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Abstract
This study examined the establishment of coherence relations
by Persian EFL learners in ther reading of stories. 201
undergraduate EFL learners read narrative passages and
selected appropriate coherence elements of different types
necessary for the proper construction of meaning. The results
demonstrated a consistent pattern of a text-specific hierarchy
for the comprehension of conjunctive relations across learners
with  different proficiency levels. More specifically,
adversatives were found to be the easiest connectors by all the
three groups followed by causals as the second easiest, then
sequentials asthe third and mor e difficult, and additives as the
most difficult markers. The results have both theoretical and
SIDRAFDO] DSSODAWRQV] DG P STFDWRQV] | RO WH 1P RGHDI
EXIGQIT K\ SRMBAVT RO WHI RQHD KDQGID DQE UHbAQIO
compr ehension and instruction on the other.
Keywords. inference, meaning construction, connectives, reading

comprehension, stories

1. Introduction
Reading comprehension studies have been mainly dealing with variables
such as ability, age, prior knowledge, motivation, purpose, as well as text

variables such as voice, ambiguity, word length or frequency
. e e e e s
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(Brantmeler, 2005; Zinar, 1990). However, few studies have examined
KRZ D HUHDGHRIM FRPSUK EFVRQID DN HAMGZ K KDWY HVDOHH RICD]
SDADJHMYARKR \M HIMP DRERDMGH IQWK DQGAIDROIMIID (MUK GO
that when logical links between and among propositions could not be
found, the reader must make an inference. Coherence elements are
believed to help the reader identify and link proposition sets. Through
them, the reader will be able to organize information stored in the long-
\MP [P H° RUMDQGKIAHITHHWK P (HDMOMH6S\UGINMIT - [ 1QWK O
DRADOMMT B URWWHIRDDIO EQDIT  OQOVP MUY HQO
6S\ UGINMIM SO0 OWRNMGOKMARK HHHIHBP HQWI[© LNH]
transitions, interrelate superordinate and subordinate content by adding in
Z RGVDRGEK DA DNHP SK D HIK HUHDNRQK SV 6LIQM K RE5[]
help the reader form a hierarchical framework in memory that will
facilitate the placement of the incoming information™.

Narratives construct a pattern of events with a problematic and/or
unexpected outcome that entertains or instructs the reader or listener.
7 KMOMIGIRIGRH LY MR @ DARQIIQNK HUHGHI D SDMRINKWH UG
SRAWTT HMIO (07 KHP RWHRPP RQHEBP HQWI RRGIQIQDUDAY HI
texts are characters with goals and motives, event sequences, morals and
\WHP B/ DHAHID* RORIIOO RQUOO [ DUDAY WM W IR [RQJ
SHYRQVRENPN DQGIHDARQMOQMP HILTHIP HQDDSRIHMRICSHA-S\IRQ]
LQAP HRPARRNY £ DUHOO HAOFKKONK RIEDT — WIHGW
discover how native and non-native readers of Japanese process text and
represent its meaning in memory when they have differing goals
(narrative vs. expository). He argued that narratives have a more
predictable organization with global causal structures which appear to
JX GHI RR) JIDQEIGRWHIG RATFR P SUHKHNR QDG SIRFHMQI R RGPDY]
DRGIDOWIHM O WEDANRARMDD O [ HIHIDRGO LAMTH [
found that comprehension differences between procedural and other text
WSH/TN HRUDAY NMDUHP DQUGHRG L HHQFVIQERAOFARK HHFH L Q)
the same vein, Abdollahzadeh (2006) found that when low-level learners
perform on narrtive texts in which textual signals are not included, they
may find the narratives as difficult as the expository texts.
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Prior research on connectives and narrative comprehension suggest a
limited picture of the relationship between text signals and
comprehension. They essentially focus on the role of causal relations as
R TH OHBP HQWLQTDUDAY HIFRPSUK EFDVRQID \ HYJHMDD! O O
7UEDARBADDIO (7 WEDARDIGBSHWN [T1 7 KNIWJIM (K DWHEHY]
MGHIFDY DDJUHDWRQVD/IP RBILP SRR DK HILQWSUARNRQ(RIC
QUDAYH K DQ TRWHINM \B OHPP HOWIT7 WEDARMI BSHWN OO [0
However, readers do not unfold narratives by means of causal relations
per se, but may aso resort to other connectives like additives and
DGY HDLY HP DINKYTYHE QKT 007 KRVHUAHIUAK RMATT R OWK k)]
runs the risk of limiting their findings since such a restricted focus
excludes other types of relations (i.e. concessive, additive, and sequential
relations) that readers seek to comprehend while reading stories. Further,
amost all these studies have used sentence pairs rather than extended
SDADJHVIQM HENJIQRIOK HIIOWR  HOWS VO XD M [FMRQBO
such pairs may present relations that are inherently easy to integrate and
comprehend. Sentence pairs may not accurately reflect the effect of
connectives as the global macro-level context provided in an extended
passage is not taken into account in such designs.

