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'Department of Educational Psychology, University of Minnesota
2Department of Learning Sciences, Georgia State University
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Abstract

Individuals are frequently presented with information that must
be integrated across multiple sources. The current study ex-
plores the role of self-explanation strategies in supporting
across-text integration during multiple document comprehen-
sion. Participants (n=139) read a multiple document text
set, while either self-explaining or thinking aloud, then com-
pleted verification questions (sentence and inference verifica-
tion), a prior knowledge test, and an essay task. Results
demonstrated that participants with higher prior knowledge
outperformed those with lower knowledge across comprehen-
sion assessments. Critically, self-explanation was associated
with higher performance on across-text inference verification
items, with no corresponding effect for within-text inferences.
Computational linguistic analyses revealed that self-explanation
was associated with increased cohesion in readers’ constructed
responses across lexical, semantic, and connective-based in-
dices. Together, these findings suggest that self-explanation
promotes integration during multiple-document comprehension
by strengthening inferential coherence-building mechanisms,
and that across-text integration represents a key challenge that
benefits from strategic instructional support.

Keywords: comprehension; integration; multiple documents;
natural language processing

Introduction

An inherent aspect of life in the 21st century is that readers are
potentially exposed to massive amounts of information on any
given topic, often spread across a variety of texts and sources
(Goldman et al., 2012; List & Alexander, 2017). People often
read about a topic across multiple documents—to develop a
thorough understanding. This situation requires readers to
comprehend each document and discern how the documents
relate to one another. These demands emerge across a variety
of commonplace contexts, such as reading product reviews to
inform a purchase, understanding news reports from differ-
ent media outlets, and within academic assignments (Braasch
et al., 2018; Rouet, 2006). However, integrating information
across multiple documents is challenging, even when texts
are consistent or complementary (Firetto, 2020; McCrudden
et al., 2021; Wiley et al., 2009). Readers often struggle to
integrate and represent information across multiple sources
and tend to process documents in isolation rather than con-
structing coherent across-text representations (Britt & Rouet,
2012).

A central mechanism supporting integration during com-
prehension is inferencing. Writers do not explicitly state all

information or connections in a text, leaving readers to fill
in the gaps to maintain coherence as they progress through
text (Graesser et al., 1994; O’Brien et al., 2015). Infer-
ences arise when information that becomes available to the
reader from memory converges (McKoon & Ratcliff, 1992;
Myers & O’Brien, 1998), allowing readers to connect ideas
and build a coherent representation of what they are read-
ing. In multiple-document contexts, this inferential work is
especially demanding because readers must retrieve and co-
ordinate information from prior documents that are no longer
perceptually available while processing a new source. Pre-
liminary evidence indicates that information from previous
texts is activated during comprehension of subsequent texts
(Beker et al., 2016), yet forming inferences that link infor-
mation across documents remains challenging. This suggests
that across-text integration represents a central challenge for
multiple-document comprehension.

One potential comprehension strategy that may support this
difficulty is self-explanation. Self-explanation strategies in-
struct individuals to explain the meaning of segments of the
text as they read, encouraging them to generate inferences,
activate relevant knowledge, and make causal connections
among ideas in text (Allen et al., 2015; Chi et al., 1989;
McNamara, 2004). Recent work has demonstrated that self-
explanation prompts influence readers’ use of comprehension
strategies (Christhilf et al., 2025). In single-document com-
prehension tasks, engaging readers in self-explanation has
been shown to increase coherence-building processes and im-
prove performance on inference-based comprehension mea-
sures (Chi, 2000; McNamara, 2004; Ozuru et al., 2010).
Prompting readers to self-explain supports the formation of
inferences, particularly under conditions of higher cognitive
demand. If across-text integration relies on similar inferen-
tial mechanisms, self-explanation may be especially beneficial
for comprehension processes that require linking information
distributed across documents rather than within a single text.

However, effective self-explanation is related to prior
knowledge. Individual differences in prior knowledge can in-
fluence inferential processing during comprehension by shap-
ing the availability of information that supports coherence-
building. During reading, both previous portions of the text
and a reader’s prior knowledge are accessible from mem-
ory and support comprehension and inferencing (Albrecht &
O’Brien, 1993; O’Brien & Albrecht, 1992). Readers with
more relevant knowledge are generally better able to generate
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inferences and connect new information as it is encountered
(McNamara, 2004). In the present context, prior knowledge
is relevant insofar as it influences baseline inferential capacity
during reading, and thus it provides important context for in-
terpreting how strategic support may affect integration across
documents.

