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Abstract

The purpose of this research work is to check wdrestudents are familiar with the
use of grammatical cohesive devices in writing gssdt also aims at finding the
importance of using cohesive devices to createste@aliscourse. Thus, it hypothesizes

that the use of grammatical cohesive devices wsinhgth students’ writing.

The hypothesis is evaluated by a descriptive study inferred from the results of the students’
test. They show that the use of grammatical cohesive devices by Second- Year Students of
English at the Department of Foreign Languages, University of Mentouri, Constantine, is quite
enough. However, some inappropriate uses of grammatical cohesive devices are easily noticed
concerning the total use of those devices. In addition, some grammatical cohesive devices are
widely used but inappropriately; and some of them are less used but appropriately. Students’
use of grammatical cohesive devices mainly appears with the use of conjunctions because they
are most probably known by learners; however, most of the conjunction devices are used
inappropriately. Also, it is remarked that in each type of grammatical cohesive devices used

there is always a predominant device.
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1. Statement of the Problem

Second language acquisition researchers amgvskill as Halliday and Hassan’s work in
1976(Cohesion in English) emphasize the act of yowd) coherent as well as cohesive
discourse in order to ensure texture or cohesiamriting. The effect of discourse devices on
writing is very strong since they provide us withrious kinds of grammatical devices which
are used to stretch any piece of discourse to besiee. It is noteworthy that without having a
good command of the linguistic ties, one can neoastruct a cohesive discourse. Thus, since
in traditional grammar the focus is on form nottsyn there was a need to have sentences in
combination which are created with discourse amatempts.

Researchers such as Hassan and Halliday aeadimg linguistic ties makes the text more
cohesive and understandable. But, it seems thdeistsi do not use grammatical cohesive
devices efficiently because the problem noticedtégchers is that students have many

problems in writing effective discourse in genexadl in using cohesive devices in particular.

2. Aim of the study

This research work aims to see the variousikiaf linguistic ties and their effects on

writing cohesive discourse as well as to see stistdase of grammatical cohesive devices.

3. Hypothesis

Through the present study, we hypothesizettieappropriate use of grammatical cohesive

devices would enhance students’ writing.
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4. Means of research

In the present study, we are going to verifg hypothesis through a descriptive work,
which focuses on the students’ production of atemitdiscourse. It verifies whether students
are aware in using grammatical cohesive devichsavte a cohesive discourse.

In this work, a group of 40 second-year stuslemere asked to write essays, and then a
description of their production was carried outstow to what extent they were able to use
grammatical cohesive devices appropriately.

5. Structure of the study

The present study contains two chapters. Irfiteechapter, we trace the relation between
discourse analysis and cohesion. We begin withnzrgé overview on discourse analysis, its
definition, the main features which contribute tscdurse analysis, and the differences
between written and spoken discourse. This chaser presents a comprehensive overview
of cohesion in general and grammatical cohesigmamicular ,by distinguishing two types of
cohesion and the sub types of grammatical coheaimh explains how cohesion influences he
development of discourse.

In the second chapter, the test is describest, we give a description of the student’s test,
the sample and the way we conduct it. Second, partréhe results obtained in the test. Third
we try to provide an accurate analysis of the tesadtained, and we state the conclusion of the
study.

6. Key Words

Cohesion, discourse analysis, grammatical cohegviees.
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1. Introduction

The research topic we are investigating is actualgted to the domain of discourse
analysis as such. In fact, any piece of discoutsether written or spoken has given
regularities to be followed. Any piece of discounsest be stretched in a way that ensures its
cohesion. For that, grammatical cohesion is usexhasvay to have a cohesive discourse.
Indeed, grammatical cohesion whether it is seem@®cess or a product or both is an attempt
to give a general view of discourse analysis amdeiation to cohesion in general and
grammatical cohesion in particular.
1.1 Discourse Analysis

For many years, linguists were concerned with analysis of single sentences where the
focus was on morphology and phonology areas. Ttenattention is shifted to the sentence
level by the advent of Chomsky's transformationah@rative Grammar (1957). However, the
analysis was not really adequate because it stilised on the formal properties of language
rather than achieving meaning (Coulthard, 1977)okKC{1989) states that linguists have
become aware of the use of context and languaggidmn This awareness came with Harris’s
paper published with the title «Discourse Analysis»X1952). However, Zellig Harris was a
sentence grammarian, he shifted attention towagdtesces in combination; i.e., there was a
sequence to produce coherent stretches of langualgs of use). Then, it is important to
notice that earlier there was an attempt in diss®wnalysis where the emergence of other
disciplines such as: semiotics, sociology, psyaloetc. These disciplines were influenced
by the study of language in context and led frad@Qls to 1970’s to the work of Austin
(1962), Hymes(1964), Halliday and Hassan(1976)cegt975), M.A.K. Halliday (1973),

Sinclair and Coulthard (1977), Van Dijk (1972) andny others. McCarthy (1991) state that:
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Discourse Analysis has grown into a wide rangingl dreterogeneous discipline
which finds its unity in the description of langeagpbove the sentence and an interest

in the contexts and cultural influences which effaeguage in use.1091: 07)

Text grammarians on discourse analysis workadly with written language where they
assume texts as language elements hung togetereta relationship with the other parts of
the text; i.e., to give a linked text with the nesary elements.

1.2 Definition of discourse analysis

As it is said in the early section, discouirseaelated to many disciplines. The principal
concern of discourse analysis is to examine howlamyuage produced by a given participants
whether spoken or written is used in communicafmna given situation in a given setting.
Thus, discourse analysis is concerned with writted spoken forms. Discourse devices also
help to string language elements.

The organization of stretches of language gretttan a sentence [It] can focus
on conversation, written language, when searching patterning of the
language. Discourse analysis must determine thes wiithese larger stretches
of language, how these units are signalled by $jgdoiguistic markers, and/or
the processes involved in producing and compremgntkrger stretches of
language.
(Fine: 1988)0

Yule (1996) asserts that discourse structsrevary important. It focuses on the main
elements that can form a well-stretched text. Tistsectural connections between sentences
create cohesion. Moreover, the study of discoussbased especially on a pragmatic view
where the background knowledge, beliefs and expentaare taken into consideration; i.e.,
what the speakers or writers have in mind.

Another definition of discourse analysis isotpd from (Allen and Corder 1974: 200)

“discourse analysis is taken to be the investigatido the formal devices used to connect

sentences together”.
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1-3 Text and Discourse

It is noteworthy that text exists in both weit and spoken language. In the former, the
writer who produces it whereas in the latter itdrees language in use only if it is recorded,
d.e., it will create discourse. Thus , text igralistic product of discourse that can be studied
without reference to its contextual elements agwddence of linguistic rules«..."text” is the
linguistic content ; the stable semantic meaningvofds, expressions, and sentences, but not
the inferences available to hearers depending timnontext in which words, expressions and
sentences are used» ( Schiffrin ,1994: 363-364).

However, what is important is that the text caly include some factors from the context
which can be relevant to its interpretation. A texinot just a sequence of sentences strung
together, but a sequence of units, be they sergamcparts of sentences; connected in some
contextually appropriate ways. “A text as a wholestexhibit the related, but distinguishable
properties of cohesion and coherence” (Lyons, 1988): Thus, cohesion is concerned with
formal connectedness. Moreover, schemas’ activadimording to McCarthy (2001) is very
necessary to contribute to forming a text because

The text is not a container full of meaning whibk teader simply downloads. How
sentences relate to one another and how the umitheaning combines to create a
coherent extended text is the results of interacbietween the readers world and the

text. (McCarthy 2001:97).
Thus, text and discourse are used interchangefmayssing on language “beyond the
sentence” In other words, to take context as daahy utterances or sentences.

Halliday and Hassan (1976) provided the megtr@priate definition of the ‘text’. They
consider a text as written or spoken stretchetheftext; i.e., a text as stretch of written or
spoken language which proposes that language feldolinear sequence where one line of text

follows another with each line being linked to @revious line. This linear progression of text
16



creates a context of meaning. Contextual meaninthatparagraph level is referred to as
coherence while their internal properties of megnsreferred to as “cohesion”. The following
definition will determine the main factors that stitute a text:
A text is a unit of language in use. It is not a gnaatical unit, like a clause or a sentence;
and it is not defined by its sizA text is sometimes envisaged to be some kiadpafr
sentence , a grammatical unit that is larger tharsentence but is related to a
sentence in the same way that a sentence is refatadclause, a claus® a group
and so on by constituency, the composition of larger umitd of smaller ones .But
this is misleading .A text is not something thalike a sentence , only bigger; it is
something that differs from a sentence in kind texAdoes not consist of sentences ,
it is realized by , or encoded in , sentences

(Halliday and Hassan 1976:1-2)

Thus, the ability of the speaker to stretafiveen discourse can be said to constitute a text.
Cohesion then is a principle factor in determiniegture since it is a means through which we
can relate our utterances or sentences.