1.1 Significance of the study and resear ch questions

Examining the effects of connecting devices such as logical connectives
can help us identify how these devices function in the text and how they
contribute to a better understanding of the narrative information. A
systematic investigation of different kinds of signals can help us discover
whether some are more important for comprehension than others.
Accordingly, better models of the cognitive effects of signals could be
SR DM WK DVFDQ K YHUHBYDQFH R DG QI IOXIK \WWRQ RBKID (M
Previous research has been mainly concerned with the relationship of
these signals with the amount recalled or questions correctly answered.
Further, amost all these studies, using sentence pairs rather than
extended passages in the design of their instruments, have faled to
reflect the effect of connectives at the globa macro-level. The
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assumption in this research is that an inability to connect ideas in the text
in an appropriate fashion would impact comprehension of the text as a
ZKRAF RGPROQGU XN WD M MY K HIQWIHAK RH IM HAMHQWD [1Q) ]
how readers understand the functions of logical connectors of different
kinds and the meaning relationships implied by them.

To shed light on these issues, this research attempted to delve into
\WHZ D [J O UGG DAMGU HHWDQIR JH SURIEAHQRF CBYHY FOQIOHT]
logical relations denoted by connectives while reading extended stories.
To this end, the following research question was investigated in this
8 \ [T+ RZOGRADODY O UWHREHYZ W [GL HHWBY I RICDQIXQIH]
proficiency infer connectives while reading extended narratives?

1.2 Background

Coherence elements or connectives are used "to characterize words or
morphemes whose function is primarily to link linguistic units at any
(CHEOIIEAVAYY OTE S 07 KNHFR@HRWFEQUH HIVR M UWHK NAARIC
relationships such as causal, adversative, additive, sequential as well as
SUJP D IHDARQMD DR MO 07 KMIDWHI WK QAT FDWMI LHG
FRIGQIRW HAUWMID SURSRMGE\ [+ DAGDHMYGEDARIN [P RGEYI
This model is a broadly used model in different discourse-functional
approaches in linguistics. That iswhy we, given our purposes, chose this
model for identifying the connectors in the texts. They present four
classes of connectives: (a) additives, which present new information; (b)
adversatives, which present relations contrary to our expectations; (c)
causals which present true causes and logical inferences, and (d)
sequentials  (temporals) which present rea-time or sequentia
relationships.

There have been a number of studies investigating the role of
connectives in text processing in different narrative and expository text
types. Some researchers clam that coherence relations are merely
analytic tools which are useful to describe text structure but they should
QRVEHIILY KIS FK RRIFDDIQWSHBARQIE WRYMRGBIGQHIO O
Others hypothesize that coherence relations should be considered as
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FRIQMY HHQWIAVT+ REEM] [0 DRQQORGTKRAS\RQM  [BOQGHHM
al., 1993). According to the cognitive representation of coherence,
constructing a coherent representation of a text requires that coherence
relations be established between text segments or rather between the
cognitive representations that readers have of text segments. For instance,
Sanders and Noordman (2000) focused on the cognitive status of these
relations. They found that explicit marking of the relations resulted in

| DAMISRAAMQJI B GIGIQRWM | HRMHDMI$ RO HIDQGORGEDRGH/]
(2002) investigated the effect of causa connectivesand signaling phrases
in expository texts that were manipulated with respect to the presence or
absence of linguistic markers. Their results showed that comprehension
in the implicit condition was significantly lower than in the explicit
condition while the explicit versions did not significantly differ from
each other.

