, for the most part, the doctored versions were at
least as difficult as the original. Results were similar for grammatical :
and lexical text versions. It was concluded thét although grammatical
and/or lexical cohesion may not be grezater obstacles to comprehension than : A

other given elements in a text, they nevertheless contributed to reading

difficulty. N




CHAPTER FIVE

NOTES TO CHAPTER FIVE

e"%

¢ . :;t
1. I am grateful to the teachers of the Department of Foreign Languages, - ) i%
Haifa University, for their help in editing the texts to make them sound :
more natural. (See Notes on Chapter Three, Note 3.) ,ﬁ
2, Words were categorized in consultation with Prof. E.A. Levenston, ' ,:
Department of English, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem. Névertheless, '!5}
categories are not hard-and-fast, and some decisions were difficult to N :5
make (see above, Chapter Two, B.3.f., Boundaries between Grammatical and ’2
Lexical Cohesion, pp. U48-U9), m.
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CHAPTER SIX

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A. Summary of Findings ‘

Taking into account both reader and text, this investigation of causes .

of reading difficulty addressed itself to two factors in the reading CLF

process: the reader's ability to understand sequences of propositions ‘ oy
(i.e., coherence) and his/her familiarity with markers of cohesion. ‘
Inadequacy in 'either of these two areas was expected to hinder the reading "~“~‘f
comprehension of students of EFL (English as a Foreign Lénguage).

Text was defined as a realization of the meaning of a discourse. A
given text, then, would be one alternative version of n possible versions
of that particular discourse. ‘the six texts in the investigation were <
amalyzed on the micro-level (i.e,, word and sentence) and the macro- level
(i.e., paragraph and whole-text). Both the surface meaning of utterances -
(i.e., propositional content and paragraph level concepts) and the intention ."~’
of the utterances (i.e., sentence function and illocuticnary force) were Y
examined as possible causes of difficulty.

The factor of reading difficulty was quantified and operationally
defined in terms of scores on M-C comprehension tests and rational cloze
tests, These findings were compared with results of the Flesch Reading ;'
Ease Readability.Formula and oral interviews with fifteen of the students ‘

Q who had taken the M-C tests.
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It was assumed that coherence and cohesion were two causes of reading
difficulty for advanced Israeli students of EFL. In order to test the
effect of coherence and cohesion, six texts were doctored by including
markers of grammatical or lexical cohesion and by reordering the sentences
in the texts. This study examined the difference in difficulty levels of

the alternative text versions.

1. Coherence

The sequencing of information, that aspect of coherence on which this
study focused, was indeed found to be a factor causing reading diffiéulty.

The order in which information appeared in a text seemed to make a difference

in the students' ability to comprehend it. Thus the first research question

(see Chapter One, D. Research Questions, pp. 13-14) was answered in the

affirmative.

Operating on the macro-level, coherence deals with tha prrpose and
intention of the text —- the impression it makes on the reader. On the
propositional level, the text focuses on certain aspects of a given
situation. It is the reader's task to comprehend an argumeat by understanding
not only each separate proposition, but also how it is linked to the ones
preceding and following it. These links may be overt, signalled by cohesive
markers, or covert, implied rather than explicitly stated.

Psycholinguists have gailed the reader's ability to process information
by integrating propositions into larger units "chunkinz" (see Miller 1956,

Smith 1978, Kieras 1978). Using different terminology for the same
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phenomenon, van Dijk (1977b, 1980) explains that readers derive macro-
structures, or meaning on the global level, from micro-structures, or
propositions on the local level,

For students of EFL, however, the ease with which integration occurs
appears to depend to a certain extent on the sequence in which the information
or propositions are presented. Some versions of text were found to be
significantly easier than others if the sentences were sequenced in one
order as opposed to another.

Several factors were found to contribute to differences in the effects
of sequencing: additive vs. contrastive paragraph structure and top- down
(i.e., main idea first) vs. bottom-up structure (i.e., begin;ing with
secondary ideas and leading up to the main point). Greater difficulty was
found to result from contrastive and bottom-up paragraphs than from additive
and top-down paragraphs. The most difficult type of text, therefore, would
be one beginning with secondary ideas or examples, followed by contrasting
ideas or qualifications and their examples, before finally leading up to
the main idea of the text. The easiest paragraph structure, then, would
be a text beginning with the main idea followed by amplification (e.g.,
explanation or examples).

A third factor affecting the coherence of a text was the appearance
of explicit, overt markers of cohesion. Their function and/or the ideas
they linked sometimes changed with the reordering of information. Cohesion

was therefore considered to interact with coherence in the reordering of

information.
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2. Cohesion

a. Grammetical ve. Lexical

Cohesion, defined in this 3tudy in terms of grammatical cohesion
(anaphora and cataphora), substitution, and ellipsis, and lexical cohesion "‘;\.}
(general word, synonyn, superordinate, and repetition), abpeared to affect
textual coherence. As a separate, single factor, however, cohesion did
not appear to affect reading difficulty. This finding ran contrary to the
expectations of the researcher who expected to find that either grammatical
or lexical markers of cohesion, or both, would significantly affect text
difficulty. One of the reasons for this expectation was the manner in
which the two types of cohesion affected text length., The grammatical
text versions were generally shorter than the lexical ones since the G
grammatical markers of cohesion such as it, this, or so used one word in
place of a clause or sentence, or else, as In the case of ellipsis, were

eliminated altogether. Thus the grammatical veriicns were more condensed

than the lexical. One of the reader's tasks was to locate, trace, and v
reconstruct the antecedents of items of grammatical cohesion.

Another reason for expecting nohesion to affect difficulty was the
wide lexical knowledge demanded of readers by lexical markers of cohesion.
Readers nzed to recognize that synonyms, superordinates, and/or general -
words are equivalent to certain lexical antecedents in the text. 1In
addition to being able to trace these markers, readers must also know their
semantic meanings. The problem cf vocabulary is thereby added to the

problem of having to link propositions.
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Theoretically, markers of cohesion should help students find their ’

way through a text by indicating the links between propositions. It was
assumed that readers who are unable to understand these markers cannot use
them as signposts to navigate through the texts. Moreover, rather than
serving as helpful clues, cohesive markers are assumed to be either ignored
by the weaker readers, or worse, to become stumbling blocks which hinder
progress through the text.

No statistical evidence, however, was found to support the claim that
markers of grammatical or lexical cohesion specifically caused reading
difficulty. It also appeared that grammatical and lexical cohesion were

of relatively equal difficulty for advanced students of EFL.

b. Hierarchy of Features

Finding no significant differences between grammatical and lexical
cohesion, the researcher examined each feature separately. Repetition of
both lexical and grammatical items (i.e., nouns and pronouns) was the only
feature that did not appear to contribute to reading difficulty. The other
features (e.g., substitution, ellipsis, general words) contributed
occasionally, but without any discernible pattern, depending on the context.
It was not possiblie, however, to arrive at a hierarchy of difficulty for
features of cohesion,

The question was then raised as to whether there is a practical

dichotomy between grammatical and lexical cohesion. As Halliday and Hasan

(1976) pointed out, the classification is not always easy to make, as there
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is some overlapping between the two categories. In terms of reading
difficulty, this study found no differences among features of grammatical

and lexical cohesion.

B. LIMITATIONS

1. Texts

a. Classification System

The system of classification designed by Halliday and Hasan (1976),
distinguishing between lexical and grammatical cohesion, does not present
a clear delineation. Cohesion being a semantic relation,

there is no hard-and-fast division between vocabulary
and grammar; the guiding principle in language is that
the more general meanings are expressed though the
grammar, and the mcre specific meanings through the
vocabulary. (p. 5) .

The classification, then, and its labelling are somerhat misleading
because "grammatical™ is not meant to exclude the semantic component found
in Mlexical." But neither can the notion of lexical cohesion wholly exclude
the grammatical.

Within this system, there are eight subgroups of grammatical cohesion
and four subgroups of lexical cohesion. This classification system was
meant to be descriptive and was not originally intended to relate to reading
difficulty. It seems plausible, theu, within the eight subgroups of

grammatical cobesion, and/or the four of lexical cohesion, that some would

cause difficulty in reading, whereas others might actually aid comprehension.

200
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That is, the emphasis on two distinct kinds of cohesion, lexical and
grammatical, may be misleading. Rather, each of the twelve subgroups of
cohesion may affect reading comprehension independently. Further research
may be carried out beginning from the starting point of twelve subgroup:

of cohesion rather than two.

b. The Doctoring Procedure

Since these experiments were actually used as achievement tests at
the end of each semester, our first priority was for the texts to sound
as natural as possible. Bearing this criterion in nind, we were not always
able to write in enougn items of cohesion sSo that each feature of cohesion
would be adequately presented. The net result may have been that the less
frequent features of cohesion were virtually ignored on the statistical
level.

On the other hand, given the fact that the original undoctored texts
are a mixture of grammatical and lexical cohesion, the effect of doctoring
would be to produce a somewhat "umnatural® text. In the doctoring procedure,
the equivalent amount of "unnaturalness™ in both grammatical and lexical
versions may have been produced, thus cancelling any special et‘f‘eot:.1

Furthermore, isolating the features absolutely so that there would
be only grammatical items in the grammatical text version, for example,
was almost impossible. There was some overlapping of lexical items in the
grammatical version, and vice versa. At most, moreover, cohesive items

made up only 12% of the total number of words in any ta2xt version. This
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ratio may have been insufficient to show statistically significant ) :{,;L
< ¢ VAR
’ differences. -
-, Finally, in any given text there is so much redi_md'aﬁcy in the use of
. * cohesive markers thaat it may not matter if the reader cannot identify ;f
them all (Weaver 1962, Hatch 1979). - LT ;-’.'\}'53
¢ ) ‘ ) 1“ ¢ :'.‘4
2. Subject Matter . o
L The subject matter of the texts mav not have appealed to the teachers e
choosing the texts and/or to the students taking them. ./n the first N
instance, teachers gave certain texts to fewer students. In the second, ;_.";"
o
lowered student motivation may have been reflected in disproportionately SRR
lower test scores than students' English proficiency level would have "
3
warranted. h
d. Discourse Patterns: Sentence Function, B
Illocutionary Force, and Paragraph-Level o
Concepts *&
Application of these terms to any particular text is a subjective
exercise since they do not lend themselves readily to qualitative examination. R
Decisions on classification made by the researcher night have been made r
differently by others in the field. It is also true, however, that this J
understanding of sentences and their functions on different levels of ’i’\s:
meaning is an inevitable feature of comprehension. Thus Cicourel (1980) :
states: - " , L
]
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The fact that a particular utterance can be classified
as conveying different speech acts and multiple messages
gives this type of analy3is the flavor of an expansion
that goes beyond the data given. This expansion is a
built-in feature of the interpretat’on that parses and
classifies utterances into speech act categories. (p.
110)

Accepting the fact that some items could be classified as exemplifying
more than one feature, the researcher included as wide a range of features

as was logically possible in the classificatinn of the texts.

2. Tests

a. Multiple-Choice (M-C) Tests

To a large extent, the success of the research depended on the quality
of the M-C questions. Unfortunately, a few questions had to be accepted
with low Discrimination Indices (point-biserial correlations between the
student response and the total raw test scores that were below .30) Pre-
testing was not always possible, and even when questions were re-worded
on the basis of item analysis results of the previous year, the new questions
were not always much more successful than the old. Except for these few
questions, however, the tests were generally satisfactory. Moreover,
although M-C tests are only an indirect measure of text difficulty, this
is a drawback they share with most other kinds of tests. Hence other test
types were used to measure text difficulty as well (see below, C.3..

Testing and Research, pp. 202-203).
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b. Number of Direct Multiple-Choice Questions

Although every effort wax made to ask at least onae question- for each
Section of text that was doctored (i.e., contained items ¢f grammatical
or lexical cohesion), it sometimes happened that this was impossible.
Either the nature of the text or ‘the over;lapping'of question_s made it
necessary to ask whole-text level or word-level questions in place of the
desired sentence-level or paragraph-level questions. ‘Enough specific

questions were asked, however, to provide results indicating general

trends.

¢c. Double-Counting

In some cases, one question covered a section of text containing more
than one feature of cohesion. In that case, the question was counted twice
(or more), once for each feature. Although this occured rarely, it did
not permit a truly separate analysis of each feature of cohesion. Future
research could be designed to take this into account. It should be kept
in mind, however, that texts by nature contain overlapping elements, and

that any attempt at separation would be artificial.

d. Mat :hing Items of Cohesion With Questions

It was difficult to match items of cohesion with specific questions.
Ultimately, this matching was made according to the subjective judgment

of the researcher, To compare this judgement with that of others in the

field of EFL, the researcher gave one sample text and questions (Test 2,
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original and reordered gramnatical versions, OG and RG) to a class of seven

students in the M. A TESL (Teaching English as a. Second Language) program
s t -

at Tel Aviv lhiversity, some of whom vere already teaching EFL, They Were

Y v

acquainted both with M-C testing and Halliday and Hasan (1976) . The ¢

N .

students were asked to list the items and features of cohesion, if any,

3

found in the section(s) of text that needed to be: understood in order to
W . A 2.
N answer each question. The students worked in groups. twc pairs on the

original version and a group of’ three on the reordered version. 'l'here. .
. were two native speakers of English‘ _one worked on the or.i‘ginal version '

*, the other on the reordered version.

= . ' : [3d v

e The percentage of concurrence betv‘v_éen the evaluations of  the researcher

e y FERE 1 . . . .,

and those of the ratérs,_was not high: ““the mean was 68%.and the median was

Py akd &

100% concurrence (see Table 33). A chi-squ,are"test for goodness of £it

AT
it
LI 4

yielded no significant values and Kramer's c values Were not high f‘or

either original or reordered versions (C values ranged from: .28 to .38).

»

The main’ reason for the relatively low correlations between the

- .

P

- vy
PETSR
et S

e .
g e

researcher and the raters was disagreement about how much text needed to «,.“X“
be read in order:,to, ansf:er the q‘u'estions. The inconsmtency did not’ ref‘lect. '. B »g

a di,sagreenent over the taxonomy or its application. Nonethel‘ess, the‘ low

PR

f‘igures would indicate that replicating this experiment would not be an

easy matter. oo
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e. Test Difficulty and Student Performance .-

‘

o - S T - e

If the texts and questions werc tag dif‘f‘icult for. stude’ntsh', seores

« wWould be too low, the distribution of scores too narrow, and thus no

>

&

-, significant differences would appear,, To a large. ex‘éent, this experiment

.o

T depended on the appropriateness of the level of diff‘iculty f‘or the student

Y

population. Item analysis indicated that Tests 1-!4 were ,on the appropriate-A

P 4‘&

:{ level and that Tests 5-6 were a bit uf‘f‘icult for the students. Given that T,;j.f‘..

Tests 5-6 were final examinations however, _they "needed tc)fbe harder,'.;

* -

. because of departmental requirements, than Tests 1-14 uhieh were mid- year

£

¢ N

exams, The dif‘f‘erences in 1evels ot‘ dif‘f‘iculty betWeen the f‘inal and - _: '

R
mid-year exams did not change the general conclusions of this study.

*

f. Reordering: Text or Test

-

Test results were b'ase;i on the Easiness Indices of M<C questions
answered by students reading the texts. Since this is an indirect measuire
of text difficulty, one oannot be sure whether the results 1eflect text
d:Lf‘f‘iculty, question dif‘f‘iculty, or both (i.e., test dif‘f‘icul'cy).s For
this reason comparisons were made among the four doctored versions of each
», ‘ of the six texts (1.e., original grammatical (OG). original lexical (OL),

“ ' reordered grammatical (RG), and reordered lexical {RL).

+

It was not possible, however,'to compare the‘ six texts todetermine

whether or not they were of equal dif‘f‘iculty, since the set of‘ questions

for each text was diff‘erent. Théoretically, the same question appearing

% N .
% ,._».

in all six tests could have approximately the same Easiness Index f‘or each

?:{3‘,5‘%-;;\? o
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test, provided that the texts were all on the same level of difficulty.

Empirically, however, it was impossible to ask the same M-C question on’

~

all six tests. Instead, we assumed that the saméie poﬁulations vere on
* the same level of English proficiénc;, and we co%pared mean test scores
and standard deviations. Thus we fouéd Te;ts‘a-u éd be on one level of
difficulty (mean scores: 63%-66%) and Tests 5-~6 to be fairly more difficult
(mean scores: 51%=54%) see Appendix C, Table 18, "Results of M-C Questions
on Texts Doctored for Grammatical and Lexical Cohesion," and Table 19,

"Coherence -- Results of M-C Questions in Original and Reordered Versions

of Text.“ .

g. Rational Cloze Procedure

Some students found the large number of 1tem§ (approximately 40-50
blanks) frustrating and gave up before the gnd. ihere were enough students
who did finish, however, and statistical corrections were made. The
naswered items, like unanswered questions in M-C tests, were removed from

the final calculations.,

3. Sampling Procedure -

a. Equivalence of Tested Groups

The sample was not randomly chosen. Choosing the texts for tﬁeir own

x

classes, it was the teachers who decided which students would read which

texts. Moreover, the teachers were. convinced hy looking at the texts}that

[ e T
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the reordered versions were more difficult than the original, and were
therefore reluctant to administer these test versions to their students.
For this reason, groups were not equivalent in size. Neither was there
any guarantee that the English proficiency of all the groups was equivalent.
All that can be ascertained is that the English proficiency for the whole

popul ation was equivalent from year to year.

b. Test Performance

Whereas some students do better on tests because of increased motivation,
other students do worse on tests than during a normal reading situation.
Tension and nervousness may decrease students' reading comprehension

performance (Ebel, 1979, p. 5).

C. APPLICATIONS
1. Teaching

This study emphasizes the importance of context in reading comprehension
by showing that difficulties are not limited to single lexical iQems but
rather related to the connection betwecn ideas in sentences. Tt ccafirms
conclusions also drawn by'Goyman (1979) and Grellet (1981), Thus

Grellet:

But, if reading is to be efficient, the structure
of longer units such as the paragraph or the whole text
must be understood. It is no good studying a text as
though it were a series of independent units. This would
lead the students (a) to become dependent on understanding

208
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every single sentence in a text, even when this is not
necessary to fulfil their reading purpose, with the
result that they would tend to read all texts at the
same speed and (b) to be reluctant to infer the meaning
of sentences or paragraphs from what comes before or
after. (p. 6)

The point of diagnosing difficulties is to be able to help students
overcome them. A number of techniques for testing clause and sentence
comprehension and analyzing errors were developed by Corder (1977), who
also found students lacking the ability to integrate the separate parts

of the text:

The first task, as always, is to identify the error.

Since here we are dealing with a 'discourse' it may be

that while the learner can interpret all the parts, he
| may not be able to interpret the logical connections or
| relations between the parts. A study of the learners'
| attempts does, in fact, suggest that this does indeed
| happen, (p. 149)

According to Corder (1977), Gorman (1979) and Grellet (1981), students
have difficulty under standing the relations among sentences. Students are
avare of this problem, according to their answers on questionnaires (see

Chapter One, B.2.a., EFL Students' Opinions, pp. 7-9). It would be helpful

.to students if reading comprehens;on exercises included not only the skills
of finding the meanings of words and phrases, but also the skills of
determining bossiblé sentence functions according to their apearance in
context (i.e., determining the meaning of a sentence in terms of the
sentences preceding and following it). Tat is, teachers could work on
tables such as Tables 5-10 (see Appendix C) together with students in class

on any given text -~ arriving at sentence functions, illocutionary force

209
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of paragraphs, paragraph-level concepts, and the general focus of the text
as a whole,

Subjective though this exercise may be, it emphasizes the relations
between sentences and paragraphs. Finding the "correct" sentence function
would not be the point of the exercise. Arriving at a mutually agreed on
sentence function or illocutionary force, after discussion of alternative
possibilities, however, would draw students' attention to paragraph structure
and contextual relations. The usefulness of the exercise would be to help
students gain insight concerning how items of cohesion relate ideas in a
given text, how sentences are connected to each other, and how to identify
a definition, for example, and to distinguish it from the secondary ideas
and examples that follow it. In this way, teachers can encourage EFL
students to read texts and to comprehend discourse rather than to decipher
single words or decode a series of separate propositions. The emphasis

when reading should be to see the text as a whole.

210
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2. EFL Course and Test Design

In designing FFL courses and the diagnostic or achievement tests which
accompany them, course and test designers make decisions concerning
difficulty. Results of this study indicate that not only vocabulary but
also aspects of cohesion (e.g., types of sentence and paragraph connectors)
and coherence (e.g., additive vs. contrastive or top-down vs. hottom~up
paragraph structure) should be examined and included as well. According

to their answers to questionnaires (see Chapter One, B.2.c., Discrepancies

between Views of EFL Students and Teachers, pp. 11-12), students are more

aware of the difficulties of coherence and cohesion than some teachers.
Even without pre-~testing, course and test designers could briefly scan
texts for these characteristics to predict level of reading difficulty for

students.

3. Testing and Research

Test results from the various methods wére fairly similar: coherence
was found to be a factor related to reading difficulty whereas cohesion
could not be directly connected. The Flesch Reading Ease Readability
Formula, discourse analysis, rational cloze tests, and M-C questions
accompanying texts were all used to examine the same phenomenon: the
possible effects of coherence and cohesion on reading difficulty. There
was a difference in the kind of information used as the basis for these
methods. Some methods are based on the text only, whereas others are based

on students' reading of the text, and others on answering questions on the
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text. These convergent measures pointed to the same conclusion: sequencing
of information affects reading difficulty. The differences among the
methods did not not emerge in the findings (i.e., whether or not there was

a significant difference between texts caused by coherence or cohesion).

a. Text-based

1) Flesch Readability Formula

The Flesch Formula yields a figure which represents a general
approximation of a text's grade level correct to within a year. Although
it has the advantage of taking only a short time to calculate, as a

measurement tool, it is not very sensitive to changes in text.

2) Discourse Analysis

A technique to describe, not measure texts, discourse analysis can

be used in two ways:

a) when there are pre-determined needs of content
or structure, to determine whether a particular

text fits the required model

h) together with test results either to explain

the statistical results, or conversely, to trace

the effects of text structure and/or sentence and

paragrah functions
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b, Test-based (text + student)

Care must be exercised in generalizing on the basis of results from

a tested sample of students to the larger population. Test results depend

qualification in mind, we came to the following conclusions concerning the

testing methods used in the present study.

