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ABSTRACT

The main purpose of this study was to examine tfeeteof local and global cohesion on improving die
comprehension of students with low and high prizodedge. The subjects of high prior knowledge isted of 80
third-year high school students (61 females, 19esjaland the subjects of low prior knowledge ceoedi®f 80
third-year high school students (70 females.10 s)aletho were randomly selected using multistagepiam
method. Participants of high and low prior knowledgere randomly assigned into four groups congistihlow
local and high global cohesion, high local and Iglebal cohesion, and low local and global cohesibigh local
and global cohesion. The research instruments wEreexperimental text, 2) comprehension test, @phgbrior
knowledge test. The subjects must read the texaft@dthat answered the questions of reading ceimg@nsion test.
The collected data were statistically analyzed.uReshowed that there is interaction among loaad global text
cohesion with reader’s prior knowledge. High loeald global cohesion text significantly improved poemension,
compared to the low local and global cohesion textias also found that readers who knew little @thihe domain
of the text benefit from a coherent text, wherégk-knowledge readers benefit from a minimally cehetext.

Key words: text cohesion, local cohesion, global cohesioiorgnowledge, reading comprehension.

INTRODUCTION

Teaching the right lessons is the fundamental igstiee educational system. Since that time, mastthe form of
science and knowledge are transferred in writirtge asic concepts of science are available asdsrnbe correct
procedures to be used in writing the text. Now éhal in spite of the variety of ways in to creattucational
content, the book still remains the most effecéwel most common of them. The communication is ésteddl
through the book with contacts that can be achi¢hwemligh words. Text comprehension is a complexgss that is
dependent on many factors. It can be placed indategories of factors including individual charaistécs of the
reader and the text. Individual characteristicshsas Readers of previous knowledge, skills, andacheristics of
the text such as text cohesion and structure. Celmgmision is the complex interaction between indiaid
differences and characteristics of the text [1Q,ThE results of the PIRLS reading indicate moantB0 percent of
Iranian students are poor and very poor in the eehgmsion [5]. Several factors affect studentstirep
Comprehension. Snow 2002 quoted the [13], fourofacare effective in improving reading include tleader
characteristics, text characteristics, Comprehensiategies, and social and cultural situatiomshis paper, reader
prior knowledge and text coherence properties virrestigated. In total cohesion text can be divid#d local
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cohesion and global cohesion. The local cohesidniven by local structure of the text whereasdlobal cohesion
is driven by the text’s global or hierarchical sture. In addition to the text cohesion affects poghension , But
many researchers [7] argue that when the readelnesahe deep understanding that will enable psirogsKintsch
stablished construction Integration (CI) model 888, claims that the sentence is reading has tlenesls of
representation [11]. The level of surface structtegt-based and situation model. The surface tstreacepresents
the words in the text and their syntactic relatiofise textbase level is represented in terms ofgsibions. One
important assumption of the model is that the funelatal unit of processing is the proposition, whiomsists of a
predicate and argument(s). The proposition generajpresents one complete idea. It represents nierlying
meaning of the explicit information in the textsdburse, or scene. The situation model includeisfaiences that
go beyond the concepts that are explicitly mentioire the text. In the past decades, the situati@dehand
textbase representations have often been treatddlesy are compartmentalized rather than aspefcthe same
representation. If this characterization of theerliture is correct, it reflects a fundamental niseption.
Specifically, the situation model and the textbsiseuld be viewed as different dimensions of theagic memory
for a text, rather than entirely different and sepa mental representations of the text conterit [Although these
processes and outcomes are usually achieved wi#ftaut is read, but also thought that the gapthmtext (eg,
gaps cohesion) to enable the reader to make up knoreledge to engage in full inferential processethe reader
is able to automatically links to the previous disise has been reduced to the form of prior knogéed activated.
If the reader is confronted with gaps. The reaqeits knowledge to the extent that is necessamagie active [8].
This hypothesis Cl model led to the investigatignBitton and gulgoz [3]. A coherent understandafca text or
discourse emerges to the extent that the readmiates knowledge, incorporates that knowledge th® mental
representations, and establishes connections betpregositions in the discourse representationh@lgh these
processes and outcomes are usually achieved widifilmut on the part of the reader, it is also assdithat breaks in
the discourse (i.e., cohesion gaps) induce theergadactivate more knowledge and potentially eegageffortful
inferential processes. If the reader can makeivelgtautomatic connections to the prior discoutken less prior
knowledge will be activated. If gaps are encourttetieen the reader will activate prior knowledgehte extent that
it is available. It is this assumption of the mottedt led to research by Britton and Gulgoz [3]jchhdemonstrated
that the Cl model can be successfully used to geiderevisions by identifying gaps in the discaurghis aspect of
the model led to predictions confirmed first by MaNara, Kintsch, Songer, and Kintsch 1996 that ffexts of
text cohesion and prior knowledge interact. Theseliss show that low-knowledge readers benefit figneater
cohesion in the text because they lack the negepsiar knowledge to generate bridging inferend¥sen the text
lacks cohesion, inferences may improve the readextbase-level understanding and those inferemagsimprove
the situation model for individual sentences, thé teader is generally unable to generate the laupetbased
inferences necessary to make connections betwgmarase ideas in the text [9]. By contrast, highwklealge
readers gain from the cohesion gaps in the texauss they are induced by the gaps to access kngevied
understand the text. Thus, low-knowledge readeirs fgam high cohesion text, whereas high-knowledgaders
gain from low cohesion text. In general, reseaiicdifigs underline the text with low integrity levptocess to
enhance the reader, but it is consistency rightrdtmaall the readers? Do research on the Englisfulage is used
the Persian language? In general, the answer &g thaestions, we decided to study interaction rsageior
knowledge and text coherence. If the relationstgfwben prior knowledge and coherence is discovérean be
particularly useful in proportion to the studentlitdérature, Can be used according to the leved sfudent from
special texts. In line with these objectives, thikofving hypotheses were formulated.

