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TEXT COHERENCE AS AN "I'N-amn.'"pammgygni )

b 'S

Both theoretically and. pedagggically; the importance of g;!kal coherence

Introduction A T

-

|
i

'50233301

for the aucceaaful ccaprehenaion and production of text has been much dia—

cussed within the\reading and writing literature. 1If diacourae ds tc be -
~ - P 40 ’ -
effective, it must be org%nized_around a semantic’ 'core', topic, or thepe.

- - a .

. . ' 5’ LT - . . .
Theoretically, Halliday and Rasan (1980) have called coherence the enabking-

°

4

function since it allows one to,organize the meaninga being constructed. Beau-;
grande (1980) has propoaedﬁthat performance in text proceaaingldeuends on the

-
..

v . - . . _
extent of organization which the language user can impose on the .data being formu-
lated" during the, reading or writing act, Perhapa more nhan any other individ-. )

- L]
ual. van Dijk (1980) has demonattated the critical role which global coherence‘

serves in the generation of meaning. For van Dijk, global coherence is repre-

-

sented iIn a text*a macroatructure. that higher-level semantic frameuork ‘which .

o -

organizes the 'local'Amicroatructure"of the text. Finally, from a pedagogical -

o : K ~” .
pergpective, such instructional strategies as structured overviews, semantic

. mapping. and webbing techniques demonatrate the influence which the conatruct - A;
.- . . '
of global ~cohergnce haa had on the educational community. ":

A- fundamenfhl questish ariaesb houever, in regard to the very nature of
. global coherence itaelf' that bethg, !xactly an::Anakee a coherent text co-

herent? Or, operationally ‘stated, how qan the global coherence of a text be

identified? According tg van Dijk (1980). .the global coherence of any text

o o
< L
;: - tan- be objectively determined ‘through the application :;\Eour macro.operators 'A.- =
| . . -t i ‘
g . P?p’er preeented at the Thirty-fourth mml Convention. othhe Con%erence on College P

22 co-pou:ion and Communication; Detroit, March 1983.
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which'reduce.Lorganize;’an& summarize the local data df.the discourse. Stein -

— g
(1978), Kintsch (1977) a9d Rumelhart (1975) have proposed that the macro- v

structure of a narrative can be uscertained thrOu  the identification df ies ¥
v C i -

e key story . grammar el ments Tbey argue that all q{ories, if they are to ‘be

)

coherent. must contain theae key components.

Thc limitation of text analvtic techniques of these typea are their formalia-

tic. logical, and text-based natures. Cohs rence is perceived as an objective

'attribute of the discourae itaelf and is delineated through the use of text-

! -

based procedureg. Vioiated is the notion of text and its coherence as a trans-

. actional.process and ignored is the critical variable ‘in the ceﬂgreﬁendiﬂg act,
o - . . .

i.e. the reader. Coherence is not..this paper argues.'indigeuoua to the‘}ext
: . .. o - ’
itself. It is not a text‘bound attriﬁﬂte residing within the cbnfinea of the

Y
-discourse, but rathér an "in-head" phenomﬁqgu created through a transaction

between the reader and the cues signed by he writer through.the text.
$ ?
Given thid limitation of ourrent text-based techniques for analyzing co-

herence. there ia a need for a procedure uyich takes its cue from the reader.

Global cohetence and its attributes as defined by the reader constitutegs Eﬁe/'
; N : ¥

data to be presented within this study.

- - - . Data Collection and Analysis
' *

A two—atep, reader-based procedure uas used to id‘;!dfy coherent and in- .

coherent texts and to examine’their key internal.diffetencea.‘ Figu e 1 con~
v«\t:azl.x'us the directions.whicu;reEQera followed when analyzing the'text ; TExta

. uere'preduced_by‘thirteen studenta'enroiled'in a pniveraity basic skille

} ccmpdaitiou coutse. The @oat and leaatﬁcohe:ent te;ta uiie identified-froq

_ £ive majqr-writing taska whicu'the atudent; had eaperienced dur the course
of thefsemeater. TExts were tead and ranked in tetms oé‘their gleb coherencer
by:three readers. Readers were doctoral atudents and faculty nedbera in

i . . , . .