1) Rational Cloze Procedure

The rational cloze procedure can be used as a measure of text difficulty.
Depending on the placement of blanks, different kinds of tests can be
obtained. Blanks can be placed to test content words, function words,
parts of seech, markers of cohesion; these words can be on the micro-
level or the macro-level. The cloze does not necessarily test tha student's

grasp of the content or ideas in the text, however,

2) M~C Questions

on the appropriateness of the text for the group tested. With this
i
l

M-C questions measure text difficulty only indirectly. Easiness

Indices reflect the difficutty of both the fext and the questions. Without

careful oral incerview work, it is not possible to know how much each of

these two f‘acto}'s contri’ ated to the Easiness Index of any given M-C

question. Test results of M-C questions can be used, provided that

questions are fair and present no special difficulties of their own (e.g.,

(1) a difficult word in the question that does not appear in the text, or

| (2) a difficult task such as finding a comparison which is implied but not

Q explicitly stated in the text).
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All of these methods can be used to explain and measure text difficulty.

The appropriateness of the methcd depends on the purpose and needs of the

research study.

D. SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

This study was limited to testing advanced students of EFL who were
reading expository texts. The findings may not necessarily generalize to
students with lower levels of proficiency, learrers of other foreign
languages, or even readers in the native language. Moreover, different
results may be obtained for other types of text (e.g., narrative, newspaper,
scientific, legal, business, ete,).

The research design in this study may be applied to different populations
and text types. Native speakers of languages other than Hebrew could be
tested. Looking for a threshold level at which neither ccherence nor
cohesion affects difficulty more than for native English spezkers, researchers
could examine students with differen: levels of proficiency (i.e., less
advanced or even more advanced than in this study).

Three aspects of text analysis were examined as possibly contributing
towards the difficulty differences resulting from the reordering of sentences
in eac}; text. Cohesion ar;d two aspects of coherence (i.e., top- down/bottom-up
Structure, additive vs. contrastive structure) were factors found in this
study. Identifying and testing other factors would be another possible
area of research. There were indications, for example, that certain features

of cohesion (i.e., substitution, especially clausal, and ellipsis) were
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linked to reading difficulty. Further research could be designed to single
out these features and test this hypothesis. According to Schwartz (1983),
in addition to the sequencing of information, the distance between
propositions and staging were also factors that affected learning. Possibly
they may affect reading difficulty as well. Further research could test
this hypothesis,

Research in contrastive discourse analysis, 1ike Kaplan's (1966),
would be helpful in mapping the different prose conventions, on both micro-
and macro-levels, between English and other languages. Knowing the kind
of prose conventions Israelis are familiar with would help teachers point
out differences between English texts and those in the native language.

Alternatively, the same sample population could be given texts of
different difficulty levels to find the threshold level for that population.
Comparisons could be made among text types. Because of the large number
of students tested, certain test types (e.g., short answer, summary,
translation of continuous prose) were not used in this study. Given smaller

samples of students, these methods could also be applied.

215




CHAPTER SIX 207

E. GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

The impetus for this investigation arose from the EFL classroom
situation. Not much is known about the reading processes of advanced
foreign language learners. Research has been carried out mostly on text
recall and elementary reading by native speakers. There are so many
variables affecting foreign language research (e.g., the learner's language
background and number of years of foreign language study, the text's subject
matter and complexity, various methods of learning, the difficulty of
finding students who can be studied over a fairly long period of time,
etc.) that research in this field is not an easy matter. Yet without raw
data and basic facts about how advanced foreign learners actually read,
present teaching materials cannot be improved. Unless we can identify the
obstacles to reading, we cannot teach students how to overcome them.
Initially, then, the need for more information on reading behavior inspired
this study.

To find obstacles to reading, special testing methods were devised:
the doctoring procedure with both M-C anq rational cloze items. Discourse
analysis was used to describe the texts included in the tests, and the
results were intorpreted in the light of psycholinguistic theory. Although
most of this theory had been developed using native speakers, the resulting
hypotheses were applied to this study of advanced EFL learners. Two major
hypotheses were investigated: the "chunking" theory whereby readers
reorganize information and, when necessary, supply missing links between

propositions, as opposed to the notion that sequencing of information in

216
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a text is important and that each new bit modifies the given information
that preceded it. These hypotheses about text coherence were supplemented
Yy classification of markers of cohesion which linked propositions overtly.

+ Although both these hypotheses have been shown to be operative for native
speakers, depending on the level of proficiency in reading (Marshall and
Glock 1978-79), they have not yet been researched for advanced foreign
language learners. The extent to which these processes occur in our EFL
readers wag found to depend on how difficult the students found the texts
©o be.

When students found texts easy to read, sequencing of information did
not significantly change test results, and it was assumed that "chunking"
occurred, When students found obstacles (i.e., acwording to this study,
contrastive paragraphs, bottom-up structure, certain cohesive items), then
the significantly lower test scores could be attributed to changes in
coherence (sequencing) and/or cohesion.

This study is an integrative exercise in applied lingutstics, based
on methods and findings in the fields of educational measurement,
psycholinguistics, and discourse analysis, and applying them to the classroom
situation. It is hoped that EFL course designers and teachers will use
the findings of this thesis and make students aware of coherence and
cohesion,

From the researcher's own experience in the classroom, exercises which
increase FFL students' sensitivity to the linking devices in English texts

also make them more aware of such devices in their native language, to the
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surprise of many, for the first time. Thus training students to recognize

markers of cohesion and to focus on the relations between sentences helps

them to cope with difficult EFL texts, and at the same time, to become
better readers even in their native language.

Coherence and cohesion are not merely descriptive theoretical constructs,
but integral factors in the reading process. An awareness of how they
operate in texts will help EFL students to become more proficient

readers.
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NOTES TO CBAPTER SIX

1. Edward Levenston, personal communication,

2. Thanks are due to Dr., Elite Olshtain, Department of Education, Tel
Aviv University, and students in her M,A, TESL seminar in discourse

analysis.
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QUESTIONNAIRES FOR JPUDENTS OP ENGLISH A3 A FOREIGN LANGUAGE

1.

2,

Por

A,

B,

COURSE: Advanced Course in English -

Native Langusge

Regular Course in English

Mechina

each of the features listed, indicate your opinion on puge 2.

Do you find this feature diffioult .when reading a text?

1,
2,
3.
4.
5

In

extremely difficult

fairly difficult

fuirly eagy

eas,

don't know or doesn't 8pply

order to be able to understand a text in Emglish,

mastery of this feature is

1., abgolutely essential
2. important but not essential
3. no% necéssary

In

tha course you have just teken ( or are now tuking)

this featurv was taught

alwaya
often
somet imes
rarely
never

YOUR HIERARCHY3 (A to P)

most _importang most difficult
l- 1l -
2 e -
3 - 3 -
4 = 4 -
£ - 5 =
6 - 6 =
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SUMMARY CHECKLISM OF PEATURES CAUSING DIFFICUILTY IN

READLNG COMPREHENSI ON

8 |B ¢
A. Grpphic Orgunization
1, ubility to unulyze a purugruph
5. muke uww of informution found in the title,
headi ngs, subheuwdings
3. knowludge of citation procudure (footnoting, refurence)
8, Ithetaricul devicest arguncnt ation == recognizing
1, definition und clugsitication
5.  exwsples, illustrutions and abatract idens
3, ocumparison, contrast
4~ causul relationshlp/ cuuse end errect
¥, rhetoricul quaution and snuwer
6. ostuteseit wnd restutement
7. wexplunation, clarificution, duucription
¥,  genurulization va. evidence, fuct
- . 0, infurevace, fmplication
10, oummary va, uccuaulation of detail or liuting
€. Vocubulury )
— _ 1. terminology CJaraen
2, contextual uvynoymous paruphuge (recognition of
word/ phrase eguivalunts)
R 3, word faumilies (utea)
CITTIITT 4L ertizen wd roots (vord tformation)
e _ “. wmultiple denotutions und connotutions of u wurd
G. fulue cognutuy
T .7, metugphors
R R D A parusal verbs
I B D 0; collucations, idlons
Tl TV T T 10, lungugte of cuution, strength of clawm, truth soditiers
1T, nominelizutions (uue of ubgtruct nuans inotoed ot
vurbe to indicate uctivity == i¢, division/dividing;
De  Synblux wd Grummur
by punctuntion
e L e muility tu recognlze vorb in a cluune
3, ability to recognize dependent and independent
- cluupeys {(subosrdination)
——— —— 4, refervoce
DT ST, noun modi flers (rank shitt, dsterminers)
—_d ol 6, adverbiulae
. 1. trepsformutions (It, There is, Passive, Cleft sunitencee,
Quent Luns/Hequest s)
8. Tenne, moduls, time suquence, If (conditionals)
_9. aentence connoctors (howuver, yut, Lsince)
10, reduced relat)ve clauscs (Lhut left out Luefore
— dependunt clouns -- fu, Mo vaid he'd come. ...
property he needed)
B. Author's invol ‘vement in tuexg
1. purpose
e 2. uuulunce
7. toue
o4, degrye of foruaullty
— | 5. which side of thu argument he is on (What urgusent?!)
N U G, evalustion and opinion
feads'ss .
P, A pself-confidence in reuding, attitudes
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RESPONSES OF EFL STUDENTS AND TEACHERS TO QUESTIONNAIRES

In order of difficulty, the students' opinions resulted in the following

hierarchy:

TABLE 1:

(1 = most difficult, 6 = easiest)

EFL_Students' Opinions on Text Difficulty

Required Course (67 students)

vocabulary

rhetorical function

syntax/griamar

auther's involvement

reader's attitude

(graphic organization received few votes)

Pre-Academic Courses (38 students)

1.
2,
3.
4,
5.
6.

vocabulary
rhetorical function
syntax/g~ammar
graphic organization
author's involvement
reader's attitudes
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In order of importance, the students' opinions resulted in the following
hierarchy: (1 = most important, 6 = least important)

TABLE 2: EFL Students' Opinions on Features of Importance in Reading

Required Course (67 students)

. 1. syntax/grammar
2. vooabulary
3. rhetorical function
4, author's involvement
5. reader's attitude
6. (graphic organization received few votes)

Pre~Academic Courses (38 students)

1. vocabulary

2. synxtax/ grammar

3. rhetorical function

4, graphical organization
5. reader's attitude

6. author's involvement

252




APPENDIX A 244

In order of difficulty, the teachers' opinions led to the following
hierarchy: (1 = most difficult, 6 = easiest)

TABLE 3: EFL Teachers' Opinions on Text Difficulty

1. author's involvement
2. rhetorical functions (illocutionary force)
. 3. vocabulary
4, syntax and grammar
5. graphic organization
6. (reader's attitude not mentioned)

In order of importance, the following hierarchy resulted: (1 = most
important, 6 = least important)

TABLE U4: EFL Teachers' Opinions of Features of Importance in Reading

1. reader's attitude

2. vocabulary

3. syntax and grammar

4. rhetorical functions (illocutionary force)

5. graphic organization

6. reader's attitude (Opinions were split as to whether
it is most or least important.)

T. (author's involvement not mentioned)
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TEXT 2 -~ original

World population growth -~ and hew to slow it --
continues to be a subject of great controversy. The
planet's poorest nations have yet to find Cffective ways
to check their population increase -- at least without
restricting citizens' rights and violating such traditions
as the custom of having large families as insurance in old age.
Population growth is the gravest issue the world faces over
the decades immediately ahead. In many wavs it is an
even more dangerous and subtle threat than war, since it is
less subject to organized control .It is not in the exclusive
control of a few governments, but rather in the hands of hundreds
of millions of individual parents. The population threat
must be faced -- like the nuclear threat -~ for what it
inevitably is: a central determinant of mankind‘'s future,

one requiring far more attention than it is presently receiving.

Last year the world's population passed 4 billion. Unless
Qherehs a holocaust brought on by man or nature, the world's
population will continue to increase. While the growth rate
in the developed nations is actually slowing down, the rate
in the developing countries is accelerating rapidly. The
problem, then, is to control the population growth in the

developing countries where fertility is high.

What, then, are some of the specific social and economic
actions most likely to promote the desire for reduced fertility?
The importance of enhancing the status of women is critical.
Of all the aspects of social development, the educational
level appears most consistently associated with lower ferility,
so that an increase in the education of women tends to lower
fertility to a greater extent than a similar increase in the
education of men. In Latin America, for example, studies
indicate that women who have completed primary school average
about two children fewer than those who have not. Schooling
tends to delay the age of marriage for girls, and thus reduces
their total pOSSiI?‘le numbex of childbearing years. 2 5 4
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Yo A number of governments are moving in the direction of

coexcion. Some have introduced legal sanctions to raise
tha age of marriage., A few are considering direct legal
(1;) limitations on family size and sanctions to enforce them.
Ho government really wants to resort to this. But neither adapted
Yy any government afford to let population pressure grow
S0 large that social frustrations finally erupt into irrational
violence and civil disintergration,

35
Furthermora, through an increase in income, families

will almost certainly experience a bed&icial decline in their

(Q) traditionally high fertility. For the income will give them
access to petter health and education and living standards,
which in turn are likely to lead to smaller families.
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_TE_”__Z. OL version

original conerence

World population growth -- and how to slow it -- lexical cohesion

continues to be a subject of great controversy. The

planct's poorest nations have yet to find effective

ways to check this population ircrease -- at least

without restricting citizens' rights and violating

such traditions as the custom of having large families

as insurance in old age.

Population growth is the

gravest issue the world faces over the decades immediately

ahead. In many ways an in
is an even more dangerous
since a rise in the number

is less amenable to organi

crease in the earth's population
and subtle threat than war,
of the world's inhabitants

zed control. The problem is

not in the exclusive control of a few governments, but

rather in the hands of hun

dreds of millions of individual

parents. The populaticn threat must be faced -- like the

nuclear threat -- as a central determinant of mankind's

future, a problem requiring far more attention than is

presently given.

Last year the globe's population passed 4 billion.

Unless thre is a holocaust

the process will continuc.

brought on by man or nature,

While the growth rate in the

developed nations is actually decreasing, the rate in the

developing countrics is accelerating rapidly. The problem,

then, is to control the population growth in the

developing nations where fertility is high.
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TEXT 2 QL yazeeon

PARAGRAPH

What, then, are some of the specific social and
cconomic actions most likely to promote the desire tor
reduced fertility? The importance of cnha. <ing the stutus
of women is critical. Of all the aspects of social

30 development, the cducational level of females appears

(3 most consistently rclated to fertility, so that an
increase in the cducation of women tends to lower fertility
to a greater extent than a similar increasc in the
cducatiton of men,  In tatin America, for c¢xample, studices

35 dadicate  tnat  women who have completed primary wchool

bear about two childreii fewer than women who have

3) failed to continue., Schooling tends to delay tne ape
of warriage for girls, and thus diminishes the total

possible aumber of childbearing ycars.

40 Furthermore, through an incrcment in income,

familics will almont certainly expericnce a beneficial

(4) dectine in their traditionally high fertility. For

the carnings will give access to better health,
cducation and living standards, which, in rurn, are

45 likely to lead to smaller houscholds.

A number of govesrmments are moving in the divection

ot cocrcion. Scae governments have introduced legal

(5) sanctions to raise the age of marriage. A fow

goveraments arce cousidering dircet legal limitations
%0 on family size and sanctions to enforce the new laws.
No governments reilly want to rcsort to the usc of
force. But neither can any government afford to let
population pressure cxpund so that social frustvations
finaully erupt into irrational violence and civil
S5 disintergration,
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PARAGRAPH TEXT 2 0G version
. ori,rin:l corernnce
1 World population growth -- and how to slow it-- gramatic:l cohes.orn

continues to be a subject of grent controversy. The

world's poorest nations have yet to find effective

ways to slow this growth -- at least without restricting

5 citizen:' rights and violating such traditions as

the one of having large families as insurance in old

age. Population growth is the gravest problem the world faces over
(D the decades immediately ahead. In many ways it is

an even more dangercus and subtle threcat than war,

10 since it is less amenable to organized control. It

is not in the exclusive control of a few governments,
but rather hundreds of millions of individual parents.
It must be faced -- like the nuclear threat --for
what it is: a central determinant of mankiund's

15 future, one requiring far more attention than at present.

Last year the world's population passed 4 billion.
Unless there is a holocaust brought on by man or
naturc, it will continue to increase. While the
growth rate in the developed nations is actually
(2) 20 slowing down, in the developing countrics it is
increasing rapidly. The problem, then, is to slow
this down In the developing countries where fertility

is high.
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(TEXT 2 -- cont'd) 0% version

What, then, are some of those specific social
and economic actions most likely to increase the
desire for reduced fertility? The importance of
cnbancing the status of women is critical. Of all
the aspects of social development, the educational
level of females appears mest consistently rclated
to fertility, so that an increase in their education tends to
lower fertility to a greater extent than does a similar increasc the
education of men. In Latin Amcrica, for example,
studies indicate that thosc who have conmleted primary
school bear about two children fewer than those
who have not. It tends to delay their age of
marriage, and thus reduces their total possible

number of childbearing years,

Furthermore, through an increase in income,
families will almost certainly experience a beneficial
reduction in their traditionally high fertility,

For this will give them access to better health,
education and living standards, which, in turn, are

iikely to 1cad to smaller families.

A number of governments are moving in the
direct’ n of coercion, Some have introduced legal
sanctiuns to increase the age of marriage. A few
are considering direct legal limitations on family
size and sanctions to enforce them. No governments
really want to resort to this. But neither can they
afford to let population pressure grow so
large that social frustrations finally erupt into
violence and civil disintegratior.
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QUESTIONS ON TEXT 2 origimd ccierernce

1. According to the first paragraph, the poorest countries

1. have already found ways to slow down population growth

2. have not found ways to slow down population growth

3. want to find ways to speed up population growth o

4, will soon easily find ways to slow down population growth -
2. According to the first paragraph, the custom of having large ;

families )

1. is not insurance against poverty in old age

2. is a tradition that the poor are not ablc to give up :

3. is an cffective wiay to chech population growth

4. must be stopped, even at the risk of restricting )

citizens' rights
3. "the gravest" (linc 7/8) means

the deadliest
the lowest

the heaviest

the most scerious

- 3 DN e
¢« o e

4. Usince' (line 10/11) means

1. towards
2. although
3. becausc
4. unless

5. According to the first paragraph, population growth and war

. are the world's greatest problems

. are cqually dangerous problems

. are less dangerous than government control
. will not be real dangers in the near f{uture

NN -

6. According to the first paragraph, what is not in the cxclusive
control of governments?

1. thermonuclicar war
2. population growth
3. citizens' rights

4. organized insurance
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" 253,

7.

According to the first paragraph, wc don't give enough
attention to

nuclear threat
population growth
minkind's future
government control

According to paragraph 2, the world's population is sure
to increase

1. providing there is no holocaust

2, if there is cver a holocaust

3. because there has been a holocaust
4. as there may be a holocaust

According to paragraph 2, the world's main problem is that

in all nations world population growth is slowing down
in all nations world population growt,. is mcreasing
the population growth of rich nations in increasing
the population growth of poor nations is increasing
although that of rich nations is slowing down

As a solution to reduce population growth, in paragraph 3, the author
suggests

1. making women feel more important

2., raising women's social status

3. giving women more edscation

4. delaying the age of marriage for girls

Tre writer gives Latin America a5 an cxample of a country where

1. educated women have only two children
2. cducated women have fewer children

3. educated men have fewer children

4. the general cducational level is low

According to paragraph 4, reduced fertility is a result of

more education for men
decreasing the age of marriage
4 decline in living standards
greater income for families

"will almost certainly experience" (line 39/41) means

may possibly experience

midy certainly not experience
will definitely expericnce
will probably experience




“ivy

14.

16.

17.

13.

"For" (linc 41/42) means

1. whether
2, unless
3. because
4. although

"are likely to lead'" (line 43/45) means

arce pleasurably leading
. are siqnilar to leading
. Will probably lead

. wWill casily lead

S 01 BN e

According to the last paragraph, some governments have to choose
between

letting people starve and finding them jobs

permitting social disintegration or resorting to legal force
increasing family incowe or enforcing lepal sanctions

. improving public education or delaying the apge of marriage

= PN I
.

The writer ends this text with

1. an example of a pariicular problem

2. advice on how to improve education

3. a description of the advantages of population growth
4. a threal of what may happen

A good title for this text would be

l. Tthe angers of Limiting Women's Education

2. Some Ways ot Slowing Down Populut.on Growth

3. ‘the Advantages of Birth Control

4. Government Control of Population Growth in Developed
Countries

The tone of this text is
1. Lhinmorous

2. sedate

3, urgent
4

. fearful

In this text, the writer's main purpose is to

compare two problems
contradict someone's ideas
narrate a story

4. convince the reader

[#N I SO
. .
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) AVIEIDIX B 254
WOkLD POPULATION CROWTH nxT 2 Rl version
reordered coherence
Line: leatcal Goherioin
1 Lact year the world's population paowd 4 bilifon. While the ¢rowth

rate in the developed uations is astually alowing down, the rate in the

developing countries 1s accelerating rapidly. Population grovth iu the

gravesL issue the plunet fuces over the decaden jugediately uhesd. (1)
5 Unleus there 1c a holocaust brought on by man or nature, the procesa

will continue, The problem, then, is to control the population

growth ia the developing countries wherv fertility is highe

The globe's poorast nations have yet to tind effective ways to

check the population increase ~at leust without restricting

citizens' righty and violating such traditions as the custom of

10 havin large funilies as insurance in old age. A number of (2)
guvernuentn ure moving in the directica of coerciocne No govermsents
reuslly wunt to resort to the use of foroe. But nelther can any
guvernment atford to let populatios pressure grow 80 large that
pociul frusivations finally erupt into irrational violence and

15 civil disintegration,

The problam in not in the exclusive control of & few governuents,
howsver, tut rather in ihe hands of hundreds of millions of

individual parents. What, then, are pade of the opecific social

o~
L.
g

and econonic actions mout likeiy to promote the desire for reduced
o0 fertility’” A few poverme: consddering direct legal lim tations
on fwaly size and sanctions ‘orce the new laws, Sume goveruments

luve Lutroduced legal cunctions to ralve the age of marriage.

of2
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WOKLD POPULATION GHOWTH R, version -2=

lines PAHACIUAIA

ARS8 irtheruore, through an increment in inoome, femilies will almost

cortuinly experience & beneficial decline in thedr toaditionally bigh

25 fertility. For the earningu vill cive access to better health and (%)
education and living vtandurds, which in turn are likely to lead to

aaller hourehclda.

Of @l the aspects of wocisl develogment, the educationa) Jevel of
feunlen appeurs most consistently unsociated with lower fertility,
g0 thut an increane in the education of women tends to lower Tortility
to a grester extent than & pinilar inciease in the education of oen. (4
tehooling tendu to delay the age of murriage for girls, and thus
diminishes the total possible pucber of childbearing yeurs. In lotin
Americs, for exauple, studies indicate that women who have completed
% primnry uchoul average about two children fewer than wosen who have

fuiled to continue. The importance of enhancing the utatuy of yomen

is critical,

World population growth — and how to slow it — contioues to be
4 mblect of great controve.uy. In many ways an increase in the
40 eurth's population is an even more dangorous and subtle tireat tharn,
war, since a rive in the number of the world's inhabitants is less )
anennble to orgunized control, The population threat mct be faced ~
like the nuclear threst -— 88 ¢ ¢entral Gsterminant of mankind's

future, & problen requiring far more attention than is presently given.

