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Abstract

Readirg comprehension needs ihe readers to concemirate on the
developmer: of linguistics skills and on experiential content.
Generally, the process of reading and reading comprehension can be
undersiood as the essence of comprehension is captured in one simple
¢ .ipl. Comprehension is building bridges between the new and the
know. In this unalysis there are three models of discourse
comprehension that have come o dominate the field of
psycholinguistics, they are : Kintsch and Van Dijk model, Sanford and
Garrod's memory-Focus Model, and Gernsbasher;s Structure Building
Fromework The three models have their own characteristics which
make them different in language processing. In discourse processing,
researchers follow standard linguistic theory in assuming
representational modularity. There are two criteria to be considered in
the process, they are symiactic calegory information and sense-
semantic information. They play a big role in language processes

discourse comprehension.

of the sentence 1o the represeniation of ihe prior text.
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A. Introduction .o
This paper deals with discourse comprehension as a complex process
invoiving the integration of textual cues and background knowledge. It is suggested
hwwMka-waw-Mwmm
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interact with each other in the comprehension process. This suggests that reading
mmmmumumwo{w
skills and on experiential content. Generally, the process of reading and reading
jon can be understood as the essence of comprehension is captured in one
simple principle. is building bridges between the new and the know.
Benesth this simple metaphor lics & rich and complex set of implications about the
mwmmmmdmwmmu
basically psycholinguistic perspective.
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comprehension, whether of spoken or written discourse, is a transparent activity
where we hear or read, not auditory or graphic segments, words, rivythmic groups or
sentences but tempting suggestions, vivid descriptions, faise denials, fuany stories,
ummmwuwmummmwu.
mohwhmzmmmwimu&ewmlymdymu
anhiwynvalmdi&lfuuhmﬂc.wﬁenmm
mmr«mmwdammmummm



rest ¢ his utisrunees twms into = cackgrouzd murmur. Typically enougn, this change
of mode effectively stops the comprehension, much like staring at the window
prevents us from seeing the landscape behind.
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B. Discourse Compreheasion
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An aliernative way of snalyzing discourse pursued in this book is dynamic; the
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way the disccurs. 's dzsigned. In such an approach, discourses do not have ‘conte.iy’;
rather they are blueprints or rocipes that the processor wtilizes in the process of
unouin~ discourse with meaning. A'cng this line cf reaséning, one focuses not only
on what is exrliciuy given in a discourse but also on what is there in a more indirect
way; what the producer assumes that the processor already krows or can infer,

Thie last is.ue focuses on the very act of processing discourse. The concepts of
top-down and bottom-up processing imv= been used to designate the two possible
routes of information flow in discourse processing. In top-down processing the poin:
of departure is global and processor-ceitered in that activated knowledge and
expectations steer the information flow down through the lower levels. In bottom-up
processing the point of departure is local and discourse-centered; information is
processed step-by-step in successively higher levels (Nunan, 1987). Globally steered
influences are for instance the task at hand, decided by cither the processor or the
producer oc both. If a text is to be skimmed for 2 fact, leamt by heart, evaluated from
a certain perspective or acted upon in a certain way, this influences both the type and
emphasis of processing in important ways. Here belongs also the processor's
knowledge of discourse topic, discourse genre and the representation built up so far
come into play at this point.. Locally steered processes take as a point of departure the
‘words on the page’; the parsing, decoding and successive incorporation of given
discourse segments into larger units is dependent of what is actually in the discourse
and, hence, not directly influenced by prior knowledge and expectations.

While most researchers today would agree that there has to be some kind of
interaction between top-down and bottom-up driven processing, views as to which of
these factors are central and steering in the comprehension process vary. Global
aspects are emphasized by those who assume that comprehension involves an
evaluation of what is read against a mental ‘model' of the discourse. From this
perspective reading "between the lines’ is casy to explain: What is not in the discourse
might nevertheless be part of the mental model. Local aspects are emphasized by
rescarchers who envisage the comprehension process as a successive integration of
content-based units, propositions, in the discourse. In such & theory things that are not
explicitly stated constitute a problem. Local processes are also emphasized amon
those who deal with spoken, rather than written discourse, especially conversations.
Free-flowing conversation does not usually exhibit the neat, hierarchically organized
structure that is presupposed in the theories outlined above. It may thus be impossible
to find a common, global aim for the discourse. Instead, conversational apalysts
argue, local relations and local coherence are primary.