Models of Evaluating Integration

There are several ways in which researchers can examine the
extent to which readers are making connections and gener-
ating inferences as they read (McCarthy et al., 2018; McK-
oon & Ratcliff, 2015). Broadly, these approaches include
outcome-based measures that assess readers’ representations
after reading and process-based measures that provide insight
into coherence-building during comprehension. Using mul-
tiple measures affords the opportunity to examine integration
processes with converging evidence by pairing downstream
comprehension outcomes with indicators of online inferential
activity.

Post-reading verification questions evaluate the nature of
a reader’s mental model by probing for specific inferences
(Royer et al., 1996). The reader’s ability to discern sen-
tences supported by information presented in the text from
unsupported statements allows researchers to make assump-
tions about the coherence or interconnectedness of the mental
model. Sentence verification items are designed to evaluate
a reader’s surface-level understanding of a text, whereas in-
ference verification items require participants to discern sen-
tences that reflect inferences supported by the text (Bréten
& Strgmsg, 2006; Wiley & Voss, 1999). In the context
of multiple-document comprehension, verification tasks are
extended to include inferences that reflect within-text (intra-
textual) and across-text (intertextual) connections (Briten et
al., 2009). In addition to verification questions, multiple-
document comprehension researchers also rely heavily on
source-based integrative essays, in which readers are asked
to compose an essay based on the texts they have read (e.g.,
Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Wiley et al., 2009, 2014). These es-
says are commonly used to assess how well readers transform,
organize, and integrate information across sources.

Examining the content of readers’ constructed responses
to text (e.g., think-alouds or self-explanations) has provided
researchers with insight into comprehension processes that
support the construction and maintenance of a coherent men-
tal representation (Ozuru et al., 2009; Pressley & Afflerbach,
1995). Analyses of constructed responses are sensitive to
differences across readers as well as to the impact of task
instructions on comprehension (Magliano & Graesser, 2012;
Millis & Magliano, 2012). Recent advances in computational
methodologies have afforded researchers new ways to exam-
ine readers’ responses through natural language processing
(NLP) methodologies (McCarthy et al., 2018). Of particular
interest in the study of integration is that NLP indices can
provide a relatively objective measure of cohesion. Cohe-
sion is the degree to which a text contains cues that signal

its readers to make connections between ideas (Halliday &
Hasan, 1978). The presence of cohesion in readers’ responses
indicates that they are engaging in processes, such as infer-
encing, that promote integration during reading (Allen et al.,
2015; S. Crossley & McNamara, 2011). In the context of
multiple-document comprehension, cohesion indices can be
used to capture both local connections within individual texts
and broader connections across texts (Allen et al., 2021).

Overview of the Present Study

The current study was designed to explore integration in the
context of multiple-document comprehension by examining
whether self-explanation supports across-text inferencing dur-
ing reading. Participants read a text set on a scientific topic
(global warming) and either self-explained or thought aloud at
target sentences. Think-aloud instructions served as a control
for assessing the impact of self-explanation on coherence-
building processes within and across texts. After reading,
participants completed inference verification questions and
wrote a source-based essay that required them to use infor-
mation across the texts. In addition, participants’ constructed
responses were analyzed using NLP-based measures of cohe-
sion to provide a process-level index of online integration.

The primary research question guiding this study was the
extent that self-explanation enhances across-text integration
during multiple-document comprehension. We examined in-
tegration primarily using inference verification questions and
analyses of readers’ constructed responses, with source-based
essays included as a secondary outcome measure. Based on
prior literature, we predicted that self-explanation would in-
crease performance on inference verification items compared
to thinking aloud, particularly for items that required across-
text inferences. Given that across-text inferencing places
higher demands on coherence-building processes, we further
predicted that self-explanation would be more strongly associ-
ated with improvements in across-text inference performance
than with within-text inference performance.

In addition to outcome measures, we examined whether
self-explanation altered online processing during reading, as
indexed by cohesion in readers’ constructed responses. Given
the results of previous work in single-text research, we pre-
dicted that cohesion would be higher for participants in the
self-explanation condition, reflecting greater engagement in
integrative processes while reading. Prior knowledge was
included to account for baseline differences in inferential ca-
pacity and to provide context for interpreting the effects of
instructional support.