(1exionl)
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AP NDIX 1 2%
WORLD POPULATION GROWTH TEXT 2 _R version

reordsered coherence
growmuticul colusion
1iney BLITY P TVETY
1 Laot your the world's populatien pasesd 4 Mllten, While the
Eowth rate in the developed mations is astually alewing dewn, in the
develaping oOoustries 1t is acoelarating repidly., It is Ghe gravest
problem the world faces ever the decedes immeld: ately shead, Unless (1)
1
5 there is & holooaust brought on Wy mas or nature, it will continue,
The problem, then, is te slew this dews in the Geveloping cowntriss

where fertility is high,

The world's pearest naiions bave yet to fiad affective ways
to clieck this growth =~ at least without restricting oitiseas’®
10 rights and violuting such traditions as thut of having large (2)
fuallien us insurunoce in old age., A mumber of govermments are
muving 1o the direotiun of coersion. HNe gevermments really want
to resort to thiss But mither can they afford to le$ population jress-
ure  grow so large that scolal frustretieas finally erupt inte

1y 1rraticiid yiglence and oivil diaintegratien. .

Fopulation growth 1a not in the exalusive oontrol of a few
governments, however, btut rether hundreds of millions of individual
parents. Wi, then, are soms of these spscifis social and eccnamio
sotions most likely 0 inorease the desire fer reduced fertility?
70 A few governmeuts are considering direet lognl lixmitations en family
aire and sunotions to euforoe them., Same have intreduced lognd
sunotions to raine the age of msurriage, Muriiarwore, through an

o2

ERIC °63  LEST COPY AVAILABLE




Y

N

APPENDX B . 257

WUllLD 1O ULTION GIOWTU S DG veryion -2

ur-grrn(-l!
incrouss iu iuoome, femilies will alsoet osrtalaly exparisnde a

will give them sucess 10 better bealth and edusation and living stendards,

wiich in twn ers likely to leud to maillaer femilice,

Uf ull the aspects of socisl development, the educational level
of fwuwlou appoury nost cuneistently sswocisted with lower fortility,
so tuut ua increats in their education tends to lower fertilifty to a ()
greater eitent thun does & similar fnoreuss in the education of asn,
It tenin to deloy thsir age of sarriuge, and thus reduces thair totul
posaible nuuber of clidldbearing years. In Latin Amesios, for exampls,
studles Liulivute Uwt thove Who liave completed primary schocl bear
sbout two cldddren fewers Tue importance of ralsing their status is

oritioal.

World population growth «—— and how to slow it — continues to i
s subjecl of great coatroveray. In many ways it is an even more
diugervus wil subtle threat than war, ainoe it is less amenable to (s)
orgunized control. It must be faced — 1like the muclear tireat —
for wiut it inevitally iws & ceatral deterwinant of mankind’s future,

roquiring far more attention thas ¢ g5 presently receivimy:,

(;rwanatical)
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Questions on Text 2

the yravest (paragraph 1) means geopdered coherenco

1. the deadliest
2. the lowest

3. the lieaviest

4, the most serious

According to the first paragraph, the world's population is sure to increase
1. providing there is no holocantt

2., if there is ever a holocaust

3. because there has been a holocaust

4. as there may be a holocaust

rccordiny to paragraph 2, the poorest countries

1. have found ways to slow down population growth

2. have not found ways to slow down popul)ation growth

3. don't want to find ways to slow down population growth
4. will soon find ways to slow down population growth

According to paragraph 2, the custom of having large families
1. 1s not insurance against poverty in old age
2, 18 a tradition that the poor have not been able to give up

3. is an effective way to check population growth
4. must be stopped, even at the risk of restricting citizens' rights

voercion (paragraph 2) means
1. force

2. change

3. leniency

Q. education

according to parayraph 2, some governments have to choose between
1. letting people starve or finding them jobs

2. resorting to legal force or permitting social disintergration
3. increasing family income or enforcing legal =anctions

4. improving public education or dclaying the age of marriage

necording to paragraph 3, what is pot in the exclusive control of governments?
1, thermonuclear war

2, population growth

3. the world

Q. oryanized control

will almost certainly experience (paragraph 3) means
1. may possibly experience

2, may certainly not expurience

3. will definitely experience

4. will probably experience

For (paragraph 3) means
1. whether

2. Unless

J. Because

4. Althouyh

are likely to lead (paragraph 3) means
1. are pleasurably leading

2. arc similar to leading

J. will probably lcad

4., will easily lead

VAILABLE
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(uestions on Text 2 (cont'd) Yeorde ohe

11.  As a way of reduclng population 9rowth, in psragraph 4, the author suggests
1. wmakiny women feel mors important
2. raising women's salaries
3. uyivany women more education
4. dueluylng the age of marriage fox girls

12, thus (pagayraph 4) means
1, in thas way
2. in spite of

* 3.  iu cuntrast

' 4. 1n yeneral

13.  ‘the author .ives Latin America as an example of a country where
1.  «cducated women have only two children
2.  cducated women have fewor children
. vducated men have tewer chlldren |
9, the yeneral educatlonal level ia low

14, nance (paragraph 5) means
1. Lowat s
2. al thouyh
kR becauss
4. unluess

15.  According to the paragraph 5, population growth
1. 15 the world's ygreatest danger
2. will ot be a real damjer in the near future
3. 15 i lens gerlous danger than wag
4. i% a3 great a danger as war

lb.  According to parayraph 5, we don't give enoygh attention to
). waeloear th ot
2. opulation yrowth
. maakind’: future
4. the 4 ballion 1ura

17.  The author ewds this text with
1. an example ot o particular problem
advice aon how ta smprove education
. g deneription ol the advantages of population growth
. d thicat ot what may happen

& ot

8. A posuible title for this text would be
1. The bangets of Lamiting Women's Education
2. Some Way:n of Slowimg Down Population Grouwth
. Phe Froblans of Large Families in hevelopimg Countries
4. Govermment Control of Population Growth in Ueveloped Countries

19,  The tone of this text is
J. huwwtous
Ca pansiomnte
5o oh jective
4. teatful

20, The anthor of thid text 18 tcying to
1. detaine certain ideas
2. coutradict someone's ideas
3. nal rate 4 Ltory

e 268
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APPENDIX B 260

NWORLD POPULATION GROWTH CLOZE PASSAGE 2 Form 1= originad
calwrence

World population growth -- and how to slow it -- continues

. to be a subject of great controversy. The planet's poorest
nations have yet to find effective _(1) to choeck their 1)
population increase -- at least without (2) citizens' 2)
rights and violating such traditions (3 the custom of 3) ¥
having large families us insurance in old (4) . Populationd) S

growth is the gravest issue the world faces _(5) the ducudes 5)

immodiutely wheud. In _(6) ways it is an even more 6)
dangerous and subtle _ (7) than war, since it is _ (8) 7)
subject o organized control. _(9) _ growth, however, is 8)
not 1n the exclusive control of a fow _(10) , but rather 9)

in the hunds of hundreds of _(11) of individual parents. 10)

The population threat must be faced -- like the nuclear 11)
threat -- for what it inovttuﬁl; is: a contral determinant

of manking's future, one requiring far more attention than

it is presently receiving.

Lust year the world's populuation pussed 4 billion. Unless

there (12) & holocaust brought on by mun or nature, the 12)

(13) population will continue to increase. While the 13)

growth rute in the doveloped __ (14) is actually slowing 14)
down, the rate in the deﬁaloping countries is _(15) rapidly. 15)
The problem, _[16) , is to control the population _(17) in 16)
the developing countries where foertility is (18 .

What, then, are _ (19) of the specific social and 18)

economic actions _(20) likgly to promote the desire for 19)

(21) fertility? The importance of enhancing the status 20)

of women is _(22) . Of 811 the aspects of social 21)

dovelopment, the oducational level appours most consistently 22)

associuted with _(23) fertility, so that an increase in 23)

269  BESI COPY AVAI!.ABLE ,
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WORID POPULATION GROWTH CLOZE PASSAGE 2 Form 1

the _ (24) of women tends to lower fertility to a greater
extent thun a similar _(25) in the education of men. In
Latin America, fos _ngl_, studies indicate that womon who
huve completed primary schocl average about two (27) fewer
than those who have _(28) . Schooling tends to delay the
ugo of _(29) for girls, and thus reduces their total
possible number of childbearing yrars,

£30), through en incrouse in income, fumilios will
almost certainly _(31) a beneficiul decline in their
traditionally high fertility. For the _(32) will give them
access to _(33) health and cducation and living standards,
which in turn are likely to Jead to _(34) fumilies,

A number of governments are moving _(35) the direction
of coercion. Some have _{36) legul sunctions to raise *the
age of murrisge. A few governments are considering direct
loegal _(37) on fumily sizo and sanctions to enforce thea.
No governments _ (38) want to resort to this. But neither
cua any government afford to lot population pressure grow so
large that social frustrations finally orupt into irrational

violence und civil disintegration,

270

24)
25)
20)
27)
28)

30)
31)
33).,

34)

35)
30)
37)

38)
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WORLD POPULATION GROWTH CLOZB PASSAGR 2 Form 2 - reonlerud
coliurencu

Last yesr the world's population passed 4 billion. While

‘\

the growth rate in the developed _(1) is sctually alowing 1)

‘\

down, the rate in the developing countries (2 rapidly. 2)

Pop.lution growth is the gravest issue the worid faces _(3) 3)

|
|

|

the decades immedistely shead. Unless there _(4) s holocaust 4)
brought on by msn Or nature, the _@_powlouou will continue 5)
to incresse. The problem, HON) 13 to control the populstion 6)
{7) _in the developing countries where fortility is _(®)_ . 7)

The planet's poorest aations have yet to find effective 8)
_(9) _ to check their population incresse -- at least without 9)
_(o citizans'rights and violsting such traditéons 1y 10)
the custoa of having lsrge families as insurance in old _(12) .11)
A nusbor of governments sre moving _(13) the direction of 12)
coorcion., No governments _(14) want to resort to this. But 13)
neither caa any governasiit afford to leot population pressure 14)
grow so large that socisl frustrstions finslly erupt into 15)
irrationsl violence and civil disintegration, 16)

{15 growth is not in the exclusive concrol of s few 17)
_(16), howover, but rather in the hands of hundreds of _(17) = 18)
of individual psxents, What, then, sre _(18) of the specific 19)

socisl and economic sctions _{19) likely to promote 20)
the dosirs for __(20) fortility] A fow governsents sre 21)

considoring direct legal _(21) on fanily size snd sanctions 22)
to enforce them. Some have _(22) 1legsl sanctions to raise 23)
the sge of marrisge. L23) ., through sn incresse lo income, 24)
fumilies will slmost certainly (24 beneficial decline 25)
in their traditionslly hish fertility. Por the _(25) will 26)

VT

give them sccess to (26) - heslth and education and living 27)
standards, which in turn sre likely to lead to __(27) familios.
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NORLD POPULATION GROWTH CLOZB  PASSAGE 2 Form 2

Of all the sspects of social development, the educationsl

level appoars msost consistently assucisted with (28) fertility, 28)

! so that an increase in the _(29) of wosen tends to lower 29)
t:n-tnity to a greater extent than & similar (30) i the 30)

education of men. Schooling tends to deluy the age of _(31) 31)

for girls, srd thus reduces their total possible ni=ber of 32)
childbearing years. In Latin America, for _(32) , studies 33)

{ndicate that women wio hsve cospleted prisary school average 34)

TN

sbout two _(13) fewer than those who have _(34) . The 35)
fsportance of snhancing the status of women is 35) . 36)

World populution growth -- and how to slow it -- 37)
continuss t9 be 8 subject of greut controvers;. In _(36) 38)

ways it i3 an even more dangerous und subtle _(37) than war,
since 1t i3 _(38) amensbie to organized control. The population
throut must be fuced -- like the nuclesr threat -- for what 18
inevitably is: a central detorminunt of mankind's future,

one roquiring fur wore sttontion than it is presently

Toceiving.
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TABLE 1

APPENDIX ¢ 264

TEXTS RANKED ACCORDING T0 FLESCH READING EASE READABILITY FORMULA

0 = original version
R = reordered versiom .

Reading Ease = 206,835 = 846 w1 - 1.015 82

vl = word j.agth
8l = sentence length

TEXT VERSION
original iramatical version lexical veraion
9 R 9 R

1 52,9 54,5 52,0 46,9 47.8
2 43.6 47.7 5602 3.5 461
3 579 545 46.9 5240 579
4 59.6 6742 59.6 66¢4 54,6
5 - 65.6 T0.7 55¢4  49.6
6 - 5142 53.9 38,5 40,2

(The higher the score, the more difficult the text.)

273
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APPENDIX C TABLE 2 265
1TENS OF GRAMMATICAL ARD LEXICAL COHESION IN ORIGINAL AND REoRDee EF TEXTS i=~4, 1978-80

(Pigures represent mmber and proportion of items {n each text)

FEATURES OP TEXT
e P 2 = —
R : L& £ L
Grammatice] ‘0 6L | 0. GoML ! O G~L | O GNL
1 not T - 3 8 - 6 2 - 13 62 -
done Ko, ] 0t 02 0t ow 02 .08
2 9 1 6 9 2 18 23 2 18 19 -
. 02 .00 02 02 00 03 .04 ,00 02 03
O «00 R, | 00 .00 01
4 - = ]2 & =] = 1 - 2 2 -
«00 Ry +00 00 .00
5 L] - - - - -——— ’ . -— am—y - e -—_
,00
! 0 | 00 00 00 «00
06 .00
<00 00 .00 .00 ,00
totalt 235 2 4 2 3 |» 62 2 35 90 2
nO‘ .(D _503 ) .06 om 40‘ ’ .09 ‘G) 004 [ 1 2 ow
lexical
3 2 6 13 7T 1 65 12 %N “u 25 40
00 O 03 R OF 07 R <06 06 03 .05
fo 9 1 |n 4 2 | 4 s 2 2 5 4
R 0 03 O 05 O 01 03 .00 ,01 ,O0f
" -2 3 3 4 112 1 -1
«00 01 O -0 00 00 . 00 .00
a0 0t 20
totals 13 26 21 4 &6 9 118 T 41 0
02 05 o 04 +10 .08 '003 11 06 +O4 .06
Other 454 484 pO5 313 W8 580 532 S5T4 691 6318 704
09‘ 0” 0” Om o” om om om ow .84 o“
1o£ ;:m 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00 1.00 1,00 1,00 1.00
TOTAL

NIMBER
WRDS: 510 490 512 6 413 M6 |660 612 648 m T8 B3

XEY: O = Original Version Gt 1 ~ repatition S « verd subst, Lt J « repetition
K = Reordered YVorsion 2 = reference 6 = clause sudst. /¢ = synonyms
L = Lexical Cohesion 3 « demonatratives 7 - ellipsis I} = superordinates A
G = Grommatical Cohesion & =~ noun subst, 8 = extra-textwsl /2~ gmeral words |
|

ig. ¢ val 0/CTest 3, C/L Test 1 Test 2 Test 3  (Por all other pairs, n.s.)
o m‘:l"tm\ 'A"ma AT 1978, 274 Dr_.)t W YAVMLAB\.E
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APPENDLY. C TABLE 2 =2 = 266
ITEXS OF GRAFMATICAL AND LEXACAL COHESION IN QORIGINAL AND fcotpeesp TEXTS | - 4, 1978-80
SUMMARY
FEATURES OF  TOTAL NIMBER OF ITEMS PER PEATURE TO0TAL NUMBER OF
COILSTON __ QUESTIONS PER FEATUKE ®
Crunnatical 9 G J__
1 22 119 - b7
¢ 2 42 60 5 41
3 4 16 - 24
4 4 7 - 3 ;;:.‘
5 -— { - 2 ;E‘
6 1 2 2 3
7 3 3 - -
8 3 3 2 1
total: 79 201 9
(proportion) .03 .09 .00
Lexical
q 102 46 102 46
10 17 23 63 30
] 5 4 19 10
12 -— 2 6 3
total: 124 ()] 190
(proportion) .05 ,03 .08

Other 1656 1997 2160
(proportion)  ,2 .88 .92

fOTAL

h S BER

WORLY 3 2369 2273 2359
(proportion) 1.00 1.00 1,00

* There is overlapp of questions. Iame questions include sections of text containing

275 451 COPY AVALABLE
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PEEND JABLE 3 267

ITIMS OF CHAMMATICAL AND LEXICAL COHESTON IN ORIC HEORDEWED TiXTss 5-6_(1910-1968)

(Figures rupresont number and proportion of items in each toxt.)

FeaTulls oF

COMLSTON THXT & X1 6
Grammatical 0C OL G Rl 0g oL RQ RL
1—m[¢0t1t1m 3 - 4 - 2 - 2 -
'01 .01 .01 .w
L[]
* 2-roferunce 13 1 9 1 1 - 12 -
002 .w om ow om .m
3-demonstratives 4 1 5 4 5 2 6 2
01 .00 01 Ot O 0056 0t 005
4-noun subst, - - - - 4 - 3 -
-0t <01
’ S-verb nubst, - - - 1 - ] -
.w .m 'm
} 6~claune subst, 2 - 3 - 1 - 1 -
.m .w .w .m
T-ellipsis 14 2 14 1 6 - 4 -
005 o(m .03 .00 01 001
B-oxtra-textual - 2 - 1 1 2 1 2
005 .00 00 005 .00 .005

TOTAL marber
of questious
2ot foatuge ®

L. R
6 6
23 20
1 14
3 3
4 3 :
2 6
19 24
5 3

TOTAL: 36 6 36 7 34 4 J0 (5 ()
07 .01 07 Ot 06 01 05 01
Loxical
9-ropotition 21 15 22 12 32 18 27 11 24 23
004 002 004 .(2 .% .o} o(’). .02
10-aynonyms 2 57 2 49 8 29 8 29 40 32
.(X) ow .(X) om .01 .04 .01 004
11-cupurerd. - 1 - 1 7 2 1 4 7 9
.00 00 ,00 .00 ,00 .Ot
12~proneral - 2 - 4 2 4 3 3 9 1"
3 NON“ .01 '0‘ om .01 .w .o'
TOLALS 23 s 24 66 43 51 N 47 & B
‘ 'm .\2 om "1'1 .0" ow 007 .m
Othors 470 5% 469 531 493 582 497 582
| 89 W87 .89 88 07 91 B8 .92
| TOTAL: 529 613 529 G604 570 631 566 633
1,00 1,00 1,00 1,00 $,00 1,00 1,20 1,00
significunt t vulues: 1L/C Test § 1900, 1982 Test 6 1981
O/R Toat § 1912 ; Test 6 1981m 1982
Q #There is overlapping of quontions. Some queustions include sections of toxt containing

LRIC e Eshaielasni 276 oos) GOPYNALBLE




R W
TABLL 4 APHINDIX C 268
KEY TO RIORDER-D SENTHNCHS — (Reordered Coherence)
TEXT 1 T 2
original doctored original  doetored B
coherence coherence parasraph coherence concrence paragsrarn
1 18 1 7
. 2 19 1 2 9
3 20 3 3 1
8 4 3
5 1 6
6 4 2
7 4 , T 18
3 2 2 ‘“ 21 ¢
4 24 9 22
10 12 19
Mo 14 -5
1% 1" 1
12 19 3 12 20 .
13 16 13 19 ?
14 9 14 14
15 .- 10 19 17
1w ~—
L 14 1%
T 17 15
10 o2 -' ‘
19 23 4 18 14 4
20 g 19 12
21 1) 20 1
20 7 5 21 4 5
2% 11 22 6
24 1/
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TABIE 4 -2 - APPENDIX C 269
TEXT 3 TEXT 4
original doctored original g tored
coherence coherence  paragraph coherence coherence paragraph

1 15 1 13

2 16 ’ 2 2 ’

3 19 3 32

4 15

4 23 5 16
.0 25

6 27 5 6 31

7 24 7 25

26 8 9 2

g—"

9 17 9 g1 (3)
10 18 3 10 10
"H—"" 11 1
12 20 12 12 ] (4)/3
13 21 4 13 20
14 22

14 17 1
15 2 15 23
16 3 16 18 (5)/4
18 10 5 17 19
19 1 18 21 (6)
12 19 22
20— 20 24
21 8 21 26
22 13 6 22 27 5
14 _28
23— 25— " %0
24 4 24
25 7 7 25— 1
26 5 26 6
27 5 27 29
28
29
30
3
32




TABIE 4 « 3 - APPENDIX C 270

TEXT 5 TEXT 6
original doctored original doctored
coherence coherence paragraph coherence coherence paragraph

1 15 1 30 1
2 9 2 31
3 1d 1 3 33
4 2 34
7 4 32
5 8 5 %5
6 13 6 N
7 4 7 \2 2
8 3 8 6
9 5
10 1 5 9 7
11a 12 10 3
1% 28 " 4
12
12 10 3 1% 21 3
13 11a 14 22
26
14 5 15 25
15 24 16 24
16 23 4 17 23
17 22 18 27
18 19
19 20 "
20 8
21 21 12
20— 14 22" 13 4
22 16 5 23 14
23 19 24
24 18 25 \1
26 9
25 6 27 10 5
26 27 23
27 25 25 15
28 17 6 / 19
29 20 30 17
26 31 18
27 32 20
29 33 16 6
34 28
35 29

R73
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TABLE 4a

0

same
as
+ 1979

APPENDIX C 211
PARALIEL QUESTIONS _ TESTS {—4 1978 = 1980
TEST 2 TEST 3 TEST 4
R 0 0 R o 0 R o 0 R
1978 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980 1976 1979 1980 1978 1979 1980

6 11 3 t 1 9 11 17

yfr«od

16 2 2 4 2 2 8 2 2 18

3 3 3 3 03 14 5 g6
18 4 4 14 4 4 15 3 4 4

4 5 5 15 5 5 10 4 6
10 6 6 7 D 5 © ud 6 2
14 7 7 16 6 7 12 5 7 10
12 8 8 2 7 8 2 6 8 11
13 a9 g ) | g W 7 9 12

1 9 10 1 8 10 7 ) 40 9

2 10 11 13 9 11 1 8 11 13
15 Ul 4o W) 140 12 4 D 2 1

)

g 12 13 8 1“o13 3 s 5
19 13 14 9 12 14 17 ud 94 59

5 14 15 10 13 15 18 13 15 20

7 16 16 6 15 16 11 4 16 5

()