1.4 Texture and textuality

According to Halliday and Hassan (1976) a texa text rather than a mere sequence of
sentences. This is due to the linguistic featunas ¢ause sentences to stick together; i.e. what
makes sentences constitute a text depends on ‘igehedationships” within and between
sentences which create “texture”:«A text has textand this is what distinguishes it from
something that is not a text [...]. The texturgiievided by the cohesive relations » (1976:2),
what makes any length of text meaningful and cattenas been termed” texture”. Texture is
the basis for unity and semantic interdependendieowi text, and text without texture would
just be a group of isolated sentences with noioglato one another. Moreover, cohesion
relates to the “semantic ties” within text whereaiies is made when there is some dependent
link between items that combine to create meanlingrefore, texture is created within text

when there are properties of coherence and cohesitside of the apparent grammatical

structure of the text.
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Texture otherwise referred to as textualitpates the “property of being a text”. Whereby
cohesion seems as a major contributor to them ,Ttexgiality defined by DeBeaugrande and
Dressler (1981) in terms of communicative functiba text is supposed to realize. Textuality
is determined by some factors which depend on #ngcpants, the intended message and the
setting of occurrence ...etc. Beaugrande and Dresslarup these factors in seven standards
of textuality in which they can fulfil the commuiaittive function of any text. These standards
are:

-Cohesion:it is the first standard of textuality; it refers the surface relations between the
sentences that create a text .i.e. to create ctatheentences within a sequence. The formal
surface of the text components works accordingamgnatical forms and conventions .It helps
the reader /hearer to sort out the meaning and uses
-Coherence:it refers to the relations held between the uryitegl surface text, which is made
of concepts and relations and the amount of tleévance to the central thought of the text.
Moreover, the concepts refer to the knowledge wiugh be activated in the mind whereas
relations refer to the connection between the sarfaxts (concept).
-Intentionality: it refers to the text producer’s attitudes that $lee of linguistic resources of
the text should handle the text in a way that lftiffe procedures inttentions and communicates
the message to be conveyed in an appropriate aedsaful way.

-Acceptability: it concerns to the text receivers’ attitude thneg set of linguistic resources
the text should provide the receiver an abilitpésceive any relevance of the text in question.
- Informativity: it refers to the extent to which the presentedrimftion is known or not to
the text receiver; i.e., it refers to the newnasthe giveness of the information presented in the

text. A text is said to be informative, no mattits form and content
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- Situationality: it refers to the factors that make up a text rahevto a situation of
occurrence; i.e., it is crucial for cohesion whigrean determine what is said, by whom, why,
when and where.

- Intertextuality: it concerns the factors which make the use of wmxé dependent upon
knowledge of one or more. A text, in fact, belonigsa wider receiver is actually able to
encounter the intended message.

1.5 Spoken versus written language

Discourse analysts have made a clear digimbetween written and spoken discourse, and
gradually they have become aware of the need tdystach separately. Thus, there are
differences between written and spoken discourserms of the regularities governing each of
them.

Spoken language involves some problems wdietabsent in written discourse because in
written discourse, the writer has usually a litttee to think about what to say and how to say
it. So, the spoken language involves a degree ofhtapeity that is absent in the written
language. For that, in spoken language, the sp@ai&gmake false starts or slips of the tongue
which can be corrected in the ongoing speech.

When the speaker utters a given verbal ad¢caus most probably not preplanned unless
when the speech given is presented in terms ofcturke based on a written record.
Furthermore, the spoken language can be adjustenidicg to the interlocutor by the use of
some international and paralinguistic features lalb to the speaker. The speaker also can
ensure comprehensibility by modifying the utterandben to communicative situation,

wherever the interlocutor shows a sign of comprsioen(Brown and Yule, 1983).
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On the other hand, in the written discoutke, writer has also the right to modify some
written language where it is necessary, as wehas$as the possibility to check some words in
a dictionary wherever he need and to cross otbers t

Brown and Yule (1983) also emphasize tlt tfaat the written discourse is encountered
by the reader, the writer would not be able toifgylahe intended meaning any more and thus
he can be doubtful about what the receiver camthfeom the message conveyed.

Cook expressed very explicitly the diffezes between the spoken and the written
discourse emphasizing on their characteristics.

Spoken language, as has often been pointed oppena in time, and must
therefore be produced and processed on line. Th®reo going back and
changing or restructuring our words as therenswriting; there is often no
time to pause and think, and while we are takingjstening, we can not stand
back and view the discourse in spatial or diagrartioigrms ...

(Cook, 1989:115)

Although the differences found betweentten and spoken language, Nunan (1993)
pointed that ,the spoken and written text sharestimae function of characteristics as to get
things done , to provide information and to emtertHowever, the difference between them is
the context; i.e., The situation to what, how arttemw the text is performed .The written text
for example is needed to communicate with people ate not at the same setting, or for
those occasions on which a permanent or semi-pembaecord is required. Nunan (1993)
emphasizes that the characteristic of written gmaken language differ on the basis of the
concept of “genre”, where these differences caoldiserved within the sentences at the level of
text structure.

Unlike Nunan, Brown and Yule (1983) peuhtthat there are some differences between
speech and writing in terms of language functiorerghs, spoken language is designed to

establish relationship with people, so it has atigi an “interactional” function; written

language is designed for the transference of irdtion and so has a “transactional” function;
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written language is designed for the transfererfc@formation and so has a “transactional”
function.

The distinction between written and spoKanguage highlights some regularities
governing both of them. Text linguists are concdrmgth “What norms or rules do people
adhere to when creating texts? Are texts structaoedrding to recurring principles, is there a
hierarchy of units comparable to acts, moves amthanges, and are there conventional ways
of opening and closing texts?”(McCarthy, 1991: ZH)e answers to these questions bring out
insights about the well formedness of a writtert t&kich can be raised in the grammatical
regularities, where grammatical cohesion may disptinesive texts.

We shall consider some grammatical regularibbservable in well-formed written
texts, and how the structuring of sentences hadidatipns for units such as
paragraphs, and for the progression of whole teMi#® shall also look at how the
grammar of English offers a limited set of optidoscreating surface links between
the clauses and sentences of a text, otherwiserkaswohesion. Basically, most text
display links from sentence to sentence in ternisgrammatical features such as
pronominalisation ,ellipsis (the omission of othex@vexpected elements because they
are retrievable from the previous text or conteand conjunction of various kinds .
The resources available for grammatical cohesiom lga listed finitely and compared
across language for translatability and distributiin real texts.

(McCarthy, 19915

1.6 Discourse analysis and Grammar

The relationship between the grammatical form cfeatence and the wider context in
which it occurs lies in the intersection betweemngmar/syntax and discourse analysis.
Cohesion plays an extended role in this relatioer@tihe inclusion of the concefttkemeand
Rhemaare important in the progression of any discourse.

English learners consciously acquire the #inec of the English sentence either by
repetition or drills or by mere grammatical anadysihus; discourse analysts are interested in
the implication of these different structural opdor the creation of text. It seems well known
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that English has a quite fixed word order, normallynmarised as “SVOA”, that is , Subject
+Verb + Object + Adveriable. “SVOA” means that aldeative statement must carry a subject
at the front of the sentence, a verb after it amalgject and/or an adveriable at the end of the
sentence. However, McCarthy (1991) states thatethee a variety of ways in English in
which we can reorder the basic elements of theeseatby altering different elements to the
front of the sentence. This movement is calledrifirey devices”, as illustrated in:
E.g. Sometimes Joyce reads the Guardian
A S Vv O
E.g. What Joyce reads is the Guardian
wh S \% @]
E.g. it's the Guardian Joyce reads
O S Vv

The writer decides where to start the ser@eand the beginning of each sentence is its
theme. The rest of the sentence tells the readeething about the theme. That the rest of the
sentence is called rheme.The theme is the framewbitke point of the departure of the
message. The rheme is what the addresser warisveycabout the theme (McCarthy: 1991).

Halliday (1994) describes the theme-rheméhatmmy. First, the theme is marked in
intonation as a separate tone unit, frequently¥odld by a brief pause. Second, only the basic
elements of the kernel structure can become tdpenés: the process (main verb), the
participants (subject and object) and the circuntg&thfactor (adveriables). In English, three
possible themes are found: Textual theme (discanes&ers and conjunctions) + interpersonal
theme (vocative) + topic theme (SVOA elements).

