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n Research questions

General: What degree of subjectivity ex-
ists in text understanding?

Specific: Degree of subjectivity in read-
ers’ perceptions of lexical cohesion.

Future: How does this subjectivity reflect
the reader’s attitude?

n Discussion

There is a “common core” of words within
word groups, but some subjectivity is
observed.

The word pair agreement is low, but the

H Experiment

Pilot: 5 readers, 1.5 pages of Reader’s Digest article. Subjects marked

the word groups and the related word pairs they perceived, and then de-

scribed how they thought the word pairs were related.

Call the police! Notify the censors! James Bond was caught gmoking a cigar! Who do
we get in touch with? Should we send a letter to the Department of Role Model
LDegyelopment in the Hollywood Ministry of Socialist Reali

? How dare fil

show actors smoking a cigar. We demand to know how this happened.

Subjects used col-
ored pencils to
mark words that
they perceived to
be related. Then
they explained

n Lexical cohesion

Intersentence groups of related words in-
dicate the structure of topical units:

call, notify, send, demand = communica-
tions.

James Bond, Hollywood, filmmakers, ac-
tors = movies.
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the relationship
that they saw.
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relation type agreement is high.

The subjects reported that marking word
groups and explaining relations in
context is easy, but they had difficul-
ty choosing word pairs from the word
groups.

n Future work

Complete the study with 3 texts, 26 sub-
jects. (Present results are for pilot
only.)

Focus on non-classical relations: Is there

Lexical semantic relations

“Classical”: hyponymy, synonymy, ant-
onymy, meronymy, ...

“Non-classical”: All the rest: Non-
hierarchical relations with no standard
classification. Heavily used by read-
ers but under-represented in lexical re-
sources.

James Bond / Hollywood: Related be-
cause James Bond films are made in
Hollywood.

a “smallish” set of common non-classi-

n Results

(1) Pairwise agreement on word membership in each group.
(2) Word pairs agreed on by > 50% of the subjects for “core” words.
(3) Agreement on relation types for pairs used by >2 readers.

cal relations that readers use?
Use different types of readers and texts.

Investigate the potential of Hasan’s “cohe-
sive harmony”.

Hasan, Ruqaiya. (1984). Coherence and cohesive harmony.

n Our approach

Investigate readers’ perceptions of lexical
cohesion.

Basic methodology: Measure subjec-
tivity as individual differences.
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