Methods

Transparency and openness The processed data and anal-
ysis can be accessed and are publicly available at: https://osf.
io/uty7j/?view_only=1eee926e3956498db7121eal9a709f3f

Participants Undergraduates (N = 139; 98 female, 41 male,
Mage = 19.68, SDage = 1.43) from a university in the south-
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eastern United States participated for course credit. Seven
additional participants were excluded for incomplete data.
Participants were assigned to either think-aloud (N = 76) or
self-explanation (N = 63) condition.

Materials

Multiple Document Text Set The multiple-document text
set was adopted from prior multiple-document studies (Braten
etal., 2009). The original materials were published in Norwe-
gian and contained eight texts on the topic of global warming,
presenting two different positions (i.e., positive and negative
impacts of climate change). In the current study, four texts
were selected, translated, and slightly modified for use. Two
texts discussed the causes of global warming, and two texts
discussed the positive and negative consequences of climate
change. Minor modifications were made to increase clarity
and to include concepts that had been removed by reducing the
number of texts in the set to four. The texts ranged from 237—
307 words and had a Flesch—Kincaid grade level range from
10.5 to 14.5. Each text was presented with source content
(i.e., title, author’s name and credentials, publication source,
and date of publication). Texts were presented in the same
order to all participants.

Constructed Responses Participants generated constructed
responses while reading the texts. Depending on condition,
these responses took the form of either think-alouds or self-
explanations. In the think-aloud condition, participants were
instructed to “report your thoughts that immediately come to
mind regarding how you understand the meaning of the text.”
In the self-explanation condition, participants were instructed
to explain the text to themselves as they read, specifically
to “explain the meaning of the text, elaborating beyond your
initial understanding of the text.” Constructed responses were
collected at multiple points within each text, yielding between
three and eight responses per text. These responses served as
the basis for subsequent linguistic analyses of cohesion.

Verification Items Participants completed three verification
tasks (adapted from Bréten et al. 2009) to assess compre-
hension at different levels. Sentence verification items cap-
tured shallow or surface-level understanding and asked par-
ticipants to judge whether sentences had the same meaning
as individual sentences from the texts. Within-text inference
verification items assessed situational, meaning-based under-
standing within single texts and asked whether information
could be readily inferred from two sentences in an individual
text. Across-text inference verification items assessed deeper
comprehension across multiple texts and asked whether infor-
mation could be readily inferred from information in two or
more documents in the set. The number of verification items
was reduced to align with reducing the original text set from
eight to four. Participants answered 22 sentence verification
items, and 19 across-text inference verification items. Each
item required a “yes” or “no” response, and tasks were scored
from 0-100%.

Linguistic Analysis of Constructed Responses The study
employed an aggregation technique to calculate the cohe-
sion of constructed responses generated across multiple doc-
uments. As shown in Figure 1, the constructed responses for
each text were collapsed into a single “paragraph.” This ag-
gregation resulted in a single, multi-paragraph response per
participant, in which sentence-to-sentence measures reflected
within-document cohesion and paragraph-to-paragraph mea-
sures reflected across-text cohesion. These responses were
submitted to the Tool for the Automatic Analysis of Cohesion
(TAACO; S. A. Crossley et al. 2016, 2019).

Cohesion refers to the degree to which a text contains cues
that signal connections among ideas, including overlap be-
tween words or concepts and the use of explicit connectives.
Because such cues reflect the extent to which readers are mak-
ing connections and generating inferences, indices of cohesion
provide a process-level proxy for coherence-building and inte-
grative processing during reading. Six indices were calculated
to capture cohesion at multiple levels. Four indices measured
cohesion ranging from a narrow focus on local and explicit
cohesion to a broader focus on global and semantic cohesion
(see Figure 1). Specifically, two indices of lexical cohesion
were calculated: word overlap in adjacent sentences (adja-
cent_overlap_all_sent_div_seg) and word overlap across two
adjacent sentences (adjacent_overlap_2_all_sent_div_seg).
Two indices of semantic cohesion were calculated: semantic
overlap within paragraphs (word2vec_1_all_para) and seman-
tic overlap across paragraphs (word2vec_2_all_para). The
two remaining indices measured the use of connectives (i.e.,
and, because): all connectives and causal connectives. To-
gether, these indices provided a multi-level characterization of
the extent to which participants’ constructed responses con-
tained cues signaling integration within and across texts.

