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Abstract

Because little attention has been paid to the explicit teaching of text structure
in local senior high schools, this present study analyzes the reading texts to explore
how students are exposed to expositive and narrative text types and how the text is
structured. Reading texts are selected from textbooks for senior high school students
and then theme categories, thematic progression types and cohesive devices are
analyzed. Combined Dane$’s theory with Cloran’s suggestion, the following six types
of thematic progression (TP) are identified: Type 1, Rheme>Theme pattern (> means
‘followed by’); Type 2, Theme>Theme pattern; Type 3, Split Theme; Type 4, Split
Rheme; Type 5, Theme>Rheme pattern; and Type 6, Rheme>Rheme pattern. Besides,
five cohesive ties (i.e. reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, and lexical
cohesion) proposed by Halliday and Hasan are identified as clue to trace the
progression. Next, evidence is found to decode gapped passages in Integrative Test

%ﬁ]ﬁﬂ&? i.e. Cloze Test), Semantic Choice (¥ #i:#1f), and Discourse Structure
(%ﬁﬁ’l %ﬂﬁ).

Besides the presupposed six progression patterns mentioned above, one more
type is found and categorized as Referential Type. The progression of Referential
Type involves the use of cohesive device this or that. The findings are presented as
follows: In the analysis of reading texts in EFL textbooks, thematic progression of
Type 1 R>T and Type 2 T>T predominates the frequency of occurrence, while
thematic progression of Type 5 T>R and Type 6 R>R follows behind, and Referential
Type ranks third in terms of frequency, followed by Type 4 Split R outnumbering
Type 3 Split T. Furthermore, while applying to the analysis of test passages, the
outcome of progression types is roughly correspondent with what is mentioned above.
As for cohesive ties, reference predominates the frequency of occurrence, followed by
lexicon. Of all the cohesive devices, items of personal reference are found to appear
most frequently, and then the second most are items of the same word.

Through the exploration and analysis of thematic progression and cohesive
devices, it is hoped that students’ awareness of textual organization will be enhanced
and thus help activate efficient reading.
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