 English and Reading Education. . | .
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Texcs vary in the degree to which they cohere syound an l.m'pucxt'
or explicic central point or idea, L.e. in.their conceptual unitv.
Rexd the following set >f texts and rank order them from vme to
thirteen in terms of their global coherence, {.s. their general . .
‘or averall coherence. On the cofierence con:inuun. one should be ' ’
the moet cohersnt and thirteen :he least. o

jhr:n\). . . . i

. .
W, . L . ' {

llud :ho text :brough and then genarste o hrap to fo tence o *

susmavry vhich you feel captures the implicic or explictic central

point or idea the text intended to convay. : ‘," :
» ’ - N M

SPlrr.g B QM.E! . Y ‘ A

A} -

y i . :
'Kupin; the m—ry uluch you ‘geuonr.ed !or each fexc in mind, e,

te-read each daxt and: conplete the followidg dd.:cc:iont. L at

) b N

i, Using the ;un aarker, highlighc ¢hose pon:ono of tha uat

L ]
By

whtch wvere major and dtm; concributors to vour sSussary. -

Using the yellow marker, highlight :hou sortions of the text

which did no% contribute’ to vour summary bmuu

a)

5)

these pbrr.:lou vare erclmn: r.ot;ho‘:hmn ‘of the text:

seaning breaks down for you as ., reader, i.s. there. vare

-

gSaps requiring the making of mjop infersnces in order . -
to eacablish mesning and -ute\‘.ip cohsrence, or - - )

\('rl . ' ¢) neaning cumn be uubu-hod;'.‘ 1\\ ‘ - -
Vv, )

After ideucifying uch ot :heu porhnu. pl. tnuuu vour \,‘
reasons for ht i
st _tha end of each !.on. You may or -y ao: find portions
ot :he text vhich are incolarent wt:h your summsTry.

3. All portione of the text left uanmarked :hould bo neaningful and
relste directly or indinc:l.y to vour lmnrv. but_not be anfor
concribucore. .

Aweeder-baeed system for text analysis. '

' Figdre 1.

. - . . . .

After the gipbal coherence ranking was completed, an average rank across -
) . N . . B L] . R

reeders was génerat‘ed fo_r sach text. Based on tﬁese ‘means, the five most and

" the five ‘least.coherent texts were identified. At the ends of the cqncinutm.‘
the're was w'ide agreement among readers as to which texts were high and low in

'cohereng':e .

~ . . . .

r

- " The second step :I.n the analysis procedure involved :I.dent:l.fying those
| within-\l.ext: factors affecting a ‘reader's abilil:y to generate global cohetence

uhen process:lng text, uaing the f:l.ve high and five lou in coherence papers pre- -‘_F: o

- . . -

ERICE
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' viouelyf'id%ntif,ied. 'Each text was tead by three rende!;e nnd anelyzed in sev- -

eral v;eye . a

) Firet, reedere were ask? .to readtach text and to generate a three to
¢

2.
.
!

four eentence eunmary which captured the implicit or explicit central péint’ f ;';
. RN
: which they felt the author intend’ed to conve_y After generating their suma{i:'j,

\
'readers highlighted in blue marker those portione in each text whbch were major

and direct contributore to théir eumuries. /4n yellow marker, readers were

-

asked to highlight portions which were incoherent with their etmariee bec‘uee 3

‘they were 1) irrelevant to the thrust of the text, 2) required the mnking of

- ~

a mjor inference so that meaning and coherence could be maintained, or 3) were
found to be meaningleee. All eégmente not highlighted were neaningful and re- ’

lated. to the suumariee, but were not major contributora.

e

Following the generation of the summaries and the mrkings of the texte, all

S ,texte and sumaries were propoeitionalized using proceduree developed Turner
'.and Greene (1977)_. The propoeitions from 'dhe texts and summaries werw used.to
u generate hypothesee concerning four aspects of cgherence: 1) propositions cop--

. tributing to coherence, 2) propositions contributing tolincoherence, 3) the

-

kinde of proz oeitibns contributing to text incolference, and 4) the effect which'

colferent amd ‘incoherent texts had on the readera ability to generate shared

- .
v
©

neaninge in their eunlhries. ‘ ° B

@ulte. Within-text Factors Affecti_ng Coherence ]

. PEoEsitione ContributinLto Coherence ' . .
In- order to ‘measure the propositions contt"butiug to text}Zoherence in ¢

-the two text types, the nunber of propositions underlying portions uQrked in
blue were identified for each text. 'l‘he mean nunber of propos&np high-
lighted by the three readers ?or all texts both high and low in coherence m

then deteﬁned, a percentnge generated, and the variance in nean percentdges

- . . ——t-;

Y between the two groups culcu].ated. T _ o TR
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" Figure 2. Sumary of. the factors ooqtribucing to coherent and ' -

incoherent texts. .
MR

N\

Figure 2 represents the results of this meeeuremenc, as well as ochere wir.h-

. .