Local & Explicit
' Words in adjacent sentences

— Words in two adjacent sentences

Constructed Response for Document 1 %

Constructed Response for Document 2 Semantic overlap

within paragraphs

Semantic overlap

Constructed Response for Document 3 across paragraphs

Global & Semantic Constructed Response for Document 4

Figure 1: Measurements of Cohesion in the Document Set.

Prior Knowledge Participants completed an assessment of
general prior knowledge comprising 30 multiple-choice ques-
tions (Allen et al., 2016; Roscoe et al., 2014). The test con-
sisted of 10 science items, 10 history items, and 10 literature
items. Scores were computed as percent correct. The relia-
bility of this test is high, typically ranging from a = .72 to .81
(Allen et al., 2016).
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Demographic Questionnaire The participants completed a
brief demographics questionnaire, which included questions
about their gender, age, and ethnicity.

Procedure

After providing consent, participants completed the demo-
graphics questionnaire and were then randomly assigned to
either the think-aloud or self-explanation condition while read-
ing the four texts. At designated points in each text, partici-
pants typed their constructed responses in the space provided.
After reading all texts, participants completed the verification
tasks, the prior knowledge test, and a source-based essay.

Results

Descriptives and Preliminary Analyses

A t-test revealed no significant difference in prior knowledge
scores for participants randomly assigned to the think-aloud
condition (M = 61.62, SD = 17.51) and those assigned to the
self-explanation condition (M = 58.84, SD = 16.02), #(135.63)
= .98, p = .33, indicating that random assignment produced
comparable groups with respect to baseline topic knowledge.

Verification Tests

One-sample t-tests confirmed that average performance across
all verification tasks was significantly different from chance
(i.e., 50%), indicating that participants were not merely guess-
ing and were reliably making both within- and across-text
inferences during reading. Performance across the three ver-
ification tasks was weakly correlated (rs = .21 to .29, ps <
.05), suggesting that they captured partially overlapping but
distinct aspects of comprehension.

Consistent with prior work showing that across-text inte-
gration poses greater challenges than within-text integration,
performance on the across-text inference verification task (M
=59.37, SD = 13.59) was significantly lower than performance
on the within-text inference verification task (M = 63.63, SD
=12.05), F(2, 414) = 4.16, p < .05. This pattern aligns with
evidence that readers often struggle to coordinate information
across sources even when texts are complementary or consis-
tent (e.g., McCrudden et al., 2021; Wiley et al., 2009). There
was no reliable difference between the sentence verification
task and either inference task (ps > .05).

Linear regression models were used to examine the effects
of constructed response prompt or reading instruction (self-
explanation vs. think-aloud) and prior knowledge on each
verification task. For both the sentence verification task and
the within-text inference task, the models yielded only a sig-
nificant main effect of prior knowledge (ps < .001), with no
effect of reading instruction.

By contrast, the model for across-text inference verification
revealed both a significant main effect of reading instruction
and a significant main effect of prior knowledge. Participants
in the self-explanation condition scored higher on across-text
inference verification M = 61.32, SD = 13.51) than partici-
pants in the think-aloud condition (M = 57.75, SD = 13.53),

80+

60+

Across-Text Inference Verification

-40 20 0 20
Prior Knowledge

Figure 2: Across-text inference verification score as a function
of condition (think-aloud, self-explanation) and prior knowl-
edge score.

p < .05. In addition, across-text inference performance in-
creased as a function of prior knowledge, p < .001. The
interaction between reading instruction and prior knowledge
was not significant, p = .13 (see Figure 2). Together, these
findings indicate that self-explanation selectively supported
across-text inferencing, while leaving within-text inferencing
relatively unchanged.

Cohesiveness of the Constructed Responses

Given that self-explanation selectively supported across-text
inferencing, linguistic analyses were conducted to examine
whether reading instruction was also associated with differ-
ences in the cohesion of participants’ constructed responses.
Because self-explanation is intended to promote integration
processes, such differences were expected to be reflected in
indices of cohesion.

Due to missing constructed response data from two partici-
pants, the sample was n = 137 for these analyses. Constructed
responses in the self-explanation condition were more cohe-
sive than those in the think-aloud condition across all indices.
Specifically, self-explanation was associated with greater lex-
ical overlap in adjacent sentences, #(102.35) = -8.55, p < .001,
and across two adjacent sentences, #(112.13) = -8.63, p <
.001; greater semantic overlap within paragraphs, #(134.79) =
-10.76, p < .001, and across paragraphs, #(134.80) = -10.20,
p < .001; and greater use of both all connectives, #(134.90) =
-2.55, p < .05, and causal connectives, #(133.88) = -3.04, p <
.01 (see Table 1).