Other studies examined the effect of explicitly versus implicitly
BMG FRQQRRY WIQM HFRPSUHK FOVRORINM W HY DDQGR BRI [
examined fifth and seventh grade children who read expository texts
R GHI RMOFRQGHNRQVT, P SCRAWWZ MWRW HRQGQALY NI H SCHWIZ W [
FRQQALY NTTK UK QKW5[Z LW FRQRF \NRQMRGH.MOKE DQGHISMUT H5 [
DRGGHSIW HIHIGHIK B MRNHPRAFRQRF WROQWK BX K DFR]HWXNMLT K H]
analysis indicated that all groups benefited from the highlighted and
H SCAVFRQRF \NRQF$ Y HRJHDRGEHRZ DY MDJHUHGRINK RAHG[BW ]
knowledge of these important cohesive indicators than above average
VDGR HDDRGE\DRO SO [ KMFRQESH K DWR K TG
\K RZBREDP [ Z MWK [ERWN QRIBGHRITARQRF WROQMIQGHRQUNCRY H
their use in comprehending expository text. Nonetheless, these readers
benefited from the highlighted condition in accessing and answering both
GhUODRGMAR \W HTTM WNRQM6LP LW 1* RAMITIT [H OP LQKENK H]
HIHAMRITH STAWILP STHWDBRGKIIK QK Y5 BRQQARMRQU6 7 (WHIGHYAT
comprehension. He found significant differences between the
performances on the explicit and highlighted versions on the one hand,
and the implicit versions on the other hand. However, no significant
differences between the explicit and highlighted versions were found.
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*RGVIWID  [IQYMMDMMHIRER MGY DL HIRQGIARY NWIQM
helping good and poor readers to integrate information in texts.
$ GY DL HFRQQRLY N 1Z HH I RRGDRMG [SRRUHDGHIM ICEIDNM MR
H F&H IUHBY @AQ REB DARQOIDGIE SURY BIRRGHIGHUATSHIRE DR
\RIRBIRRGIDRE DARQR2 QDP RBLIHMIDDRW RGP LW [EHIHY N
that connectives help readers activate the schema related to the topic
under discussion or to its structure. They aso help, through their
redundancy, alert the reader to the organizationa structure of the texts,
thus helping the reader to process the information on a deeper level.

OHHIM  ORYGOHKENIBGUHGRISRYAMIDGH R W MY
organizational skillsto generate most of the implicit logical relationships
in atext through their structure strategy to read difficult texts even in the
CEHRHIRICOFRQRF WY N 7 K MW NN 1Z DUIOWUITT M MMRQB [\ CRW/H]
URHIUK ) ROIQWDRHI6S\UGDIMTIL  [DJM GIKDME RBOK
likely if a comprehender is faced with a sufficiently difficult text; he/she
Z LAOIRQF \NRQMN H' SRRIFRPSWK KDGHI, | W MM VRO D UI QI FRRG(]
aid good comprehenders, who have become poor comprehenders due to
textua difficulty” (p. 231). She found that logical connectives appeared
to contribute to ‘both superordinate and subordinate level of
comprehension.

Robertson (1968) also investigated fourth, fifth, and sixth grade
WDGIQID FRPSWKHMVRQIRID FRQERYY MO + HJ FIKRMI O 0 LQGY. GRQ!
connectives and examined the sentence structures in which they appeared
LQW HXEH QW EDLOIHIGRIW W7 K DIK HFRQWR WGDI P RWSGL
choice test in which each connective had to be selected for the slot from
\WHRSIRQW7 K HIRR WK RZHG M DVE DHG RQIUDGHMEMHAN GHY KR SHE
DRUQRHDMQIMIRG HIWNG QI R THIKCRIDW HT OVHPRMS FRQERLY NI
6\BHQURPSWK KDVRQRIMWWP VIMAN T FRQQRRY MR K DV K Z HY K[
PN DOKREKO DRG]\ HANIIP RWW [ DG HIDAY N1 Z HHOBEHRZO\WH]
comprehension level of the total student groups on all test items.
Significant correlations were also found between understanding of
FRQQALY NG HNEMHARYH (D HISOHFHRIMTA GHYHDRGIEIMNWIQ]
listening, reading, and written language. Female readers gained higher
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marks than male readers on the connective test and children in urban
areas scored higher than those in small towns, who in turn did better than
\WRWIQUK DODUHD 5 REMRRQY R \ [IM IQWHXMD JTQNK FNHWA W DAY
refers to the developmental nature of the learning of connectives by
children. This view is an ontogenetic perspective which indicates that
producing texts in writing is not a skill acquired all a once
homogeneously, but it follows different paths depending on the
requirements, and depending on the text type concerned at different ages
BAKQE OO O