"As, indicated in the first rov,f"}han Percentage of c::nt:tibuting
. ——

in this study.
ificant difference, as’ mséed by a pooled N

Ptoposititms", l:here was 1o s

.

test at. the g( .01 level, 4f the ovetall percentage of propositione which reeders

had 1dent1fied as Eonttibuting to their sumeries. 'rexts h:l.gh in coherence c@-

an i.eolated factot, percentage of contri.buting ptopoeiciens vas ‘not a dis-

‘.
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types of texts appesr to contain salient propoﬂ,tions upon which readers are -
* . . ‘-.' . . )

\% ahle to Suild macro&\ructurea.
. ¢
\Ek . Also identified were those particular propos tions uhich"ere highlighted
. : t
as contributing to thefy sumaries by.all three eaderg, This was znalyzed in‘ '
1 : . oo

=3 . ‘.
order to ascertain whaether or not coherent-taxts résult in a convergence among

readers. as to which meanings are the most important. to the overall thmst‘of the )
discourse. The analysis found, as indicsr-.ed in row two of Figufe 2, that“the

percentage of shared propogitions did vary significantly between thoge two text
. types (t=3.70, p €.01). From the total of 315 propofsitions found in the five '
¢ -»
highly coherent texts, 7% were identified by all three’ readers as contribnf?ing

-

to their sumnaries.' For texts low in coherence, the matgh among propositions
~ was 3%, based on a combined'total of .301 propogsitions. Texts high in coherence,

there.fore; resulted in readers more -often agreeing on uhich propositions were
\ . .

-

the most salient in terms of contributing to their macrostructures. \

.
PO

As interesting as the fact is t‘bat “coherent texts allowed for more agree-
A4

ment among readers as to which segments of text"%{e of prime, importance, is
) he fact’ that so little agrement actually existed among either text type. For
’ the most part, readers took radicslly different perspectives toward any given v

text, demonstrating e transactionaf‘fnature of the reading process.” : ' ST

o

Propositions Contributin' | to

L
. Vg - B\ 4 e w

The second aspect of cohehnce .for which &o theses were geq'e ted con~ (, '
e.

© S "

cerned t;hose propositions which readers saw as contributing to t:qxt incoherenc
\
'me percentage of local propositions highlighted in yeuov by the readers be- e

. cavse they wvere. found tq be incoherent was calculated and neasured in the same

1

nanner as' was the percentage for propositions found to be contributors to -
< < -

reader nacrostrucrures. As row thr in Figure 2 illustrates, there vas a .
I

'significant difference in ‘the wean. percentage of propos tions fodhd to be in— -
‘E/oherent in high coherence tms and those texts low in coherence (t-lo 02,

- '\g Voo
G V . o e \
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p_('Ol) On the average. only 42 of the local propositions in. highly‘;o-
N
herent texts were {ncoherent with the mscrostructnres generated by the xeaders.
" ]
In rontrast, 17% of all loéal propositiona in texts low in coherence were found

to be incoherent with the mecropropositions of the readers. ) .

Therefore. one within-text £actor contributing to global coherence is a
N »

s

higher ogcurrence-ofaiocal propositions vhich readers find incoherent withr(.

their mscropropositiOns. This incoherence would indicate that these 1oca1

o \ c

a

propositions could not be as easily utilized during text processing and macro-

~

structure generating.. It also means that there erists 2 smaller propprtion of

propositions in these texts which support the building of macrostrnctures.