- The level of text coherence and levels of prioowledge in comprehension scores, reciprocal oelaliip exists.
- Comprehension scores of students with low andl pigor knowledge have significant differences lie text of
minimally coherent at both the local level and nodevel.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

METHODS

The study population consisted of all boys andsgirl third grade high school students in the cityiran-
Sabzevar.The subjects of this study consisted 0fthi8d-year high school students (131 female, 28 from one
town of Iran that were selected randomly by mudtigt sampling method. The sample was selected lasvéol
Overall, there were 320 students in three secondengols. Then test the prior knowledge of the exttbyvas
conducted among 320 students the third year of bajiool. At this stage, the students were divided groups
with low prior knowledge and high prior knowledgéhen the top and bottom of each group was randamiged
into four groups of 20, Each group was exposeceta ersion of the coherence of text. Versionexiff toherence
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include : a)a maximally coherent at both the Ideakl and macrolevel.b)a maximally coherent at Itteal and
minimally coherent at the macrolevel.c)a minimatigherent at the local level and maximally coheranthe
macrolevel.d)a minimally coherent at both the Idegkl and macrolevel.

MATERIAL

1- Test the prior knowledge - About stem cells dhelir applications were selected text. The multiph®ice
guestions were prepared. Preliminary in implemgnémong high school students were took the disoation
coefficient and the difficult coefficient of the estions. reliability of the test ./86 Obtained.

2- Comprehension test- Comprehension test is awihkt multiple questions. The test questions werriten
specification table and Different levels of cognitiquestions were designed. These areas includeviédge ,
understanding , applying level and analysis leVest reliability ./83 Obtained.

3- Experimental texts- Topic experimental texts evergarded as "stem cells and their applicatioafiéer the text
edit has been converted into four versions inclaja:maximally coherent at both the local level aratrolevel.b)a
maximally coherent at the local and minimally cargrat the macrolevel.c)a minimally coherent atltual level
and maximally coherent at the macrolevel.d)a miflyneoherent at both the local level and macrolétel
following four types of text revisions were usediaximize local coherence:

1-replacing prounouns with noun phrases when tteegaet potentially ambiguous.

2-adding descriptive eleborations that link unfanitoncepts with familiar ones.

3-adding sentence connectives to specify the ogldietween sentences or ideas.

4-replacing words to increase argument overlap.

the following two types of text revisions were ugednaximize global coherence:1-adding topic hem@eradding
macropropositions serving to link each paragraphéaest of the text and overall topic.

RESULTS

To test this hypothesis: The cohesion of text aridrgknowledge on reading comprehension scorespn@zal
relationship exists, First, homogeneity of varian@s evaluated. To test the interaction of thepedeent variables
in the comprehension scores were used two way sisaly variance . The statistical parameters apgshn Table
1.