6HIDDT XU BRI  [(DMIQHGID P RBTAHWOUREWR]
connectives. They found out that they not only signaled the structural
relations between elements in simple narratives, they were crucial as
well in building a coherent mental model for interpreting happenings in
the story world without which the reader would not be able to build the
LQMIGBIP RGHY 7 KXW M CISUH HIMR DY H MW HMLP [P RGEBEX GRJC
connectives, for inter-clausal connectives.

7KHNH OP IO DK GYRODQDMIDA MTDVAARIMT MRUAIRY HD ]
year, a story written for children by an adult, an adult narrative written
for an unknown-adult audience. They examined the first 10 occurrences
RIGEMIQW HIERY HP HQWRQB GL HHWEMRX\HFRQMAIR(GMRY H
what the producers of discourse were attempting to convey in the
SDADIHAK DVFRQRAQKE WK HIWMIP CEMI] DRGKRZOEMIIR RMRQBNR]
CRK BY HIKH UL RDT7 K M (FRQBSH (K DY EXT FHDM D GRAIQ T RUKH]
interpreter and that the interpreter needs to determine what the domain is,
Z KOMH SHABNRQY DUHDARHEDMS Z W WWH GRADQMGKIRZ W M [DUH ]
being violated. By this, they meant that interpreting relations denoted by
FEYTUHT X UWVIRIQJIEN RQGRIHN \WRRGHAN GMDQGE SUMQJID D]
6HIDOHADDIM B [DJIXHSE HYHQILYHY HHURGWAHP DIRK DYH ]
GDOKSDNVVIQLAIAH 00 RURY HIRGHANRGRIFRQERN MY HEI) ]
texts requires consideration of information presented much earlier than
\WHFDY HBWH-GQIWY:  HFDQDW X OLQHIW MVAR QALY N FIQEUHDM
different interpretive relations of continuity (as through additives),
discontinuity, causality, and adversity.
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All in al, these studies highlight the significance of textual markers
of different types and how they may facilitate or constrain the various
interpretations that readers might make while reading or producing
stories. They further show that the communicative purpose affects the
construction of an efficient configuration of textual organizers, and the
mastery of narrative comprehension or production implies a restructuring
of the configuration of textual organizersin atext.

2. Method
2.1 Participants
254 mae and female students took part in this research. They were
\HPRMSMURPIRGHJIWGRW{ ) / DXE HOWRICE AHQFH DRGIHK QR [
from three state universities in Tehran. To determine the language
SRIHHK [®Y KORIDK HEDWASERWID 1 HORQWMMY HYRQO [(Z DJ]
DGPLOMMIHGE LY HWK HICRAK DK HBDWWASCOW P DRI D/QRYWQIDK [
MZ D/DAR HGMK DT 2 () / DG/ 76[P UKEHDY K [GL LE\NMATR ]
thee learners. Therefore, it was decided that this test may be a better
candidate for the purposes of the current study.
These participants were divided into three groups of weak, intermediate,
and advanced language proficiency levels based on their mean
SHIRB DFH DQGMERGEE[GH DARQNMARBIRQM M WMMO HXQ O O
6' O [5VIRPHSDMWASEVIDGGMR MENHE RWARMNMERINK X \ [T H]
final sample was reduced to 201 participants (see Table 1).