While the mean numbey.of prop'litions contributing to the macrostructures re-
mained constant across text tvpes. there appears to be nuch less data in ;he

incoherent texts offering coqceptual support to these propositions and their

resulting macrostructures. ' . | 'i‘ N

. Though there existed ‘a higher percentage of propositions fOund to be in- ;
y, . . . ’

coherent in texts- low in global coherence. which propositions vere ﬁigh-
lighted as such varied across readers. As indicated in rcw fouerf Figure 2,

! : . (.
.- there was virtually no agreement on which propositions were inpoherent: In

their macrostrnctures than they can on: those which they find f?%a,incoherent. ,
At this point in the aualysis. several hypotheses can be made'ooncerningl
| those ﬁithin-tq;t factors affecting text cohqrence. First, ‘all texts. Hhetbeé

.higﬁ or low in coherence, cdgtained equsl proportions of - propositibns which
| readers csn ;tilize as -sensntic cues for constr.ucting mcrostructures. _,_.Writera s

were either abie to snpply readers with signs. as expressed in propositions._

4

-

LR Y ‘ .
»\\ contributing to the generation of mscrostructures, or reeders uete able to im- _

;

»pose such sigﬂs on the text. Hhst does appesr to distingnish coherent texts

‘ from those uhich readers find to be incoherent is the 1ack of conceptual t"

- K - . R ’..' : . S
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auppbrt for main and- direct contributing p;opoaifions witbin.incohetent textar
", L] \‘ . pl x-
Hore coherent texcs offer a greater variety and Belection of propositions o .

from which readera ¢an construct a coherent uhole.

¥ y
Secondly. the high degree of incoherent propositions found within less &

coherent texts may require a higher degree of reader inferencing during disoourse
I -

processing than €§E1d be necessary in more coherent: texts.- This inferencing
Y -

.uould demand a higher degree gf resouvces from ‘the system and focus t?e reader's

attention on extensive cognitive seafches fnr the location and retrieval - oﬁ

>

data upon which such ifrferences could be made. In'a sense, . theae heavy in- ;

: -
— < e

ferencing" demtmds begin to turn the reader into the Writer of the text. Hhile

there is probably a delicate and fine bslance between thoae cognitive 5§htri-

.

butions made by readera and those made by writers. incoherent texts appeargtov : =::

violate this balance.- In texts of thia type. readers may be: required to gen~
s )
eraze more meanings lacking textual support than they feel comfortable doing. -
‘Thirdlv.-this high degree of inferencing.necesaary in incoherent;texts/

might also result in\more/czntative text worlds. Sincéﬂthe writers of inco-- =t{ .

e

¢ .
herent texts-had supplied the readers with fewer. text cues for building these .

r:

. worlda, readérs’ must supply more of this information from their backgrounds.

Gi%en this heavy reliance on prior knowledge which processing thase texts

entails. the lack of propositional support for the cqmstruction of macrOpropo-

v .

“ gitd ns. and the skeletal nature of the macrostructures uhich result. readers

Ev s

may fess sure of their text worlds.‘ Therefore,-tentativenesa and procesa-

ing deuands, rather than inability to gain meaning and generate macrostructurea.j';

: may.be the determining factors as to uhether readers perceive a text as co-. .

‘ uhich meanings are the moat important and salient to the ovarall structure of

. - .
L9

r

'hErent or mot. * . ,‘ c .

Finally, texts: high in coherence allow readers to more often agree on

thevte;t. Theae texta-appear to: aupply readera with multiple cuea allowing for
o LTI S ) : o



. ’_.(. A . r . ?..
" this mucualfasreement. ﬁgreemenc was not found, however, on'which propo- A

Y 4 . . . - "."-' .
sitions readers perceived to be incoherent. It-appeats'that incoherent propo-

Z e . hetl
. .

sitiona arenot . classified as’ such based splely on attributes within the texc,
but alqp on :he knouledge which the readet brings ro ‘the page ‘In any pat- .

'cicular text. different readers perceived different pdttions as being incoherent

in constructing their global configurationa of meaning a8 they drqceesed te}t.
~ ,,i,-

- : e

,Kinds oi Ptoggeitions Contx/%utinggto Incoﬁetence AP

N ’

o ,Theccﬁird;gapect of‘tehg:egge vhich was examined in the stidy addresaed4it-
.- i i B R )
- gelf to the exact .pature' of pr ositions which were-found by readers to be ~:

=8y

incoherent in the two text tyg\:. Hhen teadets highlighted in vellow those por-‘

s

tions of text wéich were incohetent Qith their macrostructutes, chey indicated

\bne of three‘?E!bons for each® marking. The reaeone for the netkinga were

tabulated. means generated across the thrée readets fot each set of five texts, '
and pooled t\tests calculated. Figure 5lcontaine the reaults of theeg enalyses.
As indicated in the figure‘ there wag no significant difference betwcen the mean
percentage of propoaitione found to be itrelevant ‘in either of the-twc text types.