Whereas many researchers have discussed phenomena that relate to
implicitness in texts, nobody has before to my knowledge made implicitness itself the
main object of study. Doing so therefore motivates drzwing on various sources of
information, trying to have & fresh look on basic notions and previous empirical
studies s well as contributing new empirical data,



C. Models of Discourse Compreheasion

In this analysis there are three models of discourse comprehension that have
cmmmmm&uomemm:mwanmjk
model, Sanford and Garrod's memory-Focus Model, and Gemsbasher:s Structure
MUMgFWNWMMM:MMuMM
them different in language processing.

1. Kintsch and Dijk Model
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were called proposition, with van Dijk’s function-based work on the rules of
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Second, processing operations called macro-operators transform  the
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macro-structure  (though not necessarily from memory), generalizing  across
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making bridging inferences at a global level). Schemas (structured frameworks
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macro-operators by determining which propositions are relevant-in other words, by
mwumemmumww.w.
expectations about how the discourse should proceed. Macro-operators are also
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each cycle.

The third, original model comes into play only when the text needs to be
recalled from memory. When the comprehended is asked 1o recall or summarize the
mommb&kp«a&dﬂwﬂnmﬂmo{ﬂnw
comprehension process. Some of the operations used to produce this text base are
reproductive, whereas others are constructive. Both types of operations result from the
inverse application of the macro-operators. This model demonstrated how these three
mdm&nimu'hmdbw:wﬁmnw
research report and weat on to suggest for testing the model empiricaily.

Some carly criticisms of the original the model (e.g. Sanford & Garrod, 1981)
foamdminmemkhdnﬁabmmingndhnﬁpﬁyof
exactly how much information can be held in a single proposition. If, as Kintsch and
van Dijk (1978) suggest, the proposition that represent nuggets of meaning within the
text can be something beyond Kintsch's (1974) word-based notation, it becomes
difficult to make any claims about the mode! processing capacity. Kintsch and van
Dijk (1978) had asserted that processing must be done in cycles because the working
memeory buffer that transforms proposition into a coherent text base can handle only a
few propasition at a time. But if proposition comprise knowledge structures other than
words, it is unclear what the capacity limits of the mode! really are.

The weakness of Kintsch and van Dijk’s original model (1978) was on the
empirical result that suggested that a lot of discourse comprehension is done “on-



line™. A model that waits for an entire sentence or clause to be read into the working
memory buffer before trying to figure cut what that clause or sentence means was
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was still conceived of as cyclical, but the length of the cycie had effectively shrunk
from the size of & clause or sentence to that of a few words. Along the same lines,
macro-operators were replaced by more flexible macro-strategies, which allow
mmmmummumummmm
occur next before the entire text has been converted into a propositional text base.

The earlier Kintsch and Dijk model suggested that discourse comprehension is
dﬁmbymhmuhdachwuhlmww.
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strictly data driven and bottom-up. Such a change was nceded to sccommodate the
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ocears without regard to the context of that word.

2. Sanford and Garrod's Memory Model

Sanford and Garrod's model was developed out of an interest in referential
Muwmmumwmuﬁum
information from the text (in the form of propasitions) is connected to and completed
by information from mmm.uwuwmw
most of their attention on a particuler instantistions of that process: snaphoric
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antecedents in the text.

Sanford and Garrod” (1981) memory focas model has not gone through as
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inference constraints, which reflect the nced for global coherence.
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less active, but still readily retrievable. To capture this distinction, Gamrod and
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the elements, or tokens, currently under discussion; and the implicit focus, which
contains the somewhat Jess active back ground information sbout the text scenario as
it related to the tokens.



3. Gernbacher's Structure Bullding Model

Gembacher’s  Structure Building Framework (1990) is based on the
assumption that language comprehension and language production draw on general,
wmmm-mwmwuﬁuﬁam

comprehension phenomena.
Structural building framework also proposes that the goal of comprehension
is 0 build a coherent, mental representation of comprehension or ‘structure’ of

develop their structure by mapping on information when that incoming information
coheres or relates to previous information. But when the incoming information is less
coherent or related, comprehenders employ a different process; they shift to initiste a
new substructure, so most representations comprise several branching substructures.