Tablel. The distribution of the participants
* XD / DQIXQJHGYHD] 10

1 . HINID 0
2 QMPHADMI 11D
3 e 3oz 2 calliiinnn
Totd 201

2.2 Instrumentation and procedure
7KHP DQIDWR  HOWRINWK M WS \ [Z DD FRQERF WRQERPSWKHVRQM
M7 K HEXLBRWATR DK MIWMAZ. DV IR BKHAN WK FHIRUH.I Q Q) XD HBHDGEHIAT
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NQRZGGIHRIERI FDOFRQQRARVRIMGAA HI$ ' ' [TDGY DAY HI$ ' 9 [T
causal (CAUS), and sequential (SEQ) types in different text types
WURX K DUDARQDFER]HSURAHGXH 17 K HEMHANZ HIHTHT X UHG MR NHBRW
\WH FRUHRAN FRQRI RARQIIURP W HI P 0 WSGIFK REH I WP VTRQIW RM
connector types. Understanding of five additives (i.e. in addition, for
example, for instance, moreover, furthermore), three adversatives (but,
however, nevertheless), five causals (consequently, as a result, so,
therefore, thus), and six sequentias (first, then, second, third, finaly, in
short, briefly) was examined. Three representative texts for each text type
were selected and the following procedures were observed in them: (a)
there were eight cloze slots in each passage, each slot at the beginning of
a sentence requiring a different connector type as the correct answer; (b)
a minimum of one sentence separated two successive dots; (c) the
sequence of correct choices and distracters was different in each passage
and across passages.

, QMDD OVAYH DO UDAYHSDAMIHVK DWHHP HGMR BHR [FRPSOUCE®]
similar features were selected. Then, five passages out of this pool of
passages were selected as appropriate ones with comparable features in
terms of length (one-page long passages), number of words (Average
ZRGOWTMQ@A O 0IQO 00 0O 0O@ EHRICSDIIUSK ]
paragraphs each), and text type (narrative). These passages were shown
to three experienced instructors involved in teaching English reading
courses, and were deemed appropriate for our intended participants in
terms of difficulty level. Their consent as to the readability of the texts
was important as the current readability formulas were not suitable for
our intended purpose. Readability formulas provide a quick and easy
way of estimating the difficulty of atext focusing on word difficulty and
sentence length. Notwithstanding, the point is that connectives make
sentences longer and readability scores soar, while they ease the
GL IEWRIDKHW W ROUHGHY19/HDXIUDQGHQG URAGUIID [0 CWWRM ]
that readability formulas ignore the degree of vividness, concreteness,
exposition, organization, and content of the texts. Therefore, these
IRERDIDFRGRQIORO HHIMD — OGHHGMRERQMWGHIWHDEHTY DICEEV ]
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(verbal ability, age, education, styles, etc.), text variables (such as textual
signaling which was examined here), and task variables (mode of
presentation, task type, etc.). Unless readability formulas take these
points into account, they would not be redly reliable. That is why we
SHHIHGWHSI P HQVRI UHDGQILQWR \RMARWM NH R R DU

Ater the trial administration, the researchers decided to include
three passages for the final administration. The developed instrument
ONHHWHS SSHOGLTZ DUBIGRWEA W DIWRRCRIM () / [GDOQIVUP LA
to the target population. Participants took the test in one hour. Pilot
DGPLQWDARQDRGGMY MRQUZ W W RIRIOK HUAHIUK IV FRGDINM \[J
resulted in some modifications of items as to appropriacy, intelligibility,
workability, and item classification. Accordingly, the number of the
passages was reduced to three passages, and the administration time to 50
minutes.

7 K HBDWA SO VAR RN MH WA IQ M RVAMRQM, QK HILARAMRQO
they were assigned he Nelson test, and one week |ater they were assigned
\KHGH KR SIEMAN7 K HFRGRAMS GRWZ HHWK KDMEMVHAMS [QRAN HE 366
software for analyses and comparisons.

3. Results
) LKW DQIRY HDDIGRRUSNRQRICW HISDIWA SCOMIIFRPSWK KDVRQIR [
connectives of different types across groupsis presented in Table 2.

Table 2. Connective comprehension in narratives
/ HYHDI &21&7<3(0 0 HXQI

. HON\O $0 81
$' 0 1.30
C 1.21

S M
QNP HADAM $0 12
$' 0 1.81

C I

S 141
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/AHD  &21&7<3(0 0 HIQJ

Advanced A 1.64
$' 0O 2.10

C 2.02

S 1.91

1RWEH $GORYHE' [$GCYRDN HE& DL DM 6 HIK QD!

An overal comparison of the performance of the groups on the
comprehension of coherence el ements shows that, in terms of mean rank
performance, additives and sequentials were the most difficult to infer
by all learners, followed by causals and adversatives respectively (see
Table 3).