Each type contained almost the exact same percentage of irrelevant ptopositione.
1 ‘ _ :

L3

- . a aren f kW k- i
\g\\\;\\ ‘ counence |:conmummce |Stsnificenc
.. - . L ; ” ¥l ',“ : T ' '

. \ | ) ) ) B ’ . ,,‘.A o C /v___,,‘ : o ) . Q‘
(rrelevant to the Thrust.of:the Text _‘ ] s .02 L R g
':ﬁln a Major Inference . N Y .. 07 v pC 01

. . . e . - —

Mesnlag csnnot be Established . 003 | .06 ‘2%01': 1
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ﬁ'sigﬁificant difﬁetence was found, howevet, in the percentage of propo~-

sitions tequir‘:ing major inferences (t=3.9G, p{.01). Texts low in coherence

contained more than three times (7X vs. 2Z) as many propositions requiring such

inferencing in order that meanings ceuld be mainteined than did texts high in ..

coherence.

.

Finally, texts low in coherence contained a 'significantly larger percentsge'

« [}

of ptopoeiclbns for which readers could generate no meaning whatsoever (t=3.8,

.

2(.01) On the average, 6% of all propositions vithin texts low in coherence
~
Here found to be meaningless by teaders as compared with only .003 in highly

coherent texts. 7' ]
' | The high degree of non-meaning beating ptopositions in low cohetent tex;s.
combined with ‘'the larger number of propositions requiring the making of major
inferences, adds futther_suppo:t to the hypothesis that macrostruct;;e ten-
tativeness is a major characteristic of incoﬁetent texts. On an average, 1;z
of all propositions EOuag within these texts did not affé‘s;:::ii::,gisgiz\::fs, }'ﬂ
for the construction of meaning. Readers were either tequiree to add subst Fial ‘
amounts of Iinformation from their backgrounds to these ptoﬁbafhisss or simply
had to 923§§n.cﬁemselveg,to the fact that no meaning could be conscfﬁcteg. Though
'ereadets are still caeable of generating macrostsuctutes ifom theaa texts. they.
may feel less comfottable with them, realizing the high percentage of propo-
sitions in the text not supporting their summaries. . ,

-

Once ggotms however. 1t should be noted that there was almoa: no reader con=-
>

sensus as to exactly uhtch proposieions were irrelevant, which requited the
making of major infetences. or uhich were nean;ngless. Diffstent readers Eefned
diffetent :tansactions with diffetent texts and the meaningfulnes of" any in&i-
vidual ptopositiéns becaue dependant on the meaning phich the reader could gen- ‘
“erate from the supparting text and-his or her bsckground knowledge. |

Even more incereetxng ware those propoeitions whieh uere dtsputed anong




110 ) / \
0

o

readets. Disputei proposgrions dfe those unifs of .meaning "which one reader had

highlighted as being major and direct comtributors to hie’ 8¢ her macrostructure

-

LS

_ and another had marked Qf 1ncoheren 4 Hhen analysis of the- texts uas:fitac

1nitiated, the researcher had no nacxgjpated the occurrence of audh conflicts..

-

‘However, as analysig of the data proceeded, auch conflicts became res ly

-

-apparent and vere aubaequencly included in the evaluacion ‘'of the texts. *

- »

As indicated in the last row of Figure 2, the’mean percentqge.of Uisputed

propositions was aignificantly greater for texts lcw in coherence at the 2‘<: 01

-level (¢=3.70). On an average, 7% of all propcgirions within tow cohereuce,

. h} -
texts were digputed by readers. This is in contri : o a mean of 1Z for high -

.

coharence céxts.

. e

. ) e
Given the greater occurrence of disputes within {ncoherent texts, it may be

the case that for these texts, reader abi lity and/or willi‘.ngn’ehs to make major -
. inferences plays a role of grea:ér iz;.:rtance than it does for more coherent
texts. Particular readprs may_ lack the background necébsary to create meaning

for cgrtain porcions of text and the writer may not dupply enough texcual cues

. .- -~

to support such 3eneration ol meaniug. Other readers may have the required

background, but not feel comfor;ahle using :he 1nferred 1nformation to support

-

their macrostructures. Fiually, there may exist readers who have both che back—

ground upcn which the inferences can be baseq end who alqo feel comfortable ysing

these meauings upon qhich to generate their macrostructures.