The building blocks of these mental structures are what Gemnsbasher very
loosely refers to as memory nodes. Memory nodes are activated by incoming stimali.
Initial activation forms the foundation of mental structures. Once the foundation is
laid, subsequent information is often mapped on to 8 developing structure because the
moce the incoming information coheres with the previous information, the more likely
it is to sctivate the same or connected memory nodes. In coatrast, the less coherent the
incoming information is, the less likely it is 10 activate memory nodes. In this case,
the incoming information might activate a different set of foundation for a new
substructure,

According to the Structure and Building Framework es a8 model of

once memory nodes are activated, they transmit processing signals.

These processing signals either enhance or suppress other nodes’ activation and
thereby control the structure building process. Presumably memory nodes are
enhanced because the information they represent is necessary for further structure
building. They are suppresses when the information they represent is no loriger as
necessary.

Based on Gemsbasher’s empirical rescarch, there are three sub processes
involved in structure building, namely laying foundstion, mapping relevant
Mmhwdmnmlmm_&
proposes these processes account for many language comprehension phenomena. For

phenomenon they dubbed, the advantage of first mention. The advantage is this:
participants meationed first in a seotence are more memorable that participants
mentioned later. They proved that the advantage First Mention is not due 1o first-
mentioned participant’s tendency to be semantics agents; neither is the advantage due
to the first — mentioned participants being literally the first words of their stimulus
sentences. The advantage maintains even when both the first and second - mentioned
participants are syntactic subjects. Gembasher and Hargreaves (1988) suggest that the
advantage of first mention arises because comprehension requires laying 2 foundation



level representations and because it is through them that subsequent information is
mapped onto the developing representations.

The Process of Mapping

Another facet of Gernsbacher’s research on the structure building frame work
hubemwhvmim:memhmummm»mpby
the process of mapping (Gemsbacher, 1996). Gemsbacher and Robertson (1996)
discovered that comprehenders use the definite article the as a cue for referential
WMMQM(lMWMmem
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discovered that comprebenders use the explicitness of the referential device (from
wmmnm)unmhmmw
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about the implied location of protagonist in namative, and comprehenders use those
inference as cues for mapping during discourse comprehension; and Gemnsbacher,
MMM(IM)W-MWMwhfm
muwumw“dmhmmmwm
those inference as cues for mapping during discourse comprehension.

The Process of Shifting

Gernsbacher (1985) claimed that the process of shifting explained why
MWAMWM&M.
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one meaning is clearly implied by the context. They also discovered that the
contextually inappropriate meanings do not become less activated simply because the
decay. Inappropriate meanings become less activated through an activation; they are
suppressed by signals transmitted by memory nodes representing the semantic,
pragmatic and syntactic context.

The role of both -mechanisms of suppression and enhancement play in how
comprehenders understand anaphoric and cataphoric devices, Through suppression
and enhancement, the anaphor’s aniecedent tecomes the most activated concept. The
more explicit the anaphor is, the more likely it is to trigger the mechanisms of
suppression and enchancement. On the other hand, anaphoric devices mark concepts
that ace likely to be mentoned again. For example. Two cataphoric devices typicalty
found in spoken English are spoken stress and the indefinite article. Gernbacher and
Jescheniak (1995) demonstrated how the mechanisms of suppression and
enhancement make the concepts to which cataphoric devices refer to more accessible
based on referential cobesion.

According to the structure building framework, may of the cognitive
processes and mechanisms underlying language comprehension are gencral cognitive
processes and mechanisms; therefore, some of the bases of Individua! differences in
comprehension skill might not be language specific. According to the structure
building framework, all comprehenders lose sccess to recently comprehended
information when they shift from actively building one structure and initiate another.
So less-skilied comprehenders might be worse at remembering recently comprehend
information because they shift too. Less-skilled comprehenders are less able to
suppress inzppropriate information, such as the contextually inappropriate meanings
of ambiguous words (plying card meaning of spade in the sentence He dug in the
garden with the spade). Because inappropriate information can not be easily mapped
onto an existing substructure, leading to an increased amount of shifting, and poorer
access to previously comprehended information.