Table 3. Overall performance on connectivesin narratives

&21&7<3(0 0 HQ
A 122

$ 0 (O
C 163
S 1.36

To discover the significance of the differences in mean
performances of different groups on the main instrument of the study,
5HSHDMGLE0 FDKH$129$ 0 Z DA RRQGRMO 0 DX KOV 7 HAM RIC
Sphericity (Table 4) shows the homogeneity of covariances and thus
allows us to make further comparisons.

7 DEGIII0 DARKO VMR NSKHIRW
O 0 DHO VI O Approx. A0 6UMM * WHXRX Huynh- /[ RZHD
o MQBXBEMPN]  Chi-Square \HA HWHIT  Feldt bound
Effect
&21&7<3(0 MDD O O O [T 1 [T
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7TKHE MWRBEMHWI( [THAWI@QBIGBHHT7 CEGHIO OGP RQWDMI ]
significant differences between connector type and language level,
respectively. That is, there were significant differences in the
comprehension performance of narratives across connector types. No
significant interactions, however, were discovered between connector
type and *language level.

7 CEGIIIY HAVR (Z M QVXEVRNE | HFANTFURMERQGHAYH/DQGEOYHD

6RXUAH] m \HL,0 QO oH1l F Sig.
Sum of Square
Squares
&21&7<3(0O Sphericity 23.663 3 (Tl 10934 .00
Assumed 23.663 2.852 (111 10934 .00
* B HXRAMWH]  23.663 Q1T 8.084 10934 .00
* H\WHI] 23.663 1.000 23663 10934 .001
Huynh-Feldt
| RZHIERXQ3]
&21&7<3( 0 Sphericity 1.964 6 [T 454 .84
*[*/(9/0  Assumed 1.964 (1] 344 454 .83
* BWHXRAMHT . 1.964 5.854 335 454 .83
* H\WHIT 1.964 2.000 .982 454 .63
Huynh-Feldt
| RZHIERXQ3]
Error(CONCT - Sphericity 428.494 594 [T
<3( 0 Assumed 428.494  564.684  [I11]
* WHKRAMH] 428494 [T M1
* H\WHI] 428.494  198.000 2.164
Huynh-Feldt
| RZHIERXQ3]

7K 1% A HEEMHAA [THANCT7 CEG VK Z HoMJQLUFDQW
differences in the mean performance on narratives among groups with
different language proficiency levels.
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7 CEGHIIT RAVE [EHAE HQVXBEWANMH | HAV

6RXUA \SH],BXPRO QO 0 HQ F Sig.
Squares Square
, QMIA-B\W I O OOl OO0 [T
I*1(9/0 M M O I [T
(WRIDO I 011 HIINE] O

To discover the loci of the differences in connectives and across levels,
3RWKRE6FKHHIDIDOMMIZ DU FRQGRMAI [T CEGL 0 [ 6LIQLIAW
differences between all the groups with weak, intermediate, and

advanced language levels in their performance on the narrative
comprehension test were found.

7 CEGIIIBOLEZ VHERP SDMRQVIP R URXSVRQKHERP SUKHMRQR O

connectives
CI®YHDI [ IBvHDOT 0 HQ Std. Error  Sig.
UIHHFHID
;. HONO ,QMPHIDM] [T 1 [
Advanced -.903 141 .00
,QMPHADM] $GYDFHI] lNEEN INENN] o

The post hoc analysis on connector types across narratives (see Table
8) showed significant differences between additives on the one hand, and
adversatives and causals on the other.

Table 8. Pair wise comparisons between connector types across narratives
&218&7<3(0  &21&7<3(0 0 D UIHHFAD 6W[URD 6L

A $' 0 (T IIINEN o
C -410 .096 .00
S -.136 105 1.00

$' 0O &[] [ IIINEN HIIEE
S .380 .106 .003

C S [ [ [
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Additives, contrary to our expectations, were found to be more
difficult to infer in narratives than adversatives and causals by all
GDOKY D RBRY HDK HAL HHFAVENT HQDGY DAY NMDQGHT M QU]
were also found to be meaningful, i.e. overal the comprehension of
sequentials was found to be significantly more difficult across all the
GDOQHITIURRY D Z W COGLTHHQWSWRILAHR [ G K1 0 HIRZK I W HI
differences between causals on the one hand and sequentials and
adversatives on the other were not significant, nor was the difference
between additives and sequentials.