8 17 17 17 16 17 13 - 17 9
17 18 16 18 18 18 5 1 18 8
14 19 19 19 19 19 19 17 19 15
20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 1

0 = original coherence
R = reordered coherence
280 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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PENDIX C 272

TABIE 4b  PARALLEL QUESTIONS TESTS § - 6 1980 - 1982

TEST £ TEST &
O R* 9 R
. 1 4 1 14
2 2 2 12
3 03 3 13
4 5 4 15
5 7 5 18
6 6 6 17
7 8 7 16
8 1 8 8
9 12 I
10 13 10 9
11 14 11 10
12 15 12 1
13 9 13 1
14 10 14 2
15 19 15 3
16 16 16 4
17 17 17 5
18 18 18 6
19 19 19 19
20 20 20 20
* 0 = Original
o R = Reordered 2 8 1




APPIMIX C TABLE § 273
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS o TEST1 (Original)

paragraph~level paragraph-level
parucraph zentence pentence fupctiop  illocutionary force gongepts = QUESTION -

1 general statement description of 0ld age is 1, 15
2 amplification problem no, 1 inevitable. 16, 17
3 ]
4 L]
[ ]
2 5 contrasting description of It is aifficult 2
general statemant/ problem no, 2 to pinpoint the
problea beginning of old
6 suggested answer age. 18
writer contradicts
answer 4
8 “® v quotation 1,
comparison 3 2
9 writer's comssnt,
comparison
10 example 19
11 quotation 2 contra-
dicts answer
3 12 general statecent problem no. 3 misconceptiona
and reason and examplos about old age 6, 7
13 exauple 1
14 * evidence 8
15 exumple 2
16 ®  evidence 9
17 exanple 3, evidence,
und solution
4 18 example examples ans Given the proper 10
19 » , description, solutic- cond;::uona.bgld
solution 1 people can
20 . » active. 11
?
21 writer's contrasting
comnent
22 exasple, description,
solution 2 12
23 - R =
24 writer’s comment 13
genercl questions:
14, 20
282 BEST COPY AVAILABLE ...
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APMENDLY. € TABLE S 2= 274
DISCOUICE ANALYELS — TST 1 (Keordered) |
(oriranal) puragraph-lsvel paragraph-level
paraeraph /septenge  sentence function  jllocutionary force goncepts QuU:.CTION
1 (1) 1 ezanple examples 014 people look 1
and act younger
2 ® , descripti
(19) » cescriptios, thaa they are. '
(z0) 3 ", ", " 2
(8) 4 quotation, 3,4
conparison
: :
2 (1) 5 contrast, general dsacription of 01d ace is
statoment problea no, 1 inevitable, 5,6
(3) 6 anplification
(4) 7 . :
(2) 8 . 7,8
(24) 9 writer's sumsary/
conclusion 9
35 (12)10 cencral statement, description of misconceptions
resson problem no, 2 about old age 10, 11, 12
(14)1 cxunple 1, evidonce
(12)12 . y "
(15)13 cxanple 2, evidonce °,
(16)14 . y
(a)1s writer's coruent,
cogpurison
(10016 exunple, ® ,* 14
4 (17 writer's contrasting eolution importance of 15
vaasent being necdud
(22)10 cxunple, solution 4
(2319 ., "
5 (5)20 reneral stutesent deacription of It in diffacult
. probles no, 3 to pinpoint the
(e)21 sugzested answer boginning of old ace. 16, 17
(7)22 writer contrudicta
answer 18
{11)23 quotation, compuarison,
cuntradicts answer
too
(17)24 evidence, solution 2
genoral que:tiouns:
14, 20
O

BEST COPY AVAILABLE




APPENDIX C TABLE 6

DISCOURSE ANALYSIS mwa  $BS?2 (Original)

paragraph-level paragraph-level

paragraph sentonce sentence function  illocutioparv force concepts QUESTION
1 1 general statement problem stated threat of %
. population growth, ’
2 amplification ving not always 2
restatement, recognized
writer's opinion 3
4 ® , contrast 4
* " , ", parallel
idea 5s 6
6 ® , comparison,
SUImAary 7
2 7 evidence description problem (cont'd) e

cause, result

evidence, contrast

i0 coriclusion
3 1" question solutions increased education 9
for women
12 answer 10
13 restatement, result, 1
contrast
14 example
15 result
4 16 parallel ides,
angwer . increased family 12, 13,
17 amplification income 14
5 18 restatement, answer conclusion dilemma of governments
in using coercion 15, 16,
19 amplification 17
20 ® , contrast
21 s\ 9 ”
22 conclusion

general questions: ,,

Q. 284 18, 19, 20




APPENDIX C TABIEG -2~ 276
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS ~— TEST 2 (Reordered)
(original) paragraph-level paragraph-level
paragraph / sentence sentence function  illocutionary force concepts  QUESTION
1 (7) 1 fact problem stated threat of
(9) 2 contrast population growth
(3) 3 writer's opinion 1
(8) 4 * . cause/result 2
. (10) 5 conclusion / solution
2 (2) 6 problem with discussion of dilemma of
solution solution govermments 4
(18) 7 " in using coercion 5
(21) » 6
(22) »  contrast,
cause/effect
3 (s) 10 writer's contrasting . increased family
conment incame -~ solution 7
(1 1) 1" question problematic
(20) 12 answer = solution 1
(19) 13 solution 2
(16) 14 sodution 3, cause/
effect result 8
(1) 15 explanation 9, 10
4  (13) 16 solution 4, cause/ increased education
effect » for women 11
(15) 47  amplification 12
(14) 18 example 13
(12) 19 writer's comment,
conclusion
5 (1) 20 general statement, restaiement of threat of population
restatement problem growth
(4) 21 amplification,
cause/effect 14
(6) 22 writer's corclusion, 15, 16,
rostatement 17
O
285 general questions:

18, 19, 20 .




APIT'DD. C

Durafrara gentence santence function

1

JABLE 7 2m
Discourse Analyaia — TeST3 (Original)
puragraph-level paragraph-level
Allocutionary force comcepts
general statezeant description of social value and
situation peychological
anphi ﬁl c;:i’::,n’ effects of humor
compurison

~N OV

@

* , result, contrast

definition, contrast

description

® , contrast

10

1
12

13
14

» qualification
» parallel idea
cause/effect
comparison

definition .
sease of humor
va, sense of the
coxte

definitior, humor, the comiaq,

classification, laughter «-

description discussed

» - » [ ]
1} 1}

15
16
17
16
19

20
21
22

23
24
25
26
27

general statement/opinion statement,

restatenent

cause/effect, example

exanple

® , amplification,

explanation

conclusion of pars raph

parallel idea
amplification

exanple, comparison

parallel idea, comparison

restatenent, asplification

example
® , amplificution

relation between

15

16

Ig and sense of humor

statanent, relation between

explanation person's mood and
sense of humor

statenent, .

example

conclusion of perazraph

286

general questions:

10

13,18

19, 20
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APPENDIX C

DISCOURSE AMALYSIS

(original)

TABLE7 -2~

paragraph-level

pure-raph /sentence gentence function

1

(15) 1
(16)
(19)

Y |

(13)
(25)
(27)
(24)

~ OV o~

(26) 8

(17) 9

(18) 10
(1) 1

(20)12
(21) 13
(22) 14

(2) 15

(3) 16
(9 7
(10, 3
(31, .9
(12) 20

(8) 21
(13) 22
(14) 23

(4) 24
(1) 25
(5) 26
(6) 27

goneral statesent description of

writer's agremant aitpation
anplification
writer's comparison  statement and
exasple explanation
explanation

® , writer's

ocomnant, restatsment
anplification, exasple

csuso/affect, yensral  statement and

statenent explanation
example
result, conclusion of

parugraph
parallel idea statement and
explanation,

amplification compard

example, comparison

general statewent, csuse/

effect explanation,
amplification, contrast casparisons
deacription
.“ s contrast
[
parullel idea, contrust
" » "
[ ’
description compariscns

* , cause/effect, comparison

N . *, contrast

definition, contrast definitson
- »
[
» »
]
[ ] »

287

~ ToST 3 (Reordersd)

statement and situations and

paragraph-level
concepis CTION
humor and 1
intelligence 2

3
huzor and personality/

mood

5

4
conditions for 6

humor

relstion butween
hupor and intelligence

7
reasons for lsughter

9

10

8

11

[ ]

12, 13
sense of humor 14, 15
vs, sense of the
comic

16

general quecstioms:
17, 18, 19, 20
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APIENDIX € TARLE 8 21
DISCUUKSE ANALYSIS — 7574 (Original)
purusTaph  sontence sentence function paragraph-level parucraph-level
Allocutionyry force gonceptes = _CQULSTION
% 1 general statement definition, 0ld mcney va,
2 smplification, clasaification nsy money 2
cause/remlt
[ ] [ ]
’
clasaification,
definition, contrast
5 ® , compariscn, summary
L ]
2 6 general wstatemant deacription of values relating 16
situation money and social
7 saplification ad justment 3
8 conclusia, of parag.
3 9 ezample, parellel . . 4
idea, ocuso/nnult
10 * , asplification 6
4 11 example, parallel idea . . 5
12 ® , aaplification 17
13 », ", conclusion
of parsgraph
5 14 writer's coment » » (8)
1% ezanple, contrant 6, 15
16 conclusion purage, contrast 7
6 17 writer's cocment, contrast * bl 18
18 exunmj le, cause/result
19 asplification 8
20 exunple
21 awplification, contrust
22 * , contlusion paragraph 9
Ib
7 23 writer’s opinion, contrast writer's opinion, unfairmess of 10
s . . succested solutions inequality of
24 powaiole solution and their disadvan- dietribution —
25 uzample, amplification tages money linked with
26 solution 1, disadvantage happiness 12
27 applification, result 19
a8 solution 2, disadvantage
29 solution 3, disadvantuse
of2
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IARLE 8
DISCOUKSE ANALYSIS ~ TSST 4 (Original) — cont'd

arasraph  sentenge sentenge functjon

8

30
n

restatenent of
solution, indirect
quote of authorily

to strenghten point

reatatement, cause/

result, mmnary/
conclusion of text

-2 - 280
paragraph-level paragraph=-level .
dllocutionary force goncepts __ QUESTION

solution Siince money ia 13

289

tho only thing that can
be distributed, it
can mske people happier.

o 14
20

eemcral question:
15
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AIPIDIX C TANLE 8 -3~ 281
DISCOUNSI AJALYSIS we Tiu? 4 (Heordercd)

(oripinal) paragragh~level pars;raph=level
ssracruth [ sentonce sentence function  iMlocutionary force goncepts . UZTION
t (13) coneral statemsnt doscription of values relating
(2) 2 cause /effoct situation money and social
preatige
(3) 3 restatement,
amplification 2
(15) 4 example, contmot
N (16) ¢ conclusion of parag.

2 (31) 6  parallel idea, indirect . . 3
quote of authority

(25) 7 smplification, example 1

(9) 8 ® , example 2 4

3 (8) 9  restatecent . . 5
(!03 10  example t
(1) 43 example 2 6y 7

(12)12  », anplification
(20) 13 exnzple 3

4 (17) 14 writer's comient, contrast, protlem unfairness of
purallel idea inequality of 8
- distribution —
s . .
(23) 15 writer's opinion, contrast money linked with 9
(18) 16 exanple 1 happiness 10, ',
(19) 17 » , anplification 12
(21) cxauple 2
(22) 19 * , empiification
(24) 20 poszible solution 13
5 (26) 24 aolution, disudvantage 1 solution solution: equal 14
(27) 22 * | disadvantage 2 distritution of 5
money — and
(28) 23 ®, disadvantage 2 disaavantages
(30) 24 restatement of snlution
6 (1) 25 restutement . values relating 16
(€) 26 explanation woney and gocisl
prestipe
(29) 27 "
o2
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AVIEIDIY € TABLE 8 -4 - 282

DISCUURLE ANALYSIS — kST 4  (Reordered) -- cont'd

(origino.l) paragraph-level paragraph~level
puryauph /nentence  sentence function  Allocutdonarv force goncepts QUASTION
7 (7) 28  parallel idea . » 17
(3) 29  amplification 18, 19

() 30 definition, classification
(5) %  amplification
(14) 2 conclusion of reatatement

general questions 20
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DISCOURSE AMALYSIS = TES? 5 (Original)

APPEIDTY €

parsgraph-level paragraph-level
oargiraph sentence gontonge function  illocytionary force gconcopts —  _QUESTION

1 1

general statement, atatement of problem A decrease in

wme/effoct description ¢f economic growth 2
aituation leads to .
2 contrast dissatizfaction
3 writer's comment, in the lower
contrast, cause/ classes.
effect 4

question 1 bd Unaqual 20
o distribution of

writer's coment wealth leads to

answver, result 1 class oonflict.

qualification,
addition to anmwer,
result 2

-~ O\

8 contrastigg fact

9 writer's conclusion,
description, 5
result

10 l’.’l

" results 1, 2, contrast . predicted struggles 7
12 result 3 for redistribution 6

13 vriter's predictios examples exmples: England,

Burope, Japan, U.S.
14 qualified fact conflict
15 general fact, example predicted in 9
16 contrast ction next 10-20
rasting predi
17 example 10

18 exanple, cause/predicted
result

example, prediction 1

question 2 predicted predicted vise of {2
writer's pessimistic solution 1 author:tarian 13
feelings, general fact g
answer 1, generalired
pessimistic prediction 4 15
enphasis 14

prediction 2, contrasting, predicted suggested psaceful 16
optimistic solution 2 solution:
redistritution of
alternative possibilities 1th, making one 17
answer 2, alternative poass "niddle®~class~ 18
description, conditiom of sociaty
alternative

anmplification
2 92 goneral question 3 19




=NDIX ‘“ARLE, 9 -2 284
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS ~= TESP S (Reordered)
|
orig paragre ov leve
(original) ph=level paragraph- 1
| parwgraph  fsentonce ponterce function  illocutionary force concepts = QUESTION
| 1 (14) ¢ qualified fact description aof Class conflicts
| situation result froa
. (8) 2 fact wnaquad 2
{100) 3 fact distribution of
(1b) 4 problen / cause income. '
(6) 5 resultt / contrast
(7) 6 reeult 2 / contrast
(12) 7* resuit 3/ contrast 3
(3) 8 writer's coment, 4
cumo/orfoct
(2) 9 * , contrast 5
|
| 2 (1a) 10 writer's prediction,  statement of Decreased
| problem problem econoric growth
results in a
(11} 11 anplificati:tf:;::\we/ strucele for the 6, B
vedistribution of
(27) 12 exjplanation wealth, 20
‘ 3 (9) 13 writer's condusion, » It is Mpossible 7
description, result to redistribute
} (1%)‘4 " , » . ™ wealth nqun.ll,y.
|
|
| 4 (4) 15 sneation 1 predicted Decreased
(23) 16 answer, pessimistic rosult ooononi.ﬁlgronh
prediction, ;;Z.r:f tina
1 rostuatement, emphasis authori an
' (22) 17 t 4 tard 9, 15
| (21) 18  writer's pessimistic governments, 10
| feelings, general fact
| 11
| 5 (20) 19 question z exmples challenge to the
(13)20 clarification me:t“&;;
?
(15) 21 2 exemples Japan, UsS, 12
(18)22% »
(17)23  example 3 13
6 (5) 24 writer's comment writer's Only one solution 4
(24} 25 answar, optiumistic solution is poasible in the
Hetion 10-20 year broathing
spells to fairly
(16) 26* prediction, 2 exaaples cistritute wealth and
?
(19) 27 ®, example 3 e e 17, 18
(25) 28 writer's conclusion
(26) 29 solution 19
(28) 30 amplification

* Rsordcred sentence

233

general question: 20
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ALNDIX C TARGE 10 25

DISCOUMSE ANALYSIS — TEST 6 (Original)
paragraph-level paragraph-level
purgcuph sentence  gentonco function  illocutionury force concoots S1I0N
1 1 general statement deacription of 2000-year life 1
2 anphification, situation ;pon fyom :ultunl
classification ovelopment to
decadence

3 * , result/contrest

| 2 4 queations 1, z/uuu questions causes Decsadence of one 2
! Sy, o v At e
6 restatement, result ascendancy of
1 % , description snother,
8 result
3 9 writer's obsorvation answer/explanstion East and Weet — 3
10 ssplification for process e T
1" causo/effect decadence
12 amplification of effect
13 writer's comment on *
_ 14 *, main argument,
- contrast, compatison,
qualification
4 15 writer's comment, contrast * hostility and 4
16 rosult ::"".’u::’.’; §fop1.. 5
17 oxplanation
18 umplification
19 » , causo/effect 1 6
20 ¥, cause/effoct 2,
definition
5 21 exanples, contrast exmmples paradoxs revolt 1
22 woiter's contradictory leads to daminance 8
opinian
23 cause/effect, explanation P2
24 example 1 9
> exasple 2 '
26 example 3 10
27 question
. 28 ansver, rostaiement
29 restatement

‘ o2




APINDIX € TABLE1Q 2= 286
DISCOURSE ANALYSIS — TEST 6 (Original) — cont'd

paragraph-level paragraph-level

. daeycraph sentence  gentonce function  illocutionary forge concepts  QUSCTION
6 b A general statement, solution, lesson to Civiligation 13
writer's opinion,  be learned needs conflict/

contrast friotion in order
3 clarification to develop, 14
42 cause/effect, contrast, 15

. rostatement, explanation

33 alternative 16
b alternative 2, contrast, 17
cause/effoct 18
3 result 19

gesral question: 20
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APHDIX C MEEQ -3~

DISCOUKSE ANALYSIS —= 5T 6 (Reordered)
(origiral) puragraph=level parscruph=level
Lirwcrah Joentoncy  sentence function  Aliocutionary force goenceptd .. QUESTION
1 (30) 1 cenera) statement, description of Civilieation needs 1
contrast situation conflict/friction '
(31) 2 clarifioation to develop,
(33) 3 alternative 1
(34) 4 alternative 2, contrast, 4
’ cause/effect, definition
(32) 5  restatement, contrast, 5
causs/effect, explanation
(%) 6  result 6
2 (2) 7 cgonersl statement,  questions: cauves  All societies end (6)
classification of result in decadende. Why?
(6) 8  yesult

(5) 9 quentions 1, 2 {oauses)
(7)10  description of regult
(3)11  xesult, contrast

(412 questions 3, 4 (causes)

3 (29) 13 oxamplen: America, Ruasia, exmsples exsaples of modern
contrast conflict reinforoe 10
' theory
(22) 14  writer's opinion, comment 8
(2¢) 15 example 1 7
{25) 16  example 2
(24) 17 example 3 11

(23) 16 causo/effect, explanation
(27) 19 question

4 (11) 20 cause/effect answer, expla-  Decline creates 12
C o nation for proceas vacuum into which
®) 21 » process another nation 13
(12) 22 amplification of offect can enter,
(13) 23 writer's comment on ®
(14) 24 » , comparison/contrast,

writer's main argusent

5 (1) 25 examples " East and Wost = 1
(9) 26  *, amplification / ﬁ;wwtive phases
writer's obsevvation of dominance and
decadence
(10) 27 . ..

of2
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APPENDIX C mrEg  -4- 28
DISCOURSE AMALYSIS — W57 6 (Reordexed) = ocont'a

(ortginal) parsyraph~-level parucruph-level

6  (15) 28  writer's oomment,  description of result hostility and %
contrast exmples resentnent of
2 subjugated

(19) 29  cause/effect 1 peoplos 16

(17) 30 amplificaiton 17

(18) 3 "

* (20) 2 %, cause/aftect 2

(16) 33 =, reason, restatement
of cause/effact, 18
procens

(28) 34 =, 19

(29) o,

goneral question: 20
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APPENDIX C
TARLES 11-t3 COHESIVE CHAIN3 269

DESCRIPTION OF CHAR?T

Horizontal sxis (bottom): gentence and paragraph numbers
from text

Vertical axis : Referents (nouns and noun phrases)

Each noun or noun phrase that is 1linked cohesively
(doctored and non-doctored alike) appears to the left of
the vertical axis.

On the axis itself, next to each ncun cr phrase,
each of the three versions is indicated:

0 -- Original Version
G -- Grammatical Version
L -~ Lexical Version

To the right of each noun phrase, brackets enclose the
sentences containing it.

Errors in doctoring are indicated by O.

Changes of sentence gtructuce are indicated by @.

Horizontal axis (top): Questions and Easiness Indices

Por oross-refarence purposes, the Question pertaining
to a particular sentence snd/or paragraph is indiocatéd along
the top of the graph —- along with the Baginess Iddiex for
each test version. Less effective questions (those having
a Disorimination Ind.ex of less than ,30) are indicated
by a " # " . Goneral questions which pertain to the text

[ 1Y
as & vhole éﬁfc': asin idea’ are listed to the right cf
the chart.
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ApPEIOIX ¢ 2%
POLLOVING THE CHAR®: An Apalygis of Test 2

Ve begin reading the chart from the lover left. There is
one coheaive chaia, containing the phrase “world population
grovth® — which changes iz the text to “threat.” 7This chain
begins in the first sentence sad continues oa through seatence 6,
which is the ead of the f£irsy paragraph. In the second paragraph,
1t resppears in santemce 9, and then &issppears until the very
last sentenge, 20, 22.

During this time other cohesive chains also maie their
appearance smd disappearance aleag the chart, Each appearance
of a chain i@ noted, vhether or not any docteriag hag taker
place. Ve ses that the first 5 appearances of this phrase are
mos in fact dootered, but remaia ifdeatical im ferm through all
3 versions. Hemce the arrev devavards frem "0" te "G" te *L".

In the texs, the origimal phrase "werld population grovwth"
(1ime 1) becomes "1%" (1lime 2), "a subject® (lime 2), “their
pepulation imcrease” (lime 3), “Pepulatien grewth” (1ine 5), and
"the gravest issue® (lime 6).

The sixth murber (semtemce 4), grammatical referemce (2),
is the same in the erigimal amd grsmmatical versions but is
doctored to a lexical symeaym (10) im the lexiocal versiom.

Ix the eriginal versiom, "it" (1ime 8); dn the grammatical
varsiem, "1%" (1lixe 7); dn the lexical versiea, "an imcrease
in the werld'e pepulation.® (line 7).