Discourse information is sometimes only likely in a particularly, Altman and
Steedman (1988) argued that Mary saw the man with the binoculars Is most likely to
mean that Mary wsed the binoculars if only one man has been mentioned previously,
but that the man had the binoculars if more the one man has been mentions, since the
additional information is only necessary if we need to distinguish between different
men. The processor appears to be sensitive to this information. Liversedge, Pickering,
Branigan, and Van Gompel (1998) argued that other aspect of discourse context can
also uffect interpretation,

In comprehension, sentence comprehension becomes one point in discourse

ion. The main debate concerns the status of processing modularity. The
central question is whether all potentially relevant sources of information can be
employed during initial processing or not. There are categories of information are
involved in discourse comprehension, such as syntactic category information and
sense- semantic information.

We assume that category information forms part of the lexical entry for each
word. For example, the entry for love state that it is a verb and that it is transitive (i.c.
it takes both a subject and an object). An important question is whether this
constitutes two different sources of information: (major) category (e.g. verb, noun,
adjective) and subcategory (¢.g. transitive verb, intransitive verb). If so, than the
processor might base initial processing decisions on major category information alone
(Mitchell, 1987). But if there is no distinction between category and sub category,
then this option would not be available to the processor.



Many words are ambiguous as to their category (e.g. eat can be transitive or
intransitive). The frequency with which each category or subcategory is used affect
processing, and therefore forms part of this source of information. For example,
people have less difficulty with a sentence that employs a verb used with a more
frequent subcategory than a verb used with a less frequent one (e.g. Mitchell &
Holmes, 1985). One important current debate is whether this information affect initial
parsing decision (e.g. Trueswell et al, 1993); see below.

Traditionally, syntactic rules perform most of the work of determining
possible sentences of a language and their structure (Chomsky, 1965). For instance, a
syntactic rules might indicate that a sentences can consist of & noun phrase. In such
accounts, a clear distinction is made between syntactic information and lexical
category information, as discussed previously. More recent linguistic theories have
reduces the syntactic component of the grammar and included more information in
lexical entries (Chomsky, 1981). In psycholinguistics, attempts to reduce the
distinction between syntax and lexicon are found in constraint-based theories.
Another issue is whether the grammar contain a listing of syntactic rules, or whether,
as some recent theories assume, the rules arise as a consequence of the interaction of
more basic components of the grammar, concerned with anaphora, thematic roles, and
50 on (Chomsky, 1981). The precise naturc of the distinctive between syntactic rules
and syntactic category information may affect the organization of the processor and
hence its behaviour. '

These include person, number, gender, and case. In English, some pronouns,
for instance, are marked for case (she vs her), gender (she vs he), person (she vs J) and
number (she vs they). Grammatical features play a much smaller play a much role in
English than in many other languages.

In a text like Tom was going to meet his uncle. He was slightly nervous. Tom
is the focused character (or thematic subject), not the uncle. Hence, the pronoun he
preferentially refers to Tom. It may be That the process in parsing, though its impact
has perhaps been most clearly demonstrated in the resolution of anaphora (Garrod et
al, 1994).

In written language, punctuation plat something of the same role, In while the
plane flew the man watched, a comma can be placed before the man. No confina
would be placed there if the man were the object of flew. I do not consider the effects
of prosody in this chapter.

Some analyses are plausible, some implausible. This kind of semantic
information may be useful to the process of syntactic ambiguity resolution. The
carlier example, While the plane flew the man watched contains a local ambiguity:
flew can be intransitive (as it tum out to be) or transitive. However, the transitive
analysis is implausible: A plane is unlikely to be the agent of an act of flying. The
mdﬂw&hphdblutyhmnmmdmﬁtwbm
intransitive. It might come to a different conclusion if the sentence began while the
man flew. One type of sense-semantic information is due to “selection restriction”:
Certain verbs normally require arguments of a particular semantic type (animate
subjects) 10 be felicitous. This information ‘might conceivably be independent of
mmmwmumuummmmuuw
information.

Another way of looking at sense-semantic information in this term of thematic
MWNWmWMMMwaWlm
agent, patient (or theme), goal instrument, location, etc. Thus, the active verb killed
takes an agent and a patient; it is only felicitous with an animate patient, thought it
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John).

D. Conclusion
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