These findings indicate that instructional differences were
linked to systematic differences in the cohesion of readers’
constructed responses at multiple levels, ranging from shal-
low lexical overlap to deeper semantic consistency and explicit
rhetorical marking of relations. Participants instructed to self-
explain produced responses that were more lexically, seman-
tically cohesive than those of participants instructed to think
aloud, consistent with the interpretation that self-explanation
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Table 1: Mean (SD) cohesion indices as a function of condi-
tion (think-aloud, self-explanation) and prior knowledge.

Index Think-Aloud  Self-Expl.
Words in adjacent sentences 1.77 (72)  3.11(1.04)
Words across two adj. sentences 2.80(1.05) 4.62(1.34)
Semantic overlap within paragraphs .83 (.03) .89 (.03)
Semantic overlap across paragraphs .88 (.03) .92 (.02)
All connectives .06 (.02) .07 (.01)
Causal connectives .02 (.01) .03 (.01)

promoted greater coherence-building and integrative process-
ing during reading. Together with the selective across-text
inference advantage observed for the self-explanation con-
dition, these cohesion findings provide converging process-
level evidence that self-explanation supports integration dur-
ing multiple-document comprehension by strengthening in-
ferential coherence-building mechanisms.

General Discussion

The current study explored integration in the context of
multiple-document comprehension, with a specific focus on
whether self-explanation selectively supports across-text in-
ferencing during reading. Participants read a text set while
either self-explaining or thinking aloud, answered sentence
and inference verification questions, and completed a prior
knowledge measure. In addition, cohesive features of readers’
constructed responses were assessed using NLP methodolo-
gies to examine potential mechanisms underlying the impact
of reading instruction.

Consistent with our primary research question, the find-
ings indicate that comprehension strategies that have tradi-
tionally been beneficial in single-text comprehension may
likewise be beneficial in a multiple-document setting, par-
ticularly for more demanding forms of integration. Specifi-
cally, self-explanation supported the instantiation of across-
text inferences when reading a multiple-document text set.
The across-text inference verification task required readers to
make connections between texts and was a more challenging
task, as evidenced by lower overall performance. Participants
who received self-explanation instructions outperformed par-
ticipants who received think-aloud instructions on this more
difficult, across-text inferencing task, indicating that the com-
prehension strategy was successful in supporting the instan-
tiation of inferences across texts in the document set. These
findings are consistent with the well-documented difficulty of
making across-text connections (e.g., Firetto, 2020; McCrud-
den et al., 2021; Saux et al., 2021; Wiley et al., 2009) and
suggest that strategies targeting coherence building may be
particularly beneficial for this aspect of multiple-document
comprehension.

One explanation for why self-explanation supported across-
text integration lies in the nature of self-explanation as a con-
structive activity (Chi et al., 1994). Texts do not always
explicitly state everything the reader needs to build a coherent

representation, and self-explanation prompts the reader to fill
those gaps, including inferences that connect prior knowledge
with new information (Chi et al., 1989, 1994). This construc-
tive activity also creates opportunities for readers to detect
conflicts between incoming text information and their evolv-
ing mental representation, encouraging deeper processing and
self-repair (Chi et al., 1994). These mechanisms may be par-
ticularly beneficial for multiple-document contexts, where in-
tegration requires readers to identify how information from
different sources relates or conflicts.

While self-explanation benefited readers on the across-text
inference verification task, it did not support performance
on the within-text inference verification task. This pattern
contrasts with prior research in single-text contexts showing
that self-explanation increases within-text inferencing (e.g.,
Magliano et al., 2005; McNamara, 2004). One possible ex-
planation for this difference lies in the overall goal structure
of the multiple-document task. Contemporary perspectives of
reading literacy conceptualize reading as a problem-solving,
task-oriented activity; thus, reading goals have nontrivial im-
plications for how mental models are constructed (e.g., Britt et
al., 2017). In the current study, as in many multiple-document
tasks, participants were told at the beginning of the experi-
ment that they would read a set of texts and complete an
essay-writing task. Such instructions may have set expec-
tations about task demands and biased participants’ reading
goals (Higgs et al., 2017; Ritchey & List, 2021; van den
Broek et al., 2001). Reading goals are likely to change read-
ers’ standards of coherence, which in turn alters how they
direct attention and engage in different comprehension strate-
gies (Van Den Broek et al., 1995). It is possible that these
instructions were sufficient to prompt a relatively high stan-
dard of coherence across conditions, thereby attenuating the
typical self-explanation advantage for within-text inferencing.