.
It .
i . . S . . [}

Regultsa: Coheregce;-anrostruccures, and Shared Hecnggg'

The rinal aspect of cohereuce analyzed wvithin thfs atudy concerned th:

\
relacionahtp~batueen oexc coharance and its influence on the conatrvcéion of

. _ R
.aharad maaninga among re74cra. : = . \ . :~%£§?;

-  The degree to which ;padcra sha:ed meanings in their-macro;ttuccutes re-
. Ay K
quired a nulti-step procudﬁi J)Pirec, ptopositions con:atning the eaae or

'
. similar neaninga vere ldentified acrons the chrae sumuarios for each of :he tcn




’ ‘ : v '\ . . L e
. N \
texts. Because the rumber of proposx:iphs varied across summnries, a simple
s
percentagé of ‘ared proposicious could not then be, calculaced Ins:ead, a

percencage “as generaced for pach of the three gummariea per :ext. The gpar-
centage was based om the number of propositions uithin a summary‘whirh wera

seman:icélly gimilar with prepositions foumd uithin the other tvo summa:ius.

-

The percentages of all three texts werg then combined and 3 mean percentage
)] . -

{ ‘ : e
generated. . ' . -

Finally. the five mean percentagés across each set.of text types, coherent
and incoherent were averageéd into a grand mean. The two grand means were -used

for calculating the differences in ‘shared meanings between texts high and low in

N ’
cokerence, using a pooled t tesf. As Figure 4 {llustrates, theve was not a sig-

" nificant difference ia shared mpanings between texts high and'lou in coherence °
A /

3‘(2‘:e01 (t=1. 68) Thit:y-se»an percen: of all maﬁxopropcsicions genera:ed from'/

cohetenc texts were shared among readers and 26% of all propositions genetated

from 1ncokeren: :cx:s. in fact. for’ qo text, coheren: or 1ncobe:en:. did

. ~

. readers agree'on

:1&9. Readurs uere 8§

rd
j-any teat were ro nny great extent, each reader underatanding the' text differently

e global meanings any more than rif:y-one per;ent of the

ply ncc able to agree upon. wbat the global meanings of

'?.Therefore, a: ‘the macro level. coherent texts did pot allow readers co convetge'
" in :hetr shared undetstandings of text, hased on a statis:ical analysis. any

- more than did textswaich were less coherent._

T o : 1 ouien .| . Low
' . m CONERENCE
- (" 9
A
¢ lhn Parcentage ¢ f mrod Macropropositions Ly .26 e
~ Across Rssders and Svamct'ies -t -
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SN R € - o ek 1.48
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This findin’g aas not a predictea ‘onie, given t'h'é\f{ct that readers were ~

0
»

.. more likely to utilize the same propositions for the co uction of macro-

structures on cocherent texts (72) than on incoherent texts (3%). - While this

difference vas statiatically significant, it appears not to oe semanticallyv‘

siéuificant in térms of allosing readers to generate mote'semanticaliy sisilar .
macrostructures for coherent texts. Simply‘ssing the same‘propositions for' .
the building of macroproposi;ions does not guarantee that their, synthesis )
will result in similar meanings. Other propositions exist in the text which in-

directly support the evolving microstructure. Giver the existence of these
N . . . rd - . - .

propositions, as well as variation in reader background, shared meaunings only

exist to a limited extent, regaroless of "the coherencelof the text.

o e o . _ ' )
v , . ’ Summary and Qonclusions 3 \\\ . ‘

-In summary, whar makes a texé:coherent'is probabiv based ‘on an optimal _:
ra;to between those cucs supplied by the writer an&’Eho§2*§EEEIBEEd“by“fhe~— —
resder when processing the text. As reader backgrouud Varins. 80 tao will the
degree tﬂ'which the reaoer finds particular portions of a text coherent._'As

tbe cues laid out in the' text by the writer vsry, so tqo will coherence of
- *

the text for the reader. The data in this study*suggests that coherent texts .
supply resders with multiple cues for the building of macrostructures and
result in configurations of meaning whic.h are less tentative, tbus requ:tring

fever proéessing resourcés on the’ part of the reader. The existence of these
1

multiple signs in coherent texts, however, do not result dn a shared under-

,staﬂding of text. Reading, by its.very nature, is a transactive process in

Hhich meanings are geherated as well as maintained and writers cannot meces- :

.
sarily assume tiat their readers will understand their ‘texts as intended jugt

- . ] . . .
becauge they are coherent. . v ; ,

S
-
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