Table 1. summarizes the two-way ANOVA to compare hmean difference between posttest - pretest compension of students
participating in the study, prior knowledge and tex coherence

Sources of change Sum of squiies  Degrees of fregdMean squarg probability  Effect size
Prior knowledge 294.30 1 294.30 26.45 <0.00LL 149
Cohesion text 137.66 3 45.89 4.12 0.008 7%
Cohesion text* Prior knowledge 303.21 3 101.07| 9.08 <0.001 15%
error 1691.25 152 11.12

Table 1 shows the mean scores of students' comsieimeof text coherence (F=4.12,P=0.008) prior Kedge
(F=26.45,P<0.001) and the interaction of prior kiemlge and text coherence (F=9.08,P<0.001) there are
statistically significant differences. Accordingtte effect size , 7% of the variance in studergsiprehension with
text coherence can be explained. Also, the effee, $4% of the variance in reading comprehensiostudents
with prior knowledge can be explained. Due to tfiect size , the interaction of prior knowledge dext coherence

are able to explain 15% of the variance in studergading comprehension. To test the hypothesi$ tha
“Comprehension scores of students with low and fgbr knowledge have significant differences i tlext of
minimally coherent at both the local level and noéavrel” Independent T-test was used.
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Table 2. Compare the mean difference between posste pretest comprehension of students participatig in the study Due to the amount
of prior knowledge and coherence text using indepetent t

Cohesion text Prior knowledge number mean  Standiewiéhtion T probability
Low local and global Té%vh 228 ;%?5 1_22'?6 10.21 <0.001
High local and low global T(')?Allq gg Z‘;%CO 336(;1 1.89 0.066
Low local and high globa Té%vh 228 ?gg ?‘,13?1 1.05 0.298
High local and global Té%vh 228 8?'9155 2‘.16?3 0.176 0.862

According to Table 4, only one hypothesis is canéid. At low local and global texts, Students wheeha lot of
prior knowledge, Higher scores on the reading cefm@nsion of students who have little previous keodge
gained (T=10.21,p<0.001). The next hypotheses areanfirmed. Between scores on the reading congmshbn
of students with low prior knowledge in high lo@ald global,high local and low global,low local amigh global,
there is no significant difference

DISCUSSION

The results indicate that there are relationshigvben students' prior knowledge and text coherefioe.students
who have high prior knowledge benefit from text wfinimally coherent at both the local level and méavel.and
The students who have low prior knowledge benefimf text maximally coherent at both the local leaeld
macrolevel. The results of this study support tiygothesis that Text that is needed to fill the gdpnderstanding
is useful for learning. Of course, the learner $tidave sufficient knowledge about the subjectentlise learner
requires the text that should have fully cohereRagticipants with high knowledge that to read tx minimally
coherent at both the local level and macroleveehBgtter performance on tests of reading comprében this
condition, participants forced to inference micraanacro cohesion. The process of active and engagewith
the text improved their performance in the testwieer, subjects who had a low knowledge were unable
inferences cohesion of micro and macro text . Asaltb reduced performance in reading comprehensgia. For
subjects with low prior knowledge of the subje& o@posed to revenue results. Quite explicit teahésion micro-
and macro above) was the most effective text inréiseillts of comprehension test . This findingnisagreement
with the prediction that participants are not abl@rocess and understand the text. Because thkyHa necessary
knowledge And need the text that have These prese3sis results confirme McNamara, kintsch, Soni§artsch
1996 and Britton and Gulgoz [3]. However, the iat#ion between prior knowledge and text cohesiam loa
explained with Kintsch [6]. Challenging texts (nocaind macro cohesion bottom) provides situationehfm high
knowledge readers. Little knowledge readers whentéxt does not support (micro and macro cohesiotext
below) did not constitute proper situation modeiglHknowledge readers actually created better tsitmanodel
When they were forced to actively process the texihe area of reading, several studies have shbe/benefits of
text-processing activities [6], Even texts that sdetters were removed Or complex sentences widthehBecame
clear that improves comprehension under specificitions such Einstein, Mc Daniel, Owen and Co&9Q, Mc
Daniel, Einstein, Dunay, Kobe, 1986, quoted in [1his study also found If students to be in chradiag situations
(low cohesion text) They will be deeper comprehamsif the text is not too difficult Because stuttemay fail On
the other hand, if the text is very simple, it isspible to be less active processing [11]. In teofeducational
applications, it is recommended that Coherencesl lefsthe text to be selected so that Match studesith level of
knowledge students Until the reading is challengingugh to stimulate active processing. But natiffiwult that it
fails to understand the text. It means that Wetdrynake different versions of the text They canahaip with
different levels of knowledge. In this model thénesive level commensurate with the current levelraferstanding
the student is offered To arouse an active prodess.besides, this way we will ensure that readeesable to do
so. In this way, the student is forced to makeafdteir knowledge of what they read And the studemiven the
opportunity to learn from a textbook to be effeetand Each student progresses at his own level.
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