The next item, "threa$,” s lexiosl superardinate (11),
alge remains undectered. Then a repetition ef the preceding
pattern ( 2 teo 10). And them thers follews a differemt feature
fn esch of the 3 versiens fer the £0llavwing iten in sentence 5 —-
in the eriginal versios, grammatiosl repstitien (1); im the

_ERIC grammatical version, it is omitted altegather, resulting in s
T shange in gentence structure (13® ; and im the lexical version,
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DESCRIPTION (cont'a) APPENDIX C 291

a\u\ u—ﬂj W o\‘l’(

\has beem used (12). Ian the eriginal versiea "I$" (1line 10);

in the grammatical versien the twe sentemces are combined and

¢ the iten omitted altogether; in the aeur versiem, "The prodblea"

(1ine 9).
This preocess is repeated all through the chart fer each text.

On the top horizontal axis are the test questions,
directly above the mentemces te vhich they pertain, and the
Easiness Index for each of the 3 versions of text.

The questions remain ideatical fer each teat versioan, A
difference in Easiness Index was expected te reflect the relative
ease or difficulty ef a purticular sectien ef text er text versiea.

Interestingly enough, the Discrimination Imdex varied as
well. On Test 2, Questien 5, fer example, is effective im the
eriginal and lexical versions but yields a lew Discrimination

Index (less than .30) in the granmatical version. The rev¢rse,

g hovever, is truo of Quoltion 6, which is offootivn in the

originnl sad granmatical versions but not in the lexical voraion.
The only question having a lev Di.crininution Index in beth
versions (i.e., not an effective question at all) is Question 20,
a general whole-text questiom which can be found to the right

of the sentences.

300




PR
RN
-

TARLE 11 = CCHESIVE CHAINS: Graphic Chart of Cohesive Items across 3 versioas of text, comparisox of results of test questions

APPNDIX C TRST 2
H
S Origaad versioa/Pastzess Indez 79 46 87 74%81 74 38 58 a7e & 94742716 76 9761 22 58e51 64
N Gramatioal versiom/Easiness Index 65 45 79 65 72%84 31 50 68 T5490%46 75 67 61 45 76 67 70 40#
Lexicsl version/Rasiness Indez '&) 67 91 80 83 T5%4 67 4] 92 91 3 TS 62%87%55¢ 87 TI951850
OTESTION NOMEER 12345678 9‘ 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
! ! . i by i .
diréet logadl limitaticas 0 ‘ : " } }: : % General questions
G H 3
L : : i _E[G
coercica () ! ; ¢ 2 )
c ‘ ‘ E )
L ; s ]
goverments 0 ' i L o4 14 19 {973
¢ ! l , £ v i 1' ‘l/:.]
Li. T . £ 17 19 1.4
iaeroase i imcome o ; ‘ , L 9 ; B, = 39 students
¢ ; ! i 3
L 1 ; E 9 ° .0 = 45 students
REFERENTS families 0 . T C . 2 nif
' i v -
(Nouas and Noun : 5 : T R N ¥, = 56 students
Prrases) incredse ia educatiom O i o Lo ‘10 3 : |
¢ I S %:1 ! i t test: p < .01
L ! t 49 e 1 } |
women O R E ENHE ‘% ’ | :
A Y Y H R N ;
: b E @Sl | ]
threat of world populatiom growth O (212 /o |3 ijanyf 1 |42 ;1 wey i ‘ Co I io]
I S A |l 302
1,341 H 2 [ :
L b I SR N I N g '3
3" i seatence mmber ¢ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 #1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
paragraph mumber: 1 2 3 Y 5

® _ Tasiness Index® = low Discrinination Index (less thaa .30)

L ."M}n sohtive dam
T ad zebte L b .

- BEST COPY-AVAILABLE




RN

SABLE 12 wm COSESIVE CHAINS: Graphic Chart of Cohesive Items across 3 versiones of text, cozparisca of results of test questions
[
Original version/Zasiness Index 53 100® 38 76 84¢ 84 30 76 84 B1484 38 53%9 2 53  s3emq g gy
Grameatical version/Easiness Index 45 %5 45 5% 54 27 27 5834 8190 2717546 60 T2 45 B4 83 Toe
Lexical version/Easiness Index 50 g7 60 T8 59 64 40 58 &7 85% 24 6158 63 s0* 56 73 g5e g0
QUESTION NUMBER 1 2 14 3 4 5 1516 6 17.7,9 818 19 10° 12 13 19 20
[} N
& person’s reaction g, : N A TR 3) Gemoral questions
r bR
L.l i P E o) [ols
the shift 0 [ 3
Cehanges) G: [
L: E 74
REFERENTS experiences gi 2
: 2
(l!ouna';nd Houn . . g{' _ 1 1 __- '0 = 13 students
axsggerat M L > c( E,jJ 'G - ‘32 studeats
oL [@ ] "X = 66 students
laughing 0 [ 129 q 442910 g, .
L [ ‘l’%‘%"’”'
(3 tmportant) ways © L 16 [% 1 : ¢ test: p< .ot
o/ F l 3
Ll |V 143
appreciation of the comie ola i finf i
“El ~ENEIRY
g,‘l LIRS ; -
everyune kja [n 1 ®fy [ 1 )Yy 1192 B2l0 LY £
(people) GEI W ] L “#@, 1 1Ml '12 lﬁu@ ;@nﬁ ﬁi
LT kjgidae qla |n 3 ¥4 4 Uiy ¥ {0 Py lan
humor ggqo A P 3 1] ,G? i ]
3 2! GH : H
!.,tvl«k l‘:‘ ) 7 ‘g'l':cl ] |
sentence mmber: 123 456,789 101 12131‘151617181.202122'23“252527&&&51 ot
e paragraph mmber: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
3°3 ® = Easi :58 Index* = lew Discriminstion Index (less than «30) "

L se yn cchewve dhain
) End cchesivt chain

N - . o s 7 v 2 AT 7 IART) L e Loty oyt gy » 1l
B g o G A A st " IR0 SRS R DU O IPAESITNT L LI ALK YO e e B3
(xS D eaita e AT DR L OSOSITTI (G Rt AR 7 3
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TaRis '3 o~ COETCIVE CHAINT: Grajhic Chart of Cohesive Items across 3 versions of tex!, cozparison of results of test questions
AFNT T C TEST 4
Original version/Casiness Index 67 83 61* 79 T(m . 3N NB 45 39 65%1* 47 91 69 57 53%53 83
Graz=atical  version/Zasiness Index 68 98 48 &8¢ g2¢ (T5) 43 70 8 T 50 41 70 66® 48 92 T7*37 28%57 83
Lexical  version/Easiness Index ™ 97 8 & 97+ (83) 2883 47 83 69 BBYT8 66 47%90%54%66 %6 8O
- QCSSTICK NGMBER 2 1 13 3 4 (6) 15 5 7 6 8 161718 919 14 201012 13
} . : .
o equal distriduiion of money g, N | l : 9 ' 193 | General
) L ' 3 als ,:’. jh} queationa
JR N N | . 9 1yl ]
peorle O ' [ Tlan] (497 di 4 fia
G g’e‘:'t“)”‘ G | E i) |4 “”1 %
’ > L : L 1° 9 1« Ly 13]
conditiom 0 : [1.‘ .
¢ : F 14
1! ©|
the elderly O ) X
G 3 9
v | ] & 16
atults O : | e fanfie .
¢ : Ew W o = 50 students
REFZRENTS L : LT oge 54 students
(¥ouns asd Nowm (the) mesd 0 ] ! [ 3 3] - 1¢
Phrases) : : E ‘: %. N, = 42 etudents
the young adult O ’ [ 2]
¢ [ 2]
1 ! &S ¢ tost:
a Job O Ty " not significant
G I a'&' d
L o b ] )
X 16 18 192021 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 2 1
pentence mmber 1 2% 456 789 10 1_1}2 1314 1516 17 9 3 24 25 9303 &2
parsgragh mmber: 1 2 5 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

® — Fasiness Index® = low Discrimination Index (less than .30)
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TAZLE 13 — COEESIVE CHAINS T 4 (cont'd) R
n
b i ' H 1 i
X l E ! l ; } ; I ) [
the adolescent 0’ ' P [ 2 g : Lo i i
g : I [ 44 % ! ' tot 3
] l i } ‘ LI |
his friende 0 « 7 Ty T T
B T, - F o .
L ! Eii! A .
material possessions 0* o 2 9] ;1 : st
) ! [2: 2] ; : E o |
L ' [12 K g L :
REFZRENTS e child O EULNAE TR i X - R
G o1 iy ' : ; p
(Youms and Noum 4 (b"’ {, :s P i ! X P |
Parases) oot B A O~ IR S N B R
o | ! U |
) A ! ‘ ! “-E : ' ! B_!l i - '
the / a persom O, [ 29,7 Rz ¢ TG ' L i T .
¢l fandl (V14 b P Bpoo o0
ubawy patal 19 1.t RN
money 4 M2 Umeq 79910 9 4Tq [ I ¢ g 99217949, !
¢f a1 ,,‘l,‘,l,,l,l,;"! tepoe l Py L it
: ] DANM AL AN O S B T ol Pt !
t : ‘*.’nz”:u,.'u m e bk e D 48 97994990 6
seatence mmber 12 34567891011 1 : ‘
1 \i—“" 9\1‘_1:_1/13 14 15 16 1718 19 20 21 23 24

paragraph mmbers 3 3 1 \r.,J -

[ Begin ccheyve chain

3(‘7 J End cchesive diain 3{}8




HIERARCHY of EASINESS INDICES of Questions related to sections of text

containing cohesive items { rex7s 1o 4
GRAMMATICAL COHESION LEXTCAL COHESTON
Mean Fasiness number of mumber of HMean Easiness number of mum'x ¢
Feature Index questions students Feature _ Index questions studente
8— cxtra-text. 67.88 % 20 923
10 - syn,  67.69 % 91 1004
. 9 - rep. 66,31 % 95
12 - gen.
words 65,96 % 19
4 - neaubst, 65465 % 28
3 - demonst, 65456 % 63
2 - reference  64.01 % 68
11 - super. 60.45 % 43
1 - repetition 61.40 % 61
7 = ellipsis  59.63 % 29
5 — Ve subst,  50.45 ¢ 10
6 - cl. subste 47.98 % 4
total: -;;’—}-_ J-;JT
(TEXTS 5 - 6)
1- 60461 % 36 873
- 5 - 60,15 % 2
8 - 59.31 % 24
1 - 59.12 % 48 702
12 - 58,96 % 60
- 56.98% 129
6 - 56494 §o 24
10 - 52,77 5 186
7= 52450 % 129
3. 52.33% T 9= 52.30 % 141
4 ~ 47,72 % 18

o total: 456 435
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APPENDIX C 297

TABLE 18  RNSULTS OF M—C COMPREHENSION TESTS 1 - 4 (1978 - 1980) — COHESION

Original vs, Doctored for Cohesion 0 = Original version
G = Grammatical "
L = Lexical "

. degrees of
TEST t fgairedz value # freedom
20 ¥ (students) 40

5D 17.53
26 N 224 2.03 19
Mean (¢ 65.15
5D 15.33
2L XN 253 .16 19
| Mean (%) 68.55
SD 14.62
30 N ' 29
Hean (%) 67.25
Sh 17.94
3G N 244 1.12 19
Mean (57) 59.61
. SD 21.57
3L N 350 .12 19
Mean (%) 64.87
5D 18.34
40 XN ‘ 66
tean (%) 59.55
$D 16.28
4G . N 201 1.66 19
Mean (%) 59.05
5D 20.09
4L N 267 142 19
Hean (%) 59,47
SD 22,718

.7 (13), n.s.3 F = .16 (3), n.s.

for all 4 texts: O vs. G: t (paired)
) = .15 (13), nes.; F = .39 (3), n.s.

0 vs. L: t (paired

#A11 valuves not significant,
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APPD TAHE 16 298
CLOZE FINDDIGS rational cloze
TXTS 1 -3
Version | = Original =186 O3 BY
Vorsion 2 = Reordered R: 97 (%)
) £ .». {40 P .p  Mean Stand, Dev. N,
all tests toa‘th’r. Ova. R ‘9”7 0008 10“ o_w
origina1:( 184 (96,88) 62,0 143 8
reordereds 51 o4 ‘803 g’
all teste together:
toest x wargdiom 7.19 0001
(5’1" °
each test separately:
test x version 30% .03
(2,) 173)
original vs. reordsred:
for each test separately 18,98 ,0001
(1, 109)
Teat 1 10152 n.s, 3:w .“5
ortginats (&) (28,3) 63.3 8.3 %
reorddreds 5803 2104 29
Test 2 5007 om (1'10 NeBe
ortginals (59 i 66.3 15.2 28
moﬂﬂm‘ 4504 1508 29
TOOt_; 1033 NeBe 1032 DeBs
originats (&%) (38,26) 55.8  14.1 27
reordereds 50.7 16.2 »
Teot 1 ( 1033 N8,
{
1,6 )
Test 2 25,72 0001 .
(1,,5%)
.TOOt 3 1.78 nes.
(1,09
all Original versions:
each text separately 4.22 .05
(2, ¢)
all Reordsred versions:
each toxt separately 3.85 05
(2 ,99)

differcncess

anong texts

original ve, reordered, especially Test 2 (reordered more difficult)
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APPENDIX C 299
TABIE {7 ADDITIVE VS, CONTRASTIVE PARAGRAPHS

Pairs of Questions Relating to Sentences Containing Chsnges in Illocutionary Force
TEXT 2OTAL (¢

Original Additive
Reordered Contrastive

- - 1 3 1 & 9 (8 %)

Original Contrastive
Reordered Additive - - 2 1 1 - 4 (3%)

Specific Questions

Common to Both Versions 11 10 15 15 9 9 69 (57%)
Vhole-Text 'nicstions ,
Commor. to Both Verusions 9 10 2 1 9 7 38 (3¢)

TOTAL: 120 (100%)
quesntions
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APPENDIX C

TESTS'  CORESION K

Mid-term
1 -4

1 -4
1 -4
(1978)

(1979)
(1990)

(S ]

6

G
5L

Q@

| ]

300
TABLE 1§ RESULTS OF M-C QUESTIONS ON TEXTS DOCTORED FOK GRAMMATICAL AND
LEXICAL COHESION
(students)
Mean SD twalue (df) _p_ Fovalue (df) _p_
221 62.9 19.9 1.55 (439) n.s. 2.40 (440) n.s.
20 65.9 20.7
258 52,8 17.2 02  (515) n.s. .00 (516) n.s.
259 52,8 18.0
479 5704 1905 1007 (%6) Ne 8, 1015 (957) NeSe
479 58.8 20,0
1.18 (22) n.s.
3.7 (1%5) .05
32 (‘f52) lie 8o
04 (151) n.s,
082 (22) N.8, .
35 (157) n.s.
.56 (199) n.s,
01  (158) n.s.
005 (M) Ne8e
61 67.6 21.0 70 (119) n.s. .49 (120) n.s.
60 70.4 23.3
‘54 65.1°15.6 1,18 (106). n.s. 1.39 (109 n.s.
54 68.5 14.4 : ‘
53 58,9 21,0 1,40  (104) nes. 1.91 (105) n.s.
53 64.3 18.6
53 59.7 23.5 42 (104) nes. .02 (105) n.s.
53 5041 20.4
120 54.3 20.4 46 (237) ns. 03 (2%) n.s.
119 53.9 19.3 .
138 51.4 15.5 23 (276) n.s. 05  (277) n.e.
140 51.8 15.2

* Muentions where P-test was significant (p = ,05). 313

1y 24 4

13, 14

2, 3 5y
10, 11'

2y 39 4y

13, 14, 17, 1
4 17 1

50 13

6

6
1

5 1.&!:#' \




APPENDIX ¢ 301 R
TABLE }9 ~ COHERENCE -- RESULTS OF M~C QUESTIONS ON ORIGINAL AND REORDERED
VERSIONS OF TEXT
0= Ox'j:ginal
R = Reordered
(students) : ‘
TESTS COHERENCE N _Mean S t=value (df} D P-value ‘df! 2. : .’
liid-term 0 289 65.2 203 1.15  (439) nmee.  1.32  (440) n.s.
L A 152 62.9 20,2
5-6 0 27 543 174 247 (515) me. 470 (516) .05 T
239 51.0 18.0
1-6 0 567 599 19.6 3.31  (956) .001 10.%5 (%57) .00t
391 55.6  19.7 *
1 - 4 O/R 083 (22) N,8e .
5 =6 2.37 (22) 5 : 1
(19%0)  o/r 177 (157) n.s.
(1981)  o/r 1.50 (199) n.s. R
(1982)  ofr - 13.54 (158) .0005
1-6
(1980)  o/r 1.92  (309) n.s.
2 :
1 0 8 67.8 24.0 .84 (19) ms. .7 (120) nes, 5,9, 11,18 .
R 40 N4 177 :
2 0 72 68,0 15,0 1.10 _(106) n.s. 1.20 (107) n.s. 20
R %6 646 15,0 .
3 0 70 64 18,7 1,81 : (104) mes. 327 (105) nes. 1, 2, 6, 8, 9.
R 36 56,8 21.5 13, 14
4 0 66 6044 215 .45 (104) mes. 20 (105) ns. 3, 5, 6, 10,
R 40 58.2 22,7 12, 14, 15, 19"
5 0 M9 564 19.9 174 (257) mes. 304 (238) ms. 1,2, 3 4, 6
R 120 51,9 19,5 : Ty 10, 13, 14, 16,"
17, 19, 20
6 0 159 528 145 149 (276) ns. 225 (277) ne 2,57, x
38 quea"dndiéf

Queations where F-test was significant (p" .0'5). 3 14 . *

’ ‘ - ta b S (s -
R Von_ ! -~ A I A
[ T Al s N * N
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301a

'J

192 Cohesion vs. Coherence
Two-Way ANOVA: Least Square Means

COHERENCS: Original

Reordered 56 55 55.6

F (cchesion vS. coherence)

F (cohesion)

iy (interaction)

CORESTON Z

lexical Grammatical

61 58 59.7 n = 567 .

n = 391
58.4 56.9 N =958

4.17; df = 3, 954 p = .01 :
1.85; df = p=ns
= .57; df = p =ns
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TABLE 20

302

KATGIING TEST UELTIONS wime LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL ITEMS OF COMESION IN T™ME THXTe

TSt 3 (1978, 1979, 1960)
QUESTION  TYPE OF COMEUION IN HACH (LNT VEKSION (0 = Ord , R = Reordersd)
oc (19n=1979) ke (190) oL nggmg RL (19%0)
1 2 2 10 10
2 2,8 2, 8 10 9
. 3 3 3 1 11
5 3 3 1" 1"
6 3 3 9 9
1 3 3 10 9
8 t 2 10 10
9 1 1 9 9
10 3 3 9 10
1A 1 1 9 9
12 1 1 10 10
13 3 3 1" 1"
»IYPE OF COliEs TON
ST -,UH:Z'I‘IUIK‘.
(L 8=19 N re ( 1960) N
grammaticul
1-repetition 8, 9, 11, 12 4 9, 11, 12 3
2~-reference 1, 2 2 1,2, 8 3
s.demonstrutives 3, 5, 6, Ty 10, 13 6 3, 50 6o Ty 10, 13 6
4-noun eubst. - - - -
Yeverb subst. - - - -
b-clauso subute = - - -
T-ellipein - - - -
tmextru-textusnl 2 2 2 1
_ _ _totals 3 total: 13 .
lexienl oL 1127=191 HL (1960)
Ye-ropetition 6, 9, 10, 11 4 2,6, 7 M 5
10-synonyns 1, 2, 7, 8, 12 5 1, 8, 10, 12 4
t1-pupurordinates 3, Y. 13 3 3 50 13 3
{é=punurul words - - - -
totals e total: T

Suwmary: U/L  suwe quostions

0/ differcnt questions, same mtma%er of questionns

Implication: Changing the order of the sentences changes type of cohesion as

well as coherence.

316  BEST.COPY AVAILABLE
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APFINDIX € TARLE 2y 303
MATCHING TEST QUESTIONS WITH LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL ITEMS OF COMESION IN THE TEXT®

m™sT 2 (1978, 1979, 1980)

QUESTION TYPE OF COUESION IN EACH TISST VERSION (O = Original, R = Reordered)

96 (1976=1979) R (1960)  Qf (1978= 1979) Rk (1980)
12 3 9, 10 9,10
2 4 3 9, 10, 1 10
5 1, 4 7 1 9, 10, 11 9, 10, 12
6 1, 7 7 11 10, 12
7 1, 4 1 9, 11 g, 11, 12
8 2 1 9, 10, 11 1"

o1 2,5 2,5 9, 10 10
1 3y 59 6 3, 7 9, 10 9, 10
16 2, 34 3 9, 10 g, 10 i
17 2, 3, 4 1 9, 10 9, 12 _ {;;

* TYPE OF COHESION

TEST QUESTIONS
pution | S0TBTE) Xy ) X
1-repstition S5¢ 6, T 3 S T, 8, 17 4 v
2-reference 1, 8,10, 16, 17 5 10 1 A
3-demonstratives 11, 16, 17 3 1,2, 11,16 4 B
4-noun subat, 2, 45, 7, 16, 17 6 - -
S-verb subst. 10, 11 2 12 1
6~ clause subst. 11 ) - - R
T-el1ipsis S 6 2 6, 11 2
B-extra-textual -~ - - -
totals 22 total: 12 :
oL (3978= _¥_ AL (1960) XN '
lexical
9-rvpetition 1y 2,5 7,8, 10, 11, 16, 17 9 |5, 7, 11, 16, 17 5
10-synonyns 1, 2, 5, 8, 10, 11, 16, 17 8 1,2,5,6,10, 11, 16 17
V1-superordinates 2, 5, 6, 7, 8 5117 8 2
{2~general words - 15, 56,7 17 4
totals 22 totals 18

Sumuary: /i, same questions
0/R different questions, different total number of questions (fewer in R)
Implication: Changing the order of the sentencss changes type of cohesion
an vell as coherence.

317
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APPENDIX_C TANE 228 304
Matchine Test Questions with Itoms of, Lexical Cohesion ®
TEST 3 1978 ~ 1980 (0 = Original, R = Reordered)
ITIMS OF LEXT COIES ION
QUESTION 0L 8 oL (1979) | AL(1980)
1 9,8, & 5,10, (1,14 19,18, 1 1%,
2 - 9,18 10,14
3 9,9, ﬂo," 9,10, His 9.1, ”ol’-
4 9,18, fis 1§ LA |9.00 ff1s
5 9,/0 Ly a0
6 - _,o" -
7 L 3 L)
8 " 9.00 9.0 9,014
9 - 9.0 014 |-
10 L L 1Y 9,/@
1" 9,19, |} 9,10, 1} 8,10, ¥
12 9,8 50“ ,‘
13 9,18, # 90/’0” 90‘00”
18 " 1] M
TEST 3 = QUESTIONS
* TYPE OF
CONESTON oL (1978) oL (1979) B (1980)
9- repetition 1,3, 4,5, 7, 1,2, 34,5, 6 1,3, 4,5 7, 8,
8, 10, 11, 12, 13 | 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 | 10, 11, 13
I¢ = synonyms 19 35 40 5, 8 15 3, 4 5, 6, 8, 1,2, 3 4,5, 8

|{ = superordinates

{3~ general words

10, 11,.12, 13.