The addresser uses theme and rheme to Hghligiece of information in the sentence .For
example it is quite common that:
in spoken narrative and anecdotes, speakers wilénoffront place key
orientational features for their listeners. These anost obviously time and
place markers(‘once upon a time’, ‘one day’, ‘thenddenly’, ‘at the corner’,
‘not far from here’, etc), but may also be foregnding of key participants and

information about them felt to be important for tistener
(McCarthy, 1991: 54)
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Theme and rheme are also used to organize infaymati the text. Thus, the rheme in one
sentence becomes the theme in a following sentértoeme/rheme assignment is a general
way of organizing information and carrying referermver from one proposition to the text”
(Widdowson, 2007:43). Furthermore, there is alslbemnatic organization of the paragraph. In
English, the sentence of a paragraph is also adlwdrihat paragraph (topic sentence), whereas
the following sentences have a rhematic value @ug sentences), which develop the idea
proposed by the theme by means of examples, argameitc
1.7Cohesion

Cohesion is a semantic property of a text stickoggether in some way; i.e., a cohesive text
tends to link its sentences together semanticdllis semantic aspect of cohesion has a
relation with the reader who interprets the elemémta given co-text depending on the other
element within the same dext. Halliday and Hassan assert that:
“Cohesion occurs where the interpretation of soteenent in the discourse is dependent on
that of another. The one presupposes the othehansénse that it can not be effectively
decoded except by resources to it”.
In fact, the presupposition is an important aspeaohesion because it extracts the unrelated
sentences by the connected one. Thus relationseanimg of any sentence depending on the
surrounding elements. In other words “cohesionrsetie the range of possibilities that exist for
linking something with what has gone before. Sitlge linking is achieved through relations
in meaning”. (Halliday and Hassan 1976:10)

To illustrate, let us examine the followingaenple: «Wash and core six cooking apples.
Put them in a fire proof dish» the item “them” imetsecond sentence refers back to “six
cooking apples” in the first sentence . In thiscsi we cannot understand the second sentence

without referring to the first one which gives sigmwhat “them” stands for. That is to say,
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“them” is an item to which it facilitates the readeunderstanding of the relation between
sentences in the text.

As in the case of the above example, cohasiéocused on the relation of the boundaries
between sentences rather than within sentencesthar words, it is interested in the
“intersentence” which ensure texture. Moreovehalgh cohesion exists within the limit of a
single sentence, it is of less importance becauseséntence is naturally cohesive due to its
grammatical structure. «Cohesion ties between seesestands out more clearly because they
are the only source of texture, whereas withinsetence there are the structural relations as
well» (Halliday and Hassan 1976: 09).

For instance, «If you happen to see the adrdon’t tell him his ship’s gone downx in this
sentence,”His” and “Him” refer to “admiral” in thigst half of the same sentence .Thus, the
realization of cohesion within the sentence is goed by rules of pronominalisation; i.e., the
use of a given pronoun to be referred to is det@ethby the sentence structure. For example a
sentence such as “John took John’s hat off and Bahg's hat on a peg: cannot be accounted
as a cohesive sentence unless we use some of dhenmnal forms to be referred to the
identity of the pronominal form. Then, let us calesi that we are talking about the same
“John” and the same “hat”. Meanwhile, we get setgestructured as “John took his hat off
and hang it on a peg” in which “his” referred t@hh” and “it” referred to “hat” Halliday and
Hassan (1976). The intersentence cohesion is tist im@ortant aspect in cohesion. Halliday
and Hassan point out that:

Cohesion relations have in principle nothing to wliith sentence boundaries.
Cohesion is a semantic relation between an eleinethie text and some other
element that is crucial to the interpretation ofbtt its location in the text is in

no way determined by the grammatical structure th® elements, the

presupposing and the presupposed, may be struistuedated to each other or

they may not. (Halliday and Hassan,
1976:08)
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It is noteworthy that cohesion within the #te may focus on the way cohesion works
beyond the sentence. Thus, the use of rules ofoproralization can explain the function of
cohesion at the intersentence level. But, thesesrahn not be always sufficient to ensure
intersentence level, because lexical cohesionesimstance of this. As such then, we will infer
that there is more than one type of cohesive dsvikanwhile we need to say few words
about textuality and Grammatical cohesion.

1.8 Textuality and Grammatical Cohesion

Textuality can be summed up by McCarthy dsefeeling that something is a text and not
just a random collection of sentences”. (1991, Bbrontrast, to sentence grammar which
focuses on the construction of only one senteneet grammar is a discipline which is
interested in the way sentences (in a text) arerriglated and combined together. For this
reason, text grammar does appeal to discoursesamaich is constantly concerned with how
sentences stick together.

Grammatical cohesion refers to the variousngnatical devices that can be used to make
relations among sentences more explicit. Cohesescds are used to tie pieces of text
together in a specific way. The aim is to help tbader understand the items referred to, the
ones replaced and even the items omitted (Harme#)2@urthermore, the combination of
sentences using cohesive devices which have semealtition need a shared linguistic
environment to interpret items.

A sentence such as “he said so” is semanticalisect as it is grammatically in that it means
what it means though we do not know who is meanth®/ and what is meant by “so”. To
analyze a sentence, we have to seek in the sutirgiedvironment what “he” and “so” refer
to many other examples on the various cohesivatsitus are going to be dealt within the forth

coming sections covering types of cohesive devices.
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1.9 Types of grammatical cohesion

Halliday and Hassan (1976) provide us with llasic categories of grammatical cohesion
pointing that we can systematize this concept hgsifying it into a small number of distinct
categories, they refer to them as: reference, sutish ellipsis and conjunction; these
categories have a theoretical basis and speciiiestypf grammatical cohesion, which has also
provide a practical means for describing and aradyiexts.
1.9.1Reference

One of the options that grammar of English offeesating surface links between sentences
is reference .Halliday and Hassan (1976) point that reference features can not be
semantically interpreted without referring to sootker features in the text .Pronouns is the
most common linguistic element as referring devioes textual environment. However, there
are other linguistic elements used to fulfill treere function such us: articles, demonstratives
and comparatives.

Reference can be accounted as “exophoric®endophoric” functions. This is because
simply when we refer to a given item, we expect ris@der to interpret it by either looking
forward, backward and outward. Exophoric involvesreises that require the reader to look
out of the text in order to Iinterpret the referentfThe reader, thus,
has to look beyond or out of the text with a shasedld between the reader and the writer.
“Exophoric reference directs the receiver ‘out tbfe' text and into an assumed shared world”
(McCarthy, 1991: 41). For example, ‘that must hawst a lot of money’ in this example we
have to look out of the situation to retrieve theaming of the sentences (Halliday and Hassan,
1976).

Endophoric function refers to the text itselfits interpretation. Brown and Yule (1983:

192) point that “where their interpretation liesthun a text they are called ‘endophoric’
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relations and do from cohesive ties within thetekhdophoric reference is itself two classes:
to start with, anaphoric relations is all kindsaotivities which involve looking back in texts to
find the referent .For example: “it rained day amght for two weeks, the basement flooded
and every thing was under water, It spoilt all calculations” ( McCarthy 1991: 36). Here the
first “it” refers to the discourse it self, the sed “it” refers to the event of two weeks, or the
fact that it rained or flooded; i.e., the wholauaiion rather than an event in particular, whereas
cataphoric relation looks forward for their integfation, To exemplify the cataphoric reference
“she was terribly afraid .All kinds of black memesi of her childhood came up to her mind.
She could not fight against them as had been h&orubecause simply Mary Brown was
dying at that moment”.

This short text displays a number of cataghoeference items which involve looking
forward for determining what they refer to. In tieisample, all the pronouns (she /her) refer to
Mary Brown. In this cataphoric reference, the refiéthas been withheld to the last sentence in
order to engage the reader’s /the listener’s attient

Thus, Brown and Yule (1983) state that exoghand endophoric co- reference need a
processor based on mental representation .On thdnamd we refer to the world, and on the
other hand we refer to the world created by theailisse.

Halliday and Hassan (1976) summarize the typesfefences in the following diagram:
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Reference

[Situational] [Textual]
exophora endophora

[To preceding text] [To following text]
Anaphora cataphora

Diagram 0L Types of reference

1.9.2 Substitution

Halliday and Hassan (1976) state that sultstititakes place when one feature (in a text)
replaces a previous word or expression, for ingatideft my pen at home, do you have one?”
In this example, “one” is replaced or substitution“pen”.

It is important to mention that substitutiand reference are different in what and where
they operate, thus substitution is concerned wdlations related with wording .Whereas
reference is concerned with relations related wianing. Substitution is a way to avoid
repetition in the text itself; however, referenceeds to retrieve its meaning from the
situational textual occurrence.