4. Discussion and Conclusion

This study tried to examine the comprehension of connective elementsin
UG QI CQMDMIDAY N, VWZ DJTRRG K DK UK RIGY HDODOQI FQSHIRE [
significantly better in comparison to lower level learners in their
construction of propositional meaning established through connectors.
Sequentials and additives were by and large the most difficult markers

| RUBGDQRWMDNDBYHIWRIQ HID HIQZK MBI HIRPSUHK KPR QRIFDY DD!
and adversative relations was found to be easier for them.

An interesting finding about the performances of the participants
across different proficiency groups is that there was a consistent pattern
of performance by all the learner groups in their comprehension of the
logical relations of different types. That is, examining the performances
across the three learner groups, we notice an absolutely consistent pattern
RICSHURE DRV ROW HFRQGQRRY N, QRWHIZ RGV1Z HFDRISWGEEAM]
consistent hierarchy of performance across the three learner groups.
0 RBINSHAL LFD 0BG DAY W Z HHIRRG NREHW HFDIHWAFRQQRR N
by all the three groups in narratives followed by causals as the second
easiest, then sequentials as the third and more difficult, and additives as
the most difficult markers.

Causal relations were found easy to infer by all learner groups.
Previous research on narrative comprehension refers to the unique and
GMMFALRBIK N (B0 (1QQDMIDAY HFRPSUK KVRQID \ HYHADDITI [
7UEDARBAADDI O [(7TUEDARIDGSHWN OO0 DWRNK HIH MWK DRI M [
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CFRYWGTROK HP DMUMRICKHHY KQWDQGHUAR BV G-BIRMSGI) ]
QLUDAYHITT WEDAMRMADD] 0 [(7TWEDARIIGBGSHW OO O, WBSSHDY/]
\KDAUHCHY TS JH HYHQWIQ D WRVIQ WP VRITFDY HH | HAAFK DQVDRG!
KM [(N&J HFDY DOUHDARQ D/ P RUIP SRWIQVWR K HIQWSHBARQRIC
narratives than other elements such as text structure hierarchy (Trabasso
[ Sperry, 1985). Accordingly, they performed better in their recognition
of such causal relations as such markers might have helped them interpret
the story line by identifying cause-effect chains integrated in a causal
network that directs the narrative forward to its resolution.

MV KDGWRH SOQZ K DEDYHYISHIRE HEZ HDILQIOQHUWQI
adversative relations than other relations like sequential or additive.
YDHEIRQO ¥ UA MID O CARQMIKW K\ SRIANNITFRQQRRY NSO\ (D]
salient role in narrative text processing and thus help readers engage in
processing of the events depicted in the story. The result of this
engagement would be becoming internal participants rather than external
observers in the story and thus identify with the story characters or with
\WH QIUDRTRIDK HW V7 K MVHW RICEHRPLQI [ R LW WK HWRU
characters would help them overcome the sense of discontinuity (denoted
by adversative relations and markers) which might arise as a result of
changesin time, place, theme, or characters.

0 HBRZK B LQIHP SIWFDDTWeL HIRIOSHIRQMIRW SIRM HEDHS ]
narrations the use of additives and sequentials is very common at both
the local and the global level of a text especially in oral narration
UH HWQINRBYHQWIKDNR@RZFHIK RWHIIQMP HID IRQODGEROV L] [T
7 K MFRGHK HH MMHRIIP LQP DIIHDWNRQK SVTENE HHYSURSRMNRQW]
and group sequences of propositions into a whole in which in some cases
\NH@OONNENE HHM HFFRQWD RINK HE LI HHQUBUERSR AR QMO M7 K R
DHQRWNZ D VFODUBENOIN  (BHMYRQD O RROEHIO — [IMIR@RZ\]
that participants might have failed to recognize such links between
propositions denoted by such markers. Of course this remains at the level
RIDGHRDARQD RUIUHAHIFK [Z W WRRY [GNLIQVIV QHHADY (X LQIT
verbal protocol and/or recall measures to prove this.
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Taking the findings of this study into account, we can argue that
\WHHIMDK HDJK\ [RIIGU LB WIQW HRPSWHK FOVRQRITFRQRF \NRQM |
narratives. Contrary to our expectation, this hierarchy is both text-
\SHAI LHDQGBDOQMIGY KNSHALLHT  LTHHWM ISR/ GRQRBRK HHIQ ]
\KHVCP HZ D DDQGPIHKRGARIIFRQEF WRQIQG L HHWHQBMY M [(1QD]
statistically significant manner (Smith, 1985; Smith and Frawley, 1983).