1’ 3’ 4. 11. 18

9, 10, 11, 12

1, 3, 4, 9, 11, 18

'. 2. 3’ ‘.9

10, 11, 12, 13

1923 4, 8

-d
Note: Question®no. 6.app1oarf only in 1979,

In RL version, paragraph no. 3 is not directly tested by any specific

paragraph-level question.

Sumnary: Changing the order of the sentences also changes the cohesive items

tested by the questions.

number of stio rt gohie
9« s 10 12 9
10 - 9 10 10
ne 5 6
- 3 5 5
totals %7 R 318

b
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ALVRIDLX ¢ TAULE 22b 305
MATCHING TEST QUELTIONS WITH ITEMS OF GRAMMATICAL CCHESION®
v 3 1y = 190 (0 = ortyinal, R = Heordered)
1TENS OF GRAMEATICAL COMEXION
QU TN (CHERDYU) (UH ¢ RO HO
1 1, 3 1, %5 1,2, 5
3 - 1, 205 1,2, 5
K 5 2 2 2
4 1, 2 1, 2 1, 2
) 1, 20 5 1, ¢ 9 1 ¢y b 1
6 - 1, 44 3 -
¥ 2,3 1, 3 2,3
] 1 2, 6 2
9 - 1, 2, 4 -
10 5 1 1 1
" - 5 B 3, 8
12 1,2, 3 2, 3 1,3
V3 1, 2y 3 1,2, 3, B 1,2, 3517, 8
T 3 - yUR. P Tun
s TYPE OF
s on_(1am) o (1914) He (1
1-gejputition 1, 4, Uy B, 12,0310, 20 4, 5 Te Y0 13 1, 2, 4, 12, 13
e peferenes 50 Ay by 1e 12, 13155 30 40 2 6, 8, 9, 12, 1311, 2, 4 5,1, 8, 13
mdemon:Lrative 1, W, 12, 13 1, u, ', 11, 12, 13 5 T, 11, 12, 13
4=-noun tibul, - P -
Yeverrh nubute y 7 1,2, 9 1, 2,5
ti=cluune tubnt, - -
T-eliipuis 10 5, 10 | 5, 10, 1'%
tme gt rretgtunl - 8, 11, 13 1, 11, 13
s AN -
Kote:  Questions no. Gangpear only in 109,
In WG voarsion, parngrapn no. 3 in not tented by any spucific parngra;h-lovel question,
Swannry t Chaggrioy; the ordos aluo changos tae cuhenive itues tooted by tho questions.
nwatep ol quistions par type of cuhenlon
1 2 32 4 2 & 1 04 T0kaL
MR ETH 6 6 4 - 1 - ] - 28
oG 197 9 6 5 - 2 3 32
ke VM0 ST - 3 - 3 3 26
ERIC
319
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TABLE 2

306

KATCHING TEST QUESTIONS WITH LEXICAL AND CRAMMATICAL ITEMS OF COHESION IN THE TEXT®
TEST

QUESTION  TEPs OF COHESTON IN EACH ST VERSION (0 = Original, R = Reordered)

oc (1978) 06 (1979)y RS (1980)

1, 2 1, 2 1,2, 4,17
2 2 2 1
e 1,2, 4 1, 2, 417 -
. 1
4 2, 3 2,3 4 |42 3 1
5 1,2,8 (1,2, 7,812 7,8 1
6 - 6, 7 6, 1 -
7 1, 2,3 2,3 47125 4, 1
1
8 1, 20 3 1, 2' 3 4 " 2, 3' 4' 1
8 7, 8 7, 8
9 1, 2. ) 2, 3 4'7 LD 2, 3 4, "2
1
10 nd 4- 7' 8 40 79 8 1
1 1,2,3 (1,23 1, 3 1
12 2,3, 4 |23 4T3 417 '
1
13 1, 2 1, 2 1, 2 “1,2

g._nm)mm__um

1, 2
1,2 1, 2
1y 2 1, 2
1, 2 2
1, 2 1, 2
1,2 1, 2
2,3 2,3
1,23 1,23
1,2 1,2,3
1, 2 1, 2
2 1,3
2 1, 2
2, 4 2, 4

"I'YPL Ok _COHKION

TEST QUEDTIONS

t~grammatical
reputition

2=-refuerence

0G
1,5, 78, 9 11
13
‘. 2' 4' 5. 7. 8'
9, 11, 12, 13

3-demonstratives 4, 7, 8, 9, 11,

oG
’ " 3. 5' 8' “' ‘3
" 2. 3. 4' 5' 7'
8, 9, 11, 12, 13
4, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12

6 (1960)

‘.0 3' 4. 5' 70 80 9'
1, 13

" 2' 39 4' 59 7' 8'

v 13
4, 7, 8 9, 11, 12

. 12

4-noun subst, 4, 12 3, 4, Ty 8, 9,.10 12 1, 3, 7, 8 9 10,12

S-verb subst, == - -

G=-clause subst.~— 6 6

""ﬁllipaia ‘2 3' 5' 6' 7. 8' 9. 10"2 " 3' 6' 7' 8' 9"0,‘2

B-extra-text, 5, 8 5. 8, 10 5, 8, 10

9-lexical 1,2, 4 5 T, 8| 1y 2,3, 4 5, 6, 8 1,2, 3 5 6, 7, 8, 9, 10,
repetition 9, 10, 11, 12,13 9, 10 11, 12

10-synonyns 9, 13 2, 3 4 5 6, 7y 8 1,23, 46 5 6, 7, 8 9,

11 -~superordinates -

{2-general words

9, 10,11, 12, 13

10, 12, 13
7, 8, 9, 11
4

a——

pusber of questions per type of cohepion
: 123 45671 & A 9101112 .._AX:
06(1978) 7 10 6 2 = = 1 2 28 oL (1978) 1§ 3 - =
Q oc (1979) 6 11 6 7 - 1+ 8 3 4 |on(1979) 912 1 1 23
MC e (1990) 9 96 7 -1 8 3 & i (1980) 11 12 4 1 28
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PATCH 11G TEST QWETIONS WITH LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL ITEMS OF COMESION Iii THE TeXT®

TABLE 2 307

Tee g (3¢ n ¢

1% OF COMRTON [0 BACH Tizi? VESION (O = Original, B = Reordered)
o o

9 10 12

9 10 12

910 12

9 10 11 12

910 1

9 10 11 12

10

910

10

10

Al Tion

1

9 10 1 12
910 11 12
9 10 11 12
10 1

9 10 11 12
10

910

910

10

9 10

10

10

2361

10

12 10

& 0YPE OF COll-10N
LAl PTON

o {(1go-1ey HC

sriwunnticn)
t~rupetition

cereforeince
‘medymonntraliven
4=noun tabnst,
Yeverb aubot,
t=clauso nubst.
‘t-elltpois

Ueextru~textual

24610 11 12 1?4

18
2344591118

4459

4

P

total: 24

2345

23451018
24991115

1

2340

23456911 12131516

totnl:

4
11

————

32

lexienl
Q~rupotrition

1 O~-synonynon

t1-ouperordinotey

12-peneral wordn

ol (19192
12354969
12 13 14

2546179
10 11 1213 14
16 14

496
12346

10

14
3
5

e —

totalt R

ItL ‘l'glbi‘&ﬁ.’z

23469101215

2345679101112 13
14 15 16 18

23456
12346

total:

15

—————

33

mumnry s dirfurnt pincement yields differ

4

ont type of coheaion and coherunoe
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PRICHING Pe2i A:STIONS WITH LEXICAL AND GRAMMATICAL ITEMS OF COHESION Li THE T.XTe®

G {10 )] e

GaLTiul TR OF CESION [N EACH PatT VENGION (O = Original, R = Reordered)
0g e OL RL

—— — —— o—

1 3 234 % 10 910
2 2% 4 23178 910 910 12
3 2341 231 91012 910
4 2 2 10 10

"

- 310 12
6 12578 1247 9 10 910 12
1 124 1247 9 10 910 12
" 257 - 3 10 910
9 28 217 912 10
10 12578 25678 9 10 12 910 12 ,
1" 1 - 9 10 910 11 .
12 129178 25618 9 10 12 10 11 12

a2
-
~

15 - - 10 91 ’
14 A ] 2317 910 11 910 11 1
1 e 237 910 11 910

16 2317 2317 9 10 14 910
117 21 2317 9101 910
14 31 2351 9 910

® TYpl OF COHLGION

Lioct QUESTIONS
o (19r0-192) X RG © N

rrrunntical

l=r¢petition 671012 4 617

?=rcforence 254561789 15 1236791012 14
10 17 14 1% 16 14 15 16 17 18
1716

domonstratives 12 514151618 7 1231415161718 8
4=noun subat, J5Y 5 167 3
Y=vorb subst. 651012 4 10 12 2
t~clause subste - - 67 2 L)
T-e1l1 1 3608101112 14 1 235679101214 13 =
15 16 17718 15 16 17 18 S
t~e:z trn~tox tund G TY10 12 p) 21012 __3_“ E
totud: 49 total: 47 E
oL (1pe-w) K L (1990-192) a
lexicnl 15678101 12356781011 8
Y-rupetition 12 14 1516 17 146 14 13 14 15 16 1718 15 -
1O-synunynn 1234678910 12345678910 gg
1112 1314 15 16 11 12 14 1516 17 18 17 )

17 16
Hemuperordinntes 1115 16 17 4 14 15 16 18 4
12-enernl words 591012 4 25671012
totals 38 322 total: 42
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ThBIE 26 B-C QUSTIONS WITH SIGNIFICANT  DYFFERINCES
Originnl va, Heordured Verrions

Qlrclults (20 in ench test) reordered =
F-torts Text oririnal hardep roopdered Juplep ordsdi
1 11, 18 5 9
2 2 - -
35 6,8 1y 75 5y 13, 14 -
4 12, 14 3, 5, 10, 15 19 6
5 4, 13, 14, 16 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 17, 20 2, 19
6 2 5¢ 76 9, 15 -
t-tests 1 5, 11, 12, 15 - -
2 - - -
3 - Y, 2, 3,13, 14, 19 -
4 16 3 -
Y 16 19 74 9, 10, 11 -
6 ¢ 1, 3, 7, 11, 15, 20 -
Grounn aiticnl va, Lexienl Vortiona
ruordered
‘~tasts Text lexicnl harder ruwintycal ha = origin.d
1t 5 10 1 -
2 - - ~
32 1, 4,13, 14 -
4 95,6 2, 3, 10, 11 -
5 - 3, 4, 6, 13, 14, 17, 39, 20 2
6 5 13 -
t-tuste 1 -~ 8 -
2 = 7 -
3 = 3, 106, 18 -
4 - 10 -
5 = - -
6 - 13 -

323

no, guertions
Al = 120
questions)

33 .quentions
(32-)

25 quentions
(21:%)

25 juontions
(21:9)

7 yquestions

(¢)

'
)

< W

.BEST COPY AVAILABLE _.
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APPENDIX C TABLE 2 310
EASINESS INDICES TEST i -1 R = Reosliered Coherence
O = Original  Coherence |
Granmatical Cohesion Lexical Cohesion Original Cohesion
astion
90 190 9% 1979 1980 1978
o o0 R o 0 R "]

- 0 719 «89 100 B 61 not done

2- . 9% 94 90 100 90 86

3 92 T 90 100 87 84

4- 67 48 T2 ™ 60 63

5= 50 5 80 50 45 ™

6- M 65 81 50 60 63

T- M 51 63 87 63 56

8- 64 T 81 87 93 92

9~ 100 88 35 100 920 91
- 7 79 9 100 87 91
11- 14 5 36 12 12 47
12- 85 8t 93 87 87 92
13« 14 26 35 37 15 29
- T TN ™ 100 T2 79
15- 50 39 57 37 39 65
16- 78 174 19 M) 172 (i)
17- 8 11 82 100 (i) 93
18- 89 &7 65 i3 5 67
19- 71 59 67 100 57 T2
20- 51 54 41 62 45 44

Number of

students:

28 3% 9N 8 33 93




ATTNDIY, C TARLY 28 31

BASINESS INDICES THST 2 (1978.~ 1980) O = Original Coherence
R = Reordered (Coherence

? ODrammntienl Cohenion ILexical Cohesion Original Cohesion
0 0 R o (1) ’ 1)
1= 65 285 T2 80 ‘16 T 9
&= 45 54 55 67 48 v 46
3~ 79 94 93 91 92 g5 87
4~ 65 85 8 80 #2 66 74
5- T2 8% 0T 83 18 67 51
6- B4 Rl 93 T 74
- 35 60 64 Al 62 38
e 50 06 69 61 64 6 58
9 BN S U8) 1) 80 (9) (y7)
10- 63 5B W2 " M H1
1= 5 ()l ‘19 92 T £0 a2
12 90 M () ) 75 (96) (947
13 46 ] 01 39 Al 62 42
14 75 1) 86 ‘n 69 66 T6
15« 67 66 62 66 61 76
16- 45 62 Q) 5, b 6 61
17- 16 M 69 BT W2 el a2
18- o7 65 43 " (e 6% 59
19— 10 5% 5 51 46 26 5
20~ 40 18 ) 50 T4 53 64

Number of
students:

45 90 H9 56 8% 112 39

Q 395 BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Qges&.

1
2~
3.
4
5w
6=
7-
8-
G-

10~

11~
12=-

13-

14~

15=

16-

17-

18-

19-

20—

APPEINDIX C TABIE 29 312
EASINESS INDICES TEST 3 (]m - 19@) O = Original Coherence
R = Reordered Coherence
H ical Cohe lexical Cohesjion Original Cohesion
J978 1979 1980 19718 1979 190 1978
¢« 0 0 R o 0 R 0
5 51 3 50 54 33 53
(95) 9¢ 24 (97) 9% 20 (100
53 43 51 s & 64 7
54 55 65 59 64 TS 84
27 B R 64 54 44 84
(81) 66 (83) (5) 73 (84) (89
8 T9 86 871 8 & 84
9 79 88 %9 ™ % 84
(45) 59 (21) (60) 65 (26) (38)
75 68 68 60 T0 65 53
27 39 36 24 55 X 38
7 76 T 80 B0 74 53
60 69 41 63 69 50 92
45 55 26 56 60 28 53
84 4 69 b 8 46 84
27 19 34 40 41 46 30
58 55 ! 58 68 65 76
46 48 52 58 60 53 69
83 83 19 & 8 13 92
7 84 85 9% 69 84 84
Kumber of
students:
66 92 86 12 130 88 13
326




1918 19719
v 0
1~ 98 80
p 68 ¥g)
- (66) 53
4~ 3] 12
5- 92 33
6~ (9) 20
T- 70 64
£l ™ 67
9 151 50
1= (21) o
1M- L0 34
12— (a8 4
- (7)) w4
11- (1) %
15~ 8% 4%
1= 48 D
17-  (m1)
18- 435 25
10~ 10 L)
20~ b4 54
Number of
students:
54 162

Grammatical Cohesion

EASINESS INDICES  TEST 4 (1978 = 1990)

TABLE 30

lexical Cohesion

E

0 = Oripginal Coherence
R = leordered Coherrnce

Original Cohesion

R3LEY
R

n
1
27
92
21

i5
4
on
59y

M

his
(2
([
B
‘1

64

)
o
e,

5

1918 1979
o 0
97 89
m 87
(66) o3
88 8
97 13
(g0) 14
{3‘5 v
a3 66
47 10
(%) @
64y 43
(47) 46
(64) u5
(66) 26
$0 G
’m5e
() 44
]| 11
Mmoo
66 51
42 129

1960

R

86
92
27
87
18

19
m
68
45
92

61
56
t),‘
41
50

70
30
13
(:1
54

96

327

RV}
0

a3
67

(51)
Yo,
77

(m)
!
')
37
53)

45
(47
(69)
(53)
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R = Reordered Coherence
0 = Original Coherence

APPENDIX C TABLE %1 314
EASYNESS INDICES  T®ST 5 (1980 - 1982)
Grammatjcal Cobeaion exical Cohesion
Question
1980 1981 o082 1% 1%t 192
9 R OR 0 R 9 R O R O R
1. TMe 6435 W M 2 64 66 45 T B
2- 45 31 M 1 87 69 48 48 69 83 66 T
3- 8 8 T2 61 73 65 8 94 80 M 66 61
4~ 47 54 56 64 51 68 53 57 63 66 66 T2
5« 9 9% 8 8 9% 86 99 94 94 8 9% %5
6~ 30 13 T3 74 69 52 19 1 58 65 8 60
7- 48 21 36 38 4 % 3 29 63 35 4 28
8- 51 65 34 68 67 56 45 52 36 69 48 47
9- 58 32 56 23 53 22 48 35 2 22 40 39
10- 77 43 60 35 T5 28 50 44 54 33 48 37
1M1= 735 M 68 T3 44 60 58 66 53 62 57
12- 14 24 26 28 33 14 16 41 3 51 25 45
13- 40 50 27 13 25 18 33 471 30 3 2 3
14- 34 19 44 55 60 50 26 3 38 57 55 60
15- 67 53 32 4 54 3 56 54 47 48 29 46
16~ 39 5 31 58 52 52 49 51 42 56 31 o3
17- 94 8 53 68 60 50 93 9 65 69 81 54
18- 68 T2 61 43 T2 42 54 64 57T 55 31 M
19- 54 45 59 64 68 55 44 46 61 68 66 T3
20~ 48 35 64 56 89 T9 43 R T1 43 TI 55
Number of
students:
9% 87 114 67 50 24 62 8 3% 92 28 64
O
328




X FR
=
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Grammati
estio

1980  198i
O R O R
1- 1 33 53 69
2~ 34 40 22 60
3- 48 37 48 46
4~ 49 49 6T M
5- 51 25 68 T2
6- 64 45 48 61
7- T 55 60 48
8- 56 51 52 64
9- T 8 T6 18
10~ T5 67 44 68
11 - 65 60 59 47
12- 67 72 50 T3
13- 54 49 34 60
14~ 58 72 57 58
15 - 50 45 40 26
16 - 63 74 46 T5
17~ 61 61 28 50
18- 52 66 43 53
19 - 42 23 26 32
20- 48 22 371 41

Number of

students:
88 56 89 89

EASINESS INDICES

Cohes

1962
R

0

n

8 £ o
AR A i ~

4
69
55
0

64

& 8 8 &

57
54

® BB

53

53

W

45
64
52
47
59

52
28
49

62
27

_TABLE 32
TEST 6 (1980 ~ 1982)

Lexjcal Cohesion

1980 1981 1062
Q9 R 2 B & R
™ 20 69 60 58 44
34 59 17 51 17 4
51 49 45 33 59 38
% 28 63 50 58 27
55 33 73 66 T3 56
48 25 45 58 48 29
69 61 59 40 62 22
52 58 45 56 59 33
80 66 81 69 T 66
62 61 43 56 52 55
48 56 63 49 58 38
58 83 63 58 66 T2
60 65 63 51 T2
49 59 43 63 59 44
4T 29 51 26 33 33
63 70 59 8 58 50
54 67 59 55 61 27
67 4 47 50 68 61
2 39 27 3% 50 25
53 4# 39 34 50 12
69 55 50 94 47 19
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R = Reordered Coherence
0 = Original Coherence
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APPENDIX € TABLE 33

Perce of Co @ Between Rese e Ra $ Test 2, OG
% Concurrence Number of Itegs X Itens in

Between Researcher in each version e versi

and Raters 06 RG. al) 06 RE all
100% 8 10 18 2% 286 50
T 1 - 1 »* - %
67% - 3 3 - & g
50% 7T - 1 1% - 186
3%5 - 1 1 - » ¥®

25% - - - - - -
o% 2 4 6 6 12% 166

18 18 36 4%  51% 1006

Mean = 68%
Median = 100%
Q = (40%, 100%)
Number of
Raters = 7 (native English speakers = 2, non-native = 5)
Number of
Questions = 36 (0G = 18, RG = 18)
Number of
Items of
Cohesion = 8 (Halliday and Hasan 1976)
Values of chi-square teat of goodness of fit and Kramer's C
QRIGINAL (0G) REORDERED (R0)
non-native native all non-native native al}
chi—equare 6056 1 05 9075 6.25 1 067 8011
Kramert's C .33 28 034 .38 .29 036
p* NeBe NeB,e N.8, 0.8, Ne B, Ne8Be

© "ness = not significant

330

316

RG Versi




z

poo3 26 b

A

Mo

DIPNIN_DIZHAN_N15YI° ANTI3-20 NI

ZTD MITTI0NN DINDYIAN ABIYY MY Y IPIY -MIKDYIAN

F -2nan vopv a2 ap nrvpan

(s 993 20) midwe

AN hwe et NYYTI00N

E-r1anm

(C, T SR R

N N NN e

11, 18 5
20 -
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4, 13, 14, 16 1, 3, 6, 7, 10, 17, 20
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19 nbav
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(b va37i00) mA nnAa
192 YN Inn n"'o -1y (n"w) NP NI F:-11D (n"w) Npnawm
289 65.2 20,3 1.15  (439) n.a  1.32  (440) .n.3
152 62,9 20,2 pANA D93 =
278 54,3 174 247 (515) a2 470 (516) .05
239 51,0 18.0
567 599 19.6 3.31  (956) .001 10,9 (957) .0O1
391 55,6 159.7
.83 (22) .n.a
2,37 (22) .05
1.77  (157) .n.a
1.50  (199) .,n.3
13.54 (158) .0005
.92 (309) 1n.a
nhyy *
81 67.8 24,0 .84 (119) 5.3 W71 (120) p.a 5,9, 11, 18
40 T4 17.7
72 68,0 15.0 1,00 (106) .5 1.20 (107) .4 20
36 64,6 15.0
70 641 18,7 1.8 (104) wx 327 (105) w2 1,2, 6,8, 9,
6 56,8 21.5 13, 14
66 60,1 21,5 .45  (104) . 20 (105) w.» 3,5, 6, 10,
40 58,2 22,