In terms of the linguistic system, reference iselation on the semantic
level, whereas substitution is a relation on thddegrammatical level, the
level of grammar and vocabulary, or linguistic form
(Halliday and Hassan 1976: 89)

As such, we can substitute nouns; verbs aamagsek .Kennedy (2003) points out there are
three types of substitution nominal, verbal, aradishl substitution.
1.9.2.1 Nominal substitution:where the noun or a nominal group can be replagea noun.

“One” / “ones” always operate as a head of.... nohgnaup.
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e.g.: “there are some new tennis balls in the Diaése ones have lost their bounce”. In this
example, “tennis balls” is replaced by the itemésh
1.9.2.2Verbal substitution: the verb or a verbal group can be replaced byhanaterb which
is “do” .This functions as a head of verbal groapd it is usually placed at the end of the
group.
e.g. A: Annie says you drink too much.
B: So do you?
Here,”do” substitutes “drink too much”.
1.9.2.3 Clausal substitutionwhere a clause can be usually substituted by “stfiat”.
e.g. A:ltis going to rain?
B: I think so.

In this example, the clause “going to rain” is ditbted for “so”.
1.9.3 Ellipsis

The relation between substitution and ellipsigery close because it is merely that ellipsis
is “substitution” by zero (0). What is essentiakihipsis is that some elements are omitted from
the surface text, but they are still understoodusThomission of these elements can be
recovered by referring to an element in the prewpdtext .Harmer defines it: “(...) words are
deliberately left out of a sentence when the mapmnstill clear”. (Harmer, 2004:24).0n
considering the following example:
“Penny was introduced to a famous author, but dwefore, she had recognized him”. It
appeared that the structure of the second clautieates that there is something left out
“introduced to a famous author”, the omission o$ tleature kept the meaning still clear and

there is no need of repetition; Carter et al stasg “ellipsis occurs in writing where usually
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functions textually to avoid repetition where stures would otherwise be redundant”
(2000:182).

Starkey (2004) points out that on some oocssiellipsis is used instead of substitution for
the sake of conciseness. For example
e.g.1l: Every one who [can] donate time to a chatityuld do so.
e.g.2: Every one who can donate time to a chahibyksl (0).
In the first example, where substitution was udb@, sentence was some how wordy in
comparison to the other sentence (e.g2) which seeitesconcise as Starkey explains.

Substitution has three types. Kennedy (2008:3 indicates that “ellipsis is the process by
which noun phrase, verb phrase, or clauses aréedede “understood” when they are absent”
the three types of ellipsis are nominal, verbal eladsal.
1.9.3.1 Nominal ellipsis:means ellipsis within the nominal group, where tdmission of
nominal group is served a common noun, proper moymonoun.
e.g. “My kids practice an awful lot of sport. Bqth) are incredibly energetic”. In this example,
the omission concerned with “My kids”.
1.9.3.2 Verbal ellipsis:refers to ellipsis within the verbal group where talliptical verb
depends on a preceding verbal group.
e.g.. A: have you been working?

B: Yes, | have (0).

Here, the omission of the verbal group depends loat v& said before and it is concerned with
“been working”.
1.9.3.3 Clausal ellipsis:clausal ellipsis functions as verbal ellipsis, véhdre omission refers

to a clause

e.g.. A:why did you only set three places? Rawfaying for dinner, isn't he?
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B: Is he? He didn’t tell him (0). In this example tmission falls on the “Paul’s, staying for
dinner”
1.9.4 Conjunction

Conjunction is achieved to have grammaticéleston in texts which show the relationship

between sentences. They are different from othieesive, ties that they reach the meaning by
using other features in the discourse. BecauseuasiN(1993) points out, they use features to
refer to the other parts of the text in order takeneelationship between sentences extremely
understood. Halliday and Hassan describe it asvist|

In describing conjunction as a cohesive dewee are focusing attention not
on the semantic relation as such, as realized thhout the grammar of the
language, but on one particular aspect of them, elgrthe function they have of
relating to each other linguistic elements that wcn succession but are not
related by other, structural means.
(Halliday and Hassan, 1978: 227)
Williams (1983) summarized the different kirafsonjunctions in a text, based on the work

of Halliday and Hassan (1976) in the following &bl

External
Family /external relationship Examples
Additive Additive ‘proper’ And , in addition, moreover
Negative Or, else, alternatively, that
Expository o _
Exemplification IS, in other words, i.e. for
Similar .
instance, for example, such
Adversative
as, likewise, similarly, in the
Adversative “proper”
Avowal same way.
Correction of meaning
Dismissal Yet ,though ,but ,however,
Causal nevertheless, whereas

In fact ,actually ,as a matter
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Dismissal of part ,contrary
Causal general In any /either case

Reversed causal
Reason So ,then ,hence,

consequently,for,because,for

Result : .
P this reason .it follows
urpose . As aresult ,in consequence,
Conditional (direct) for this purpose ,to this end,
Temporal Conditional (reversed then , that being the case
polarity ) under the circumstances

Respective (direct)
Respective (reversed
polarity )

Otherwise ,under other
circumstances , therefore
In this respect /regard

] otherwise, in other respects
Sequential

Summarizing
Past

Present
Future
Durative
Interrupted
Simultaneous

(at) first ,to start with ,next |
finally ,in conclusion

To sum up , in short ,briefly
Previously ,before this /that,
hitherto ,at this point, here
From now on ,hence
forward meanwhile , in the
meantime

Soon, after a time just then
at the same time.

Table 01 Different types of conjunctions
1.10 Types of lexical cohesion
The recent attempt at studying vocabulary ebeentences is Halliday and Hassan's
description of lexical cohesion? According to th€rf76), lexical cohesion is created for the
choice of a given vocabulary and the role playedccégain basic semantic relations between
words in creating textuality. Thus, Halliday andsdan divide lexical cohesion into two main

categories: reiteration and collocation.
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1.10.1 Reiterationcan be identified through the following classes.
1.10.1.1 Repetitions
Restate the same lexical item in a later parhefdiscourse.
e.g.. what we lack in a newspaper is what we shgetdin a word, popular newspaper may be
the winning ticket. (The lexical item “newspapegiterated in the same form).
1.10.1.2 General nouns
They are used to refer back to a lexical i®mh as: person, people, man, woman for
human nouns; things, object for inanimate, concestentable nouns; stuff for inanimate,
concrete uncountable; place for location ...etc.
e.gl: A:Did you try the steamed buns?
B: Yes; | didn't like the things much.
e.g2: What shall | do with all this crockery?
Leave the stuff there, someone’ll come andtparty way (stuff is a general noun that refers
to ‘crockery’)
1.10.1.3 Synonymy
Used to express a similar meaning of an item

e.gl: you could try reversing the car up the sldpe inclineisn’t all that steep

(“Slope” refers back to “incline” of which it issynonym)
E.g. 2: AT6 p.m. | range a tabut because of the traffic the catived later and | missed my
flight.

1.10.1.4 Super ordinations

It involves the use of general class words.

E.g. This cais the best vehicleor a family of six. (Vehicle is a super ordinatecar).

1.10.2 Collocation
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Collocation is the tendency of some wadalso-occur together. The Syntactic relations
of words in which we have a combination of words d®pectation; i.e., we predict the
following items of a given combination by looking the first item. The co-occurrence of
certain words from a chain to ensure unity andredityt of the topic of this text. These words
in chain form the lexical cohesion of the text. [dorargued that:

Lexical cohesion is, in many ways, thestminteresting of all the cohesive
categories. The background knowledge of the readéstener plays a more obvious
role in the perception of lexical relationships then the perception of other types of
cohesion. Collocation patterns, for example, witlyo perceived by someone who
knows something about the subject at hand.

(Nunan, 1993: 30)

Thus, collocates can be words used in the samiext or it can be words that contribute to
the same area of meaning (Kennedy 2003). For exgnaptext dealing with the chemical
treatment of food contains lexical chains such &sit ,skin,citrus,lemon,orange ,chemicals
,products ,laboratory ...etc .these words can be saithelong to the same register and
contribute to the same topic.
Other cohesive devices

As it is said that cohesion provided whenth# supporting sentences stick

together

There are many ways to help give a paragraph dohesne way is to use linking words.
There are many kinds of linking words: coordinating
conjunctions, subordinating conjunctions, preposifi, and transitions. Transitions are a
very common type of linking word. They are wordspbrases that help to connect
sentences to one another.