An additional contribution of the current study is the use of
computational linguistic measures to explore potential mech-
anisms underlying the impact of self-explanation instructions
on individuals’ constructed responses in a multiple-document
task. In line with prior research examining constructed re-
sponses during single- and multiple-document comprehen-
sion (Allen et al., 2015, 2021; Magliano et al., 2011), self-
explanation instructions were associated with increased co-
hesion in readers’ constructed responses compared to think-
aloud instructions. This was true across multiple indices of
cohesion, including lexical, semantic, and connective-based
measures. These findings provide preliminary evidence that
self-explanation supports coherence-building processes, such
as inferencing, which ultimately promote integration during
multiple-document comprehension. More broadly, these find-
ings suggest that cohesion in constructed responses can serve
as a process-level indicator of the mechanisms through which
instructional support influences integration.

Taken together, self-explanation selectively supports
across-text integration. This pattern is consistent with the
view that across-text integration
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Limitations and Future Directions

Several limitations of the present study point to important
directions for future research. First, the study employed a
single text set consisting of four documents on a scientific
topic. Although this design afforded controlled examination
of across-text integration processes, it necessarily limits the
generalizability of the findings. Future research would bene-
fit from examining readers’ online comprehension processes
while reading larger document sets, as well as sets that in-
clude conflicting or contradictory information. Such work
would further contribute to the growing literature on sourc-
ing, evaluation, and integration of information across multi-
ple documents (e.g., Braasch et al., 2014; Braten & Strgmsg,
2006; Britt & Aglinskas, 2002; Wiley & Voss, 1999).

A related limitation concerns the topic of the text set. The
texts focused on global warming, a topic that is often embed-
ded in socio-political discourse and may evoke strong prior be-
liefs. Although prior knowledge was measured and included
as a covariate, the present study did not assess participants’ at-
titudes toward climate change or their political beliefs. Future
studies could incorporate such measures to better understand
how beliefs and attitudes interact with integration processes
during multiple-document comprehension, particularly when
readers encounter information that conflicts with their existing
views.

Another limitation of the present study is that participants
were instructed to self-explain without receiving explicit train-
ing in how to engage in effective self-explanation strategies.
Prior research has shown that self-explanation training can en-
hance comprehension outcomes, particularly for readers with
lower prior knowledge (McNamara, 2004; McNamara et al.,
2006). In the current study, self-explanation instructions se-
lectively supported across-text inferencing even in the absence
of training, suggesting that self-explanation may be especially
beneficial for addressing the demands of across-text integra-
tion. Nevertheless, future research should examine whether
providing explicit self-explanation training further enhances
both within-text and across-text integration during multiple-
document comprehension.

Beyond instructional considerations, the present study high-
lights the value of computational linguistic methodologies for
examining online comprehension. By analyzing cohesion in
readers’ constructed responses, the study provides process-
level evidence that complements traditional outcome mea-
sures. Future research could extend this approach to exam-
ine how different instructional prompts, task goals, or doc-
ument characteristics influence coherence-building processes
over time. Additionally, such methodologies may support
the refinement of instructional interventions by identifying
the specific mechanisms through which strategies like self-
explanation promote integration.

These limitations and future directions underscore the need
for continued research on the processes that support successful
multiple-document comprehension. As multiple-document
tasks become increasingly prevalent in educational and real-

world contexts, understanding how readers integrate informa-
tion across texts (and how instructional supports can facili-
tate this integration) remains a critical goal for research on
multiple-document literacy.

Conclusion

The present study contributes to research on multiple-
document comprehension by demonstrating that self-
explanation selectively supports across-text inferencing and
is associated with increased inferential cohesion in readers’
constructed responses. These findings suggest that across-
text integration is a key challenge in multiple-document
comprehension and that instructional prompts encouraging
coherence-building can support the processes required to over-
come this challenge. By combining outcome measures with
process-level linguistic analyses, the study provides converg-
ing evidence that self-explanation promotes integration during
reading by strengthening inferential connections across texts.
As multiple-document tasks become increasingly prevalent
across educational and real-world contexts, understanding the
mechanisms that support successful integration across sources
remains a central goal for research on multiple-document lit-
eracy.
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