19
120

159
119

56.4 19.9
°1.9 19,5
52,8 14,5
50,0 16,2

(237)
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A 3.04
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21 62,9 19.9 1.5 (439) , 8.3 2,40 (440) 5 5
220 6509 20.7 hhRRls) by = .n.a
258 52,8 17.2 02 (515) .n.2 .00 (516) .n.3
259 52,8 18.0
479 S57.4 19.5 1.07 (956) 1n.a 1,15 (957) .n.a
479 58.8 20.0
1.18  (22) 1.3
3.7 (13%) .05
32 (152)  .n.a
04 (151) .1
82 (22) pn.a
35 (157) n.aa
56 (199) .n.5
o1 (158)
06 (309) .n.2
noRY *
61 67.6 21,0 J0 (119) m.a .49 (120)  .n.a 5, 11, 16
60 70.4 23.3
54 65.1 15.6 1.18 (106) .n.a 1.39 (107} .n.2 -
54 68.5 14.4
53 58,9 21.0 1.40 (104) n.a 1,91 (105) .n.a 1y 2, 4
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57 59,7 23.5 42 (104) .n.a 02 (105) .n.a 2y 35 5, 6
53 59,1 20.4 10, 11
120 54.3 20.4 6 (237) , ., 03  (238) .2 2,3 4,6
119 53.9 19.3 13, 136 17, 19,
138 S51.4 15,5 23 (276) .2 05 (2717) ma2 50 13
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(.05 = mpnam m) pRam F o-n jnan avh jhaw noze *

334




'2 habdd

15 nbav

(m———— o w - —

32

mrprp - (1980-1978) 4-1 771773-37 2330 23han MIRNIND

DMYTNYIP 11IRY handWwmh mIYY RPnh nbvan

RPN b)Y - n
nPYIRT Ao - T
naSapropy ndnx - Y

(vt 1y woann maan

han
n 2 B0MWITIVD 'On 40
(%) y¥nn 68,85
Wh oo 17.53
72 'on 224 2.03 19
(%) yxmn 65.15
?h oo 15.33
(%) yy\nn 68.55
Wh nvo 14.62
n3 'on 29
(%) y¥wn 67.25
h hroo 17.94
T3 'on 244 1.12
(%) y¥inn 59.61 ) P
wh h2vo 21.57
53 ‘on
(%) yyun 3‘5064 &7 12 19
Wwh hro 18.34
n 4 'on 66
(%) yxinn 59.55
Wh nroo 16.28
74 'on 201 1.66 19
(%) y¥inn 959.05
Wh red 20,09
5 4 'on 267 1.42 19
(%) y¥mn 59.47
wh n00 22,718
n.a,.16 (3) = .00, L7 (13) = (a1vth) $ T myh oo :orvopva 4 YD raad
n.2,.39 (3) = 3.0.3, L15(13) = (anatd) ;b nmyy n

.07%pn2m nba ovoqyn Yy ¢

ERIC 335




I3 noody 14 abap * ¢

099190 BOPY PYN Sy MIYRY S Mdph 3 AT Clk
(4 - 1 DYBLYPY) DMV DM

. PYTT MM DIRDIDHY MINYP
Y 5ORBA M5PA 17730 MIGREN 'On DYLITILON 'on Y roKknh MYPA I mbxen ‘oo DwITWON ‘on D
yRIN y¥mnna -
8 - 67.88 % 20 923
10=- 67.69% 9 1004
X .
9= G % % wprip1 e :nRam. 3
12~ 65.96% 19 aTh - 1
NMOTINR - 2
4 - 65465 % 28 ™M1 M35 - 3
3 - 65.56 % 63 ’"w ﬂ'mﬂ - 4 '
) Y9 nwmn - 5
2 - 64.01 % 68 P AMA - 6
11 - 60,45 % 43 nonen - T %
TORIVOPL-YIN - R s
1 - 61.40 ¥ 61
7 - 59.63 % 29 N 9NpIoRS MM R
- 50,45 & 10 $
> 90,45 % nHRprOPY AaTh X3
6 - A7.98 &% 4 naTI YN
—— — YY) avm
a'no; 2983 oo Qe nv593 nYm

{6-5 BrvopY)

1=~ 60461 % 36 873
5 - 60.15 % 21 o
8 - 59.31 % 24
" 59412 % 48 702
12 = 58,96 % 60 A
a- 56,98 % 129 s,
6 - 56,94 24
10-  52.T7% 186
T~ 52.50% 129 *
3=  52.33% (] 9 - 52430 % 141 v

4 - A7.72 % 18
i ij? *'435 . "




'2 bl

7Ihn NYYIon Abara

(*7pn)

wors /vomm

VOUNA TIPS N

6 nbav

.oavroaamyp -~

2

732980 KON

TIpor N N3

1 (7 1
(9)
(3)
(8)
(10)

AS LI S LI \V

2 (2)
(18)
(21)
(22)

O 0O 3 O

3 (5)10

(11) 14
(20) 12
(19) 13
(16) 14

(17) 15

4 (13) 16

(15) 17
(14) 18
(12) 19
5 (1) 20

(4) 21

(6) 22

TNy
TIA?]
ama nyT

aR¥IN/Naro, "
11708, Napon

108 nHya nrya

"
"

" ’11173

IRXID 12D

bv nTavan myn
Yannh

R
1 ys9me = pdwen
Z 1no
3998 /naep

R¥I D
9301

4 Yvns , hard
ARYAIN

nanan

MmN

» 72NNA NYN
Napon

nYYs hyrap

WYapn %Y mTn

s NANN

RXIN/N22D

» 30NN napon

W apn Yy avTn

NTYaAN HAXA

19092 1Y

ARYYN

nayn 5y aarh
nrYan

337

: 0rHhS madww

18, 19, 20

A
miaa bravn
TIp570n hvi)
53172 S naoe
170199180
1
2
3
nbemnn 1035 4
N7853 vAInYYh A
nnawma ndadna Y1) 7
Mrrya 1INg
8
g, 10
MY phan abown 1
nrwad
12
13
51172 v aoo
170199IRAN
14




'2 nod) 6 nvav
- - lc >
(Mpn) Y0 - 2 han
Mmora voem vawmh TpoarTh 397X 12IRD NIdA AP0Y8n Dnva DA
Aor9N nnha _
1 1 n%%s ayrap NYYan nayn %772 S haoo
2 nanan , 17019 01n
3 ,YY3p0 9y dvth
4 qanhnh vt M0 0YVYM PR
hik] xR
aat anT
5 23apn 1190
6 71371 ,daTh
,MTh ,ANNIvA
0150
2 7 nTy 3IRN (Yemd) nrya
13 WY L0270
9 T My
10 Napon
3 " hy ) nane MY DA adown
LA D)
12 nawn
13 ayrapn 5y nn
AR¥IN
14 NBANY
15 ARNIN
4 16 ,2730 110 " ahawna naona Y11
n2wvn
17 Nanan
5 18 L, ay*apn %y avtn napon UK MbYunnn qv3d
Nawn 1893 vinred
19 hea b
20 QDo h IS S PR 2
22 Npon

p4 |
[
o
2

o awna

-2

10

11

‘2,
14

15,
11

$n1YdH o nadke
18, 19, 20




‘1 no0l

|

1 a%av WD YT AKSIPA NP ANOYI I9-%y 031711710 DYVOPD @
|

-

N 1PD A0 = n

2Ing NINT0D a0 = N

hi S lA] n'lbp = 2060835 bl 084-6 w1 - 10015 81

wl = ab%ran
sl = 99020 IR

LK IR IREP)

- 191 NPT N0 NIYNPIOP? b2

) h h n
1 52.9 54.5 52.0 46,9 47.8
2 4%.6 47.7 5642 325 46,1
3 57.9 54.5 46.9 52.0 57.9
4 556 67.2 59.6 66.4 54.6
5 - 6506 7007 5504 4906
6 - 51.2 53.9 38.5 40,2

(90> wopua Aawp (o ,IN1> A2 ez2aw YII)
»

339




- 9% -

«n1'5%3 nilpon o

«AIT BT NOPAIKA AKIIA ANTI JIND KXY YAIIIA IPNDA AIYY 4RI
THINIA OODTIPAD AT QDT VIDIY BIYXIADWT AKIIPA 1Van Sy ¥IIY ©YD P

0IPNDD PP IIKW3 13IPADY 002 WDV AXKTIPA *YanY nIYaria 11040

12°7792%0 Y01% 03 ODPN NOK 0YIYAND KIDI  L0'T'HY AW 1211 DY¥ININ

+ATPI DOPLA N OROBAY OXAND NIT 9V NYY2IK BYIDIWYA

DX 92 L0YIIKOA 0YIVTIIRIA 03270 PV 13K AVYNIVIPAY NITIVA
AT NPV AYRAIK YTYN 100 oK L AKYIPA I°YAN3 DYIYKIALIK @2
RID?AT N ©IITY 310 BaY Y0 ,0700p03 AYK SO Indiys 1371Y oty

«ANYIPI

340




o Y -

NIYKRE YID DOPBY NIFAIIN NIYRE RAXA Y0 ?PA0 anva nooll a%aavo
popoA Y0P NAX KRYVITID 1RIDY NIPAIIN NIVRD 120 YWIPA RTID NK T170Y
12 PYA 13720 ®% X ,DOPYBA AKX 13730 0°VITILOAT JIAV < 73%3 jr9'pya
popLA 'PYNY NIYAIIA NIYKEN NXIBAD Y23 RT3 WP 1% NIFAIIA nIYXEN
PYN %3Y% nYai13n NINBY NNK AYK® PIKDY 1273 YOKZ A0Y3 1 DK = 072AI702A
*anen NKT ADIYY  LTDR 1370 WORA3 XY ,N1?119p 300 YO0 vopwn YU
12'9%00 N1 Y9130 vopv pORY Nonrna Nk AYROEI ,n1Y19D anny?
oys = 101%d , (701 k) o8*099 abwkwa AAIDI AT APDI LINK MNP

N3 Y9230 nIvIRP 1Y YOKRD Y2V nnk

«0YIUDK DDV Y? o

®IPY30 N3aa Yy BrYYIDOWD ,0YDA-IXIK Y 4013 D yAVIY 1PADN RIKIIND

(n1Xp0r3Y 0Y0DUD *WPD Y@ B3IV 0210 1112) TOPLA AINIWIYP Yv o*caa o2

-a%9D APO?S AIADYT  NIAIIT APOS NDIFY NIAVID APOD NI3D 1113) M11av
,0°7100 BOPT ¥ YTIPA NDI NK TKID nataYy 33 L (aYyo-avd noIYY avd

LDOPDI AYK 0?3VIDKD KL AT AT NIIAIK Y% ©r07°1pN 335021 0rI1DA By

NIKYTP  RIKNOII ,073M32) 87311221 03I BIYIDKD VIDIT VY
A% DY310 DIYIDOR  LXIPIIN NIAN T ADIY AYDIN ANIK 111DV 212 (nroa-1pns
RIIDD ,TKID  LARYIPA TIP PY ¥IVYD ¥IIAN XTI 11K < A3poD anIkY IRz

<IPIND IK 27107 YD 1937737 N2 AR NIV ANVY AT Yo aoxpan

.N013 12Nn2Y n1yxn o1

13123 a21) NIINK IPAD-N12°0193IKY 'N2130 PN BAT AKX noeYy 10

.(*y70 vopo ,n13N%y ,n719°0) D?IAK VOPY *210% 02 103 , (A3 ok-now ,NI°

AKX 11729 212 137¥R Y9 NIIAK NIpY3Ides TopOah N3 L, 9y %01

«XP230 NIaAN

ERIC 341

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




“ N

- 1Y =

. Mapooy 013%0 V]

., 8INRXDIAN 01270 R

171 ®IIpa §a L,NI3ORNA I0 AKIPA *WIPY NII0X PRI POY 1IIPAD
0 037 1731% R/KMIPA AYIIP = ARIPA 1PAR3 82272 NI 12701 ,00p02
. <N1%170pa 3203 /0050 IV JN1772% 13707 ,N17XTIeD Yo
07037100 YXK XIP3 NIINI YA AYK 0DIAR *IVD INKI Ywow 19x A%

JADIFADA A2 AT ASYD NI2IK 8712

adan3 33% ,137pRD IPORD NIV NITI23%0 B3 KIAT ,¥IWDA 437 112K

JAIV1OA 130N ANIT PRDA 2XAT NIV aYRONY ,ARYIPI wiph 022

,A29%PICPYY NPPIIPT NINIWIPD A0, DOPER NIV IPEY AKII
A93TN AYKEA® ,IXI2 ,TTIPR YY BIINI AYIDUD AWK K ,N1122% %y nyIdTD

LN?Y*9%0 N210N2 AR3T IPNDA AXAP

on1932°00 .3

,3171°02 NO® = 0?31V 0737 07272 Swa A3*yY avp a'@ 210730

LAVIDAY AININ IFIDRY LIINIYEA 7ha

'wIpY AP NI*AY ®HY pOIIKID pIaY a%r*ana%s AIYI3 111700 now
,B070N NVMNIVPIV n:w’nn-n1x;:9 12 &Y ,nyaa %y apnd 12 Yy  LJAR?IPD
7923 ,NIIMK ADD TIP3 L, AKIIPA Y NIWPN L1097 NIDA 1122 ,100 aRdV
pyswa »vaY% 4230y DIAK 0110 AYDWA < W21%3 ,n33an %y aibpn ,ATAn

<1320 NIXZIN PY 0°INK 07210

290 IUOK-K DYDY =~ 0INIIUDA DIVOPLI ADITI0D ABID/A ATXII 13-10I
1027pR ,%UDY LAPPITPIA ADINAIT 2T BIAID 15IKI 0737 35KBA nx 1112Y

«72%2 D?7P17PY DOV

XD 207%2 933 aYon Y30 12% p1 0°210pA 0°02I0a 11 NN v2Y

0 pR312 ©°973a% K23aY 12 pood A% N1°AY A%} YIWWY AT YW ,DOP0 v

o . ) 342 *N700 0xV0 303D




- 310 -

«NIMIITIPN ¥399DKD 1717173 2

(*)3229%2 'p=-%y 21110 nv0OpLA NEYY NIIYNDA nIYEA 120 -2 ARk Y2
0778 172a% K1IPA VY XA 3 nv3ab ve ,oopwa (0+)%1%33 pivgopa

«NIYXTA %Y NI3PY 21D BOPRI aAYX NIV
«(14 a%3v , ‘a npo3 ax1) T30 v I YD 3y YYpiwda yxioon
*N1272100 n1YB3 Yy Ti09Y A IR*3 L,00p YR 117177 KXIDI RY D ok

«0UPN 0Y3IDKRDT NXTIIP2 NIPPI0OL NIAA AKIDI 03?0KDA YD 1022
v RYGKRPO0OPY ATTN 099307 VOPO PHA XKIIWPY NI Hp AYA ,NKRT nDIYY

«0?INK DOPD PN MIWPY WKL NWPITPY

«NIT_apEd noYasx *I21%% n'93d prvTIpa 3

2075071 1°2 0YTP DYID0D QAT DIVD AKSIPA Y 0°9PD NYINIPIPA DI
DORTA? 079127 87 1K ,aA%K RIIIWP 2320 N3YEY 0°Y1102 0IKIIPA 'K OK
AKX BIIIGIPA 2300 09137 ID AKIIND  L,VOPBI YITITIIDO IX DITYD gA3

«20PD0 AK BLINT A% 0KINIP Y% ©oNRIAA 1173 H1032Y nyrend

0°?7GY 0?9013 0 ?ITPN 0FDIW 1132 ,IPTPI 1IPIDA NDII A'YI AT
G°PD RNV IPA 1DOWD L IIPKDA N2 PIYIITIPA JDO AX pTAYY XD 3ynad
¥IOUAY WA 1200 R33N IO 9IYY LNIDTIVA nITY XYY aporea noa nxk

«1IPR27 N2I3 a3aan Yy o2

343

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




.pomwpn Y

«RIPID NIANY 2WIPY a3v0 R

«XIP30 NIIN DY DIYILVDN 02IIAN TAK 311D DOPLIE RIS

¢ 1T 330 FIIDY NOIEY KA ATD T2 1n021AY VP XY ,NKRT oy
L ]

, ‘2 npo3 axv) ( Flesch ) whn Yw akvapn nI%p NAOGII ©IVYY PIXXIND
NAROI2AD NI® NIYP 107 NINIPDN NI 20 abviy 4-2 preoprYy (1 avae

LAOVRPIOPYA X DWPIIPIA NVIVNTIPA II3Y 1200100

17 NIIPDIA NIROITAN 2D 4-2 AI¥IITITN YINID NIRXIIND VY NRT oY

«(15 a%30 , ‘2 novo2 A1) NI12RDIEDA AIKOIAA YU 1TY AaT 'wIp nDT2

RIXDITAA = ©BOPOA IR DY YIDEA NITNILIPA JIXY 3Ipdwn
B 00P0I RIYYKRPIOPYAY NIYNIPDA NIKDI®AA 1D RAIIIIK 1D NIPITPIRA
yAAT A9A RIDINE LNV AIIPA R2PIIPIA AoYan .6 ,5 ,3 ,2 ,1 .00
APIDWD IT RIOPATIV AKIYI KD LNIXDIAN M2 NI ATINIOY A0IAT Anca
BT IX DOPD DKIN OK NAYIA Py HIpnD At KID0D  LDOPLA WYVP YY piaapd
2IN2°0A 200 PIDWD AT AP2I L6792 AITI0D KV NIXITIHIW NITIC)
L3127 RYOAY 170PA M 13390 ,17008  YY XYY NI°XT191797 11003 HY pa

«?T10° 130 0°00pRI YA rY 323V

NIYRPICPY NIINITIP NDIVY NPITPT NI o2

«2INIWA 290 .1

PIROI*AT 2D L aby YD YV AK*Ipn NIYP ANGII TIDOTA NIKIWLD
:ADKRANA 2°0% Y1372 ‘A 1032) RIPYRPIOPLA 1D NI PITP NIPITPIN
A p 4,01 (nipaaton non) ,1= 0" 6,75 = ya3vaa °n

AT 1722 pA212 $I3a YY A9013-370 3A2D PIKZIN IKIA KRS nKT 0

«(26 ,18 nwxba0 , ‘a nooa ama)

344




.,AYYD=A0D NIKPOD NBIYH N0D-NY9D NIKPOID .3 .

any® o9p (A%YnnAa %310 212700 71°97703) Avp-abyR 23370 ?D KxDI y

RYITIPIY A2TIARD BIPIADT AR A-DEE RPRRS AP D’ﬂn‘lbﬂ) a%yo-nvn *12°00

.(n1*apoyan .

* 93390 1p733 0IDVPBR NUVD IAK $I3 NIIIWKIA NIXPOIDA Yo 611°22 i

.aYyo-noo/ nen-nYyd

, AVB=A%9D A32°03 N?IIPOA AOIAN ANRD 6 -1 . 5,2 ,1 .00 8200p03

L4 e
s
o B R ae e T

.AYYD=-N02 N33°03 ANND DIVOPY BRIN Yo TIND NITI0LN A0ITAN 1Y

IrnD 4 .02 VOPDIY ,AYYD=ADD N13723 RIKOTAA AT IAND 3 .00 nopva)
. (fop=n%y2 n:3°23 NIKDI?AA 1@

aYyp=-nvo *12%2% avd~abyr 32°2 173 pA2N2 Y3371 R2D2

Y

(p<€ 05,03 =8, t=2"T2)

ERIC

1.,«‘/
IR

| Q. 345

.




- 17 -

»D0PUA NIYNIFIP DY BVIND 1101 nIYIUN o2

NI°TTPA RYOPA AKX 1I2TAI K?3AY J11XA IIPAA IPALA NXI1I02

(‘a2 nool aK1) 2 vopv nX NIKNed 21 A%30  LwIAD LOPDA IO Yrvan VY
hJ
L)

NIV IP I IDKD NPNIPDA A0ITAL DD - 10Xy nIYKRY JRIRAD arId

«197a%1 ,TIND NITI003 107722 ¥I0IAY K@ 00 IuYa

,D0000_11P9IN~-N Y 011 YY WIND 1ICH _NIYOwA o3

+?317X1P1%KA N1Ja . P00 NDII NIIIIPT

+NITX1ID NIKPOID NDI¥Y NI1IBXID NIRPOIY o

ADPYA ¥223a% I NIKDAIT §IINIIN 1197 0771300 NINIBVXD NIKPOIDD
NPT 0IYIID NIWUL K NITANI2 NIRPOIODI L,1IN) QXD wn® Ik norvy0D

«ADJVA=I'R K NINAP[0A 0YIDL K 0IDPIIJIK 13 OIIVD ,n1’915=n

POUDN 11P5°0h 2101 *13°w %0 ,11% navapa,nabwwn 120 pran 13 v2ab
®X%% L, pIYRWA MDY WY-ITIVE 1IVIAWI L,TIND N1710a 1*HAR RXI102
nI%KT YT pabpa 3001 122 paatd 137 K343 ,BOopLA Pol*a% naonvenn
»N1T0X2 NIARPOIAY NIMNITPA NDIYRT YUY N3I12132 DIARPOIDY nNITIvpa

Ap 45,03 =12 8 =2,28 ) NI NIVP 1T NINADIDA NIRPOIDN

346




- 3% -

«TIPAY_VIND 1117°KAD o3

+D73N210UD 0 0OPD N2IYH 8°271pdD Brv0opd L1

6 - 1 o'Inaon *31Y ApwIW UYL YT pIXIpa nI%p nNOII PIKXIND
NI3INDIVBN NIKOIYANT NIIIPDA AIKDI®AA 193 paaId HI3a KxdIy ®H
nApa3Ioa nDY ,33 = ¥13°73 7N 3ADKRAAR 370Y ¥12272 N0 1A3D)

.(1 a% v ,“ noo3 ax1) L(pn3w Y137 1k =

NIOF NI3INIITDA NV DIYAA D TAYPA YIA3ID NIKIIN IXKIA AKT OF
ip< W05 ,0“3 =88 -1 97, I = 1,64) .n1*11poa NIKOI2AA 1D PA3IDI NV

o(p‘ .(X)O1 ’,’“3= 184 ? t =4.36

173 pa31o Y93a KxD3 .3 0D ®WOPOY VK3 pn31D HI2n KXDI AKRT O
A0 YR OIRD DALY NINIPD RIKDIYA BT 47072=27 ?INID HIRIIN
309K37 DOIRXDDA X ANYYA 0303IDA NIRXIN YYD VT aXIwwa  ,0°00p0

(pZ .00t 4= 956 , t = 331 ;p < .001,A 3= 957 , F =10,95 )

NIROIYAA YU RIYpa *3°2%p 173 paaId YI3a avany F -a vanans
Y9ap 32% n1iaoa ,nI%RT 38 21Y% ,0I00 NIITI003 RNIKOINAAY RITNIPDA