(Boardman and Freedenberg, 2002: 36)
Furthermore, apposition is another kind ofegie devices which can be mainly included
in substitution, and contributes to cohesion. Appas helps flesh out meaning by repeating a
previous stated item in another form.
1.11. The role of cohesion in propositional developent of discourse

The propositional development of discourse banensured by the use of logical and

recognizable links between sentences. These s@steme not chosen randomly into a text,
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because they must be contextually appropriate. Widdn (1978) states that “sentences are
contextually appropriate when they express projostin such way as to fit into the
propositional development of discourse as a whdlkid, 1978:25)

Thus, it is necessary to indicate what is Bddd be known, and to organize the information
in a way to fit the appropriate context to satisfijat is unknown .Widdowson (1978: 25)
illustrates this statement by the following dialegu
C: well, did you take to her?

B: yes, | did (take to her).

C: when did she say the parcel would be returned?
B: (she said that the parcel would be returned)otoon.
C: good, | will meet her at the shop.

B: she said that her husband would return it.

As it might be noted, it is necessary for Gigestion to show what is needed to be known
and to organize the information by B’s reply in ayto fit the appropriate context to satisfy
C’s need. So, the continuous propositional devetmnms due to the link between C and B,
and thus, if they are contextually appropriate théll ensure the “cohesive” exchange.
Widdowson points that:

We may say that a discourse is cohesive to thenteittat it allows for
effective propositional development and we maytisatythey allow for this
development. Further, this appropriary will ofteaquire sentences not to
express complete propositions.

(ibid, 1978: 27)

To contribute a cohesive discourse, sentemees take into account the other propositions
expressed by other sentences. If it is possiblentierstand this relationship and associate it in
an appropriate way, then we recognize a cohess@drise. Moreover, the difficulty found in

presenting inappropriate sentences from the unesapesepetition to what is already known
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may reduce the meaning we want to convey and te giwatural aspect to the flow of
discourse. Widdowsow (1978) illustrates this piece:

A: what happened to the crops?

B: the crops were destroyed by the rain.

A: when where the crops destroyed?

B: the crops were destroyed by the rain last week.

These sentences are not normal in languageliie propositions in this piece of discourse
are expressed independently in complete unitsaight in a way which does not relate then
easily to the other propositions. For that, it ecessary to remove any redundancies which
might be found. Thus, a cohesive discourse carrdegted when a normal organization of the
propositional development made of this same piaaé it would yield the following:

A: what happened to the crops?
B: they were destroyed by the rain
C: when?

D: last week

Another example, provided by Widdowson (1978)ndicated here to further comment on

the propositional development of sentences. h & piece of prose.

1. Rocks are composed of a number of differenttanicss

2. The different substances of which rocks are amag are called minerals.
3. ltis according to their chemical compositibattminerals are classified.
4. Some minerals are oxides

5. Some minerals are sulphids

6. Some minerals are silicates

7. Ores are minerals from which we extract metals.
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8. What gold is an ore.

When we recognize the relationship holdingMeein the propositions expressed by the

sentences, we get one possible cohesive versiahwimakes it logical, and has been proposed
and commented upon by Widdowsow (1978) as follows:
Rocks are composed of a number of different substafil) .These are called minerals (2).
Minerals are classified according to their chemamahposition (3). Some are oxides (4). Some
are sulphids (5).Some are silicates (6). Mineredsnfwhich we extract metals are ores (7).
Gold is an ore (8).

In sentence (2), “different substances” isstdered redundant and removed to be replaced
by the demonstrative ‘these’ as well as the sugtabplacement of ‘they’. But, it is appropriate
if we consider this sentence in relation to thecpding one. It appears that it would be just
confusing to use ‘they’ as this latter may be ipteted as either referring to “different”
substances ‘or’ ‘rocks’ since they are plurals. Baat, “these” emerge as most suitable and
relevant for the organization of the propositioo@htent of the sentences.

In sentences (3), the given, information &cpd at first whereas, what is considered new is
introduced for the first time in the discourse faiee. the word “minerals” has already been
mentioned before (given) and, as such, it is platdte beginning of sentence (3).

Sentences (4), (5) and (6) are joined togedinerthe redundant word refers to “minerals”.
As for sentences (7) in the concatenated versiois reproduced as sentence (5) in the
proposed cohesive version in which the same argum@mcerning the issue given new is
advanced here to explain the fronting of ‘mineraisthis sentence. Finally, sentence (8) in the
concatenated version is a cleft sentence thatctttthe attention of the reader and tends to

signal that something is contrary to what has kesranced previously. However, nothing of
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‘ore’ has been presupposed previously, and as thiglsentence is ‘de-clefted’ in the cohesive
version it facilitate its processing by the reader.

1.12. CONCLUSION

Grammatical cohesion is found to be a multitypecemt. From a structural view, it is a

number of cohesive devices governing the orgamiaaif the text in terms of the devices used
from the sentence level to the discourse level.ntamatical cohesion is used to produce a
comprehensive discourse concerning both the waiter the reader. In addition, any written
discourse is supposed to use the necessary comsedogrammatical cohesion to have a

cohesive discourse amal help the reader understand the text as mucbssshye.
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CHAER TWO

The Learners’ Use of Grammatical GQesive Devices

Introduction

This chapter aims at testing our hypothesietir and to what extent students use
grammatical cohesive devices? It is also intendetinding out which type of grammatical
cohesive devices is widely used, and to what extieaey are appropriate or not. For this
purpose, a test was used as an instrument to tolecdata. The analysis of the test was
undertaken in the form of frequencies of use devaral errors. Explanation of the results was
also provided in some cases as to why some usagebesive devices are emerged, and why

some ties are used inappropriate?

2.1 The Students’ Test

2.1.1. The Sample

The subject of this study is second-year sitglef English. The choice has fallen on these
subjects because, when students reach the secandhey may be accepted as having a more
or less homogenous level in English, and are tapalde of understanding what can make up a

given discourse cohesive in terms of grammaticguistic ties.

The sample represents one group of secondlydduD students of the department of

foreign languages at the University of Constantiflee humber of the subjects’ population

amounts to 40 students.
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2.1.2 Description of the Test

A test was given to collect the data abow $itudents’ use of grammatical cohesive
devices. The test given to the students was ayewsting task in which the test takers were
supposed to write an essay. The essays were supfmbave cohesion ensured by the use of
several grammatical cohesive devices types.

In the test’s instruction, testees were reglito write the essay in an hour and a half.
Moreover, an organized scheme was imposed on tAardavhich 40 essays were described in
terms of the grammatical cohesive devices used. aftadysis is conducted to find out the
students use of grammatical cohesive devices irrgeéand the learners’ inappropriate use of
every type.

The purpose to study the frequencies of tlaengratical cohesive devices separately is to
make a distinction between the more or less usgnlistic ties and to know the extent of their
appropriateness respectively.

2.1.3 Analysis of the Results

In the analysis of our datap steps were followed. We started with the asialyby
considering the total use of each device in granoalatohesive devices. In the second step,
we concentrated on the frequencies of studentgoppiate and inappropriate use of the types
of grammatical cohesive devices.
2.1.3.1 Learners’ Use of Grammatical Cohesive Dewas

We devote this step to the explanation ofrlees’ production of grammatical cohesive
devices; i.e., we show which of the cohesive deviaee used and which are not. Some
explanation will be carried out in order to showywdome devices are widely used and some of
them are not. In relation to each device of grancahtohesive devices used, we found the

following results:
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1-Learners’ Use of Reference

The students’ use of reference will be analysedoraieg to the total number of
grammatical cohesive devices used and the numbefafences used too. The results will be

shown in the following table.

Total Reference use

N %
1554

645 41,50%

Table 2: Learners’ Use of Reference.
The results reveal that students use referesmbeguately. References are known and taught

from their previous study.
1-1 Learners’ Use of Demonstrative References
The following table shows the number of theolghdemonstratives used according to the

total number of demonstrative references.

Total Dempnstranve Number of devices %
devices used
That 111 27.91%
These 6 1.52%
393 This 93 23.66%
Those 0 0%
The 183 46.56%

Table 3: Learn®rUse of Demonstrative Reference
These results show that the predominant demicsing demonstrative reference is the use

of “the” (46.56%), and we can note the emergencé¢hefstudents use of “that” and “this”
respectively ( see table 3 ) . But, it seems alprohn using plural demonstratives where the
results show a little use of “these” (1.52%) andleet the use of “those”
1-2 Learners’ Use of Persorakferences

The total number ofdgnts’ use of personal references and the corrdsmpmumber of

all personal devices used are shown the table below
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Total PersorLaSIedewces Number of devices %
It 28 11.11%
Its 9 3.57%
He 9 3.57%
His 7 2.77%
252 She 8 3.17%
Her 3 1.19%
They 89 35.31%
Their 27 10.71%
them 72 28.57%

Table 4: Learners’ Use of Personal References
According to the results abdtable 4), it is remarked that students are widede the

personal cohesive devices “they” (35.31%) and “th€28.27%).what is noticed, however,

that the students’ use of the other personal cebedevices are few concerning the high

frequency found in both “they” and “them”; moreoyv&arners might not use some personal

references at all such as: my, mine, yours, ...etc

It seems clear frone foregoing analysis that students did not usallatomparative

references. This is due to the students’ avoidanasing such a type of reference.