;. HIP D DI OVSHAR DMOW K HFRP SUHKHNRQRIDK HSIR SRR QMY
UHDMRQBHRMA \ VK HFRQEIF \Y HIGP HQWP LIK ERRYI Y LG LT HHWM
text types (e.g. in arguments or in expositions) due to the different
cognitive and rhetorical organization of these text types.

7 KHRUDQLDMRQDURETSM HEE\ (FRQRF \WY HDGY HEIDN DGR 1L
different distribution patterns across different text types assigns a core
I QLFBQVURBIWRIKHHTP DINKYT7 K MUREIK UK OK VIAK HP RULIP RGH)
EXGRIMRF WROQR W NHVIQY B HIDOHNDDI [0 [17 K DM M M DUH]
cruciad as well in building a coherent mental model for interpreting
happenings in the text world without which the reader would not be able
to build the intended model.

4.1 Limitationsand recommendationsfor further study

, W\K REGEHIP HQWRQIB WK DV M W \ (1Z DOAP WMGORCH P LQRJ]
connectives and inferring them in extended stories. The role of such
devices in other discourse types was not examined. This issue might be
considered as one of the limitations of this study. The role of the
SIHHHRUDAN RITRWHIW \&# QIHDR B @N HUH HHFHIHDSWWM DRG]
MRV \WAU ROQEQW HIRPSWK IDVRQRIK HIERY PIHQURQBWR{ WY SH/Z D/
not investigated either.

Nonetheless, the results of this study demonstrate that consideration
of textual signalsis essential for comprehension at least at lower levels of
UHDGRQICSWRIIAHR [0 RURY HIZ KHQMK NHTP DN K DHP DQIIQNK H]
texts, it is essentia for readers to infer them. Hence, we will come across
differences between more or less proficient readers in their
comprehension of logical relations implied by such markers when they
DHIQRWH STHWIQOKHW WOIZ 1IQO0 0 $ FRGQOO WeHQW
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awareness of the relationship between textual signals and the rest of the
text need to be raised. This way, the facilitative role of the explicit
WK QICRIDN \B OFRQQARM RQM HUHGRQIFRPSWK KVRQRIT ) / O
learnersin general, and ESP studentsin particular would be highlighted.

" HY ERSP HQURIBRGHMXWERGRJIRINY \B OF DINHYRIGL HIHQWVSH/]
in reading can be expected in other skills (listening, speaking, writhing)
\FROZ W CANQRIIIQIRQAMN MDD ISRMEGIDG RO HIGDDRNAT
understanding of connectivesin another.

) XKL\ M DORD DM GO DV DA RAK CFK BUHQ Y H W NH
connectives in speech before going to school, they do not develop a
sufficient understanding of their meanings years after that (Ozono and
MO [ KHHDGQISRIIP [FORSWRY GHX WP DIFWMNQRJIIDZ D [
that the learners develop more facility in the written form.

Further research is needed to investigate which signals are more
problematic for readers at different proficiency levels, and whether the
comprehensibility of logical relations for readers is a function of the type
of logical relation implied through the signals in the text, or a function of
DHIRUBRIAHRA IQMBDOQRIATILAMDQI XDIHI$ GGRRQMD (7 HOHHG MR
investigate the effect of individual signals on the reading comprehension
of different text types to find out the contributory effect of each signal in
HORK (DA DI WSH RIDW W/ RILFDDIHDAWRQK SV P D CEH HDMHIWW]
FRPSUK IDAQ QMDA MK DIQH SRWRUNY W HY DO [ QRMAT]
consideration for research is that most of the research findings in this
UH) DG BHDMVR 10 (DAY FNSHIN RVRIL] QYK D) XU FITRHDUAK [V QHHGHE ]
to examine how non-native readers of English or other languages process
different types of logical relationships.
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