+(26 a%3p , ‘a noo3 ax1) nadkwa 120

AN NIVP 1R UIAD RNITNI0DA AIKOINAA D 2D prOaY Nl
rown Y103 X7 112AVIKT NIIAP IXOD  L,D0pOA YT NIIIPDA NIKOINAAD

«PRI2 BIDIPAD AT DY YIDIY VIXK aAX*Ipa Brwp Yy

347




- KY -

08 I e iy R ]I

BN 31327y R

JROR I93°YY WK3 NIV AIYTI AU NN GIPINA 173
,( Kintsch 1977) v3*p ,( Thorndyke 1979) P*2137n nyib
* o'wk11pa 0°013 ( Strang 1972) 27wo ,( Gutwinski  1976) vpoiravia
7X1,N13I03 NITXITIDIID NITI0Y 1AVHI PRIYDED V1D PrIVAY ¥IOA=YIID
DTOADD 0KNIPA L0AYED NIVIN 0IVTII IIABA YT 1NN AKX VI0Y
ORI NI3ININ 0AINIIBIX 29-HY NI NIOAA NITHIRD AX BYDYIVDY AD?I03

.b0poA n332 *21Y

110117211 ,( Meyer 1975) 9vv°p 0°323 a'y*30 VYU ,N310 Ayl
,(van Dijk1980) p*3-111 ,( Kieras 1978) ovvp ,( Widdowson 1978)
(Schnotz 1983) yviwr ( Baten 1981) jv+v3 ,( Beaugrande 1980) 137213

.¥1°00 23pND 130 7700 1D AYIVID NIKTIPAV nPIIP

93 aYYIa 1A D0ERIRD 1990 092%ana C30D 1197
op3I91 Y311 ,(Spiro 1980) v1'p00 ,( Adams 1980) ooIx
1413°9 1°3 1 %p01aa~on?d noans a3aan . ( Autle and Franks 1983)
nioven *5-%y aYyoh avavs I13°y 112% X1Ipa HUyoDV Apv20D Avd? absadz

.(Auble and Franks 1983) vsw2a niyaion

348




o

«00I0%39% 03130 _NI12P o3

«(_Fiesch ) wbs Y nik*ipa nibp nnoiy .1

DOPON NIROINAD NAAK Y33 NnNIWORIA 0 %00 100 *21Y% aowrv T anovd

(1 a%3vo , ‘a nvo3 k1)

«0?30203 _NIRXIN 2

[ ]
(n131230 nI3190A vanxk) nadpa *3vvx2 103 8297370 1IWIA ND1IN pRDI
0**71pdA 0'00PDA W NYXPIOPYAY NIPITPIN NIXKCTIAA NIATY nIvRYA Yu

«VIND V1327IKT D00POAY

vIDW ATYI L,07771P0N BIVOPEN NTP YD NIANIIEDN NIKOIAA 24 21Y
(1na0n 290 %105 A3wa Y199 17110 Y0 27020-11 ANOVA ) F -»3n201 ¢ - *3nada
1°3 ,079XI00 0'3IN2D ?31°X 173 B?NIYDYD 0°%720 02?P OX apnb ¥
Yo 0°p%0n% 017100 NINIEPA pavpxs0 NIYKREY NI21ERY AYREA RIYp v3vxp

«(26 -1 19 ,18 nix%avo , ‘a npo3 Ax1) ov3nd1wdn Br0OPON

030320 NIKOI®2 2231% 1AVIAY 03137 111D 4-2 pranadad v2aY
173 AKIIPA N0IY¥3 02 1371 L,NIMTNIPDA RIKDIAT NIRXIA OF NYIND WD

«102y 1*2% nIkovnan

%0 0P IR DIYPA 193% DopOI 02102 1YV 01D 103 IWPA I

«(17 a%v , ‘2 npoa A%1) n%x wOPR=~'pYnY n1Yr3pda niYvKwn

. ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by ERic

o ————




.R0pPVA 'WIP NY3PY 1UD W p23'%00 ]

JHIXDTA ¥3IIN3 3NIIW BOPO YD .07VOPD AV IPIII TAdNIA PNBI
00Ty P¥3 YYD K L, 7IPDA 0°09WDA 103 13NI° PIRDI?AN 12 DAY
+3279% NIKOTI®AA AT M2 LNIVKPIOPY K NOPIIPT AIVINTIP *%y2
L3¢ 71703 131D ON3W PIDACD ,0NIYOVD V¥ NIDW YN UIND D*eDUDdA
W NPORPOPY NIITIP 2992 DIV POV 1993 A%k NIKDIA 'RV B2
Yo 1°01X07%1 93Y AIYKXE 0IWY TRIX 1IR3 AII3=372 MINA03 «A7P1TIPT

.0°7100 Y0PV

pOPER NIKOI23 1R ,1D%Y 0?20 INIK HIPIAN apnd ¥11%pN *3NADI
%0172 52 Y¥ 71NAKAY 7IUKIN ©DUDY ©ID ,NIIW 777700 avka 1a1 nI*NPDR

200p0 YW

.0°p*1 nIdIpD 50 -1 38 ,46 »12p23 1A 3 -1 2,1 o'vopod
90000% 93y = 9P 99 I°¥2A 1002 DA PRIA UID Yo AR*IPN NIYP NANOIID
AIA®3 03 JI¥3 ,DOPOA YTIP RIDD OY I32 I3 DOPYA NI avp 12 ,I01* 122
-pn Y@ n1p*3300 A1IPR3 ,0OPOA YW RAT23%0 IR 2719770 1a7Ka YU new

21773 21T 0YINYIA DDA n3*Han nowa

gy X200 DY0950D 270 Y¢ pI*INaALY =%y 13010 ©DIVDA *TVIpD°ON

,(Jones and Faulimer 1971) 13pioy 031°3 ,( Horm 1871) 17
an=by 93P3 NIXKPOID YU 31X IPIVRA 1A .( Larson 1971) 1107K%1
l(Wilkins 1976) o03°p%r11 ,( Austin 1962) 100K 0327320 AIT2DPA

. (Munby 1978) *21p°

apoIna 3P0 MIKAY "ra10xIp1vNK n13"” n3von vowD *N3133 IPRDI

.(oswon) 11p20n no1y Y3110 “oowon T1p0°n” ,n3107 T2 ,17IpKRDA N2

poo2 93 *331Y% R10?9NY BTIpDon VoY 2.00 DOPY YU NYDIAKIT APIYN

.6 a%p , ‘a2 nooi3 Ay LID APO?DI

350

¢




ERI!

R A v 7ot Provided by ERIC

313297-2371 L]

2310°=n03AY_NY%3 AP0 LK

NII3ICpa Y0 0379 D379KD HP NI2DIDN BAYOIWA nxk 11I12Y *I2
NIXOTYAN 73 AKIIER B3PI 0WOPY AVIWI 82213 103310 ,NI11°3¥n
<TA%P1 27°93=37 130303 003T100A 13N IPADA YO IPAYA IPYRI LNI3IWAN
NIYKR® NIYF3 NIXDTI®2 PIIX ,*11pda 2 DOPYY A2aIT 131 ‘3 npoly ax1)
99933 DOP2A NIXGI*a AN 12~-323 L(TIYP nmIkOI?2 @I ,n7773-31

JATA=TIPA NIIVIPYY 09D YT DIRIPA NI?P RO 0-hY

«0?3IN37 _MI0IKY_IPADN 112K 3

+0°30230 ol

.ADR NB013°31K3 ‘K A3w svdYn 3,600 =37 12793 av°73-37 *IN2D
D739 *7377 1 0?0IT1V0N N3 L0°0371100 188 % 3nv3 vivpa *anan

+BR-N5V1 NIy X

n13*nan  .(1978-82) or3w wan Y® ADIPR T2I 1I¥I *ADIIN WPNDA
73107 071p NI3023 NIIT AIOEY ApYADI A3W HI107 NIV YIOK NIIAID VIR

<NDIPNDA ADI3 AT A%WA N?VAIRI KIPIIN N3N

,8073100 0Y00pdA NER YT NIKOIA 24 1Y%5v ,77°12-37 3030 27 13753
«"n1339¥2 *A%3"nY NYYIIP2a NINDIWAA 1IN IYD pa oAb q013AN

«BYIAYT A% AIRI VI 02 L TIVP 3INAD AT BA 127y

351




POPOR NIK?IP NIA?ID 7

PpTON 1K D-YY RITAY TA?I ATIID ITIKI 0°IPIAA 3P ADIOA 17K
JAKIPI SVIP AN AD LNIKTIPA AIRACIIA 0791937 092712 0AF ,AY1DNY

L0IPA NI2IDY AIDOII 872773 WoRwAY X ACa 1Y

xanw ,( cloze ) Tivpa 9°%n Xi1a pakrapan n720% niavrwa ARK
vopo 71°3a% 1Y AYI2* By 1EY? 27D BoOpOA WD 0°%0 YU *RIPRI APIAD

oY

FDRDIDIK DIKI I%DR PN 133K IPDA TIYVPAP D3IYID IDOD 02PN
0793U%3 N1317PPY OKAAY 77737AA 113 0792 RPIAD MW L.AIAI YT YYad
71079% ,( Creene  1965) 1°73 ,( Weaver 1962) 13711 1y°3a
"WHRII=7 v K Cranney 1972-73) +37p ,( Alderson  1969)
. (Klein-Braley 1981)

D=9y NIYIPI NIPNDAWI ,’:1'in T19P2 8°UDNYD *HIIIN PNDI
121900 %11pAR 273 Pr80od NIKIY N0 by (1965) 1032 yapw avroa=r3p

.BOpPOA X 71%3a% Y217 127 DR K 1 NORIRAT

N131TA0 NIT023 130 RIP3A NIAA ST IR3I2 210 0A A3 NIVKRY 13IND
POPON AK B°DITIVOA N33 73 IPIVD TP 0P  .UKID BINIVOY NI WDKA
,Carroll 1972  Davies 1968) ,1?9y 11001300 NYORE Yy 3'WwaAY onv1d? 1°2%
.(Kintsch and Vipond 1977
MY IR N AIIPA3 L,NI3IT NIPIIIT IWDOT PADIIA PADI ,01370%
N7 ADW 21219 YIX AKIp *UPY nI13en YW nvvI A3dh TNIYIDRI Yapb

LABIPNDN 1273

Q 352




- DYIBPIKDO = 02TIIPRA BIIW t22379%0 naydn el

N?31°X°TID37190 NINNBNAD
(at3 11277 1Y'A K L% T2 oyn) n133y (1

NY17X°T1919D=11PD = 70 V1301 (K
D123 7191718 =11PKDI
PIZ7T191700 437 1127k = 1A 10 (2
(vn/1103 ¥1°0)
pavIeD / 113°1 navaye - y1coa Ay (2

voTan 1PN / NI*INIZIPIV IR

(%2 1I0°7) nryvnwep (2

nwp1pr (X

navpropy (3

(1976) p**1-11 ,(1976) jom1 *2719ka Y® ORNITIIY Py 00430 AT bRRY-

+(1978) 1707171 1M

RIP*30 _N33a 2 han 2

Thany onsa NIYNIVIPAY PITIMA AK nIXIY jne3 L,%ryY Ulaxcam Y100 12
"nigp@oa YT TIAD 112X XA aKpa” 3 N30 IR «INIYYII akvIpn
X31P0 Yy L0OPDAY KTNIPA = 0IVIAA IV AKIIPA 1% .( Goodman 1972)

.,00p0A DK @IV 123a% Y0

29219 Y¥ DRONIOPI 3 0OAIID 1IK LKIPIN NIIN PO D112 0OWANED 1IKUI
29317 8°K11IPA S@ @RONII3Y LAI3I1IPY LNIAT ABTPADA ADII AT APTI NIVIIK

+NVINT AR 0OXIIP DIRE I DYIAN L,NIND 07321703 NYYAIXN

N e e el U R




NNV IPR 3

«21%22 092120 NYVOED 17D 0IWP 0VIYD VOPOA NIYVNIVIPD

,Beaugrande 1980) AB@A=23D NDIY NI*°WA AYDIA K1 A1 NWPR

R1?71120pY 21107 . (Halliday and Hasan 1976, Grimes 1978
, (1976) 12m1 **31%n Y0 anpidn Yy 00132 MDA IPN2I WOWDA

152 o*%1vn

NOYRPLUPY NIRRT (RDDUNY 3923 ,MIA-NIZY) NOIIDKIK NTPITPI NIVNDIP

«(n19%2 02921 89%3 03Y=N1DT ,N19T13 0792 ,a%tn)

now> Y310 o4

- 0YIDIKRDO=DYIIVNIIRIVI0 0?IIIB 5?23 WV=YV¢ NITIO oK

9319%9%191718 19N
x1pa Yo twpaa n(v)m00 (1

xwian (x
NIKYIDN 0D1YD YI'D - ApOIDA NDYI prwen (2

NEIIRTYARYVEY

RPELE-DEGPRR P




SN PN = BOPBA 112K 3

+DOPYI FI1¥DUDA _PIX 3 ed

©93301 RI?X7TI01I8 LA13199Y = 1133) AIIFOWD 173 1°n3a% 0°270

0Y0DED3 JAI0YANR IX LNIDIIY AP ADTA=IID AINI 1°3% (p2vy
,0°317 0°00pB 203 woke nr3a% a3 (Brown 1976, Wilkins 1977 )
YO *7UDK 200 81?P = 13?74 ,0°°300 AT YU 83370 00N 0°1X?723%
pDI¥ N1317YY ONLIX DRIPIDKI ¥r3a?91 70K 31n3% 1R°3P 0OVOPD
_van Dijk and Kintsch 1977, Lyons 1977, Brown 1976, Halliday 1971)

nI%1Ps3 310 N1AY HI3Y AKT 0Y .(Schnotz 1983, Widdowson 1980
1033777 DOP® ST £33NV W03 WDP> NI IPAD. N RRPRAPSTARAL

JA17710°p37 AITYIY3 0A*33 029133 AIIWAY 213 00110 oAl

.p1122%a o

PYYX2719199 11 0?231°X1pIYIK 0P A L,IN03 n11'%
pown Y9 INAPIIN NS N NAPIPA K L,NI1NNINPD .{ Widdowson 1979 )
o33N N¥3IX 0°077p .( Beaugrande 1980; van Dijk 1977 and 1980 )

LNI2%TY 197K L0573 ,NINABNA ( cCcanale 1982 ) :n11223%1 Ak 0792IpN

YO NIARDAANY 3TN = KIAY L,N1TI9A YU INX TIINI 7139A Tpon® arv pnni
IX ,n%01p28 ABIA) 1IPIDA NI 1A LAITIVA K P133% 103 «N131797
nov IX Ln%%13a ADIA) 1IpKRDA A2 TN , (oe@za) nrpiropa / avron noY

(vopoa / nporoan

353




07

e
e
e
R

N

G

<IPNDI NIAXIDA NIYROA o

TXIP3I N33n Yy ¥2EAY VIO 0712 NITIIVN AVIND oKD ol
TORD DU 27 (3370 WP 010D FID 537 5IV2 OX)

7R 939

. R3320 *VIPY 0277100 NINIVIP IIVVDKD BI27111 D¥A 2
RIYRPIOPHA NICINWIPA YV SOR D AITY D TXIPISD

70330% 9772 YI0923 ROPITPIN NICIIWPA NDIYY

JIPNDA NN ol

0727092 0 YIDKR VY 171272 TIPINA NIEIY I0YAY 117093 WP
p IXTIINI AIIIDA IRIDIDD 2D LVOPOA YWIP kR JI¥AY QI3 PrIgY
AI2W0 AR §I3pY 1770932 L,IPND3 DTV ROPA=IPAY APIVS123*H13%003
RI%23% 8YIBIYD 079KI0° 020110 SIK KIPIIN N3N BITIAVAY RINNIVIPA

«NDIPRBA ADII AT NDWI

- 202130 T 21 0377y oyoa 62011 oripho mpe W]

«20PUN NIKIP X

Y03 N0 193 ,n1319Y pI2T 003772 AXTIP2 WIP 1D JrRY 0e

+PNIIIV NI27032 B3IV QIKIIP PIK A3IVA L, I1DXY AKITPA 10N YU 19DIN

«NIRIPA 2AWID O INNIVAY KON BOPYN WIP XVII3 YOS 0IVIN AnK

.(Klare 1963) (Flesch) w%5 %w ax*3pn n1%p ANDII ¥12°0Y aIa31 AT pno nlaod3
206,835 -~ .846 w1l - 1,015 sl = ARIPN nIYvp

6°%0 100 %5% n1Ia3an Wwod =

+99TD3 0°%2 Y¥ yx120a vopn = Sl

Q 356




<190 1pX20 N273 N1 BopwBA YU 1pa NBII A L,NYPID NINIWIPA

BOPY NIAY NIXH 272 NIXITIDIND 113 NIWPDA 0°%2 YY no0IAD K a

+ARR DYV

«NINTIPYY N1T123%Y prIvdYRY 00112 YU savniva 3

0°712 Y0 oy %Y 112¥Y 2713 6IPI12 PO I¥2 A0 pnoa 11Xy

an12'9on%Y 80 IPY XKD ADINB AVI0TAIINI AT A9 nrvaaxkd o*1'2Y%n

R3373 0INK 82712 % prONY L,NIIWPAT N1I3YA YU B3 DDA YO

8712 16 -1 0927100 105 =p nidten 1Papn3  .XIP3an

» IK2IP3 RI2°TN HYIT DY 0PI abXk £r379K2 KT BIVINIVON

«NKIIPI WIPY AIVIVAR N121029

D**31°03 A% 0?37BKXD IXT DIBK AT NOUI NrHAIKY 81002 B

.1328% %030 A1 82%1%Y 0aT AI303 1720 KXY K ,XIP30 nIaaY

NN XY L0°WPY A%k 093799KD 02712 0K NIYAY 03 N3 pnda
on*1'3%5n% ¥2°0% 0100 8910 IRIPIONRAV 0377 13 1IRIAT L,N?31°0 218NN

«iYR DY3Tp VY M21Y

« 2029350 _Iphoi p1IdD o3

19023 Y2RW3IY = NIIWIIPAY NIVWIYA ~ nron YY DRI IV 1RII
X923 N33R WIPY AR ©r37IBRD BTN OKAY TXI PIIPY 213 DIDOPL

P27 12 HP 1013 AT aDWI DIk 9IBIVA BIYRIVY §IVINIVO V3K

Y0 12°A131700% 1A°RII1INTT L0V0PYA YE YWIPA A3I¥aAY BRI 0?3711

«NAYX DYIIT

ERIC

v . M . LRI .. o _"




N3°N3 - Wpd N2 (R1T227) N103WIPY (A1 NMEP) 32119 % 003
N213K1 0°V0PL MNP NYI 0PRITH 3°03T003 02PN 0738 0°%pP% N12700

1919 -13 awD

«A21IK DRI 097K 0°03TI00 26 AW L]

«NVPY DOPYL B8VIFT 0IDINA INY oK

12 9772 290 X1IpY 00933 YRWII NIRDOOIINIINI ‘k 3w 139N
ANINI BVITIVO N2AITID ,No%23K3 @Ay 112*9a=-1270 YU 5O0OPOAY 8 DKDA
83197 KO3 pYYAINAY DIYRIVIA 0OVITIVOA LNOVAIKA NININT NIXIRI ADY
( a12%2 n2379 213171 HY3K) nowsbwa Ik (A19%2 nr1ay=21311 Y3IK) A*I03

« I3 0?32770 ARIP WP BIYPNI

QD0OPOD NI 0OVPI 07277100 DVOPD 0OLITIVOA ORIV FITD I3 XY
IX BOPLA 99D LW 72IMAY A3I3RA 1PIII AINIARY 19IYVIV 0°PRD3 LBOINX

«DOPOA 7IN2 AIINII NIKDAIT 1K C7IT13 0Y0DYD KYY ,NOUa

PUWI AYI*0a noond 8%%a30 8Y¥a2 IR 0°9OVD NITI0 YU DO0IA ONRIK
©3°0 pI3YY N2Ia e L (n1103Y) ‘n1*u:1n1p‘ a% oeprivo WIpdY 0Yo
MIK NIDT AKX INIIV NOTI 0OVDYDA HXT AXYD I3V JITh ~ N1193%0 Y@ Sope

N0

1122 112°0% NI3T? 00y 0?7100 NI NIIIPIT 173V 02IVPA
ROV 73303 0°I1IBAI B3IWDELA , ‘131 01973 BYD LANIA L,412-P1DY RIDII

«BBDVOA 713 WPA PY VINDDI 2NN 133D ONIYIDKIAT

«(n1v1wep) ‘arrarp’ s300 navvvp avk 11313 09>

358




nyapont 0YO*0

DIRNNINA DIDD LR
mbaxmn .2

D?77WOR DIMIYYY LA
oY1 aphnd myyn .9
nvvhs naapon  .a

26 ,21 ,19 ,18 ,15 ,14 ,6 ,1 nwbav  :'a nh o b2

(263-240 b>7mya 'a -1 'R b?hodI)




b?”21%3yn 1951hn

NYD2IR DRYIPA DYIRTYY DYLATIVD W DRy OYa

oY voPL DIVIYA BINTIX YINT N
nYRd Y n1Trshh orrondbny b v nhvniwra LA
A
q

YN9130 9phna hyqun
TPhna n1axInn hidrvn
Tphna MaYen Lh

N0 Phnh D*MYY DYoL BMTIP DYphn DIPo

vopLA R

RIP730 han 175an

N
NIUR-9pn - VOPLA 112N |
A

vOPLR NIRYAP TN T

NTIAYN-7007

TI0?-NINIAY hrHHS apo N
D721 §0RY 9pnh 1A LA
BNINYAY DY39030 TIAYY L)

mMToon

nwa 712y R
9PN UThn 11)297RA .3

mr»Mepn

RI9p?720 N1ana wIph nard LR
1¢) nYSRPYIOPY n1YvIwYp nrayd VIR DT |

n MT DOYD NY52IR bY aryad nivmawdpn L

360




29 BNIVIA3 ANEYI 1Y a3y
183 .7 % ‘917

116033Y% K ¥ ‘9i1vp

361




(n17193Y%) nrreavavpy (n1v1109p) aotnvp Y ovwan
8°%pPn3 03w B20PY NI3W0WA RINA = WPA 1M1

PYP23IKI DYVOYD NRIIP NP3 BIYRIVIA 02VITIVOA

A1c1% 0% TP wan nYvap owd an

1910 -13 nw1d nrRyd

lol“’lw D173 NIIAYA AVIDIINIKA VIOY WA

362




ry

PR 1 70 Provided by eRic

¢ pnn

ERIC

(n3373%) nYv03MIPY (R121IWp) 1vTAIp YU 002D

©°9P03 0NAT 0YIVPY h12°00 AIVA3 - WP N2

N*Y13IX2 DYVOPY NXYIP NAYI DIVXITIN DIVIIIVON

n91019°9% 1199171 XRID ndap pwd 1vaon

1919 «13 AavID

lolblfz 01%2 NYI3PN AVIOIAVIIRA DIVDY WA