2- Learners’ Use of Conjunctions

The total number of grammatical cohesive ckevi used by the subjects and the

corresponding number of conjunctions used are shovire table below:

Total

Conjunction use

1554

N

%

840

54,05%

Table 5: LearnerfJse of Conjunction
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The results show that students widely use conjandbecause they seem familiar with this
type of grammatical cohesive device.

2-1 Learners’ use of additive cohesive devices

The table bellow reveals the number of allitndel cohesive devices used by students

concerning the total number of the additive coheslievices.

Total Additive use Numpgr of %
additive
And 422 76.17%
Or 25 4.51%
In other words 6 1.08%
For instance 10 1.80%
For example 7 1.26%
554 Then 6 1.08%
On the other hand 14 2.53%
In addition 9 1.62%
Further more 12 2.16%
Also 17 3.06%
More over 5 0.90%
Such as 21 3.79%

Table 6: Learners’ Use of Addite Cohesive Devices
These results revhalhigh frequency in using the additive conjunctiand” (76.17%) in

students’ writing. Thus even if the various devige used to express addition, students
always prefer using “and” in order to fulfil its riation. However, some additive devices as:
‘also’ (3.06%), ‘or’ (4.51%) and ‘such as’ (3.79%gre used in conversion way because
students might know and use these devices fromn #daglier writing, also students may not
know some additive conjunction to be used as: Likewbesides, thus, else, alternatively, that
is, similarly, in the same way ...etc. Because, tméyht not be used in their previous writing;

I.e., they have little experience in using them.
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2-2- Learners’ Use of adversative Cohesive Devices

The total number of adversative cohesive amvicsed and the number of every device used

are revealed in the following table:

Total Adversit;\é% devices Number of devices %
But 57 61.95%
However 5 5.43%
In fact 4 4.34%
92 Although 7 7.60%
In contrast 14 15.21%
In spite of 2 2.17%
whereas 3 3.26%

Table 7: Learners’ Use of Adversative Cohesive Dasgs

The results above shthat the use of “but” (61.95%) to express contrastthe

predominant one, students might use “but” becauseems easy for them to write it without

searching for an other devices which have the damaion. For this reason, students’ use of

other contrastive devices seems to be a bit lagethe use of: ‘in fact’, ‘although’, ‘in spite’pf

and ‘whereas’. But the use of “in contrast” (15%@laccedes somehow the use of the other

adversative cohesive devices.

2-3 Learners’ Use of Causal Besive devices

The analysis of the learners’ causal cohedmé@ces is shown in the following table by

using the total number of causal devices used baddrresponding number of every causal

devices used.

Total Causal devices used NumbeJSoef ddeV'CeS %
Because 48 40%
Consequently 1 0.83%
So 40 33.33%
120 For this reason 5 4.16%
As a result 6 5%
There for 9 7.5%
In order to 11 9.16%

Table 8: Learners’ Usd# Causal Cohesive Devices

45



The results show théerged use of “because” (40%) and “so” (33.33%peesvely. It
seems that students master adequately the useeoflernce which is “because” to express
causality and the use of “s0” to express the res@litit the other causal cohesive devices are
used in conversion way, unless the use of the deldonsequently” (0.83%) which might
disappear, as the absence of some causal cohesiees such as: then, for this purpose,
because of, for, in consequence ...etc.

2-4 Learners’ use of temporal cohesive devices
The table below represents the number efyetemporal device used and the total number

of temporal cohesive devices used by the learners.

Total Temporal device | Number of devices %

used used

Next 2 2.70%

At first 13 17.56%

Finally 11 14.86%

In conclusion 25 33.78%

74 To sum up 3 4.05%

At the end 9 12.16%

At that moment 3 4.05%

At last 4 5.40%

Second 3 4.05%

later 1 1.35%

Table 9: Learners’ use of tenopal cohesive devices
The results show it students’ use of temporal cohesive devicexpoess conclusion
is quite common; i.e., the use of conclusive devicelarger than the use of other temporal
cohesive devices: “finally” (14.86%), “in conclusib (33.78%), “at the end”
(12.16%).Furthermore, the use of temporal devatefitst” (17.56%) might be a signal of a
linked paragraph; however, students rarely usécdsuhat should follow it such as: second,
later, then, next ...etc (see table 9 ). Thesecdswvare generally used by students to move from

one sentence to another and not from one paragpagiother.
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3- The Learners’ Use of Ellipsis
The total amount of grammatical cohesive cewviand the corresponding number of ellipsis

used are presented in the following table:

Total Ellipsis used

N %
1554

46 2,96%

TabelO: Learners’ use of Ellgis
The results above show that the use of ellipsia9®) is lower than the use of references
and conjunctions (41.50% and 54.05%) respectively.
3-1 Learners’ use of nominal ellipsis
The total number of ellipsis and the correspiog number of nominal ellipsis are presented

in the following table:

total Type of ellipsis Number of ellipsis | %
used used
46 nominal 35 76,08

Tablell: Learners use of nominallipsis

3-2 Learners’ use of clausal ellipsis

The total number of ellipsis used and the corredpmnnumber of clausal ellipsis are

shown in the following table:

total Type of ellipsis Number of ellipsis | %
used used
46 clausal 9 19,56

Table 12:learners’use of clausdlipsis




3-3 Learners’ use of verbal ellipsis
The total number of ellipsis used and the corredpmn number of verbal ellipsis are

presented in the following table:

Types of ellipsis | Number of ellipsis

)
used used %

Total

46 verbal 2 4,34

Table 13: Learners'se of verbal ellipsis.

The results reveal that the use of nominal ellipgiseeds the use of both clausal and verbal
ones. However, it is noticed that students usevefbal ellipsis” (4.34%) is less than the
clausal one (19.56%). These differences in use nef@y to the students’ knowledge about the
more used type rather than the other types.

4- Learners’ use of substitution
The following table represents the numbesudfstitution used concerning the total number

of grammatical cohesive devices:

Total Substitution

N %
1554

23 1,48%

Tablel4: Learners’ use of Substitution
The frequencies obtained reveal that learnesg of substitution (1.48%) is very little

concerning the use of other grammatical cohesiveds.
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4-1 Learners’ use of Nominal substitution
The total number ofbsiitution used by students and the correspondmgber of

nominal substitution are shown in the table below:

Total Number of %

substitution used

Type of
substitution used

23 nominal 19 82,6

Table 15: Learners use of nominal substitution
4-2 Learners’ use of clausal substitution

The total number of substitution used by lessrand the corresponding number of clausal

substitution are presented in the following table:

total Type of Number of %
substitution used substitution used
23 clausal 1 4,34

Table 16: Learners use clausal suibgtion

4-3 Learners’ use of verbal substitution

The total number of substitution used and the nurobeerbal substitution are shown in the

table below:
Types of Number of 0
Total substitution used substitution used %
23 verbal 3 13.04%

Table 17: Learners’ use of verbal subsition




The results above show that students havghaffequency in using nominal substitution
(82.6%) concerning clausal and verbal substitutitmwever, it is noticed that the use of verbal
substitution accedes to the use of clausal ones.

General comments

According to the results shown in the aboaklds, it is noticed that in every type of
grammatical cohesive devices used, there is a prie@mce of a specific device at different
times; i.e., the students’ use of grammatical civeedevices is characterized by the high
frequency of using at least: ‘the’, ‘they’ , ‘angd*because’, ‘but’, ‘in conclusion’, nominal
ellipsis and nominal substitution ( see tables 3647, 8, 9, 11 and15) respectively .This
occurrence can refer to the students mastery df gg@mmatical cohesive devices and their
knowledge about what they can serve as. How ewengdittle use of grammatical cohesive
devices and the absence of others such as: theseleb, for, likewise... etc are due to the
students’ little experience in using them before.

The results obtained show that the use aihgratical cohesive devices differs from one
type to another. The frequencies obtained in carjua cohesive devices (see table 5), reveal
that the students’ use of this type is larger ttienuse of other grammatical cohesive devices,
and where the use of the additive conjunction “afs#e table6) can represents the acquiring
process of operation. Moreover, in all the conjiomg used, it is noticed that, students are
familiar with the use of a particular device in ledgpe of conjunctions (see tables 6, 7, 8, and
9). This can be the reason why some conjunctivecds\are used rarely such as: “moreover”
(0.90%); “later” (1.35%), “in spit of” (2.17%), anconsequently” (0.83%); and some
conjunctives are totally absent.

