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The role of causal and semantic_relatedness in comprehension processes of EFL
reading: An eye-tracking investigation
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This study aimed to examine how Japanese EFL (English as a Foreign Language)
learners process written text based on the causal and semantic connections between sentences,

analyzing eye movement data during reading comprehension. Analysis of multiple experiments revealed
that both causal and semantic relatedness between sentences influence the EFL learners® reading
comprehension processes, but causal relatedness has a more prominent impact. However, for reading
longer passages in particular, the relative impact of sentence relatedness tends to be smaller when
considering other linguistic features such as lexical sophistication and syntactic complexity. The
study"s findings offer insights into the cognitive processes involved in EFL reading comprehension,
EFL reading instruction, and the evaluation of EFL text readability.
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1. 1

la. Mary could not find anything to read in the library.

1b. Mary wanted to look for recipesfor her dinner party.
lc. Mary went tothelibrary to look for something to read.
1d. Mary was having adinner party for her office.

2. Shewent to the bookstore to get new books.
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Note. CR = causal relatedness; SR = semantic relatedness.
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(Estiamte=-0.10, SE = 0.05, t = —2.06)
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