The learners’ uses of reference largely appeausing demonstratives (see table 3).

Usually, students might use demonstrative refegnweithout knowing the nature of its
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function .This can be seen in the use of “The” efeitis used widely , students are not aware
that it operates as an article as well as a cobatgvice too, as in the sentence “flueson of
manufactories is very dangerous....” . Furthermohfoagh, the students’ extended use of
“that” (see table 3), there is no occurrence of gtheal determiner “those” because students
might not yet master the plural use of demonsteateferences. It is noticed, however, that
students are capable of using plural personaleetes; which are shown in the emergence of
“they” and “them” (see table 4.) rather than sirzgune.

According to the results shown in tables &hd 14), students are not familiar with the use
of Ellipsis and Substitution concerning the useotifer grammatical cohesive devices. This
might refer to the learners’ avoidance in usinghstypes. Thus, students usually avoid using
ellipsis and substitution because they might féauatheir appropriateness. On the other hand,
it is noted that the students use of both nomifigdsés and substitution are quite adequately
used (see tables: 11 and 15) respectively. Thefuseminal ellipsis and substitution are due
to the learners’awarness about nouns which coulohtiéed or substituted. However, it seems
clear from the results that the students’ use dbalesubstitution (13.04%) is larger than verbal
ellipsis (4.34%) and the students’ use of clausigbsés is larger then clausal substitution.
These differences in using clausal and verbal @svinay refer to the way students substitute
or omit a given item. For instance, the fact thatlents are aware of using clausal ellipsis, they
have to be also aware of using clausal substitigmhvice versa with verbal substitution and
ellipsis. But, what is seen is extremely differdmtcause students seem to have difficulties in
determining the clause to be substituted rather tha clause to be omitted
2.1.3.2Learners’ correct versus wrong use of grammatical ehesive devices

In this section, we will identify the totamaunt of appropriate and inappropriate use of

grammatical cohesive devices made by the testebe ih0 essays written. We have found that
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the percentage of the correct use exceeds thenpegee of the wrong use of grammatical
cohesive devices.
1- Correct versus wrong usé grammatical cohesive devices
The table bellow represents the number afecbrand wrong use of grammatical cohesive

devices concerning the total number of the grantabtiohesive devices used by subjects.

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %
1554

1225 79.56% 329 20.43%

Table 18: Learners’ correct versus wrong use ofrgmmatical cohesive devices
In relation to each type of grammatical cohesivaais used, we found the following results:
2- Correct versus wrong use of reference
The total number of references used by tligests and the number of appropriate versus

inappropriate use is shown in the table below:

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %
645

510 79.06% 135 20.93%

Table 19: Correct versus wrongse of reference
The results above show that learner’'s use of irgpate reference is lower than the
appropriate one
1-2-Correct versus wrong use of demonstrative andgpsonal references
The table be represents the total number of demonstrative eatey and personal

reference used by subject and the correspondindp@uai correct versus incorrect use
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Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
393
306 77.86% 87 22.13%
Table 20: Correct versus wrong us# demonstrative references
Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
252
204 80.95% 48 19.04%

Table 21: Correct versus wrong use of personal refences

This results show that the students apprtgptiae of demonstrative and personal reference
exceeds the inappropriate one.
3- Correct versus wrong use obnjunctions

The number of appropriate and inappropnee of conjunctions to the total number of

conjunctions used by the subjects is shown indheviing table:

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %
840

665 79.16% 175 20.83%

Table 22: Correct versus wrong use obojunctions
The table above reveals the student’s mastery ojfunction because it appears that the
correct use is higher than the wrong one.
3-1- Correct versus wrong use of additive, adversaee, causal, and temporatonjunctions
The following tables show the total numberath type of conjunctions used by subjects

and the number of correct versus wrong use.
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Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
554
426 76.89% 128 23.10%
Table 23: Correct versus wrong usd additive conjunctions
Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
120
91 75.83% 29 24.16%

Table 24: Correct versus wrong use of adversae conjunction

Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
92
80 86.95% 12 13.04%
Table 25: Correct versus wrong use of causal camjctions
Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
74
68 91.89% 6 8.10%

Table 26: Correct versus wrong use of tempal conjunctions
These results reveal that the students nmghmaster the appropriate use of additive and
causal devices (see tables 23 and 25) concernsnggh of adversative and temporal use (see

tables 24 and 26). It also seems that studentg@d at using temporal devices (91.89%)

rather than other conjunctions used.

4- Correct versus wrong use of ellipsis

The table below shows the total number opsil used by the subjects and the number of

correct and incorrect usage
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Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %

46
29 63.04% 17 36.95%

Table 27: Correct versus wrong us# Ellipsis
The frequencies show that students’ appraprige of ellipsis exceeds the inappropriate

use.

4-1- Correct versus Wrong use of nominal, clausalral verbal ellipsis
The following tables represent the total neméf nominal, clause, and verbal ellipsis used

by subjects and the corresponding number of comezsius wrong use of each type.

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %
35

18 51.42% 17 48.57%

Table 28: Correct versus wrong use abminal ellipsis

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %

9 100% / /

Table 29: Correct versus wrong use ofausal ellipsis

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %

2 100% / /

Table 30: Correct versus wrong use of verballipsis
These results show that the students’ usgpfopriate and inappropriate nominal ellipsis
is approximately the same (see table 24). Howeawsams clear that students might be perfect
in using clausal and verbal ellipsis (100%) sincers are not used at all.
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5-Correct versus wrong use of substitution
The total number of substitution used by saty and the number of appropriate and

appropriate use is shown in the tables below:

Total Correct use Wrong use

N % N %

23 21 91,30 2 8,69

Table 31: Correct versus wrong use of substitution
The results show that appropriate use oftguben exceeds the inappropriate one.
5.1-Correct versus wrong use of nominal, clausal a@nverbal substitution
The following tables analyze the students’ totale usf substitution and the

corresponding number of students’ use of each type:

Total Correct use Wrong use

N

%

N

%

19

17

89,47

2

10,52

Table 32: Correct versus wrong use of nominal subistition .

Total

Correct use

Wrong use

%

N

%

N
1

100

/

/

Table 33: Correct versus wrong use of clausal subgition .

Total Correct use Wrong use
N % N %
3 3 100 / /

Table 3€orrect versus wrong use of verbal substitution.
The results reveal that the students’ gmpaite use of nominal substitution exceeds the
inappropriate one. Likewise ellipsis use (see @HI&0), clausal and verbal substitution

(100%) also seems to be mastered by studentsws t&frthe errors’ disappearance.
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General comments
The results revealtthtudents’ inappropriate use of reference anguoction (20.93%

and 20.83%) respectively are approximately the saRwwvever, it seems that student’s
inappropriate use of ellipsis (36.95%) exceeds esttid inappropriate use of substitution
(8.69%). ThusFrequencies show that ellipsis is the most problenaaea concerning the other
grammatical cohesive devices (see table: 27). Thdents use of inappropriate nominal
ellipsis can be seen in the omission of some nadrese it is necessary .This omission is due
to the students’ thinking that the omitted nouas make sentences accepted in terms of the
form structure. For example the sentence “the nmopbrtant difference between these two
periods is political (0)” seems to be incompleteorbbver, nominal ellipses are used wrongly
because of the students’ little experience in maatpng such a type when writing a discourse.
But, it is noticed that clausal and verbal ellipsi® certainly appropriate because of the
students’ little use of such types.

Learners also seem to use a quite amouimappropriate references (see table: 19). The
use of wrong personal references usually reveaenvgtudents refer to something in a given
sentence without identifying the item to be refdrte, either cataphoric or anaphoric; as in the
sentence “At first, plastic surgery is an importdmnng for them because thethink that_they
will be beautiful”. This difficulty in determininghe item to be referred to refers to the
difficulty of acquiring the process of using thesersonal references that are not yet fully
mastered. Generally, the students inappropriateotiseference occur in the presence of the
demonstrative “that” and the personal referencé .Tihis can results in the over confusion
between the items to be used, as in the senteheeAlgerian families had suffered from this
method_that iimade them live as miserable». In this sentencdgents make use the personal

reference with no necessity to it. Sometimes stigenappropriate use of personal or
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demonstrative reference is due to the overgenatadiz or misanalysis, where students confuse
the use of plural and singular references, thesr tef plural item by singular reference and vice
versa .For example, learners might wrongly assumaethe singular personal device “its” is
plural because of the “S” as in the sentence “géz#s manufactories are the main cause of
global warming, itgpoisons effect mainly the air and the sea”. Example the use, of “the”

is wrong, because students do not distinguish twlefinite and indefinite articles.

In accordance with the results of correatl amwong use of conjunctions given above,
students seem to have a problem in using conjunciepecially with additive and causal
devices (see table 23, 25) respectively. The raar used by students is usually the double
function that the additive cohesive device “and{im do .Although students might know
that “and” is mainly operate as an additive devittlegy still used it to express causal
conjunction. As an example “after the colonizati@iucation has started to develop, by
opening many schools and universities. Parentstheit children to go to school aritleir
ignorant is decreased” .This problem can be dubdanisunderstanding of causal devices as
its function, and the difficulty of processing calforms that are not yet mastered.

Furthermore, when students express additlmy sometimes use adversative devices to
show what they want to add or explain, as in theesee “Algeria was like the phony flying
on the ashes bt is still good”. Students’ confusion in usingetappropriate conjunction to fit
its function might refer to the predominant of aahesive device in each type of conjunction;
l.e., the extended use of a given device embedsdberrence of other devices. It should be
noted that students misinformation leads to usengimevice forms, in which learners might
not know the correct version of devices and thishiswn in additive, causal and temporal
devices such as: ‘the first’ instead of ‘at firsth contrastive’ instead of ‘in contrast’, ‘in all

words’ instead of ‘in other words’, ‘the last onastead of ‘at last’ ...etc. Students also may
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make errors when they reflect uncertainty whilenggwo forms of required devices as in the

sentences:_“and furthenore plastic surgeries are very important for womemeke her more

confident”.

The less problematic area in using gramrabtiohesive devices is substitution (see table
31). Students rarely use wrong substitution aedhhain element which should be analyzed is
nominal substitution (see table 31 ) where it seémesmost inappropriate used type .Thus,
what is concerned inappropriate in using substituts the presence of a form that does not
appear in well formed sentence as in the senteftisa‘result of an imitation or disfigurement
natural one or caused by accident people stattibi @about plastic surgeries” the addition of
the cohesive device “one” might not appear if strecture of the sentence is well organized.
The sentence can be as “As a result of an imitationatural disfigurement which, can be

caused by accident, people start to think aboutiplaurgeries”.

CONCLUSION

The first conclusion one can draw from alégé results is that second-year students
somehow master adequately the English grammattedssve devices. Analyzing globally the
results, we found that learner’s problems of Efmnglisth grammatical cohesive devices are of
the following:

Students usually use a given grammaticakswk device from each type while writing.
When students produce writing discourse, they detnate@ an ability to use a particular
feature in their creative writing. This ability irsing a given device might be the reason why
some grammatical cohesive devices are embeddededVer, learners’ writing experience
could be a source of students’ more or less useete In such cases, the percentage of less

use in substitution was of 1.48%.This was explaimeterms of avoidance in that, students
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tended not to use such type because they do net kow, when and where can be reached,
and the percentage of more use in conjunctions afa$4.05 %( see table 5) which was

explained in terms of awareness; i.e., studentspasbably familiar with the use of most

conjunction devices, however some of them are unsggpropriate.

We also reached the conclusion that studean® little difficulty in using grammatical
cohesive devices. Thus, the more grammatical cobetgvices are used, the more they are
inappropriate, and the less grammatical cohesiveicee are used, the less they are
inappropriate. Furthermore, learners’ incorrectrisrin using grammatical devices and their
confusion in using plural and singular are expldine terms of misinformation and
misanalysis respectively in that students tendiguse the production of grammatical cohesive

devices in using plural and singular reference.

Types of grammatical Stepl Step2
cohesive devices

Learners Correct use Wrong use
grammatical
cohesive devices use
N % N % N %
Reference 645 41,50 510 79,06 135 20,93
Conjunction 840 54,85 665 79,16 175 20,83
Ellipsis 46 2,96 29 63,04 17 36,95
substitution 23 1,48 21 91,30 2 8,69

Table 35: Over all results of grammatial cohesive devices in the two steps
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Stepl:table 2,5,10 and14
Step2 tablel9, 12,27and31

GENERAL CONCLUSION

This research was conducted to gain more insightise students’ use of cohesive deices in
general and grammatical cohesive devices in péati@nd to focus on the use of grammatical
cohesive devices to strength students’ writing frandiscourse viewpoint. In this research,
students are not taught grammatical cohesive devibey are asked to write a text where it is
supposed to be cohesive in the use of the difféypeis of grammatical cohesive devices.

The conclusion we got from the anialys the students’ test was that students uses quit
enough grammatical cohesive devices in their wgitih seems that the inappropriate use of
grammatical cohesive devices is concerned with soileem as conjunctions which are most
commonly used. This can be due to the overuse mesypes of conjunctions. For that, the
conclusion we draw from this research is that wéiewlents use appropriate devices they will
achieve cohesive discourse; however, the overussonfe grammatical cohesive devices
embed the use of other devices and make someiwf ithappropriate .

The present study investigated thica@ue of the research when students write essays.
Future studies may replicate the study in othersaaayd involve a large sample. As we have
seen in the theoretical part, a cohesive discogese not be conducted by using only
grammatical cohesive devices because it is cledru$ing lexical cohesion has a great role in
effective writing. This aspect is neglected frornstiiissertation, and it may be a good topic for

future research.
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Appendix

Inappropriate use of grammatical

cohesive devices

Appropriate  use of grammatical

cohesive devices

- Gazes from manufactories are the m
cause of global warmingijts poisons
affect mainly the air and he see.
- Algerian independence and freedom
too worthy that we must proteitt

- People are in danger because tlis

global warming which is truly man made.global warming which is truly man madg

- The parents lefthis children to go to

school.

- Living condition has been improved Living condition has been improve

through the development of mediciard

educatiorandhuman works and though.

- In the first, there was no free authori
like French colonization.

- In a conclusion,it is so difficult to
dominatethis kinds of pollution.

- In the fact it is necessary to fight th

basic causes of global warming.

ainGazes from manufactories are he m
cause of global warmingtheir poisons
affect mainly the air and he see.
areAlgerian independence and freedom
too worthy that we must protect.

- People are in danger because toé

- Parents lefttheir children to go tq

school.

through the development of medicir

education, human works and though.

French colonization.
- As a conclusionit is so difficult to

dominatethesekinds of pollution.

causes of global warming.

Iy At first, there was no free authority lik

e In fact, it is necessary to fight the bas

ain

are
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- Every person wants to be the beaut

0).

- The most important difference betweenThe most important difference betwe

this tow periods is the political (0).

- Human being must

information about the danger of plastimformation about the danger of plas

surgeries; this (0) can be a source of thsirgeries; thisnformationcan be a sourc

awareness.

- Finally, it can be say that Algeria ngw Finally, it can be say that Algeria ng

differs from the oldoo in many things.
- As a result of an imitation or
disfigurement naturabne or caused by

accident,

plastic surgeries.

have more Human

people start to think abowtccident,

fulEvery person wants to be the beaut

one.

thesetow periods is the politicaine

being must have

of their awareness.

differs from the oldbnein many things.

a As a result of an imitation or a natu

disfigurement which can be caused

plastic surgeries.

.

ful

en

more

C

e

W

ral

by

people start to think about
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Résumé

L' objet de ce travail se portgour avoir si les étudiants sont familiers a I'isades

connecteurs grammaticaux logiques. Ce travail esisiaconsacré a trouvé limportance
d’utiliser les connecteurs grammaticaux logiquerpméer un discours cohésif. On a suppose
suppose que l'utilisation des connecteurs gramm@atidogiques renforcera I'écriture des
étudiants.

L’hypothése fut évaluée a travers d’une étetgcriptive obtenue par le test administré aux
étudiants. Les résultats démontrent que l'utilaties connecteurs grammaticaux logique par
les étudiants de la deuxieme année, au départadtarglais, institut des langues étrangeres,
université de Mentouri, Constantine, sont un peétit peu suffisants. Mais I'utilisation de
quelques connecteurs grammaticaux logiques d'uneiémea incorrecte est remarquée
facilement par rapport a l'utilisation totale. Qgaes connecteurs grammaticaux logiques sont
largement utilisés mais d’'une facon incorrect etutfe connecteur sont moins utilisés mais
correctement. La grande partie des connecteurs ngaiceux logiques utilisés par les
étudiants réside dans les conjonctions, car ilgposttablement sache par les, mais la plus part
des connecteurs conjonctive sont utiliser incoemaent. Il est remarqué aussi que dans chaque

type de connecteurs utilisés, on a toujours un ectenir qui est dominé
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